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Comparison and Anylsis on the Antioxidant Properties of Meat Quality in Different Pig Breeds
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Abstract

Antioxidant properties and meat flavor of 6 native pig breeds and crossing pig (Duroc x Landrace x Yorkshire) were used to determine and

[ Objective | The research aimed to compare the differences of antioxidant properties of meat quality on various breeds pig. [ Method ]

anylsis. [ Result] The total antioxidant priperties of Laiwu pig, Dapulian pig, Yantai black pig, Licha black pig, and Wulian black pig were high-
er than the Duchang pigs after slaughter, and the meat flavor of Laiwu pig, Dapulian pig, Yantai black pig, Licha black Pigs and Yimeng black
pigs had a dominant pork flavor. [ Conclusion ] The study provides basic data for further strengthening the protection, development and utilization

of local breed pigs.
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Fig. 1 SOD activity in postmortem muscle of different pig

breeds and it’s significance test
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Fig.2 MDA content in postmortem muscle of different pig

breeds and it’ s significance test
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Fig.3 T-AOC in postmortem muscle of different pig breeds and
it’ s significance test
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Fig.4 IMP content in postmortem muscle of different pig breeds

and it’ s significance test
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