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Effects of Chinese Herbal Medicine Anion Preparations on Pork Quality and the Freshness during the Storage Period

QIAO Peng-fei, WANG Chuan-long, WANG Zhen et al ( Agricultural College of Yanbian University, Yanji, Jilin 133000)

Abstract [ Objective] To study the effects of Chinese herbal medicine anion preparations on pork quality. [ Method] 60 healthy 45-day-old
Duroc-Lanrace-Yorkshire crossbred piglets with similar weight were randomly divided into control group A and test group B. The piglets in A
group were fed with the based food,those in B group were fed with the diet with adding 0.25% traditional Chinese medicine anion prepara-
tions. [ Result] The water holding capacity of pork in pig’s foreleg, hind legs and loin in test group were significantly higher than those in
control group(P <0.05). Compared with control group, TBARS value of the hind leg in test group decreased significantly on the 4" and 8"
day in storage period(P <0.05), TBARS value of foreleg in test group decreased significantly on the 6" day(P <0.01). L* value of hind leg
on the second day in test group was significantly higher than that of control group(P <0.01). Compared with control group, the loss of drip-
ping water in pig’s foreleg, hind legs and loin in test group decreased significantly on the 6th and 8th day (P <0.05), and the loss of drip-
ping water of the pig’ s foreleg and loin in test group decreased significantly on the 10th day(P <0.01 ) and the loss of dripping water of the
pig’s hind leg in test group decreased significantly on the 10th day( P <0.05). [ Conclusion] Adding Chinese herbal medicine anion prepara-

tions in the diet could improve the quality of pork, prolong the storage period of pork and increase economic benefits.
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Table 1 The comparison of pork quality evaluation results in test group and control group

AL 2 A SUS 5] FhE P ek
Part Group Appearance Odor Fat Viscosity Elasticity Retention ability
B Foreleg X I 20 4.65 +0.54 4.73 £0.16 4.82+0.39 a 4.63 +0.15 4.68 +0.66 4.12+0.82 a
N x| 4.72+0.92 4.81 +0.21 4.47£0.15b 4.69 £0.56 4.72 £0.69 4.72+0.72 b
4 Loin X R 4.64 +0.76 4.62 +0.46 4.73£0.09 a 4.71 £0.37 4.68 +0.73 4.10+0.46 a
R 2H 4.75+0.95 4.73 +0.16 4.50 £0.09 b 4.61 £0.15 4.68 £0.66 4.78+0.41 b
JE i Hind legs popitctil 4.57 +0.76 4.77 +0.46 4.73+£0.09 a 4.70 £0.37 4.68 £0.73 4.34+0.54 a
[ e 4.68 +0.32 4.59+0.75 4.36 £0.15 b 4.65£0.11 4.61 +0.54 4.82+0.48 b
1 W] — 0 B AR IS bR A A RIS EE 3R 22 50 3 (P <0. 01) 4 ANR/NE ZRER R 22 57 B35 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different capital letters in control group and test group in the same part indicated extremely significant differences( P <0.01) ; Different small letters cap-
ital letters in control group and test group in the same part indicated significant differences( P <0.05)
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Table 2 The comparison of surface color L " value of meat in test group and control group

FBAS Part 2051 Group 0d 2.d 4d 6d 8 d 10 d
Al Foreleg X HE 2 42.63£1.12 B 41.33 £0.81 B 42.68 £3.32 37.25+1.21 B 35.29£2.22 B 35.01 £1.19 B
T2 48.50 £2.12 A 47.99 £2.31 A 44,37 £2.22 43.12£2.25 A 42.77 £2.62 A 42.07 £2.24 A
H¥ Loin Xt HE 2 53.12+1.36 52.10 £1.14 50.76 £1.43 48.20 £1.09 46.14 £1.35 43.06 £1.12
N x| 54.13 +1.28 52.32+1.65 50.40 +2.01 48.35 £1.11 45.23 £1.23 44,77 £1.25
JE B Hind legs Xif iRl 48.36 £1.26 46.26 £1.14 B 45.30 £1.15 43.23 £1.22 42.01 £1.16 41.77 £1.32
N | 49.38 £1.14 50.06 +1.12 A 46.80 £1.21 44.24 £1.17 42.26 +1.20 42,17 £1.26
Al — 0 B AR AR A AR RS TR 22 etk B35 (P <0.01) by ANRIVING FhEROR 25 57 2 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different capital letters in control group and test group in the same part indicated extremely significant differences( P <0.01) ;Different small letters cap-
ital letters in control group and test group in the same part indicated significant differences(P <0.05)
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Table 3 The comparison of surface color a“ value of meat in test group and control group

Hfs Part 28] Group 0d 2d 44d 6d 8d 10 d
Fiil# Foreleg X HRLH 0.53+0.16 1.13+0.21 a 1.68 +0.12 a 2.15 +0.21 2.20 £0.22 2.01 £0.15
g 0.50 +0.12 0.84£0.23 b 1.37£0.22 b 2.02 £0.25 2.11 £2.62 1.97 £0.24
L4 Loin X AL 0.50 +0.11 0.86 +0.21 1.30 £0. 14 1.97 £0.15 2.25+0.12 2.16 £0.17
oLl 0.50 +0.12 0.87 £0.16 1.29 0. 13 1.88 £0.19 2.12£0.11 2.10 £0.16
JE i Hind legs T HEH 0.49 +0.12 0.90 £0.11 1.31£0.16 1.94 £0.15 2.31£0.14 2.22+0.14
Ry 0.49 £0.15 0.90 £0.17 1.30 £0.16 1.88 £0.16 2.21£0.22 2.12£0.11
1 s Al —ER AL BREH AR AR A A R R E F IR 2 0 .25 (P <0. 01) AR A ARV NG F R 2 57 i3 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different capital letters in control group and test group in the same part indicated extremely significant differences( P <0.01) ; Different small letters cap-
ital letters in control group and test group in the same part indicated significant differences( P <0.05)

) RFEMBELE) b (A, R4 v, 7050 ] A 3%
WA b EE LS, 5XF A e, 56 4 RT R
FRE b H T8 AR AU [a], 3 ASER A7 9 R 2= ThT
P b HI TR E2F(P>0.05),

2.2.2 JEAKIRRIOIIE . HER 5 AT, RN ], 5 X0 R
AL, 25 6.8 1 10 4K 56 41 1T 1R 174 7% 7K 453 2 40 S0l A AIG
18.81% (P <0.05) . 19. 08% (P <0.05) il 29. 82% (P <
0.01) ;27 2.4.6.8 il 10 F 5620 B B3 7K 351 2% 430 R AIK
8.01% (P <0.05).7.99% (P <0.05) .13.41% (P <0.01) .
21.25% (P <0.01) 1 21.67% (P <0.01) ;55 2 .4 6.8 # 10
K 56 4 I TR A 3% K Rk B 3 R AIG 6. 20% (P < 0.05) .
21.30% (P <0.05) .18.56% (P <0.01) .29.75% (P <0.01)
H122.19% (P <0.01) , HoA AR BE 3 ANE A7 (17 K 51 e ¥4 76

F4 RWAMMRBANREHE b HILE

Table 4 The comparison of surface color b” value of meat in test
group and control group

EEQI é%ili) 0d 6d 8d 10 d

iR XFHEZH 6.85+0.14 7.35+0.21 7.38£0.22 7.21£0.11
Foreleg {364 7.03£0.16 7.24+0.18 7.34+0.14 7.33 £0.15
Eikcy XHHALL 7.40 £0.18 7.57 £0.15 7.91+0.12 7.90 +0. 14
Loin RG] 7.38+0.12 7.55+0.11 7.90 £0.12 7.88 +0.11
=1 XFHEZH 6.54 £0.18 6.81+0.15 6.91 £0.17 6.77 £0.15
Hind legs 4520 6.54+£0.22 6.82+0.12 6.88 £0.13 6.79 +0.16

T [] — A8 X R AL AN IR A5 A A A RS F B 3R0R 22 il B 3
(P <0.01) ,bpfi RIRING FRER IR 22 57 3% (P <0.05)
Note : Different capital letters in control group and test group in the same
part indicated extremely significant differences( P <0.01) ; Different
small letters capital letters in control group and test group in the
same part indicated significant differences(P <0.05)
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Table 5 The comparison of loss of dripping water during the storage process in test group and control group %
H’ASE Part 2051 Group 0d 2d 4d 6d 8d 10 d
HiiE Foreleg Xf EZH 0 2.87 £0.05 5.38 £0.02 8.56 £0.01 a 9.54 +£0.06 a 12.98 £0.01 A
TR 0 2.93 +0.03 5.41 £0.04 6.95+0.08 b 7.72+0.03 b 9.11+0.02 B
HA¥ Loin popittcl 0 6.49 £0.02 a 9.51+0.01 a 11.26 +0.06 A 14.40 £0.03 A 20.03 £0.02 A
PN et 0 5.97+£0.01 b 8.75+0.01 b 9.75+0.01 B 11.34 £0.06 B 15.69 £0.02 B
J& i Hind legs papicEaEl 0 2.42 +0.04 a 6.29 £0.01 a 8.78 £0.05 A 13.11 £0.02 A 16.45 £0.02 A
TR 0 2.25+0.07 b 4.95+0.04 b 7.15+0.02 B 9.21+0.06 B 12.80 +£0.06 B
TE « () — B Xof B A 2 AR AN R RS - RER R 28 R 3 (P <0. 01) AR AR NE T3R8 285+ 3 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different capital letters in control group and test group in the same part indicated extremely significant differences( P <0.01) ;Different small letters cap-
ital letters in control group and test group in the same part indicated significant differences( P <0.05)
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Table 6 The comparison of TBARS value in test group and control group mg/ kg
FA7 Part 2f 5] Group 0d 2d 44d 6d 8 d 10 d
Al Foreleg Xif B2 0.24 +0.01 0.27 +0.01 0.37+£0.02 b 0.79 +0.03 A 0.65 +0.01 0.76 +0.06
N ekl 0.24 +0.06 0.27 +0.04 0.33+0.06 a 0.48 +0.07 B 0.62 +0.05 0.74 £0.02
H# Loin X RRZH 0.24 £0.04 0.27 +£0.03 0.33 +0.06 0.42 £0.05 0.70 £0.02 0.81 +£0.01
0t 0.24 £0.02 0.27 £0.05 0.32 +£0.06 0.40 +0.06 0.68 +0.05 0.81 +0.03
Je i Hind legs popitctil 0.30 £0.02 0.35+0.03 0.41 +0.07 a 0.50 +0.01 0.70 £0.02 a 0.77 £0.06
AL 0.30 +0.01 0.33 +0.01 0.36 £0.07 b 0.49 £0.02 0.62+0.06 b 0.77 £0.01
i« [F]— BT B AR AR A A R RS TRERR 22 i 35 (P <0. 01) AR ARV NG R85 5 135 (P <0. 05)

Note : Different capital letters in control group and test group in the same part indicated extremely significant differences( P <0.01) ; Different small letters cap-

ital letters in control group and test group in the same part indicated significant differences(P <0.05)
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