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Table 1. Comparisons of fatty acid compositions of shoulder fat between domestic and imported frozen pork
(g fatty acid / 100 g total fatty acid)

Fatty acid Domestic U.S.A. Canada
Muyristic acid (Cy4.) ~14 ~1.2 ~1.4
Palmitic acid (C1s:0) 24.6 +1.5% 23.2+1.3" 24.9 +2.1°
Stearic acid (Cyg) 9.8+21°% 79+1.3° 11.2 +1.0%
Palmitoleic acid (Cy6:1) ~4.9 ~5.6 ~3.9
Oleic acid (Cig4) 47.7+3.9° 54.5 + 2.3 50.9 + 4.2°
Linoleic acid (Cig.) 14.1 + 3.0° 11.7 £ 2.0® 10.5 + 0.9

Results are expressed as means +standard deviation, means with unlike superscripts within one row differ
significantly at P<0.05.
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Table 2. Comparisons of iodine values and TBA values between domestic and imported pork fat

Items Domestic U.S.A. Canada
lodine value 71.20 + 3.40° 69.20 + 4.10° 62.80 + 4.80°
TBA value 0.54 + 0.20° 0.64 +0.28%° 0.91 +0.472

Results are expressed as means + standard deviation, means with unlike superscripts within one row differ
significantly at P<0.05.
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Table 3. Comparisons of physical and chemical properties between domestic and imported frozen pork
after storing at 4°C for 24 hrs

Items Domestic U.S.A. Canada
lodine value 68.30 + 4.3° 67.20 + 3.7° 65.10 + 2.5°
TBA value

fat 1.13 +0.26° 1.66 +0.78° 1.68 +0.18°

lean meat 0.24 +0.02° 0.34 +0.06" 0.44 +0.03%
VBN (mg %) 11.11 + 0.522 11.25 + 0.70° 11.30 + 0.24?
Drip loss (%) 4.13 +1.40° 6.47 + 0.91° 5.01 + 0.08%
Emulsifying capacity(oil ml / g) 90.70 + 2.4° 84.30 + 2.9 90.00 + 1.7°

Results are expressed as means + standard deviation, means with unlike superscripts within one row differ
significantly at P<0.05.
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Table 4. The panel test score betwee domestic and imported frozen pork

Material source Panel test items

Flavor Juiciness Tenderness Acceptability
Domestic 48+0.1° 4.8+0.2° 5.2+0.2°% 5.0+0.2°%
US.A 48+0.1° 47+0.2° 47+0.2° 47+0.2°

Panel evaluation: 1:exremely poor ; 7:excellent.

Results are expressed as meanszstandard deviation, means with unlike superscripts within one column
differ significantly at P<0.05.
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Abstract

The objective of this study was to determine the differences between imported and domestic frozen
pork quality. The shoulder fat from domestic and imported frozen pork was sampled for determining fatty
acid composition, iodine value (IV) and thiobarbituric acid (TBA) value. Frozen pork defrosted at 4°C for
24hrs were tested for the TBA in fat, 1V, volatile basic nitrogen (VBN), drip loss and emulsifying capacity.
The results showed that domestic pork had higher stearic acid content (C18:0) (P<0.05) and lower oleic
acid content (C18:1) (P<0.05) than imported pork. However, no significant difference was observed
between domestic and imported Canadian pork. The domestic pork had higher levels of linoleic acid
(C18:2) than the others. Canadian park had the lowest IV (P<0.05) and domestic pork had the lowest TBA
value (P<0.05). No significant difference was found for both 1V and TBA value between domestic and
American pork.

The TBA values in the lean meats from the three frozen pork types defrosted at 5°C for 24 hours
were significantly different. The domestic pork had the lowest and Canadian pork the highest. All were
within the acceptable range for TBA value. The TBA value in the fat of defrosted pork was almost twice
that of pre-defrosted pork. The domestic pork had the lowest TBA value among the three pork types. No
significant difference was observed for 1V and the volatile basic nitrogen content among the defrosted pork.
In the panel test, domestic frozen pork had better tenderness scores.

The domestic pork had lower drip percentage and higher emulsifying capacity than the others. This
indicated that the domestic pork had higher water-holding capacity and might be better for manufacturing
emulsion products than the two imported pork types.

Key words : Domestic frozen pork, Import frozen pork, Fatty acid composition, Defrosted pork quality.
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