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A= SAS program™<] GLM(General Linear Model)o] we} Hzl=iglen], z+ Az 77k
oA AZE 93 BAEAML 8 & Duncan's multiple range test FoA ZolE AFd

o,

3@ o

Table 1& 4t 2% o} ZH?—H Aok guk NF
ojtt. Aol @AQlel W7t %, 0|, 2AY, dEY, T
ghon, KPSME 7HE @A \%E}kkv} A gk B
% Hx A9 #RAE HYe gl A} olg vz L}EMD}(Tab e 2)
Fo, 237, 9EA, 88 71gx 25 AEd @AGl KPLAA 7 EA Urs}m
o KPSollq 7} @A Jebdc). Table 13 28 E3 AGEA e 9uk ASE Hx 23
of BFHAL A AN 3ol wgt A4 ddse] FEEe HaRr 2EAE AL ¢ F

Table 1. Comparison of sensory evaluation of cooked belly in Korean native black pork
and modern genotype pork under normal light

Sensory evaluation”

Panellist Treatments o Total
aste Flavour Texture Juiciness

acceptability

KpLY 5.70 5.46 5.91* 6.01 5.76

All Kkps? 5.55 5.40 4.98° 5.67 5.57
wp® 6.21 5.59 6.37" 6.29 6.31

KpLY 5.83% 5.55 6.05" 6.17% 5.98%

Male Kps? 5,55 5.40 4,98 5.67° 5.57°
W 6.52" 5.79 6.67" 6.57" 6.60"

KpLY 5.50 5.32 5.71} 5.79" 5.43

Female Kps? 5.14 5.07 4.50° 4.71° 5.07
wp¥ 5.75 5.46 5.93" 5.86" 5.89

Y Means with different superscripts in the same columns are significantly different(p<0.05).
Y Slaughtered Korean native black pork at 75 kg live weight.
9 Slaughtered Korean native black pork at 56 kg live weight.
» Slaughtered modern genotype pork at 105 kg live weight.
Y Nine-point scale(l = extremely unlike, 5 = normally like, 9 = extremely like).
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Table 2. Comparison of sensory evaluation of cooked belly in Korean native black pork
and modern genotype pork under red light

Sensory evaluation”

Panellist Treatments L. Total
Taste Flavour  Texture Juiciness

acceptability

KpLY 6.00 5.74 6.41 6.22" 6.14

All Kps? 5.21 5.37 5.03 5.36° 5.24

i 5.99 5.66 6.07 5.86° 6.10

KpLY 6.69 5.79 6.14 5.81 6.57

Male Kkps? 6.21 5.67 5.60 5.24 5.81

W 6.50 5.67 5.79 5.38 6.12

KpLY 5.68 5.61 6.11° 5.82 5.82

Female Kps? 4.82 5.04 4.50° 4.89 4.96
W 5.39 5.32 5.43% 5.14 5.32

Y Means with different superscripts in the same columns are significantly ifferent{(p<0.05).

) The same as in Table 1.

Table 3. Comparison of sensory evaluation of raw belly in Korean native black pork and

modern genotype pork.

Y]
Sensory evaluation J

Panellist Treatment Total
anetiis reatments Meat color  Backfat color Marbling score

acceptability

KpLY 6.14" 6.11 5.89° 5.90°

All Kkps? 5.51° 5.77 5.79 5.62°
wp® 6.66 6.32 6.54* 6.72*
KpLY 6.50% 6.39 6.05 6.18%

Male Kkps? 5.84 6.14 5.91 5.81°
P 6.74" 6.33 6.53 6.84%

KpLY 5.57° 5.68% 5.64° 5.46°

Female Kps? 5.00° 5.21% 5.61° 5.32°
MY 6.54' 6.32" 6.54* 6.54"

" Means with different superscripts in the same columns are significantly different(p<0.05),

™ The same as in Table 1.
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