& @ 29 FI7t B Fol MAE 9%
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2R3 (Anacardiaceae)d| &8he U5 (Rhus verniciflua Stokes)E HUBHALE
2 539 A%l 9 20 n% 40 ) AFONHFEA, FFo| A oH &5 F FY
8 Fosol A ZH9 P 100900 m AY R s AZFAEZAN(Z
1996), &3, F3, & § vl A7 AL E AHEHAZT(CY, 1994).
SUE 2R EEd Zerko=EL de2r) FEL dosA G A
Fasg S NAER AZAELEER o]48 ¢ ATCH F, 2000). ¥ AT HSEA
29 Foqg/t 5 20 vA e 43S dolrna HAEST.

e
X3

o
£ o i
ol o ok

Nz o 9y

A4z 2 44

2 A4e 39 Z%F(Landrace XYorkshire XDuroc)dl BAF 80 kg 259 ¢ vl &
& M 24 FEFAIA AFFEET. 48 AFe g270), AT, A 2
T(T2)E 2474 1258 F 3652 stan, u§Fr A 553 AgAdE dAss.
HEzTY A4 9l&37] AIRE Fosia, A 17e vEF] AFRd £ B 2%, A3
2TE £ £% 4% Fo3id. A8E EF T A AHgstd 109 ¢ ALAR
4£1C)8taA T4 Y& HAgo o] &3k3id.

Add

YubdE BEAL A0AC(1990)H 2.2 AHAsIgTh. piE A& 10ge] 100 nLY 2H5E 7hé
of 183 #338,000 rpm)¥ ¥ pH meter(F-12, Horiba, Japan)® &A8}gth. THSA
< MAA(CR-310, Minolta Co., Japan)E AME8la] CIE L'(lightness), a'(redness),
b(yellomess)&eS FA&HFoH olg EF HAge MEzhe =937, x=0.3129,
y=0.319401%t}, BF8EL Grau®} Hamm®) filter paper press’¥ e 283to ZA5 A,
Thiobarbituric acid reactive substances(TBARS)® Sinnhuber@t Yu(1997)9 ®rse] 24
532 mol A A5 om A8 kgD malonaldehyde mgl 2 A&ttt §2EAL Hx 5
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A 7189 §HE capillary tube method(AOCS, 1973)& ol&dle =48 %t =3z
AE5E ZAEE T 3 cn® Aot 75C 458 F¢F g3 b 302 9k whyst

L olF BAL A 2 2 em, AE 2 cm, FA 1.5 cn® HYstd Food texture
analyser (TA-XI2i, Stable micro systems Ltd. UK)E o}&3tod TPA(Texture profile
analysis)E &4sgc. SAEA L SAS program(1989)-& o] &3] ANOVA £41& 3l9le
o,z 48709 F94 ZAL Duncan® multiple range test(p<0.05)% EAlstgc),

38
£

2% 2 2%

£ AF2 Fo 59 YWY EE Table 1 YelT. £ Alg 271 Fool gt £,
oA, 3§ gFujgol FrsT. wb Z2AY ke 4 FATI) 2.46%
547 5000
gjg ] A control
] 4900
544 + ) mT1(2%)
543 = BT2(4%)
g € 4800 |
= 542 g
o 541 24700 t
o 540 r g
539 —&— Control g
53g | —W—T1(2%) 4600
537 | —&—T2(4%)
536 ' : : : 4500 i
0 3 6 8 10 control  T1(2%)  T2(4%)

Storage days Treatment

Fig 1. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua Fig 2. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua

Stoke supplementation on pH in sow during Stoke supplementation on melting point in
refrigerated storage at 4TC. sow during refrigerated storage at 4C.
7000 035
g 6000 ’_@ 030
2 5000 S o5 |
g £
@ b
;; 4000 § 020
3 3000 f c g5 015¢
£ —— Control k>
5 2000 ¢ o @ 010 % —— Control
3 ——T1(2%) S ——T1(2%)
1000 e T 2{4%) g 005 | —A—T2(4%)
000 . - . . 000 . , .
¢l 3 6 8 10 0 3 6 8 10
Storage days Storage days

Fig 3. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua  Fig 3. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua
Stoke supplementation on WHC in sow during Stoke supplementation on TBARS in sow during
refrigerated storage at 4T. refrigerated storage at 4T.
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Table 1. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua Stokes supplementation on proximate com-

positions of pork

Proximate Treatment
composition(%) Control T1(2%) T2(4%)
Moisture 73.70° 73.79° 73.82°
Crude protein 22.70° 22.92° 22.86°
Crude fat 2.59° 2.38 2.31°
Crude ash 1.01° 1.02° 1.03°

* Means 1n the same row with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05).

Table 2. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua Stokes on CIE color in pork surface

during storage at 4T

I Storage Treatment
em
days Control T1(2%) T2(4%)
0 53.95% 54.80% 55.07*
) 3 54.53 54.991% 55.772
L 6 54,91 56.05" 56.967%
(11ghtness)
8 55 62" 56, 02" 57.230%
10 56.82" 56.53" 58.38"
0 6.91* 5.87" 6.88"
3 7.29% 6.22" 6.91"
a)ﬁ
6 7.11* 5.65" 55"
(redness) 6.55
8 6.97* 4,09 5.69¢
10 5.57"% 3.39% 3.66™
0 6.39% 5.79% 6.483"
3 7.05% 6.19™ 6,78
b 6 7.205" 6,677 7.38"
(yellowness) '
8 7.62% 6.38™ 7.25"
10 7.61* 5.59% 6.39"

" Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05).

* Means 1n the same column with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05).
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Table 3. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua Stokes on TPA* in pork during storage at 4T.

Storage Treatment
ften days Control T1(2%) T2(4%)
0 3517 267" 2715%
Har dness 10 3939 3279 3100™
o 0 0.87* 0.84% 0.85"
Springiness 10 0.80% 0.93% 0.48"
Cohesineness 0 o.42"i 0443“: 0.43*
10 0.49° 0.48° 0.47
Cumminess 0 1482°® 1277 1153
10 1910* 1561™ 1464
. 0 1291% 1064 972"
Chewiness 10 1697 1453 1300%
. 0 0.06™ 0.07"* 0.091"
Resilience 10 0.11% 0.08" 0.10%

*b Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05).
*® Means in the same column with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05).

" TPA: Texture profile analysis.

2 & AFEd vlsl #& 8§E BAH(p<0.05). Fig. 1& £ A5 Fo 89 A%
do] @& pHY WIE BAFH ot AFYo] Sl met S AT pHghe] #d
st} FUlele A4S 2o A% 398 AT RE AZdAAA 2% 77 & @t
S BT £ AE ANF95Rd 4 B9 §38 492 A(Fig. 2), 0%, 2%, 4% ¢
o2 v Yehdth(p<0.05). Fig. 3& A% 7z @g E§9 R g Yehfdien,
A% 717kol F7bekd wet BE A FoA Fobsgd. HETFE 4 A ZE A%
oA L e 2YY. TBARS(Fig. 4)& EE AHel7dM AZ7zke] 4oj3545E 974
o2 F7HEFATHp<0.05). AF z7ldE AT 2ol BolA Fstoy Ar)te]
Z71E4E gz7Y BARSEel /M A JEwRt A% g nE §4& dund
(Table 2) AF7|7be] ZAA AujApe Sl 19} Aol 7t =& BRUAANE
AT M B e BEou(p<0.05), BAE(aE)E 0% FAF 2 e B
Aok, =8 AF 7)zto] F74ge weEt % 5‘.5}“ A%E Y. ARG AN E

F477 28 e BA0. 4% F977F 26 ST vl Hn AEE 448 A3
Y fAse ReE YEgt. Table 3& AT 2AFE ved Aot dxs
2R BAZ 7HRlT e A E(Hardness), ¥4 (Chewiness) & A A A% 7120 £
Fo 7oA W g Bth(p<0.05). £ F9 F7HFUHAAME 4% F977 2% o
Z2Rd ¢ z2+e vk, zeiy 94 (Springiness), £33 4 (Cohesineness)ol A& e+t
3 abolg wolA Tt
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2. WIAE (2000 FUF FAXNA oY Fehuwolzo olzary

AeFatslA] 31(3), 315-350.

3. AR (1904) @34 ST BRAA AT, ARYHT WA £2.
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