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J5 OMVE 32K 55 A [ 5 78 3% 0K F S« B BRE (30 ~
60 kg)DE 12.95 MJ/kg.CP 14.0% .Lys 0.69 % ;)5
(61 ~90 kg) DE 12.95 MJ/kg.CP 13.0% .Lys
0.60% . T A B M 7E 85 kg AT B S,
12 MHRNZE

D AERAER . 50T 46 Fi 45 3B 43 51 i S0
AR 45 I S R E R ER, O A 2 AR E I sk
Az B 45 W0 T H, F) FH 25 I 4 25 ek 25 A0 i A 5 S B LA
D R A0S 30 I S 1 H G

2 AR AR . 2 B e AR R RO ATl A
YECHE P B R A R R M YE ) (NY/T
825-—2004) R AE J7 ik HEAT I 2 L W A2 48 b A2 45 e
T AR R R B S R R VIR LT AR
NS

DA BTHEAR . S b A R A E O AT L AR
YHECH PR B 8 B RS ) (NY/T 8212019
FUE 7 e AT e . e 8 AR 4G pH A LR K 3
e IR RS B RS R IL PN B D

) WA FAE bR . TE B SE SRR K 2 mL,
EDTA-K b, iy & P45 br 0 2 % H BC-2800
Vet i35 5 F 4 A 2 il 5 BLA B A, JEAG I 18 0 1
WA PRFE bR AL FE A 40 (WBC) L 20 40 s (RBO)
ML F (HGB) & i /i (PLT) %4 1 41
ML 2 (HCT) 040 i P 34 R B (MCV) | 21 48 il
S LT O (MCH) &5 & 21 40 7 2 1l 41 26
W (MCHCO) A Mbr gl i (Gran) %, 5 P40 g
el (Gran%) ik EL4H B (Lymph) 5. 9k B 40 i kb
Bl (Lymph %) A% 4 g (Mon) %5 . 242 41 ifd L 51
(Mon %) £LA0MUAARFR 53 41 98 B (RDW) | IfiL /M 4
A0 5 B (PDW) i /Ml L 25 (PCT) i I /Nl
SRR (MPV)

S MMV AL AR bR . 7 J8 52 B SR 4R 4 i I 43 85 1
H. HAaAAES TS BX-4000) £l 9
T IfiL A= A A8 B AL BV (TP L 8 (ALB)
G BRE M 1gG A IgM ., H il =g (TG) | JH [ fi
(TCHO) . = % B g 3 H -0 [ BE (HDL-C) A %5 B
& - [ R (LDL-C) F B (GLUD
1.3 HE\ESHITHWMFE

1z ¢ K5 5 6k I AT IR s AT LA 1
T T AR =2 () (1 R 7 2 S 7 X 0 74 Sk % R 5 4
K AR AP AR AT L A, S TR TE S I O M
R OIS T RS | R JRE L HR AL e A8 1) 52 i), 473 3] A
SEAPER G FIE E LA Y =0 +W +e, H

Y AR & o AR, W AR 52 FT G
L ORIUEE 22, 5% 22 o 5 I U8R 09 A ok A2 OE S Y 1
RFAVE . Hfh R AVE R FEATAROE . B A B U
“OERIE EFREZE"F R, P<0.05, P<C0.01 4 5I4L
RESWEIMEE.
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SR Sk B 5@ A KRB LE & S A
A 2 80 25 SR A L 3 PR Sk 50 48 AR K R
199 d, 3 W PR KR 231 ds 3 A 19 50
Wik 2% 4K B Ky (25.8 +4.1) kg, 45 1A & N
(85.1£8.2) kg, Ml & KECF-14 4 101 d, 72 & 15 ]
H#8h (596.27 4 90.24) g 3l 38 % %) W 4K & K
(28.146.4) kg Z5 MK N (82.026.8) kg, MEX
B34 106 d, 7R 5E W) 184 S (513,28 £
90.3D)g( L3 1), TR M 3k 13 55 38 ko AH L . DU
W H B E PR 83 g(P<C0.01); ik &5 M (A & H 4 48
J 32 d(P<C0.01) A Kl i 35 40 i

F 1 FEMEE KRR
Table 1 Comparison of growth traits between two groups

Pk (n=30) WK R=29)
Etong Two-End-

2.1

LR XN

Tongcheng pi
Growth trait g g pig

Black(n=30) (n=29)
2 B S5 1]/ d
Days from birth to 199+8.0A 231410.0B
completion
e /d Test period 101+11.5a 106+10.0a
HIMAE /kg Initial weight 25.8+4.1a 28.1+6.4a
45 A HE / kg Ending weight 85.148.2a 82.046.8a

Dl H g/ (g/ D

Daily gain during 596.274+90.24A 513.284+90.31B

measurement

R AR CNMEBO 7 W — 1T AR R B 5
FRZESFWBE (P<<0.01) , ARG F 8 R 22 5 8.3 (0.01<
P<0.05) MR FHERELFAEE. TR. Note: The value in
the table is “mean 4 standard deviation(number)”, capital letter in
the same line indicates significant difference( P<C0.01) ,small letter in
the same line indicates significant difference (P<0.05); Same letter in

the same line indicates no difference. The same as below.
22 SEFHLLESEEEREEROLERSS
DO Y GTE 2N N N S s o TR % N R % N SO
TS R UL R O A R AR . S T RPN
TR TR A MR A 52 A4l 5 i 3% 0] I A4
FEEJRE | B JRE R WL TAD AR AT TR IE 4% OF J5 B AT X 2
PERBEAT LEEL o3 B . 25 SR 3R B . 538 7 Sk 5 5 38
KRR L L IR RS R JEE 43 Sl BE AR 4.07 A1 0.53 mm
(P<<0.01) , IRWLIET AR EG I T 3.75 em® (P<C0.01),
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JEPRIIN T 6.10% (P <C0.01) , J 2 HI g #4341
MR T 1.74 % F1 3.40 % (P <<0.05) (3 2),
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Table 2 Comparison of carcass traits between two groups

. PR Bk L (n=30) WEIRIE (=29
. Etong Two-End- Tongcheng pig
Trait
Black(n =30) (n=29)
i /k
Hlﬂﬁki 8 63.0440.31a 62.06£0.31b
Weight of carcass
H["”ZIS i fom 86.88+0.54a 85.27+0.55b
Carcass length
B/ mm
34.73+£0.94A 38.8040.96B
Backfat thickness
B /0
%*4—/4 73.92+0.37a 72.66+0.38b
Dressing percentage
J72J& /mm Skin thickness 3.9440.12A 4.4740.12B
PR/ o ?
WL B/ cm 25.030.44A 21.28+0.45B
Loin eye area
/0
B /% . 10.38+1.56A 12.12+1.32B
Percentage of skin
B /0
B3/ % 31.5844.69a 34.98-3.34b
Percentage of fat
RN

49.56+2.21A 43.47+1.39B

Percentage of lean meat

0.87 %0 3% 2 45 5 58 188 1 3k 14 55 38 WO AH L 4
F WA (B AR AT 7 AL SO PR L A X 56 fBLIN 5 B
B2 A A PEAR P REAR A W25 25 5% (R 3) . &5
SRFM SR P Sk 5 A R T SR A B R
UEE DS

®3 2ANBENAREKIES

Table 3 Comparison of meat traits between two groups

etk SE Bk B (n=30) @K (n=29)
. Etong Two- Tongcheng pig
Traits .
End-Black(n=30) (n=29)
H, (45 min pH)
iR b 6.410.26a 6.370.22a
45 min post-morterm pH
H,(24 h pH)
prletst Ap 5.7840.20a 5.8340.14a
Ultimate post-morterm pH
K%/ % Drip loss 2.074+0.67a 1.7740.43b
W4
WER S 3.58+0.53a 3.430.46a
Muscle color score
B 80T
RBHLF S 2.68+1.00A 3.47+1.16B

Marbling score
B BE /N Tenderness
WU R i 55 1/ %

Intramuscular fat content

50.231+12.72a 52.89413.75a

2.7240.87A 3.454+1.11B

23 SPEFWLGESEEEAREROEES T
FEI 5 0 PR BT R A 4 B 52 S 45 min pH
(pHO M 24 h pH (pH.) (iK1 K LA A58 K
BRSOV 43 IRORE ALY B S AR L b O
KIATSAESr N 3.47 41,16, 2038 P 3k 13 K B 7 41
PE4r A 2,68 £ 1.00; 38 3 UL AR 7 & =& A
3.45% £ 1.11 % . SR Wk S LN AR 5 % 1t hy2.72 % +

24 BEELG 5@ EE N RIEFRA LRSS

3 I R0 P Sk 1 1M Y A B AR AR AE S
YU PN (R 4 v S 3m  Sk 12 A 2T 40 A BR A A
P B (RDW) I 35 5 1 38 3 (P <<0.05) , 2141 i
FEBLMCV) i /MR R BLCMPV) | i 7l A4 B 53
7 58 B (PDW) £ 5 2 K F 3 3k 8% (P <<0.01) , Hofih

F& AR S R R TG B 3% 22 7% (P >>0.05)

R4 2ABENNEERERLE

Table 4 Comparison of blood physiological parameters between two groups

SR Wk 5 (n=16)

R Traits
raits Etong Two-End-Black(n=16)

I (n=20)
Tongcheng pig(n=20)

2% i)

Reference range

WBC/(X10°/L) 19.034+6.98a
Lymph/( X109 /1) 6.462.59
Mon/ (X107 /L) 1.35£0.54a
Gran/(X10%/1) 11.2245.88a
Lymph/ % 34.75+9.53a
Mon/ % 2.68+1.00a
Gran/ % 57.87410.99a
RBC/(X10'/1) 8.5740.63a
HGB/(g/L) 145.44+24.28a
HCT/% 47.53+3.50a
MCV/{L 55.58£2.37A
MCH/pg 17.06+3.38a
MCHC/(g/L) 307.25458.09a
RDW/ % 17.164+0.81a
PLT/(X10%/L) 314.724101.92a
MPV/{L 7.354+0.51A
PDW/ % 16.764+0.45A
PCT/ % 0.23+0.07a

19.41£3.05a 10.73~33.13
6.9242.44a —
1.31£0.41a —
11.19£3.22a —
35.68+11.23a
3.4741.16a
57.384+11.06a
8.0520.90a 5.15~8.12
151.83429.22a 96.03~177.52
48.48+4.63a 41.00~46.00
60.48+3.83B 53.58~59.48
18.87+3.46a 16.96~18.22
312.00£48.88a 300.17~331.74
16.32£1.12b 17.00~18.00
310.75£105.33a 172.61~443.88
7.9240.49B 6.73~11.60
17.30£0.35B 14.41~17.15
0.2420.07a 0.13~0.49
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Table 5 Comparison of blood biochemical parameters between two groups

EIR Traits SPIE P K 5 (n=28) T IR (n=27) R R
Etong Two-End-Black(n =28) Tongcheng pig(n=27) Reference range

TP/ (g/L) 70.92+4.47a 72.17+4.51a 60~135
ALB/(g/L) 36.59+2.57A 34,67+2.34B 18~56
IgG/(mg/dL) 595.774+91.65a 668.804+128.21b —
IgM/(mg/dL) 77.17+14.66a 87.94+22.04a —
TG/(mmol/L) 0.510.13A 0.40+0.10B 0.40~0.70
TCHO/(mmol/L) 2.91+0.53a 2.83+0.27a 2.14~4.16
HDL-C/(mmol/L) 1.8840.58a 1.7540.25a —
LDL-C/(mmol/L) 1.6840.30a 1.6640.23a —
GLU/(mmol/L) 6.9442.28a 6.16+1.62a 5~7

3 Wi

3.1 AR R AR

T8 U R TR — A R b g R R HE PR i
)T NATE Z 5 2 0 3O R AR B 5 g
e ] R A A AR RS ARSI AR A
AR B R I R R, N T
R b 7 i A AN R DL M IR R R R R AL
T 3O A B AR 2 52 5 R e A SR Sk 5 IESE A
R 2% W1 S0 19 3k R L T E I H OB A R R
16.17 % (P<C0.01) , i B 28 3 24 28 vt K 5 %0 38 PR =k
Ly B ey A B . b 7 g R T R R 38
JE AT 220k e A 3 0 SR PR Sk 5 P 1
JEE KRG 2 TUHE b A A T OE R L B S R TR
JUL TR BR RN TR 383X 3 T 44 45 b 5 7 IR BB A
O ARG v SRE W Sk S A LTI I B S R B
P 1.73% (P <C0.05) , B UL 10 AROFD 8 A 2R A o 3
PR 17.62% (P<C0.01) il 14.00 % (P<0.01) , 3f H.
555 OB IR A R B R A L e T Sk B
S R AL A, U Y S PR Sk 1 1 IR A R T S R
YA 1A B T AR R R B E, 7 R R K
P
32 HRMER

AR s NATTRE A PR it T A 225K H 43 32 1 5 R BT
D78 1 — SEF5 bR . R 08 S5 it H A PR 1) ot JB O 9
X R IEZ R, LA pHy AT DLHIWOR R 2 &
24 PSE . pH. A LA A& A 22 5 o DFD P, — ik

pH, IEWIETEHE K 6.0~6.6,pH, AYIEH {4 F K
5.3~5.8, AW 5% 5 il W sk & 5 WO pHL Al
pH. {H37E IE 5 6 [ 4, JF B AR 2 o B b ¥k
M PSE.DFD W, %W 2 HENLA G LR . AL
VA I R R PR O ) BRI
B RS XU L 22 0 1 2 T A OG L O B B AL AR
7 5 e T 7 A A ol AR TR O 1 A AR
R M5 R F g 4G 3R 38 TR LA B & iR L
IS Y e TR 2R L A A 5 308 UL PN R I R
3.45% +£1.11%, 55 B4 (3.58% £ 0.33%0) . F
W HE (3.21% £0.43 %) W LW i 17 & 48 240
2 WL I UL P ot Joi A 3 A 2 S IR A TR i i 22
RN, PR LN IR N & & 7E 2060 ~
3V, Xt PRl IRV B 11 BT AT B 4 AR R AR R
AHIEZE R 38 W Sk B i LN B D w2720 +
0.87 Yo » EARAR T30 08 LI i D 7% & (B2 A 7E 2
FEE G B P L o FLA0 R IR 0T B I B4 T i
3.3 Mmik4EEELIBIR

I YA B A Ak 48 A B BB B e 3l 4 AL 1 kB 1
B I T RE (14558 55 . 1 BB (R A [R] 2h 4 19 A= ) 2
PRI AHIEZE X S0 PR Sk 1 L A I AR B AR
BB AT X LA M7 o e BRAE £ 40 | 1 40 A LA B it 21 25
FACH B0 W 3% 22 55, RSB Pk 3L AR LR RS T
IR A B, R S B AN R R K A
K LI SR R L 38 SRR R G T Sk 8 Y 4
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Comparative analysis of growth,carcass, meat quality
traits and blood physiological and biochemical indexes
of Etong Two-End-Black and Tongcheng pigs
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4. Tongcheng Agricultural and Rural Burea , Tongcheng 437400,China ;
5.Tongcheng State-Owned Animal Farm ,Tongcheng 437400,China ;

6. Tongcheng Yunzhi Ecological Farm ,Tongcheng 437400,China

Abstract Tongcheng pig is an excellent representative of local pig breeds in China. It has the ad-
vantages of good motherhood, tolerance to roughage,and tender,juicy and delicious meat, but it also has
the problems of slow growth,thick back fat and low lean meat rate. Therefore,in order to make use of
the good meat quality of Tongcheng pig and improve its disadvantageous traits,the lean meat type large
white pig was introduced to cultivate a new breed of Etong Two-End-Black. To evaluate the breeding
effect of Etong Two-End-Black(Tongcheng pig female X lean-meat large white male) ,the growth traits,
carcass traits(carcass length,backfat thickness,loin eye area, percentage of lean meat,etc.) ,meat quality
traits(meat color, dripping loss, marbling and intramuscular fat content, etc.) and blood physiological
and biochemical indexes were measured in Etong Two-End-Black and Tongcheng pigs. The results
showed that the daily gain of the Etong Two-End-Black pig was (596.27490.24) g/d.which was signifi-
cantly higher than that of the Tongcheng pig ((513.28490.31) g/d,P <C0.01). The lean meat percentage
of Etong Two-End-Black was 49.56 % £ 2.21% , which was significantly higher than that of Tongcheng
(43.47%+1.39% ,P<C0.01). The backfat thickness of Etong Two-End-Black was (34.73+0.94) mm,
which was significantly lower than that of Tongcheng ((38.8040.96) mm, P < 0.01). The Marbling
score and intramuscular fat content of Tongcheng were 3.47 £1.16 and 3.45% 4+ 1.11%, respectively.
There were no significant differences in other meat quality traits between the two breeds,except for in-
tramuscular fat content (2.72% £0.87%) , which was lower in Etong Two-End-Black. In addition,only
part of the blood physiological and biochemical indexes between the two breeds were significant differ-
ent. The results illustrated that Etong Two-End-Black has improved the growth and carcass traits while
retaining the excellent meat quality traits of Tongcheng pigs. Therefore,the study can provide scientific
basis for further popularization and utilization of Etong Two-End-Black.

Keywords Tongcheng pig; Etong Two-End-Black; growth traits; carcass traits; meat quality

traits; protection list of breeds
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