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Ao B B g8 g7 BAS
Fefel wet
571 A3

A

AN} Z=BA By B
g 7] £ gdd S

A 2} 51 (Electronic nose)a}
7] Ao 74719 sensoro A A7) BetH oz ule S doA Ay AzE WA,
S/Woll A Azstet BA1g B3 44, AF S wan MFH o2 3 th(Insung, 1999). FA
7MA 7}E8 & ©317](Siegmund and Pfannhauster, 1999), X3 X733+ 3] 317] (Blixt and Borch,
1999)9] &&7] 2 ={x327)9] boar taint(Annor—Frempong et al, 1998)9} wormed—over
flavour(Grigioni et al,, 2000) oA ZHL A o] &5 1 gt} T3 Wood 5(2004)2 ==
FE WE 2w A R APgak 249 Aol vt A 1) o] Fvlel & Fohal Bas)
Rk ek B AFE AR, ARSHA, NFFT A Zo] HA FFo wE AT FF

Ak 24 R A 9% §7) AR Aol 2 BAHskmA WAl AT,

A% 27t )R] 47 A2AA L 5 o5 EE
A3kol gepAA By Hael, Azke) 77

sensor array 7l€°] /f2LHA=d, & 9

Z}AE multi—sensor array 7}1&=8& o] 83}
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Ad AE2E Fod AAAFo] 111 kgl AR (Sus scrofa creanus) TF(BAAE 15)
L AFF(100% AAA HIANEX 100% AZFE HA vBAE: 50% AAE 15, 100% 2
HA B AMEX 100% MFEFE AA vlZ2E: 50% v AAE 27, 50% AsHA] HAA =X
50% MEFFS A vl ZAFE 26% MIBAEE 1) £, 64 kgl AAZHA(AAE) 55 R 114
kgl 7W%% = A (Landracex Yorkshire, A4 &) 552 54 (M. longissimus) +HE & 28
of o] &3ttt A WHo s Zul A IS AOAC(1995)] Lol 93] diethyl ether&
o] &% soxlet FEHE ol&33th. AWt A& Folch F(1957)9 Wl 3t
chloroform:methanol(2:1) 2.2 &% A d& AOAC (199%)9 el w2t 2N sodium
hydroxide % 25% borontrifluoride® ©|-&3}ed fatty acid methyl esterd A|Zom,
HP—Innowax column(30 m lengthX 0.32 mm idx 0.25 pum film thickness)¢] &2r¥ Agilent
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6890N GColl &3 A3ttt AL Fel 93 37) He & A|7 1 g& 10 mL headspace vial®l
Y31 PTFE/bubber septum® aluminium cap 2.2 cappingd th3 2489 739 40ColA 180
% &<t incubationdtlod, 71259 A% /1A & AAEAA(MR-S503, LG, Korea)Z 55
% 7}49 ZA), cappingdt & 65CAA 300% E<F incubationdtch. AAFA(FOX 3000,
Alpha MOS, Toulouse, France)dl 93] &7] A& A3 2, datats PCA(principal
component analysis, Alpha soft version 8.01 software, Alpha MOS, Toulouse, France)& &
A8G . 57 A2l SAS program (1999)¢] GLM procedureo] 28] M=o, 7 A&
T FA ASE A8 B4 242 4AF F Duncan's multiple range test® 9] #}o]

g F3sqc
dn % a3

A FFo WE M. longissimus®) W AW d3& vl g A7+ Fig. 13 20} Diethyl
etherdl 93 ZUl A FL AW ESH X7} 4.86% = 2.93, 3.05%% AR, NZFF AHAAR
g ooz FUtHp<0.05). A EF) W& M longissimus®] XA 2L v w2
I} Table 13 2o}, SFAE C14:00014 AP SH A7} A= X2} AFF AL} FJHo=
W3k (p<0.05), C18:000 4 AR 7} A Zsh Ao} NFF AA R, AZFE AR AA S
ARt FoH oz Ith(p<0.05). UFAE C16:1n790A A= A7} A S =)o AFF A
Boh S A AAEAA R % 2(p<0.05), C18:1n9o A NFF HAA7 AA A B
O F%eH(p<0.05), C18:1n7 A AHAZ} AW ESHRA G MFF HARY F340t
(p<0.05). C18:3n32 AR &} AFFE HA 7t AHZAHA LT % 31(p<0.05), C20:1n9
AN EANA 2} /RFF HA 7 AAA B} %28 (p<0.05), C20:4n6-2 WA A 7} AZFF = A
B E3W%(p<0.05). C22:4n62 AHSZAAI} AGA G MNFF AART %o
(p<0.05), C22:5n32 WA= A7} A& E= 2 B} HAH p<0.05). UFA/SFA 8]-&-2 9= 27}
ABHEAA S} NFE HAHA R FRHOH(p<0.05), MUFA/SFA B &2 A=) A 9} /FF A
7t AR EA AR E4H(p<0.05). PUFA n6/n3 ¥ &2 MFE A A7) 713 @kod

10.00
8.00
6.00
4.00

2.00

Ether extract (%)

0.00

WP KNP MGP

Fig. 1. Comparison of ether extract of M. Jongissimus from different pig breed.
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Table 1. Comparison of the fatty acid composition

of M. longissimus from different

pig breed
ltems Pig breed”’
WP KNP MGP

C14:0 (Myristic acid) 1.53+ 0.11° 1.374 0.10° 1.64%+ 0.17°
C16:0 (Palmitic acid) 25.50% 0.90 25.024 0.83 25.59+ 0.94
C16:1n7 (Palmitoleic acid) 4.34% 0.40° 3.23% 0.20° 3.65% 0.46"
C18:0 (Stearic acid) 11.41+ 0.83°  15.66% 3.00°  13.35% 1.40"
C18:1n9 (Oleic acid) 40.56+ 1.94°  41.54% 2.29"  43.22+ 1.70°
C18:1n7 (trans—Vaccenic acid) 2.96% 0.57° 1.21+ 1.33" 0.90+ 1.18°
C18:2n6 (Linoleic acid) 10.58+ 2.35 9.01% 2.17 8.93+ 2.03
C18:3n6 (gamma—Linolenic acid) 0.06% 0.01 0.07% 0.01 0.07+ 0.01
C18:3n3 (Linolenic acid) 0.39% 0.05° 0.29+ 0.09 0.44% 0.06°
C20:1n9 (cis—11—Eicosenoic acid) 0.57+ 0.04° 0.71+ 0.11° 0.75% 0.08°
C20:4n6 (Arachidonic acid) 1.50% 0.66 1.324 0.48%° 0.98+ 0.39"
C20:5n3 (EPA) 0.07% 0.02 0.06% 0.02 0.07+ 0.02
C22:4n6 (DTA) 0.19% 0.07° 0.25+ 0.08* 0.16+ 0.04°
C22:5n3 (DPA) 0.19+ 0.07° 0.12+ 0.06 0.15% 0.05®
C22:6n3 (DHA) 0.15% 0.03 0.14% 0.12 0.10% 0.02

Total 100.00+ 0.00  100.00+ 0.00  100.00%£ 0.00
UFA?/SFAY 1.60+ 0.11° 1.384 0.18" 1.46% 0.12°
MUFA*Y/SFA 1.26+ 0.03° 1.11% 0.11° 1.20+ 0.06*
PUFA®/SFA 0.34% 0.10 0.27+ 0.09 0.27% 0.08
PUFA n6/n3 15.41+ 0.79°  17.75+ 2.69*  13.34% 1.76°

#7¢ Means=*standard deviation

in the same row with different superscripts are

significantly different (p<0.05); n=10, respectively.
D wp: wild pig, KNP: Korean native black pig, MGP: Modern genotype pig.
? Unsaturated fatty acid, ¥ Saturated fatty acid, Y Monounsaturated fatty acid.
% Polyunsaturated fatty acid. '

—_

(p<0.05), AAA 7} AP SHA R} FRH(p<0.05). AX EF WE M. longissimus®] %
Az 2]t principal component analysis® 23 Z3}= Fig. 29 2o AAdFY A
discrimination index”} 642 Al FF2o| Fr)sdde] B FEHALH, /HEF] A
discrimination index”} —472 A EFH x| 9} AHZ A Azt 7] HE ] F o7t AN
A=A D AR EZHRA G NFE AAY F7) AEie] S o) B TH

£ f P
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Fig. 2. Principal component analysis by electronic nose of raw and cooked M.
longissimus from different pig breed.

2 ¢

B ATE A F350 whE A &3, At 24 2 Azl 9@ ) e aolg &
Aatazr AAIEFen, Ha AAAF] 111 kgl SR 55, 64 kg AAZHA 55 2
114 kgl M#FE A (LandraceX Yorkshire) 559 SA(M. Jongissimus) 95 2 A3
o &3t Il AMHS AuUSHAC HAHR, NFF HARG FoAHeR i
(p<0.05). AHA2F 2440 A C14:0, C18:3n3, MUFA/SFA ¥]-&& AP EH =7} /M8 frold o
2 E¢om(p<0.05), C18:1n9% 71FTE HA7t AR ERoH(p<0.05). C16:1n7,
C18:1n7, UFA/SFA ¥} &2 A=A 7} /b8 ¥ o™ (p<0.05), C18:0, C20:1n9+ A=A A7t 7}
2 FATH(p<0.05). C20:4 n6-2 AR X7} HFE HA BT} 2U2(p<0.05), C22:4n6-2 =) 7
EiAE M w3k ew (p<0.05), C22:5n3L ASA7L ABWSHAEG FUATH(p<0.05).
PUFA n6/n3 ¥ &2 /N&FF A7 7 @k on(p<0.05), AR 7F AHEH A B} @k}
(p<0.05). A2 PCAd 23t )i NAFoA FF5o g 2fo]st W3] YElG e
N, 7t Sl e A A R AW ESNA, MZE Xzl Aol 7} vebsioh ek A S8 A]
7} M e 2U AW = 2 b @& MUFA/SFA H1 €S 7H8 %, AsiA7 748 52
UFA/SFA Bl &5 7t o9, %E A A7t 71 @& PUFA n6/n3 ¥ &S 7t} =3 A=
o o3 A FF ME E5) F7) A zolg aRHoz 2EY F YA

2k
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