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Table 1 Composition and nutrient levels of experimental diets (air-dry basis) %
i H PR E [ B Body weight stage
Items 75~100 kg 100~ 130 kg 130 kg~ i out
JE Bl Ingredients
Tk Corn 84.49 88.81 90.65
. H1 Soybean meal (46% CP) 12.10 8.00 5.80
K&l Soybean oil 0.43 0.45 0.20
£k NaCl 0.40 0.40 0.40
WA S 45 CaHPO, 0.40 0.26 0.60
1%} Limestone 0.73 0.68 0.73
L-# & MRE FREE L-lysine hydrochloride 0.33 0.30 0.40
DL-#% 82 DL-methionine 0.01 0.02
L-753% R L-threonine 0.09 0.08 0.16
L-{0 % 2 L-tryptophan 0.02 0.02 0.04
R K Premix" 1.00 1.00 1.00
A1t Total 100.00 100.00 100.00
E 7K Nutrient levels®
T 1LAE DE/(MJ/kg) 14.23 14.23 14.16
R e ME/(MI/kg) 13.86 13.86 13.82
HEH T CP 12.50 11.00 10.00
5 Ca 0.52 0.46 0.43
R TP 0.47 0.43 0.41
Al AL R DLys 0.73 0.61 0.64
Al L & R DMet 0.21 0.18 0.19
A H AL IR 2 R DThr 0.46 0.40 0.45
aH AL B2 R DTrp 0.13 0.11 0.12
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i H IR B Bt Body weight stage
Items 75~100 kg 100~ 130 kg 130 kg~ H1#2 out
AL AL & R DVal 0.49 0.43 0.45
Al H L5224 R Dlle 0.42 0.36 0.35

1) TR RN BT S0 A 4248 The premix provided the following per kg of diets: VA 12 400 TU, VD, 2 800 TU, VE 30 IU,
VK 5 mg,VB,, 40 pg,VB, 3 mg, VB, 10 mg, #H & nicotinic acid 40 mg, D-JZ fR D-pantothenic acid 15 mg, "'fi# folic acid
1 mg, VB, 8 mg, =¥ & biotin 0.08 mg,Fe(FeSO, - H,0) 120 mg,Cu( CuSO, - 5H,0)16 mg,Mn(MnSO, - H,0)70 mg,Zn
(ZnSO, - H,0)120 mg,I(Cal,0,)0.7 mg,Se(Na,Se0,)0.48 mg,

2) B KA M3 E(H . Nutrient levels were all calculated values.
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J& S A H 2 Ta) BRI OE e 2Pk Il G R (P<
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Table 2 Carcass traits of pigs with different slaughter weights
=] J&SE{RTE Slaughter weight/kg P14
Items 110 120 130 140 150 P-value
J& 52 %1 Slaughterings/3k 10 10 10 10 10
JB R Slaughter weight/kg  112.75+0.95°  122.59+0.66" 132.59+0.60° 141.80+0.57 151.98+1.07° <0.001
{4 Carcass weight/kg 83.36x£0.91°  92.04+0.54" 100.89+1.07° 107.88+0.59% 116.02+0.88° <0.001
J& 52 Dressing percentage/ % 73.93+0.50°  75.08+0.37*  76.10+0.88"  76.08+0.36"  76.34+0.26" 0.007
IR WL X Loin-eye area/cm?® 72.60+3.73 74.97+1.93 73.22+2.15 74.09+2.93 74.16%2.64 0.979
7 A HE =]
fvﬁa':’g ﬁiiﬂ thickness/mm 20.4+0.9° 22.5+1.9® 24.5+0.7° 26.5+1.2" 29.6+0.9° <0.001
MM TE Leaf fat weight/kg 1.09+0.11° 1.18+0.13" 1.46+0.10™ 1.80+0.16° 2.30+0.12°  <0.001
A H K Carcass length/cm 08.30+1.23"  101.00+1.10° 102.80+0.59° 102.20+1.21° 110.00+0.69°  <0.001
i f&4#HE Body side length/cm  83.60+0.96°  84.00+1.28"  87.70+0.62°  87.40+1.27°  93.77+0.72°  <0.001
&4 Body length/cm 110.70£2.20*  110.90+1.32* 114.90+0.78"  116.00+1.37" 122.31+0.96° <0.001
1A% Body height/cm 66.10£0.66"°  67.30£0.83"  68.10+£0.77™  69.50+0.52°  69.54+0.42° 0.001
[l Circumference/cm 111.60+1.00°  114.60+0.69° 118.00+0.68° 121.70+0.76° 123.23+0.66°  <0.001
8 ¥l Perimeter of abdomen/cm  113.10£0.92°  116.50+0.90° 120.10+0.86° 123.70+0.68° 126.54=1.05°  <0.001
U JFEE Heart weight/kg 0.42+0.01° 0.45+0.02"°  0.44+0.01"™ 0.48+0.01" 0.53+0.02°  <0.001
HFWETE Liver weight/kg 1.49+0.07* 1.55+0.05 1.64+0.05* 1.73+0.06" 1.86+0.04°  <0.001
4L B Spleen weight/kg 0.21£0.02° 0.22+0.02° 0.25+0.02" 0.28+0.03" 0.29+0.02° 0.042
fili Il 8 Lung weight/kg 0.70+0.05 0.70+0.05 0.84+0.05 0.79+0.05 0.80+0.04 0.205
I # Kidney weight/kg 0.28+0.02° 0.32+0.02*  0.33%0.01* 0.35+0.03" 0.37+0.03° 0.052
H # Gastric weight/kg 0.65+0.02" 0.68+0.02" 0.76+0.01° 0.76+0.01° 0.80+0.01°  <0.001
/N Small intestine weight/kg — 1.86+0.08™ 1.74+0.09* 1.79+0.06" 1.82+0.05" 2.05+0.08" 0.032
KA Large intestine weight/kg  1.41+0.03" 1.47+0.03" 1.52+0.05° 1.66+0.05" 1.91+0.05°  <0.001
L IFHEEL Heart index/ % 0.37+0.01° 0.37+0.01° 0.33+0.01° 0.34+0.01° 0.35£0.01"®  0.035
fFEFE %% Liver index/ % 1.32+0.07 1.27+0.04 1.24+0.04 1.22+0.04 1.23+0.03 0.531
JELIEFE %% Spleen index/ % 0.19+0.02 0.18+0.02 0.18+0.02 0.20+0.02 0.19+0.01 0.906
fili {FE $8 80 Lung index/ % 0.63+0.04 0.57+0.04 0.63+0.04 0.55+0.03 0.52+0.02 0.135
B IEFE % Kidney index/ % 0.25+0.02 0.26+0.02 0.25+0.01 0.24+0.02 0.25+0.02 0.923
HI8 8 Gastric index/% 0.58+0.02" 0.56+0.01"  0.57+0.01® 0.53+0.01° 0.53+0.01° 0.061
o
g;nﬂiﬁimne index/% 1.65+0.08° 1.42+0.07° 1.35+0.04° 1.28+0.03° 1.35+0.06" 0.001
s
RIHES 1.25+0.03% 1.20+0.03*  1.15%0.04° 1.17+0.03% 1.26+0.04" 0.087

Large intestine index/%

[RIAT 5 I8 AR A B 1 R 22 57 .35 (P<0.05) , MF s E PR R R 22 R A B3 (P>0.05) . T,

In the same row, values with different letter superscripts mean significant difference ( P<0.05) , while with the same or no

letter superscripts mean no significant difference ( P>0.05). The same as below.
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Table 3 Linear change of carcass traits with slaughter weight

WiH JEE Iy , F1iH P{H

Items Trend equation K F value P-value
JF{AE Carcass weight Y=0.822 8X-8.866 0 0.969 2 1 635.278 <0.001
J& 553 Dressing percentage Y=0.053 02X+68.478 42 0.165 6 11.320 0.001
MR WL Loin-eye area Y=0.015 86X+71.706 57 -0.019 2 0.036 0.850
SIS HEJE B Average back-fat thickness Y=0.238X-6.763 0.478 2 48.650 <0.001
MM E Leaf fat weight Y=0.032 24X-2.695 75 0.574 7 71.280 <0.001
Hil{& B K Carcass length Y=0.291 5X+64.366 8 0.669 4 106.300 <0.001
A 41K Body side length Y=0.261 2X+52.746 9 0.582 7 73.630 <0.001
&K Body length Y=0.309 1X+74.122 2 0.513 8 55.960 <0.001
& Body height Y=0.089 19X+56.285 56 0.279 6 21.180 <0.001
JEyFl Circumference Y=0.300 2X+78.063 7 0.750 7 157.600 <0.001
5 { Perimeter of abdomen Y=0.332X+76.045 0.700 7 122.700 <0.001
O WEH Heart weight Y=0.002 654X+0.113 991 0.443 3 42.410 <0.001
FFEE Liver weight Y=0.008 514X+0.530 292 0.304 8 23.800 <0.001
JEEE Spleen weight Y=0.002 722X-0.111 292 0.225 1 15.820 <0.001
Jili ) Lung weight Y=0.002 553X+0.424 578 0.048 8 3.308 0.759
' Wi # Kidney weight Y=0.001 596X+0.119 725 0.075 7 5.258 0.026
H H Gastric weight Y=0.003 714X+0.238 707 0.480 4 49.080 <0.001
/NBTE Small intestine weight Y=0.004 051X+1.321 124 0.034 4 2.854 0.097
KM Large intestine weight Y=0.011 82X+0.032 95 0.535 1 60.850 <0.001
L JEFE 4L Heart index Y=-0.000 694 9X+0.444 614 1 0.072 3 5.054 0.029
JFEFE %L Liver index Y=-0.003 129X+1.671 142 0.074 3 5.172 0.015
JéAEFE %X Spleen index Y=0.000 623 7X+0.104 652 9 0.010 6 1.546 0.121
Jiti EFE %X Lung index Y=-0.002 469X+0.907 131 0.087 3 5.305 0.028
B 45 %0 Kidney index Y=-0.000 664 8X+0.339 055 1 0.013 9 1.731 0.194
B 455 Gastric index Y=-0.001 33 4X+0.730 452 0.150 6 10.220 0.002
/NFFE L Small intestine index Y=-0.008 005X+2.475 780 0.246 9 18.040 <0.001
KEpHE %L Large intestine index Y=-0.000 420 9X+1.263 733 8 0.002 9 0.147 0.703

X R SR Y Fn MNLAT B R IR AR

X was the slaughter weight, and Y was the carcass trait index in the same row.

2.2 AREBEFEEBNNAEZENLER JILPAL B 35 1K 5 5 S5 A 4% T S VR R ) 24 6 i
KA PR AR R REHLA M 25 (P>0.05)
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Table 4 Physicochemical characteristics of pig muscle with different slaughter weights

WU H J&SERTE Slaughter weight/kg P fi
Ttems 110 120 130 140 150 P-value
FE %X Sample number 10 10 10 10 10

A {5, Meat color

SR Ly 49.00+0.48 48.22+1.00 47.88+0.89 48.78+0.64 47.56+0.71 0.636
LR al 17.15+0.32  17.89+0.52  17.37+0.44  16.57+0.75  16.7520.39 0.371

/ﬁjrg b-:S min

7.11+£0.20 7.26x0.30 6.97+0.26 7.04%0.36 6.66+0.31 0.638
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WU H J& SEMRTE Slaughter weight/kg Pl
Items 110 120 130 140 150 P-value
M FE Chroma c;; " 18.58+0.29 19.34+0.50 18.74+0.36 18.04+0.74 18.05+0.41 0.295
{641/ Hue angle HJ . * 2.29+0.09 2.36+0.13 2.39+0.13 2.25+0.15 2.43+0.11 0.823
S Ly, 58.60£0.57 57.89+0.95 57.26+0.88 57.36x0.81 57.14£0.97 0.754
EAN: 16.85+0.58 16.89+0.73 17.29+0.54 16.51+0.79 17.14+0.37 0.910
HE by, 8.29+0.50 7.52+0.25 7.50+0.47 7.56+0.30 7.71£0.39 0.622
HIFIFE Chroma c, , 18.82+0.65 18.53+0.67 18.91+0.54 18.20+0.73 18.84+0.39 0.914
{6 Hue angle H3, , 1.91+0.13 2.11+0.13 2.23+0.17 2.05+0.13 2.14%0.15 0.607
SEE Ly, 59.71+0.70 58.44+0.97 58.55+1.07 59.88+0.62 58.22+0.75 0.456
215 agy, 17.92+0.29 18.09+0.46 18.50+0.58 17.3620.54 18.37+0.34 0.414
HIE by, 7.64+0.16 7.58+0.30 7.30+0.37 7.43+0.24 7.36£0.37 0.934
YW Chroma cyy, 19.49+0.28 19.65+0.39 19.93+0.54 18.90+0.52 19.81+0.40 0.500
{641/ Hue angle HS,, 2.21+0.06 2.28+0.13 2.45+0.18 2.21+0.10 2.41+0.11 0.483
pH
45 min 6.39+0.03 6.25+0.09 6.25+0.08 6.38+0.04 6.38+0.02 0.202
24 h 5.74%0.06 5.68+0.03 5.71+0.03 5.69%0.03 5.71+0.02 0.885
48 h 5.79+0.03 5.750.04 5.79+0.04 5.74+0.03 5.73+0.03 0.605
T K19 Drip loss/ %
45 min 10.100.06 10.18+0.08 10.20+0.06 10.17+0.12 10.02+0.07 0.483
24 h 9.83+0.10 9.87+0.11 10.0920.10 10.01x0.14 9.79+0.10 0.279
48 h 9.89+0.11 9.97+0.11 9.80%0.10 9.81+0.14 9.74%0.09 0.580
354Y) 41 Shear force/N 69.35+2.03 77.52+4.13 69.16£2.70 68.42+3.34 65.91+4.27 0.400
KILA S5 Marbling score  2.54+0.16 2.62+0.14 2.41+0.15 2.59+0.19 2.82+0.13 0.377
WLAREHS Intramuscular fat/% — 1.42+0.22 1.54+0.31 1.58+0.13 1.53+0.16 1.47+0.21 0.988
7K 43 Moisture/ % 72.13+0.40 71.13+0.22 72.16+0.27 71.85£0.43 71.91£0.29 0.876

1)/@@&"‘ ChrOma:(a*2+b*2)ﬂ.so
2) A8 Hue angle=tan™'(b"/a" ),

23 AEABREAERNANINAEEERSTE
WE 1 FR  HE B2 9] ml WA B S2 R & Y
R NS LR 27 435 5 34 5 250 1E 5, HE
G 25 B N WLET 4Bt B SE AR E A AR Ak,
WLET 4 AR AE 110 ~ 140 kg JB 52 1R & [ BC L 3%
AL (P>0.05) , 7E 140~ 150 kg JB Z A H B i

110 kg 120 kg

o gy b
N

130 kg

B e 15525 v

ALV

FAE (P>0.05) ,150 kg & S E AT 110 ~
130 kg /&SRR B B ik 3 & (P<0.05) . L4
FREAE 110~130 kg B AR E I B B & 21k (P>
0.05) ,7F 140 ~ 150 kg J& 5 1K 5 By Bt G i 2 A8 1k
(P>0.05), 140 ~ 150 kg J& 5% Kk & By B A0 X T
110~130 kg J& AR B B 3 IR ( P<0.05)

140 kg

150 kg
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Fig.1 HE staining map of longissimus dorsi muscle fibers of pigs with different slaughter weights (400x)
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Table 5 Fiber diameter and density of longissimus dorsi muscle of pigs with different slaughter weights

i H J& SERE Slaughter weight/kg Pt
Ttems 110 120 130 140 150 P-value
%L Sample number 10 10 10 10 10

Ei}fjj%%;i diameter/ pm 67.05+2.59° 67.06+2.40° 65.70x1.37° 74.29+4.68" 76.95+2.96°  0.055
JULET 2 2% )

341.36+31.60° 360.26+22.70° 327.56+17.01° 237.11+8.68"

Muscle fiber density/ ( #2/mm”)

242.73x15.29* 0.010

24 AREABREEEHMOAAANEER RSB AKX

% 6 Fim ISR B A R TS e K U i
WU 2 5 et S B 0 AR 4 1, WL IR LY 1R % it 7
110~140 kg J& ERE B B G 8 28fL ( P>0.05) ,
H2 150 kg J& 52 A AHXT T 110 ~ 140 kg & 5214
B E PRI (P<0.05) . AP s KL
PR rP A I 2] 13 Ff R DT IR , 43 A AR RN i 7 R LA
TRLFN B 05 2, AS AR RS i TR S 4 o B AN A G T
fit (MUFA ) 1 2 10 Fi IS 15 B2 ( PUFA) . &g 5
PR ARLFT IR 17 TR AN T R o 2 B AN A A0 I D7 TR
LA G I R & HE I TE 140 kg JB A A 2 &
L BEE T 110,130 kg JBSE{KH (P<0.05) ,{H
5120150 kg B R EMALL TR FZ7F (P>
0.05) ;110~130 kg B2 IR EBT B 150 kg /& 5
AT 6] TG % 25 5 (P>0.05) o ARG 17 IR 6045 1A
TREMR FRREHER L iR R AR R L T U BE TR,
BRI R S B0 40.65% , b & B R EFEN
PR AR , VR A B8 i T 5 A i 2 T 5 R A 4%
J& SR AR AL AR 5 4R R R T R AH R] 5 140 ke B
EREMM IR &R R Em T 110 kg B E A E
(P<0.05), R B R E W ¥ T % 2 5 (P>
0.05) ; F-EBEmR . 1 DU ke R 7 i 7E 45 )8 R
[E] 200 & 22 5 (P>0.05) . B AIE  AR 45

P R R L AR A — R R, N R IR IR Y
46.46% , & 0O R , Ko e e Ak —
HRERAESBEREMNY LR EEZR (P>
0.05) ;140 kg & 52 U E [ f il il R 75 = . 35 v T
HAth B 2K (P<0.05) , B 7E HAt 4% 18 52 14 1 ]
TC i 25 5% (P>0.05) . Z AN FI G 15 R £ 45 37 ¥l
% o WJRRRR J—11,14-—1Hk — 1R Ji-8,11,
14— 8k =R A6 2R DU R, HL b S I R
NER, WIlR S MBS R E SRS 2
AN G W5 2 A [5] 5 140 kg JB 5244 5 14 46 4F DU 45
g nE T 110 kg JBERE (P<0.05) , HAx
KB SR E BT W 25 57 (P>0.05) 5o TRRAR |
MR—=11, 14— B 05 R 3 et 76 45 A 8 o2 IR )
B REES(P>0.05), 140 kg BEEEMEZA
TR0 B 07 TR/ 6 A I PR I T 110 kg JB A 4K
H(P<0.05), HR & B R E M YT 3% 2% 57
(P>0.05) . 140 kg B AR/ n-6 Z A FS
PR o e 3 i T A R 2 A (P<0.05) , HoAh B
VAT ) B B2 (P>0.05) , BRI FIRE
PR/ A AR 7 R \n-3 Z A AR IR 7 & \n-6/n-3
Z AN R BE W PR AE 45 B S AR ) 3 T B 3 2 R
(P>0.05) ,

®6 TRAEBEF=GHERETERINNEHREEHRSE

Table 6 Contents of inosinic acid and fatty acid in longissimus dorsi muscle of pig with

different slaughter weights mg/g LA
HH J& 521K Slaughter weight/kg Pl
Items 110 120 130 140 150 P-value
Sy
z:fjé number 10 10 10 10 10
AR

Inosinic acid

2.328 0+0.047 2° 2.395 0+0.018 5° 2.300 0+0.063 1° 2.276 0+0.036 4° 2.328 0+0.047 2°  0.004
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WA J& £ Slaughter weight/kg P
Items 110 120 130 140 150 P-value
mE%ﬁﬁ 2 ab a b a
Myristic acid 0.142 4+0.020 1* 0.190 4+0.033 1® 0.169 2+0.029 9* 0.266 5+0.042 5° 0.142 4+0.020 1*  0.079
%ﬁéjﬁﬁ a ab a b a
Palmitic acid 2.553 7+0.324 2° 3.280 2+0.587 9™ 2.908 3+0.470 5* 4.544 1+0.741 5° 2.553 7+0.324 2*  0.103
=37
;:fgf;zf‘acid 0.005 6+0.003 8 0.005 3+0.003 5 0.008 5+£0.006 0 0.018 6+0.007 9 0.009 1+£0.004 8  0.445
ﬁEEE‘Eﬁ a ab ab b ab
Stearic aci 1.342 5+0.172 5" 1.687 7£0.294 3™ 1.507 7+0.234 0 2.286 7+0.385 6° 1.733 2+0.201 7 0.156
By VP Y
Tt - acid 0.015 0+£0.005 0 0.018 6+0.006 4 0.018 2+0.006 4 0.023 4+0.008 4 0.014 8+0.0055  0.877
etracosanoic aci
AR T TR )
Eﬁiiiﬁc acid 0.362 6+0.057 2* 0.455 3+0.077 2* 0.405 3+0.063 2* 0.708 8+0.125 8* 0.466 0+0.049 5°  0.031
g‘fi acid 4.401 3£0.547 5 5.357 62£0.944 9 5.010 62£0.823 2 7.751 9+1.349 2 5.584 4+0.6120  0.111
1 1
ﬁi@i% acid 0.079 2+0.010 8 0.088 6+0.019 5 0.089 0+£0.021 5 0.131 7+0.022 2 0.095 0+0.013 3  0.300
E[E:]HHEZ{ < a < ab < a b ab
Linoleic acid 1.130 3+0.077 5 1.239 6£0.111 8 1.170 0+0.131 8* 1.573 0+£0.178 0° 1.216 1+0.094 0> 0.106
i 7
* Fﬁfﬁ& 4 0.042 4£0.005 4 0.045 4+0.004 1  0.052 4+£0.011 4 0.0629 =0.097 0 0.046 3+0.008 6  0.471
o-l1molenic aci
Ji-11,14-—F
Bk IR 0.032 3£0.007 3 0.036 2+0.005 6 0.032 2+0.009 3 0.053 5+0.009 3 0.033 7+0.006 8  0.281
Eicosadienoic acid
Mi-8,11,14—
:‘+ﬁb%j“}% a a b ab
Eicosatrionoic ND 0.009 7+0.005 0* 0.008 5+0.005 8* 0.029 5+0.006 7° 0.017 2+0.005 5*  0.005
acid
AEAE DU I i
Arachidk:;c acid 0.169 8+0.012 5* 0.212 8+0.014 5™ 0.205 6+0.021 7 0.247 9+0.020 1° 0.202 3+£0.011 4° 0.035
T FN g i R o - . b ab
SFAY 4.068 4£0.513 3* 5.310 1£0.895 0™ 4.757 9+0.750 2* 7.544 6+0.119 0° 5.414 2+0.607 0 0.058
B RN R I R ) . w . b ab
MUFA? 4.843 1£0.611 9* 5.901 5+1.039 6™ 5.505 0£0.906 6" 8.592 4+1.494 1° 6.145 4£0.672 6°  0.102
Z AN FE iR . ab . b ab
PUFAY 1.374 7+0.096 3* 1.543 6+0.134 3" 1.468 8+0.166 0* 1.968 1+0.212 9° 1.515 7+0.113 8® 0.073
AN FE B R
UFA® " 6.217 8+0.699 1° 7.445 1+1.164 4™ 6.973 7+1.058 8" 10.560 5+1.690 5° 7.661 0+£0.774 0°  0.092
PN NR TR/
TR 5 R 1.20+0.03 1.11+0.03 1.16+0.04 1.14+0.04 1.14+0.03 0.480
MUFA/SFA%
ENiklisiin %
TRFAE 5 R 0.37+0.03° 0.33+0.03™ 0.32+0.02" 0.29+0.03" 0.30+0.02%® 0.135
PUFA/SFA%
-3 AN il =3 72y
n-3 2 AR AR 0.042 4£0.005 4 0.045 4£0.004 1 0.052 4+0.011 4 0.062 9+£0.009 7 0.046 3+0.008 6  0.471

n-3 PUFA
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i H J&SAARTE Slaughter weight/kg P i
Items 110 120 130 140 150 P-value
n-6 Z AN
Jil=dila v 1.332 3+0.092 5° 1.498 2+0.130 7* 1.416 4+0.158 5° 1.903 8+0.203 4° 1.469 4+0.107 7*  0.068
n-6 PUFA
n-6/n-3 2R
T FNG 1 R 29.42+1.70 33.40+1.77 26.83+3.48 31.90+1.88 30.38+2.36 0.351
n-6/n-3 PUFA
‘E‘EE‘%% a ab a b ab
10.286 2+1.204 8°12.759 4+2.057 7*11.735 8+1.803 2°18.118 0£2.873 4° 13.077 4+1.374 1 0.074

Total fatty acid

ND: #fi i No detection,

1) M FBE T8 ( SFA) = C14:0+C16:0+C17:0+C18:0+C24:0,

2) BRI AIIE I BR (MUFA ) = C16:n7+C18:1n7+C20:1n9,

3) Z ARG IR (PUFA) = C18:2n6+C18:3n3+C20:2n6+C20:3n6+C20:4n6
4) AN FIE T R (UFA ) = MUFA+PUFA

2.5 AEBEGERNINAREES

mk 7 R, W2 S TE 110~ 120 kg |
140~150 kg 120~ 150 kg J& S 1R 5 b BTG i 3% 2%
S (P>0.05) ,HEI130kgE ¥ A ERESH T

110 kg BT (P<0.05) . LAY H Al & 22 3F
OF ANANIE RO KRR | SRR IR | TR 3
W ek AE 4 B EREM Y LR F27 (P>
0.05) .

x7 AEAREFEENARZEITS
Table 7 Taste evaluation of pigs with different slaughter weights

W H J& AR Slaughter weight/kg P

Items 110 120 130 140 150 P-value
FE5h L Sample number 10 10 10 10 10

HME Appearance 4.88+0.12 5.21+0.11 4.90+0.11 5.18+0.07 4.99+0.09  0.096
SR Smell 4.84+0.17 4.81+0.07 4.73+0.09 4.86+0.14 4.94+0.10  0.774
X4 Flavor 4.70+0.10 4.94x0.16 4.80+0.08 4.97+0.06 4.95+0.13  0.388
S Abnormal flavor 5.00+0.14 4.99+0.08 5.02+0.06 5.30£0.06 5.21x0.12  0.130
% Chewiness 4.46+0.11 4.73+0.17 4.45+0.18 4.87+0.15 4.59+0.15  0.294
WK Z T Juiciness 4.38+0.11° 4.67+0.13°  4.83x0.17° 4.77+0.12"%  4.56+0.12" 0.148
W8 ¥ Turbidness of soup 5.02+0.11 4.93+0.06 4.87+0.11 5.02+0.09 4.81+0.09  0.383
IR ¥ W IR Freshness of soup 4.95+0.11 5.08+0.13 5.08+0.12 5.21+0.14 5.12+0.10 0.696

VAREAE 80 ~ 130 kg, JHHJHE ) Y 48 1A 55 ik g 4
DR R, A0 FH R i 4 P4 BE2F AR PA) A 24 P 225K
R R R AE 120 ~ 140 kg™, BB B =ik

R B
W2 R AR T B i I TR R ek £ | T O 2

) SE A Rl S ), PRI, 130 kg DA MRS 1Y
B R T AZ 0, B — M R R R AR A
TE 100~ 110 kg, H. [ N T 4k 0F 58 H 38 0 Ho 75 Fh
W IR AR, A TS558 Rt |
R A p i BT oo g N EDY M A %8
Y MY B E R KO E R A A
b AN NS AR (RS A I - e

150~ 170 kg™, 33 2 PR Ay i ol 7 ot A K TR A5 o
TRER  KBEAMIA 15 mm feif & 20 ~ 30 mm JE
PIRE DT 55 . I PN A OC 8 S A 0 I R K% 1)
il JOT R R 1 F 58 K 2 2 AE 130 kg DLR, X T
130 kg DL FEE ik 150 kg JB EARE IR 14
/A3 07T 01225200 i Tl U R L A R R 3 3D
RSO T B AR Ok 150 kg, Hoih TRRE
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FEREN R, B TR 2802 = Ju e sc BEM , ke
[ E YRS T/ Sl 7 TR B b = S BN -1 4 L1 T
A LT T DU T 2% A R A A I TR 5 ORT R S A
HPRRIAAMRE D, KR B AEHFRA R B
AR (110~ 150 kg) XF 8 A A UL AC /i i AL B
NN NN AT TR SRS A D Ry
IR SERE A P R — 2 S
3.1 AERBEMEX R MR

AR K, 7E 110 ~ 150 kg B 52 44 & 3 [
AR EE |8 o 28 7 3 IR R BT R A B
K MEARHE A A m i R B R o A
EIEm W AET &, X5 ENAHRE X
[ E (1= e G RES I P N1 RS 7 N2
RIE LS R AT A UL LR, e 5 )8 S R i
60~110 kg BT NER A, 7F 80 kg Z A H:
IR 1 bR 1) 4% T 48 A B B 2 R TR R T
POHE 90 kg JEBR T Wit Z Ui, H A8 4n 1y
T EXF ) Galian %' K, 5 B E K E
RN = I TR NG E T N N = N L
K OATHR | S5 BR BRI R
FNLPI A W5 2, (H 2 B 52 R 70 45 8 52 R o () 9F
TwEZER, ARG, HR L AR B SR
Fr e WA, P AN I HR L T AR S A
HBRE, 45 R R KR —8, RBESE" &
5% 100~ 120 kg JB 5% 14 5 (14 4 L1 — J0 2% S8 4
KR WA e A Ty, IR UL A AR A, I
Choi %5V & B, J& SE R F 4 5k 96.3 . 111.1 K&
130.5 kg, HRJUL 1 R B 8 <2 1R &2 7 & i I 5, Ol-
iveira % W 5% JB SE R AE 100 ~ 145 kg (14 5% i
LN TR A DR 2 N U B B TSR e
I, SAGK 25 R — B, 5 B R IR B R SE A
FAF AL AN [R) A9 S DR AT 2 A i 2RO ) Bl i
S A T B R R —FEB Y
3.2 AFEBEBEEEXEIA MR
3.2.1  ASIA] B S U X 5 UL PR B 1 S5 %) 5

A B, A pH R KRR 3P ) R
A S5 LSRG 17 R0 K 40 25 5 A5 1 45 8 SE K
AW E S, EA TR, WUA MR
TRFRPE B 4G 6 55 U1 T pH %K 5 2 LN B
i 5, 7 R o BN S R 2> 52 B 5 i ok g
A AR 0020 R SRl A R R AL A B EEAE
FrtE W B SR EA L, i@ L E b &k
J& SEVRER TR R AR N a (A R

EAEFED, FERESRET . A58
EAGREREEEME, SHANaER Na
R R R b SO (R ) 2 N R
GERA— RS SERHNER K, WA PR
i S FR A B A GE BE BB SE R EE T I R
fi1>*1 ) Latorre %) & L7E 120 ~ 140 kg J& F 1K
HI B, T e K UL BB D7 7 o Bl R 5 R 5
1Tk o A HGE AR AL R 7 2 5 D — B AKF
(1.6% ) $ i B P 457K (2.0% ) 7] LLIR 3% $2 /& A
(18 AU (B2 JIL DY B 7 2 T — 25 1% 42 v X 1A
WMIFTIE B E R A 5T R A A
SR YL R S R AE 1% ~ 3% I, WL B &
2 MR A0 el B0 UL IR 3K 38060 1 2 R
WL RE 7 & B R T 4% i TAS IR B 1Y 5%
Sk TRV SE UL DSBS 0 2 AR R A1, 5 R A BB
J&: SE A EE AR AR T A A I R
3.2.2  AN[A) B S A X5 WL A 21 4k R A 52 )

JLET 2 T A58 R %% 4 2 e i 1L PR) I 1) o 2 4
bro WL T 5 ALEF 4 542 i L, 5 WLEF 4k %
JERGIE b, A6 & BLTE 110 ~ 150 kg J& SR &
W Bt , WLEF 4 147 Bl g 5 A 5 o v 1T v, LT 4
o i i g 2 MR T R MR AIR . 3X 5 Choi 280 &5
5, B B AR T O 3 WLER 2 v
o, HE— 2B A W WLET A 25 2 30, T 7R &F 2 i FY
J& SE AR T i TG B 3 R A FR B R SE R R
A K 1T B R NLEF 4 v #2835 T, LET 4 25 Al
SRR PR b BT, W I A UL DR 2R A S R B n (T
B, FEE R pH s 8 ZEE R KR
R, LA pH P idt T R 2 R ok L PR v iy 2L R 1 o
(4 s , (7545 [ A ( PSE ) M 30 HE 28 A4 g 00
3.2.3 K] JE 5E Uk X% LA LI R 7 =
JE P i 4L A ) 5% T

Wil A= % KT $E v, T 2 A A PR T R KL
BRER MOk R B R T g AR K, ;W
IO it % ) B 5 XU I — A AR 5 R M U, 2R Y
fERR Bk [ 2 Fifb AW SRR AL R, LT
i & —Fh 5" MIAZ B AT IR, i U T ATP (1) B i =
Y, URECIEE NS 2 LT R 1 — B R A 7= 0, vl LAl
A R A, LA DL R A
110~ 140 kg J& 5 1K & By Bt G W & A2 1k, (0 2
150 kg /& “E AR LA WL IR & & B0 F 110~
140 kg B2 ER B, HiL, B EELF50 kg
A i 25 LAY A B R
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BT IR A R KUK B o ) AR 2 — . FE
PR SR AT el A v, AN T R RS i T % e, 5 R DT TR
3 3 S i A R N 7 ) R NE 7 ARV 22 KUK ) T
AR AN T R SR T RN R DT R L 2R
MIFINE TR & f Y9 7E 140 kg B VAR L H i,
BEJS 7E 150 kg JB& 2 A H I PR, Ba %1 d k3
TE 100~ 120 kg J& A RH B B, 5615 S K NLRFE
AN TR RIIR T T R 22 AS AR RN T T TR 5 7 0 B 5
EH P, SRR R 8, A8,
PR FF R i U TR e T 1 A YR, HE VR A A R A
T AR , 3 5 2R JLU R ASAH € 3% 125 0 52 0 1A v
JI T R ) 5 B 2 SR — 3k, ZEPRRARE T I R ]
i TR RS TA) v B O T 2 A, 5 SR I A P A
AN G W5 R 5 R 105 R 1 B 7E 56% ~ 64%
1A T3 T, AN 16 R0 B 105 2 o S g D 2 L ) L
W&, N 69.35% , & &N 6.21~10.56 mg/g LA,
2R VOV A 4y BT B S R 43 I AE 80 T 98 kg
R VTR R T I TRV 2 B, T8 SR A 98 kg %
PRI JRR TR 7 2 S 25 4 o, LR B i R % 1 G b 3
A4, AR A S0 PR RN TR P ) R T TR 4 T
Ak, UL, FATTAT LAHER, B R R T 52 F8 SE A
AN, I8 5 BOREN B A O, N TR E A L
PRIILEF AR A], an— M L B A -1 ek
LI 21 IR =8 =S L, B i R 4 i o AN ], 20 9 v
BERR Y LU 5 T A, & A B A R 2 N R
Jig R 5 i L gk A AR R S i — 2 B A
Ui B T LA R4 LA P A% G I R 2E B R A
U, 78 UL PR i s R 2 AR <2 o b 1 5 ), A F
9% % B [ 1 5 8 b 5 1S FORE DAL U T A
MM REHAFRRENZER ) Zirrd
S LA R AR, Rk, FRATR B, T LA
M AL R w9 i 0 T 2L B P PR R AR 22, P ) i
R ORE BUREALE R A ST A R SR
PREE . AP R DT R 1 B i A T B R e
T, G0 pH R XU A 2 T MR AE R I R R
i M N O A e I T ROBE B o A AR
PPN ) K A 2 TR VIAROE ™ S 4 i 15 R
PR TVE N ARRE R Y R R 2 —, 8 S 5Lk
REdYibFid B, Z R0 MR 7 IR AT LAV Bk 1
TR PP A 4 JIEL [ R IR AR O G L o B e R AR
K, Wood %5 fE— LR A8 BB Y IR I
#E TR n-6/n-3 Z A G 7 R 5 £E T i (A
Raj % BB, B ERE AN F n-6/n-3 £

A TG IR , 5 b — S0, AT & 45 8 52
TREE 1Y n-6/n-3 Z ARG D5 2 O 2 22 1k
3.2.4  AN[AIRE SA U X R LR it 22 743 1) 5 e

i S PP 43 2 DR A T B A R PR ISR R B Y
FEREZE, FZWALA G200 E R, SE IR
A WL R TR 20 B LA e pH PRSI L i &R
TR ) 9% 4 B S IR 2R L 52 A B AR 0T
JE 7 TR 20 1 2 52 il JUL PR 1 & 22 0 43, BAAS AR R R
15 1 5 ek %) T v R 22 A R U IR 1 1 R AR
AT LA R i 22 DR ARG T, AN S 1 R
C R AR EP A NGO ] il e e
140 kg & 2 1 8 0 2k B AR, ALY 2 pH Xf
=g R s B A1 B2 e =i | I = e A I
JRMi &, BRI pH 5 LA M OE £k,
JUBRAH C AR /N, B2 SR A 5 fe 2 pH T 52 1
pH B 9 2E 1k P2 0 B A O, an b R FLTR A
U AR LA pH R B AR T
EARAL, AN, 2204 B S R G B 3 AR
fk., Choi %5 A5 Hh & BR3¢ 5 A 305 B AN 52 i
R | 22 PR XU S5 SR S T M, T Ba S
RILLTE 110~ 120 kg B2 R T HAN, B2k E
WERZW T LA 47 FOAKRAES P 11 B
I B SR A P R A SR AR R DT R 7 A
KBRAEEW (FER) & & W 3% TIUE F R E 4,
It HLB 52 VR 5 00 38 5 0 e g XUBR | 22 0 M DB
VRO R 32 0P o W A G, A IR 3 v, BR 2
TS TE 130 kg B 52 VK 51 I 35 3] 5w, HoAth i
SRS BERER TR EES .

4 & ®

FE 110~150 kg FE AR E B, Jz x A xR x K
DU T4 52 i i BB 7 4 AR L oo AL L P £ o 5
AN S R o A Ak R AR 4k B AR B S
PR T 1 TF v WLET 2 2 3 B R 5 1 B ) s T
KA, HWLIA G 6 R & B A 140 kg 1R 55 B B ik 3
B, LA 23 PS40 78 130 kg A B BE ik 21 %
B ZEAAIHT LA L MR AR LA A R, B DY
JUA R e IE B 0B EARE AR B T 140 kg,
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Effects of Slaughter Weight on Carcass Traits and Meat
Quality of Finishing Pigs

XIONG Yunxia XIAO Hao WU Qiwen LIU Shuai WEN Xiaolu
YANG Xuefeng JIANG Zongyong WANG Li~
( State Key Laboratory of Livestock and Poultry Breeding, Key Laboratory of Animal Nutrition and Feed Science in South
China Ministry of Agriculture, Maoming Branch ,Guangdong Laboratory for Lingnan Modern Agriculture ,
Guangdong Key Laboratory of Animal Breeding and Nutrition, Institute of Animal Science
Guangdong Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Guangzhou 510640, China)

Abstract; The aim of this study was to investigate the effects of slaughter weight on carcass traits and meat
quality of lean meat type finishing pigs. Fifty of four hybrid pigs ( Pietrain X Duroc X Landrace X Yorkshire )
weighed at 110 (n=10), 120 (n=10), 130 (n=10), 140 (n=10) and 150 kg (n=10) were selected to
slaughter and carcass traits were determined. Physicochemical properties, muscle fiber, fatty acid contents and
sensory quality characteristics of the longissimus dorsi muscle samples were measured to comprehensive inspec-
tion of meat quality changing by slaughter weight. The results showed as follows: 1) within the slaughter
weight range of 110 to 150 kg, carcass weight, dressing percentage, average back-fat thickness, leaf fat
weight, carcass length, body side length, body length, body height, chest circumference and abdominal circ-
umference were significantly positively correlated with slaughter weight ( P<0.05) , while there was no signifi-
cant change in loin-eye area between any slaughter weight stage ( P>0.05). The weight of heart, liver,
spleen, kidney, gastric, large intestine, small intestine, and gastric index and small intestine index all in-
creased by the increase of slaughter weight ( P<0.05). 2) There was no significant difference in meat color,
pH, drip loss, shear force, marbling scoring, intramuscular fat and moisture contents between any stage of
slaughter weight ( P>0.05). 3) Within the slaughter weight range of 110 to 150 kg, the diameter of muscle fi-
ber increased with the increase of slaughter weight ( P<0.05) , while the density of muscle fiber decreased with
the increase of slaughter weight ( P<0.05). 4) The fatty acid contents reached the highest at 140 kg, with ole-
ic acid, palmitic acid and stearic acid being the most abundant, and the slaughter weight had no effect on the ra-
tio of n-3 to n-6 polyunsaturated fatty acids (P >0.05). 5) Muscle juiciness reached the highest level at
130 kg, and there was no significant difference in other taste evaluation, such as appearance, smell, flavor,
abnormal flavor, chewiness, turbidness of soup and freshness of soup ( P>0.05). It is recommended that the
slaughtering weight of the four hybrid commercial finishing pigs should not exceed 140 kg, considering the car-
cass traits and muscle quality. [ Chinese Journal of Animal Nutrition, 2021, 33(4) :1986-2000 |

Key words: slaughter weight; carcass trait; meat quality; fatty acid; muscle fiber; taste evaluation
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