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Analysis of growth and meat performance in Duroc (D), Landrace (L)
and Large White () pigs and their crossbred pigs

HE Jun®, HE Chang-qging’, LIU Zheng-xiang?, ZHOU Shen-lin?, LIU Xiao-chun*”

(1.Animal Science and Technology College, Hunan Agricultural University, Changsha 410128, China; 2. Xiangtan Swine
Breeding Farm of Hunan New Wellful Co., Ltd, Xiangtan, Hunan 411228, China)

Abstract: Six groups of healthy 25 kg pigs, 12 pigs (6 56 ¢) for each group, including 3 purebred groups Duroc(D),
Landrace(L) , Large White(Y) and 3 crossbred groups LxY, YxL, DxLY were selected and raised under the same
conditions. After the average body weight reached 100 kg, 4 pigs(2 s 2 ¢ )of each group were slaughtered to investigate
the growth trait, slaughter performance and meat quality of the pigs. The results showed that ADG (average daily gain)
and FCR (feed conversion ratio) of all the pigs were above 830 g and under 2.53 respectively, and the meat quality was
good with lean meat percentage ranging from 67.61% to 71.79%. Among the six groups, pigs from DXLY showed the
highest ADG (977 g ) and the lowest FCR (2.34) was detected in pigs from LxY. Correlation analysis of growth,
slaughter and meat traits showed that strong positive correlation existed between FCR and skin thickness, FCR and pH
value(b), back fat and fat percentage and between skin thickness and pH value(b), with correlation coefficient of 0.949 3,
0.960 4, 0.927 3 and 0.983 6, respectively, while strong negative correlation were observed between back leg proportion
and storage loss, the correlation coefficient was —0.951 8. Further Amino acid tests on DxLY group showed that content
of FAA (flavour amino acid) and EAA (essential amino acids ) was 77.94 mg/g and 44.13 mg/g respectively, which
indicated good meat quality could be achieved from the crossbreed pig. All the results provided by this work can serve as
proof for selection of new pig combinations.
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Table 2 Simple correlation analysis among growth, slaughter and meat traits
0.1551
0.008 5 0.823 6
0.536 2 0.2227 0.189 7
0.2913 0.697 6 0.8011 0.734 4
0.1432 0.3150 0.1170 0.7256 0.5650
0.492 2 0.026 4 0.318 8 0.5310 05554  0.2161
0.3997 0.2197 0.1107 0.9493** 0.6710  0.900 4* 0.428 7
0.0740 0.164 8 0.2318 0.007 4 0.1970 0.007 5 0.798 6 0.001 9
0.5523 0.0190 0.4431 0.086 7 0.3976 0.1877 0.428 7 0.1290 0.588 4
0.1209 0.019 2 0.408 8 0.3025 0.0873  0.5949 0.566 2 04727 0.708 9 0.3177
0.2321 0.0158 0.4690 0.302 5 0.5149 0.028 6 0.9273* 0.1670 0.836 7* 0.618 3
0.146 6 0.020 2 0.099 1 0.748 4 05394 0.7177 0.2100 0.796 4 0.100 6 0.4847
0.5247 0.0138 0.176 7 0.736 7 0.3618 0.8413 0.4535 0.856 8* 0.199 8 0.064 5
0.055 6 0.253 2 0.1201 0.2747 0.3212 0.8106 0.217 8 0.5327 0.3633 0.309 2
0.497 2 0.469 8 0.1257 0.825 4* 0.5907 0.8345 0.1031 0.880 3 0.3384 0.2535
pH( ) 0.399 2 0.4338 0.3779 0.680 6 0.1815 0.5872 0.605 7 0.729 1 0.3639 0.1453
pH( ) 0.3917 0.346 7 0.2830 0.9604** 0.7925 0.8718* 0.476 4 0.983 6** 0.0329 0.2018
0.499 0 0.046 6 0.146 4 0.2772 0.0961 0.6441 0.441 8 0.4703 0.474 4 0.209 8
0.164 4 0.1319 0.430 2 0.2549 0.1928 0.0031 0.516 5 0.1747 0.884 4* 0.594 9
0.298 8 0.156 0 0.588 5 0.3276 0.6401 0.3384 0.6156 0.339 2 0.6310 0.951 8*
pH( ) pH( )
0.762 1
0.497 7 0.128 2
0.405 3 0.1118 0.472 4
0.3025 0.045 2 0.3254 0.696 2
0.6337 0.1855 0.563 6 0.7557 0.4471
pH( ) 0.2050 0.342 4 0.5470 0.8447 0.420 6 0.4308
pH( ) 0.3753 0.254 6 0.794 6 0.7814 0.500 3 0.866 6* 0.6376
0.8525*  0.5039 0.7336 0.269 3 0417 4 0.459 6 0.169 0 0.4193
0.649 6 0.622 6 0.244 6 0.0142 0.489 2 0.380 8 0.0000 0.1147 0.3678
0.339 2 0.7398 0.5518 0.120 2 0.380 4 0.029 3 0.2553 0.4312 0.1410 0.599 5
2.3 RASHEROMAEMEIR. FREARB RN BRIEIK (P 0.05)
5 (P 0.05)
(74.09%)
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Table 3 Body formation and meat performance in different breeding swine combination

1% /cm /em fem fem? 1% 1% 1% 1%

L (75.08+0.62)abc 82.25:+0.50 2.20+0.11 (0.23+0.03)b 63.07+7.87 (30.37+1.53)c  71.79+2.74 12314338 ( 9.31+1.19)b

Y (74.3840.66)bc 80.50+4.20 2.54+0.83 (0.231£0.02)b 61.42+6.82 (32.43+0.41)ab  70.29+3.44 13.24+4.94 (10.27+1.38)ab

D (74.09+0.95)c  76.75+3.77 2.23+0.43 (0.40+0.17)a 61.45+9.69 (31.53+1.24)abc 67.66+4.57 13.23+4.02 (11.49+0.71)a

LY (76.05:0.96)ab 80.00+1.63 2.58+0.29 (0.22+t0.02)b 63.26+4.34  (30.71+0.78)bc 69.25+2.87 14.56+3.02 ( 9.27+0.29)b
YL (7552+1.96)abc 81.00£1.15 2.16£0.22 (0.24+0.01)b 67.16+12.79 (33.12+1.82)a 71.22+2.02 11.60+2.33 (10.53+0.90)ab
DLY (76.32+0.27)a  81.50+3.70 2.88+0.22 (0.224+0.01)b 55.82+8.41 (30.39+0.81)c 67.61+2.18 15.70+2.95 (10.26+1.56)ab
1% pH pH 1% 1% 1%

L (6.60+0.58)b 2.75+£0.29 3.00+0.00 6.40+0.07 6.23+0.14 66.25+1.23 18.91+1.95 (1.4340.33)ab
Y (6.20£0.61)b 2.88+0.25 3.00£0.00 6.36+0.03 6.24+0.11 64.31+0.49 19.57+1.46 (0.93%0.36)c
D (7.62+0.33)a 3.00+0.00 3.25+0.29 6.45+0.07 6.34+0.08 63.60+1.09 18.52+1.45 (1.05+0.27)bc
LY (6.93+0.76)ab  3.00+0.00 3.00+0.00 6.40+0.06 6.21+0.09 64.70+1.33 19.82+0.58 (1.48+0.28)ab
YL (6.65+0.37)b 2.88+0.25 2.88+0.25 6.43+0.09 6.23+0.12 64.75+1.97 19.98+1.16 (0.81+0.28)c
DLY  (6.35+0.35)b 2.75+0.50 3.00£0.00 6.39+0.13 6.21+0.15 63.81+0.18 17.24+1.39 (1.65+0.28)a
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