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Abstract: 

The objective of the study was to evaluate the effect of feeding finishing pigs with a wet diet 

(feed:water, 1:1), versus a dry diet based on sorghum and soybean meal (15.0% CP, 3,200 

kcal ME/kg DM), on the productive behavior, carcass composition and meat quality. Sixteen 

(York-Landrace x Duroc) crossbred pigs weighing 68.4 ± 2.4 kg were individually housed 

and assigned to two treatments (n= 8 replicates per treatment): DF, dry feed; WF, wet feed. 

Feed was offered daily in two equal portions (0800 and 1500 h) for 5 wk. Individual live 

weight (LW) and feed consumption were recorded every week in order to calculate the daily 
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weight gain (DWG) and feed efficiency (FE). The carcass composition was measured; the 

meat quality was assessed in samples of Longissimus dorsi. Wet-fed pigs had higher 

(P<0.05), final LW (108.4 vs 101.9 kg), and DWG (1.043 vs. 0.990 kg/day) than dry-fed 

pigs. DF pigs had lower intake (wk 5) and feed efficiency (FE) (by wk 3) than WF pigs 

(Treatment x Week Interaction, P<0.05). WF pigs had greater leg and hot and cold carcass 

weights (P<0.05). The weight of the loin, ribs, and shoulder, and the protein content, water 

holding capacity, and pH of meat were similar (P>0.05) between treatments. The hardness, 

adhesiveness, chewiness, and toughness values were lower (P<0.05) in meat from WF pigs. 

In conclusion, the wet-fed pigs had better productive performance, carcass composition and 

meat characteristics than the dry-fed pigs. 
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Introduction 
 

 

Correct feeding management is important to improve animal welfare, growth efficiency and 

production data of pigs. One possibility to improve feeding systems for pigs is to mix dry 

feed with water (proportions between 1:1.0 and 1.5)(1). Wet feeding has been shown to reduce 

stress in the transition from liquid to solid diet of weaned piglets(1,2,3); this may have 

beneficial effects such as reducing the use of antibiotics in current production systems(4,5). In 

addition, wet feed improves water and feed intake(3,6), as well as nutrient supply, in growing-

finishing pigs(7), compared to dry feed, potentially favoring the productive performance(4) 

without affecting the fat content and carcass quality of the pigs(1,5).  

 

Sensory characteristics, such as tenderness, color, and marbling are important in determining 

the quality and consumer approval of beef(8), chicken(9), rabbit(10), and pork(11,12). These 

improvements may be greater in regions where the ambient temperature exceeds the pigs' 

thermoneutral (comfort) zone. However, information on the effect of wet feed on intensive 

pork production systems in hot areas like northern Mexico is scarce. Therefore, the objective 

of the present study was to determine the effect of sorghum and soybean meal based wet feed 

on the growth rate and efficiency, productive behavior, carcass composition and meat quality 

of finishing pigs. The hypothesis of the present study was that the feed intake and utilization 

of pigs under these climatic conditions might be improved by a wet diet. 
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Material and methods 
 

 

The pigs used in this research were cared for in accordance with the guidelines established 

in the Mexican Official Animal Care Standard (Norma Oficial Mexicana para el Cuidado de 

Animales)(13). The study was conducted at the Swine Experimental Station of the Marín 

Academic Unit of the Agronomy Department of the Autonomous University of Nuevo León, 

located in Marín, N.L., Mexico. Sixteen pigs (8 females and 8 castrated males; experimental 

units) of the York-Landrace x Duroc terminal cross with an initial live weight of 68.4 ± 2.4 

kg were used. The animals were housed individually in pens with concrete floors (1.4 m2), 

equipped with stainless steel drinking troughs and plastic feeders. The pigs were randomly 

assigned by sex to each of the two treatments: WF, wet feed at a ratio of 1:1 (diet:water), and 

DF, dry feed. The diet offered to the pigs was based on ground sorghum grain, soybean meal, 

and a vitamin and mineral premix, formulated with 3,200 kcal ME/kg and 15% crude protein, 

in order to meet or exceed the nutritional requirements of pigs in the 50 to 120 kg weight 

range, NRC(7). 

 

 

Experimental procedure 

 

 

During the experimental period, the minimum and maximum ambient temperature was 

recorded daily at the pen level, using a digital thermometer (STEREN®, model TER-100, 

China). The adaptation period to the pens and feeds was one week, followed by a 5-wk trial 

period. The live weight of the pigs was recorded weekly in order to calculate the average 

daily weight gain (ADWG). The offered and refused feed was recorded daily in order to 

calculate weekly daily feed intake (DFI) and the gain/consumption ratio (feed efficiency = 

FE). 

 

At the end of the experiment, all pigs were slaughtered in a TIF (Federal Inspection Type) 

slaughterhouse. The hot carcass (HC) and cold carcass (CC; 24 h post-slaughter, 2 °C) 

weights were recorded. The length of the carcass was measured by recording the distance 

(cm) between the 6th cervical vertebra and the hip bone(11); the weights of the primary carcass 

cuts were recorded: leg, shoulder, loin and ribs according to the Mexican Standard for 

Livestock Products (Norma Mexicana de Productos Pecuarios)(14). 
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Meat laboratory analysi 

 

After 24 h post mortem, the pH, color and water holding capacity (WHC, %) of the 

Longissimus dorsi (LD) muscle were determined in quadruplicate for each sample(11). In the 

present study, the muscle pH was determined by directly inserting the electrode of a puncture 

potentiometer (Orion 3 star Thermo Fisher Scientific, USA). 

 

In order to evaluate the quality of the meat, a sample of LD muscle was taken from between 

the 10th and 12th rib, and was stored at -20 °C until analysis. Its color was analyzed with a 

colorimeter (Minolta Chroma Meter 2002, Konica Minolta Holdings, Inc., Tokyo, Japan), 

and the values were expressed according to the CIE System (B*, a* and b*). The WHC was 

determined by the compression method previously described(15). 

 

The shear force (SF) was measured on four rectangles (4x2x2 cm) of each LD sample, with 

cuts parallel to the direction of the muscle fibers, using a texturometer (TA.XT2i Stable 

Micro Systems Serrey, England) equipped with a Warner-Bratzler knife. The shear 

conditions were speed of 2 mms-1 in the pre-test, 2 mms-1 in the test, 10 mms-1 in the post-

test, at a distance of 30 mm(16). 

 

The texture profile analysis (TPA) of the LD samples was performed with a texturometer 

(TA.XT2i Stable Micro Systems Serrey, England), using four standardized cubes of 2 cm for 

each sample, which were obtained perpendicular to the direction of the muscle fibers. A 

cylindrical piston was used to compress the sample to 60 % of the original height during two 

compression cycles with a time interval of 5 sec between them. Force-time stress-strain 

curves were obtained based on the established velocity conditions: 1.0 mms-1 (pre-test); 5.0 

mms-1 (test), and 5.0 mms-1 (post-test). 

 

Values for hardness (g), adhesiveness (g/sec), elasticity (mm), cohesiveness, gumminess (g), 

chewiness (g mm), and toughness were obtained according to previous reports(17,18). All meat 

samples were analyzed for protein content using the AOAC Method 990.03(19).  

 

 

Economic analysis 

 

 

The income from animal growth was calculated considering a live pig price of $32.00 

MN/kg, multiplied by the respective weight gain of each animal. The feed cost was calculated 

considering the price of the feed for both treatments ($ 5.90 MN/kg), multiplied by the 

respective consumption of each animal. These two variables were used to calculate the 

difference in income for growth, minus the cost of food. Live hog prices and feed cost were 
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obtained with August-September 2018 base prices published by the Confederation of 

Mexican Swine Farmers (Confederación de Porcicultores de México)(20) and Mexico's 

National Market Information and Integration System (Sistema Nacional de Información e 

Integración de Mercados de México)(21). 

 

 

Statistical analysis 

 

 

The data were analyzed under a randomized complete block design using the SPSS statistical 

package version 22 (Version 2013. IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 22.0, 

Armonk, NY: IBM Corp.). The data are presented as means, and the significant differences 

(P<0.05) were determined by Tukey's test. 

 

 

Results 
 

 

The ambient temperature during the experiment ranged from a minimum of 9.1 °C to a 

maximum of 35.3 °C, with an average of 27.3 °C during the study. Table 1 shows the results 

of productive behavior after five experimental weeks. The live weight of wet-fed pigs was 

higher (P<0.01) at the end of weeks 4 and 5, and during the entire study, compared to dry-

fed pigs. Differences in live weight between treatments became more pronounced over the 

experimental weeks (P<0.01).  Although the ADWG was not statistically different in each of 

the weeks, it was statistically different overall in pigs fed the wet diet (P<0.01; Figure 1). 

The ADFI was lower at wk 1 and higher at wk 5 when offered wet feed (P<0.01), but it was 

not different throughout the entire study (P>0.10). The variable FE (P<0.05) was better with 

wet feed in weeks 1 and 3 (Figure 2), and throughout the study.  
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Table 1: Effect of offering wet feed (WF) or dry feed (DF) on the live weight, ADFI, 

ADWG, and FE of finishing pigs (68 to 108 kg) in each experimental week 

 Week  P 

 1 2 3 4 5 MSE Treatment Week Interaction 

Individual live weight (ILW, kg) 

WF 74.8 83.3 91.6 98.4a 108.4a 0.73 0.001 <0.001 0.322 

DF 74.2 81.6 88.5 92.6b 101.9b 0.75    

Average daily feed intake (ADFI, kg/d) 

WF 2.56b 3.14 3.34 3.36 3.35a 0.064 0.180 0.010 0.023 

DF 3.01a 2.959 3.28 3.04 2.84b 0.066    

Average daily weight gain (ADWG, kg/d) 

WF 0.902 1.22 1.18 0.982 1.43 0.038 0.010 <0.001 0.861 

DF 0.755 1.20 0.991 0.786 1.27 0.039    

Feed efficiency (FE, kg) 

WF 0.353a 0.386 0.351a 0.294 0.426 0.010 0.032 <0.001 0.023 

DF 0.250b 0.410 0.298b 0.253 0.448 0.010    

MSE= mean standard error;  
a,b Means with different letters within the same column for each variable are different (P<0.05). 

 

Figure 1: Daily feed intake (Mean ± MSE) of pigs in the final phase (68 a 108 kg) fed with 

wet feed (WF) and with dry feed (DF) 

 

 

a,b Significant difference (P<0.05) between groups. 
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Figure 2: Feed efficiency (Mean ± MSE) weekly measurements in pigs at the final stage 

(68 to 108 kg), with wet feed (WF) and with dry feed (DF) 

 

a,b Significant difference (P<0.05) between groups. 

 

 

Weight of the carcass components 

 

 

Wet-fed pigs had higher hot (P=0.019) and cold (P=0.021) carcass weights than dry-fed pigs 

(Table 2). The carcass length was not different (P>0.05) for the two treatments. The average 

weight of the leg and skin + fat was higher (P=0.04) in wet-fed pigs than in dry-fed pigs. The 

weights of the loin, rib, shoulder and leg did not differ between the wet fed and those fed a 

dry diet (P>0.05). 
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Table 2: Carcass characteristics and weight of the main carcass components of pigs 

slaughtered at 108 kg live weight, with wet feed (WF) and dry feed (DF) 

Concept 
             Treatment 

WF DF MSE P 

Carcass measurements     

Hot carcass weight, kg 90.80 84.80 1.599 0.019 

Cold carcass weight, kg 89.13 83.39 1.564 0.021 

Carcass length, cm 81.56 80.94 0.985 0.661 

Average piece weight, half carcass, kg     

Leg 10.33 9.78 0.172 0.040 

Loin 9.33 9.34 0.212 0.967 

Rib 5.66 5.03 0.254 0.097 

Shoulder blade 4.45 4.25 0.109 0.214 

Skin + fat 11.63 9.65 0.468 0.009 

Feet 0.739 0.694 0.019 0.120 

MSE= mean estándar error. 

 

 

Physicochemical and textural characteristics of the meat 

 

 

Table 3 shows the physicochemical and textural characteristics of the meat. No differences 

were observed in the protein and carbon content, pH, or water holding capacity of the meat 

(P>0.05) between treatments. The hardness, gumminess, chewiness, and toughness of the 

meat were higher (P<0.05) in dry-fed pigs than in wet-fed pigs. The shear strength, 

adhesiveness, elasticity, and cohesiveness did not differ (P>0.05) between treatments. 

 

Table 3: Values of physicochemical characteristics and meat texture of pigs slaughtered at 

108 kg LW, with wet feed (WF) and with dry feed (DF) 

Characteristics 
Treatment 

MSE P 
WF DF 

Physicochemical     

Protein, % MS  25.70 25.31 0.300 0.372 

Carbon, % MS 16.39 16.07 0.235 0.353 

pH 5.50 5.48 0.018 0.506 

WHC, % 64.31 62.98 0.864 0.284 

Texture     

Shear force, N 41.22 37.46 2.384 0.270 

Hardness, N 35.37 57.32 7.071 0.032 
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Adhesiveness, g/seg -25.11 -22.66 1.400 0.216 

Elasticity, mm 0.435 0.457 0.015 0.324 

Cohesiveness  0.446 0.453 0.010 0.584 

Gumminess, g 15.86 27.16 3.470 0.025 

Chewiness, gmm 6.30 11.65 1.367 0.007 

Resistance 0.237 0.283 0.013 0.015 

MSE= mean estándar error; WHC= water holding capacity. 

 

 

Tendency of meat color 

 

 

The values of brightness (B*), tendency to red (a*) and to yellow (b*), saturation (C), and 

hue angle (H) of the flesh were not different (P>0.05) between the two treatments (Table 4). 

 

Table 4: The color of the meat measured in the Longissimus dorsi muscle of pigs 

slaughtered at 108 kg live weight, with wet feed (WF) and dry feed (DF) 

 Treatment  

Characteristic WF DF MSE P 

B* 53.62 54.04 0.879 0.734 

a* 17.03 17.3 0.221 0.392 

b* 9.16 9.32 0.255 0.656 

C 19.37 19.75 0.194 0.175 

H 28.29 28.35 0.790 0.954 

MSE= mean estándar error. 

B* brightness; a*= tendency to red; b*= tendency to yellow; C= saturation; H= Hue angle. 

 

 

Economic analysis 

 

 

The feed cost (Table 5) was similar (P=0.180) for the wet-fed pigs than for the dry-fed pigs 

(average = $127.61 MN per animal during the experimental phase). However, due to a higher 

growth rate, economic income was 13 % higher (P=0.01) for the wet-fed pigs than for the 

dry-fed pigs. The difference in income due to pig growth minus the feed cost was 27.3 % 

higher (P=0.008) for pigs that received wet feed than for dry fed pigs. 
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Table 5: Analysis of the cost and economic usefulness of pigs in the final stage (68 to 108 

kg) fed wet feed (WF) or dry feed (DF) 

 Treatment   

Economic variable ($ MXN) WF DF MSE P 

Income from pig growth 256.00 226.53 12.145 0.010 

Feed cost 130.12 124.96 3.802 0.180 

Difference in income minus cost of feed 125.88 101.56 9.923 0.008 

MSE= mean estándar error. 

 

 

Discussion 
 

 

The present experiment was carried out under climatic conditions representative of many dry 

tropical sites; it is one of the first studies carried out in the northeastern region of Mexico. 

During the experiment, the pigs were housed in a shed with open sidewalls, so that the 

animals were under the natural ambient temperature conditions, which ranged from 10 to 

35.3 °C. These extremely variable environmental conditions could have affected the feed 

intake and feed efficiency of the pigs. A significant interaction between experimental week 

and treatment was obtained for the ADFI and FE, similarly to what was stated in previous 

reports(22,23). 

 

Exposure to a room temperature of 33 °C has been reported to reduce voluntary feed intake 

of pigs by 20 to 30 %(22). In the present study, the ADFI by wet-fed pigs at wk 1 was 12 % 

lower; however, it was 18 % higher at wk 5. Although the overall feed intake did not differ, 

the tendency to increase as the experiment progressed until it became significantly higher at 

wk 5 indicates that feed moistening may help to recover the voluntary feed intake of animals 

under climatic conditions of heat stress. Wet feeding also increased the average daily weight 

gain by 14 %, and the feed efficiency, by 8 %. The higher ADWG of WF pigs, as observed 

in the present experiment, is in agreement with the results reported in finishing pigs(24) and 

growing-finishing pigs fed a wet diet for 90 d(25). Taken together, these results indicate that 

feeding the pigs a wet diet exposed to conditions of high ambient temperature may improve 

not only the feed intake but also the feed utilization efficiency. Yang et al(6) reported a lower 

ADWG and FE in growing-finishing pigs fed a liquid diet containing by-products of the 

ethanol industry, compared to pigs fed a wet diet based on corn and soybean meal. This 

suggests that, in addition to the type of feed (wet or dry), the ingredients used also play an 

important role in production efficiency. The wet feed offered to pigs at high ambient 

temperatures may have allowed them to have a better body temperature balance, resulting in 

higher weight gain and feed efficiency. 
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The higher HC and CC weights in the WF pigs recorded in the present study agree with other 

previously published results(24), in which the hot carcass weight and yield were higher, but a 

similar backfat depth were reported in pigs fed a wet diet, indicating the possibility of a 

positive influence of wet feeding on carcass characteristics. 

 

The depth of the backfat has been reported to be similar in pigs whether they are fed a wet or 

a dry diet(25). However, wet-fed broilers had a higher abdominal fat content(26). When the 

trough is equipped with an integrated water supply, the pigs tend to consume more feed(24). 

The higher feed intake in wet-fed pigs reported in wk 5 of the present work may be reflected 

in a higher backfat content. 

In the present study, the legs were heavier in wet-fed pigs than in dry-fed pigs. This is 

consistent with previous reports(27) in which higher leg weights have been recorded in pigs 

with higher growth rates. 

 

The term meat quality describes the sum of different properties(28) such as pH, color, 

tenderness, WHC, and chemical composition(29), which are particularly important in sensory 

evaluation(30). In this study, differences were observed in favor of pigs fed a wet diet in terms 

of meat quality and texture characteristics such as shear strength, gumminess, and 

chewiness(31). 

 

The WHC and color are important attributes that determine the visual appeal and tenderness 

of the meat(32,33). The values observed in this experiment were similar between treatments 

and are in agreement with those previously reported(34,35) in finishing pigs. In the present 

work, the meat from the wet-fed pigs had lower toughness values than that from dry-fed pigs, 

which is indicative of a greater tenderness(36) ―one of the most important characteristics of 

the meat quality(32,37). The other results of texture profile analysis, such as adhesiveness and 

cohesiveness, also used regularly to determine sensory attributes(38), did not differ between 

treatments in the present work. 

 

Color is an important trait of pork quality, which can be affected by various factors, such as 

the feeding strategy(31) and the breed of the pigs(11,12). In the present study, no differences 

were found between treatments in the chromatic variables B*, a*, b*, C, and H, which 

determine the color. Compared with results from previous research(34), the brightness (B*) 

values in the present work for meat from pigs fed WF and DF (53.6 and 54.0, respectively; 

Table 4) were indicative of "normal" meat (39). B* values of 58 are indicative of PSE (pale, 

soft, exudative) meat, while values below 52 indicate the ASD condition (dark, firm, 

dry)(39,40,41). 

 

The economic analysis performed in this study has been used before(42), as it allows 

combining in a single value (difference of economic income minus the feed cost) the effect 

that the evaluated type of feed has on various characteristics, such as feed intake, daily weight 
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gain, and feed efficiency. In the present study, the difference in the income derived from the 

growth of the pigs minus the feed cost for five weeks was 27.3 % higher for wet-fed pigs. 

The largest percentage of this economic benefit originated from the higher growth rate 

recorded in pigs fed a wet diet. In contrast, there was no difference in the feed cost with 

respect to the form in which the feed (whether dry or wet) was offered to the pigs. In a study 

published by Myers et al(43), pigs weighing between 80 and 110 kg fed from a wet feed trough 

had better growth data than pigs fed a dry diet. Based on the weight gain and feed 

consumption of these pigs(43) when fed a wet or a dry diet, as well as the prices of the feed 

and the pork meat registered by the present experiment, the economic benefit from wet-fed 

pigs estimated by Myers et al(43) would have been 9.1 % better than that obtained from dry-

fed pigs; this figure is lower than the economic benefit registered in the present study. In 

short, based on the results of this experiment, it is concluded that feeding finishing pigs with 

a wet diet improves the productive variables (daily weight gain, feed intake, feed efficiency), 

the economic profit, the carcass composition, and the meat quality. 

 

 

Acknowledgments 

 

 

The authors are grateful for the financial support provided by the National Call for 

Postdoctoral Stays (Convocatoria de Estancias Posdoctorales Nacionales) 2018(1) of the 

National Council for Science and Technology (Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología, 

CONACYT, Mexico). They also thank the Agronomy Department of the UANL for 

facilitating the present research. 

 

 

Conflict of interest 

 

 

The authors declare that they have no conflicts of interest. 

  



Rev Mex Cienc Pecu 2021;12(2):370-385 
 

382 

Literature cited: 

 

1. Chae BJ. Impacts of wet feeding of diets on growth and carcass traits in pigs. J Appl Anim 

Res 2000;17(1):81-96. 

2. Yang JS, Lee JH, Ko TG, Kim TB, Chae BJ, Kim YY, Han InK. Effects of wet feeding of 

processed diets of performance, morphological change in the small intestine and nutrient 

digestibility in weaned pigs. Asian-Aust J Anim Sci 2001;14(9):1308-1315. 

3. Moon JS, Kwon IK, Chae BJ. Effects of wet feeding of diets with or without food waste 

on growth performance and carcass characteristics in finishing pigs. Asian-Aust J Anim 

Sci 2004;17(4):504-510. 

4. Brooks PH, Beal JD, Niven S. Liquid feeding of pigs: potential for reducing environmental 

impact and for improving productivity and food safety. Recent Adv Anim Nut Aust 

2001;13:49-63. 

5. Zoric M, Johansson SE, Wallgren P. Behaviour of fattening pigs fed with liquid feed and 

dry feed. Porcine Health Managem 2015;1:14. 

6. Yang X, Nath C, Doering A, Goih J, Baidoo SK. Effects of liquid feeding of corn 

condensed distiller’s solubles and whole stillage on growth performance, carcass 

characteristics, and sensory traits of pigs. J Anim Sci Biotechnol 2017;8:9. 

7. NRC. National Research Council. Nutrient requirements of swine. 12th ed. Washington, 

DC. USA: National Academy Press; 2012. 

8. Guzek D, Głąska D, Pogorzelski G, Kozań K, Pietras J, Konarska M, et al. Variation of 

meat quality parameters due to conformation and fat class in Limousin bulls slaughtered 

at 25 to 27 months of age. Asian-Aust J Anim Sci 2013;26(5):716. 

9. Mir NA, Rafiq A, Kumar F, Singh V, Shukla V. Determinants of broiler chicken meat 

quality and factors affecting them: a review. J Food Sci Technol 2017;54(10):2997-

3009. 

10. Dalle ZA. Perception of rabbit meat quality and major factors influencing the rabbit 

carcass and meat quality. Livest Prod Sci 2002;75(1):11-32. 

11. Choi JS, Lee HJ, Jin SK, Choi YI, Lee JJ. Comparison of carcass characteristics and meat 

quality between Duroc and crossbred pigs. Korean J Food Sci An 2014;34(2):238-244. 

12. Chen G, Shui S, Cai Y, Na L, Su Y. Production performance, slaughtering and meat 

quality of different breed pigs. J Bioproces Biotech 2017;7:304. 



Rev Mex Cienc Pecu 2021;12(2):370-385 
 

383 

13. Norma Oficial Mexicana. Especificaciones técnicas para la producción, cuidado y uso de 

los animales de laboratorio. Ochoa MLI ed. Diario Oficial de la Federación, México 

(AS), México. NOM-062-ZOO-1999-2001. 

14. Norma Mexicana de Productos Pecuarios. Productos pecuarios-Carne de porcino en 

canal-Calidad de la carne-Clasificación. Ochoa MLI ed. Diario Oficial de la Federación, 

México (AS), México. NMX-FF-081-2003. 

15. Tsai TC, Ockerman HW. Water binding measurement of meat. J Food Sci 

1981;46(3):697-701. 

16. Intarapichet KO, Maikhunthod B, Thungmanee N. Physicochemical characteristics of 

pork fed palm oil and conjugated linoleic acid supplements. Meat Sci 2008;80:788-794. 

17. Bourne MC, Kenny JF, Barnard J. Computer‐assisted readout of data from texture profile 

analysis curves. J Texture Stud 1978;9(4):481-494. 

18. Alonso V, del Mar Campo M, Provincial L, Roncalés P, Beltrán JA. Effect of protein 

level in commercial diets on pork meat quality. Meat Sci 2010;85(1):7-14. 

19. AOAC. Official Methods of Analysis. 16th ed. Arlington, VA, USA: Association of 

Official Analytical Chemists. 2005. 

20. Confederación de Porcicultores de México. https://www.porcimex.org/supremo.htm. 

Consultado 15 Ene, 2019. 

21. Sistema Nacional de Información e Integración de Mercados de México 

http://www.economia­niim.gob.mx/nuevo/Home.aspx?opcion=Consultas/MercadosNa

cionales/PreciosDeMercado/Agricolas/ConsultaGranos.aspx?SubOpcion=6|0 

Consultado 15 Ene, 2019. 

22. Morales A, Grageola F, García H, Arce N, Araiza B, Yáñez J, Cervantes M. Performance, 

serum amino acid concentrations and expression of selected genes in pair-fed growing 

pigs exposed to high ambient temperatures. J Anim Physiol Anim Nutr 2014;98(5):928-

935. 

23. Cervantes M, Antoine D, Valle JA, Vásquez N, Camacho RL, Bernal H, Morales A. 

Effect of feed intake level on the body temperature of pigs exposed to heat stress 

conditions. J Thermal Biol 2018;76:1-7. 

24. Bergstrom JR, Nelssen JL, Edwards LN, Tokach MD, Dritz SS, Goodband RD, 

DeRouchey JM. Effects of feeder design and changing source of water to a location 

separate from the wet-dry feeder at 4 or 8 weeks before harvest on growth, feeding 

behavior, and carcass characteristics of finishing pigs. J Anim Sci 2012;90(12):4567-

4575. 



Rev Mex Cienc Pecu 2021;12(2):370-385 
 

384 

25. Chae BJ, Han InK, Kim JH, Yang CJ, Ohh SJ, Rhee YC, Chung YK. Effects of feeding 

processing and feeding methods on growth and carcass traits for growing-finishing pigs. 

Asian-Aust J Anim Sci 1997;10(2):164-169. 

26. Akinola OS, Onakomaiya AO, Agunbiade JA, Oso AO. Growth performance, apparent 

nutrient digestibility, intestinal morphology and carcass traits of broiler chickens fed 

dry, wet and fermented-wet feed. Livest Sci 2015;177:103-109. 

27. Lanferdini E, Andretta I, Fonseca LS, Morerira RHR, Cantarelli VS, Ferreira RA, Saraiva 

A, Abreu MLT. Piglet birth weight, subsequent performance, carcass traits and pork 

quality: A meta-analitycal study. Livest Sci 2018;214:175-179. 

28. Maltin C, Balcerzak D, Tilley R, Delday M. Determinants of meat quality: tenderness. 

Proc Nut Soc 2003;62:337-347. 

29. Kim TW, Kim CW, Yang MR, No GR, Kim SW, Kim II-S. Pork quality traits according 

to postmortem pH and temperature in Berkshire. Korean J Food Sci An 2016;36(1):29-

36. 

30. Hoffman, K. 1994. What is quality? Definition, measurement and evaluation of meat 

quality. Meat Focus Internat 1994;3(2):73-82. 

31. Rosenvold K, Andersen HJ. Factors of significance for pork quality-a review. Meat Sci 

2003;64:219-237. 

32. Hughes JM, Oisek SK, Purslow PP, Warner RD. A structural approach to understanding 

the interactions between colour, water-holding capacity and tenderness. Meat Sci 

2014;98:520-532. 

33. Starky CP, Gessink GH, Oddy VH, Hopkins DL. Explaining the variation in lamb 

longissimus shear force across and within ageing periods using protein degradation, 

sarcomere length and collagen characteristics. Meat Sci 2015;105:332-37. 

34. Nguyen DH, Park JW, Kim IH. Effect of crumbled diet on growth performance, market 

day age and meat quality of growing-finishing pigs. J Appl Anim Res 2017;45(1):396-

399. 

35. Sasaky K, Motoyama M, Narita T, Chikuni K. Effects of cooking end-point temperature 

and muscle part on sensory “hardness” and “chewiness” assessed scales presented in 

ISO11036:1994. Asian-Aust J Anim Sci 2013;26(10):1490-1495. 

36. Válvoká V, Saláková A, Butchtová H, Tremlová B. Chemical, instrumental and sensory 

characteristics of cooked pork ham. Meat Sci 2007;77:608-615. 



Rev Mex Cienc Pecu 2021;12(2):370-385 
 

385 

37. Sørheim O, Idland J, Halvorsen EC, Frøystein T, Lea P, Hildrum KI. Influence of beef 

carcass stretching and chilling rate on tenderness of m. longissimus dorsi. Meat Sci 

2001;57(1):79-85. 

38. Nishinary K, Kohyama K, Kumgai H, Funami T, Bourne MC. Parameters of texture 

profile analysis. Food Sci Technol Res 2013;19(3):519-521. 

39. Adzitey F, Nurl H. Pale soft exudative (PSE) and dark firm dry (ASD) meats: causes and 

measures to reduce these incidences - a mini review. Int Food Res J 2011;18:11-20. 

40. Kusêc G, Kralik G, Petričević A, Gutzmirtl H, Grgurić D. Meat quality indicators and 

their correlation in two crosses of pigs. Agric Conspectus Scient 2003;68(2): 115-119. 

41. Van Laack RLJM. Determinants of ultimate pH and quality of pork-NPB#99-129. 

https://www.pork.org/wp-content/uploads/2007/08/99-129-VANLAACK-U-of-TN.pdf. 

Accesed Feb 15, 2019. 

42. Guarneros-Altamirano R, Gutiérrez-Ornelas E, Bernal-Barragán H, Ávalos-Ramírez R, 

Castillo-Gallegos E, Olivares-Sáenz E. Acondicionamiento de becerros previos a la recría 

bajo pastoreo en trópico seco: Efectos sobre el peso corporal y la condición sanitaria. Rev 

Mex Cienc Pecu 2017;8(4):341-351. 

43. Myers AJ, Goodband RD, Tokach MD, Dritz SS, DeRouchey JM, Nelssen JL. The effects 

of diet form and feeder design on the growth performance of finishing pigs. J Anim Sci 

2013;91:3420-3428. 

 


