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ABSTRACT

The experiment was conducted in order to investigate the effect of gender on production,
performance, carcass, meat and fat quality of finishing pigs. Twenty-four (Large White x
Landrace x Seghers) with 8 boars, 8 barrows anci 8 gilts at 30 kg were used in this experiment
and arranged in a Completely Randomized Design. Pigs at 110 kg average weight were
slaughtered and dissected in Thai style cutting for right carcass. The samples were collected from
left carcass to investigate carcass, meat and fat quality. Growing pigs (30-60 kg BW) of three
groups had no significant difference in terms of average daily gain (ADG), feed conversion ratio
(FCR) and number of feeding day (NFD). FCR and feed cost per gain (FCG) from barrows were
lower than those of gilts (FCR 2.33 vs 3.02; FCG 16.52 vs 21.47 baht/kg; P<0.05) but those of
boars were in the middle range (2.84 and 20.20 baht/kg, respectively; P>0.05). Average daily feed
intake (ADFI), ADG, NFD, FCR and FCG of pigs at finishing (60-110 kg BW) and during growing
and finishing (36-110 kg BW) periods were not significantly different. However, ADG, NFD, FCR
and FCG of boars tended to be higher than those of gilts and barrows, respectively; P>0.05.

For carcass quality, backfat thickness of boars was thinner than those of gilts and barrows
(2.27 vs 2.73 and 2.96 cm, respectively; P<0.05). Boars had more lean cut percentage than barrows
(49.91 vs 46.60 %; P<0.05) but no significant difference cohlpared to gilts (47.11%). Hot carcass
weight, cooled carcass weight and dressing percentage of boar were lower compared to barrows and

gilts (P>0.05) and boars tended to have more percentage of total internal organ and blood than



barrows and gilts (P>0.05). In Thai style cutting, fore quarters of boars were bigger than those of
barrows and gilts (head 7.99, 8.35 and 7.35%; shoulder 13.78, 12.14 and 12.25%; jawl 6.22, 5.73
and 5,29%, respectively; P<0.05). Boars and gilts had lower fat content than barrows (8.18 and 8.07
vs 10.98%; P<0.05). Skin of barrows and boars was more abundant compared to gilts (7.10 and 6.98
- vs 5.30%, respectively; P<0.05). Boars had bigger foot than barrows (3.10 vs 2.44%; P<0.05) but no
significant difference compared to gilts (2.80%). Loin chop composition in terms of lean, bone and
skin percentage were not significantly different among groups but fat content of barrows was more
than gilts and boars (19.99 vs 16.03 and 15.45%, respectively; P<0.05) similar to chemical
composition of ioin in terms of fat percentage (2.55 vs 1.57 and 1.63, respectively; P<0.05).

Meat quality in terms of pH and meat colour were not significantly different among
groups. Loin chop of boars and gilts had more boiling loss than barrows (22.09 and 23.10 vs
16.22%, respectively; P<0.05). Loin chop of boars had greater shear force value compared to gilt's
and barrows (maximum force 35.84 vs 33.92 and 26.45 N; total energy 0.14 vs 0.12 and 0.10 J,
respectively; P<0.05). In panel test, loin chop of boars had lower values compared to gilts and
barrows in terms of tenderness (2.86 vs 3.53 and 3.55; P<0.05) juiciness {2.82 vs 3.11 and 3.41,
respectively; P<0.05). Flavour was not significantly different among groups.

For fat quality, fat firmness of barrows and gilts was better than that of boars (maximum
force 5.22 and 3.94 vs 2.12 N; total energy 34.93 and 26.55 vs 12.63 mJ; pascal 265.85 x 10’ and
200.43 x 10° vs 110.24 x 10° N/m’, respectively; P<0.01). Rancidity in fat and loin chop was not
significantly different among groups but they tended to be higher in boars than in barrows and gilts
in all storage period (P>0.05). Boars had greater skatole concentration than barrows and gilts (0.049
vs 0.038 and 0.033 Wg, respectively; P<0.05). Testosterone concentration in plasma of boars was
greater than those of barrows and gilts (277.67 vs 0.090 and 0.02 pg/g, respectively; P<0.01).

pH value at 45 min (pH,) and optimal (pH,;) post mortem between semimembranosus
M.(SM) and longissimus dorsi M. (LD) had highly positive correlation (r = 0.7l0 and 0.72, n =
24; P<0.01). le had negative correlation with drip loss, L*(luminosity} and b*(yellow-blue
index) (r = -0.43, -0.51 and —0.49, n = 24; P<0.05) and had highly negative correlation with a*
(red-green index) (r = -0.53, n = 24; P<0.01). pH;; had highly negative correlation with thawing
loss (r = -0.62, n = 24; P<0.01). Drip loss had highly positive correlation with L* (r = 0.68, n =



24; P<0.01). Cooking loss had highly positive correlation with maximum force (r = 0.68, n =
24; P<0.0). Grilling loss had positive correlation with total energy (r = 0.42, n = 24; P<0.05).

Furthermore, maximum force and total energy had highly positive correlation (r = 0.56, n = 24, |
P<0.01). Panel test values {tendemess, juiciness, flavour and overall acceptability} had highly
positive correlation (P<0.01) but they had negative correlation with skatole and testosterone
concentration between -0.14 to —0.54 (n = 24; P<0.05). However, skatole concentration tended

to have positive correlation with testosterone concentration (r = 0.39).





