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Abstract: Taking the muscles of six parts of latissimus dorsi, triceps brachii, psoas major, longissimus dorsi,
biceps gluteus femoris and semitendinosus of 18 fattening yaks as the research objects, the routine nutritional
components, mineral elements and ealing quality of the muscles in different parts of yaks were analyzed, and
the differences between different quality of the muscles were studied. The results showed that there was no
significant difference in protein (P> 0.05) , while the other indexes were significant difference, the fat content
of latissimus dorsi was significantly higher than that of other parts (P < 0.05) .From the perspective of mineral
elements, the Ca and Na content of latissimus dorsi was higher than that of other parts, the K and Mg content of
semitendinosus was higher, while the microelement of triceps brachii was higher. In terms of meat eating
quality, the tenderness of psoas major and longissimus dorsi was better, and the water holding capacity of
biceps gluteus femoris and longissimus dorsi was stronger than that of other parts. The results showed that there
were greal differences in the nutritional quality, processing and eating quality of different parts of museles. And
the quality of the longissimus dorsi was better, followed by the biceps gluteus femoris, which provided the basis

for the future value—added technology of meat segmentation and the establishment of grading evaluation system.
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Table 1 Dietary nutrient content of TMR
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Table 3 Conventional nutrients in different parts %
L PR A3 Ko T4 WAy i3} HFHAM
1 L 72.96+0.78 27.04+0.78° 1.12+0.05" 3.54+0.61" 20.86+0.58"
=Sk 73.47+0.43 26.53+0.43" 1.1420.03" 1.85+0.37" 20.77+0.36
AL 73.63+0.66" 26.37+0.66" 1.07+0.03" 2.89+0.47" 20.67+0.55"
W dse KL 73.150.72" 26.85+0.72" 1.08+0.03" 2.14:+0.68° 22.14+0.54"
R Sk 74.27+0.70" 25.73+0.70 1.12£0.03" 1.25+0.33" 21.27+0.49
R AL 74.13+0.71" 25.87+0.71° 1.08+0.05" 1.70£0.40" 21.59+0.50°
T AFUE bR A RN PR R R 5 (P<0.09 .
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Table 4 Contents of constant elements in different parts
mg/ 100 g

UL fir Ca K Mg Na

TN 7.6420.81" 255.17+16.56" 33.54:4.47" 91.64+8.36"
B 6.77£1.13% 232.08+6.92°  35.87+2.82" 80.4946.39"
RNl 6.30£1.16" 286.45+14.76° 32.02+3.83" 75.68+8.68"
THEACL 6.8320.68" 296.97+18.16° 36.13+3.07" 73.37+8.80
BERELAIL 5.35+0.80" 308.68+18.84" 38.18+2.54" 64.51+5.90"
FREAL 541088 325.07+13.91* 37.72+2.73 77.13=6.07"

i TR AR A S 7 R 22 5 5 (P<0.09)
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A6, O 232.08 mg/100 g, S EART-5 5 AL
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Table 5 Contents of trace elements in different parts

mg/ 100 g

LA r Zn Fe Cu Mn
TFRIUL 3.38£0407  2.89+0.31%  0.15:0.03"  0.06+0.03"
=S 4684034 3.70+0.52  0.18:0.03  0.03£0.02°
HEOUL 3.10£0.38'  3.50+0.38'  0.11x0.05"  0.05+0.02°
Tl 4.52£052¢ 3.3420.69"  0.12£0.03°  0.05+0.02¢
W L 35920467 3.47+0.64°  0.09£0.02'  0.05+0.02°
PR 3.92+048"  3.04x0.50"  0.04£0.02°  0.040,02°

VE = A B bR A ] A S PR 22 i i (P<0.05)

1, o Zn Fe Cu F 0 6 ML B, 20504
4.68.3.70.0.18 mg/100 g, ML Zn 5 S HAL, 15 0
L) Fe &5 B AR, M FRALI Cu & & BF M T HE
FRAE (P<0.05) ; #Ab, 6 A FRALAT Mn 5 1A {745 B34
PEZE 5 (P>0.09) .
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Table 6 Comparison of food quality in different parts

WUAFRRE  pHise pHag, L a b’ SEPIAN KBRS AR KK %

hE L 6.78+0.17"  5.52+0.07" 30.30+2.58" 14.61+1.83" 15.1622.21" 52.5743.53° 1.94+0.43" 30.24+1.55" 34.58+2.14"

B =3kl 6.84£022"  555+0.15"  26.97£3.01° 11422007 14.52+£1.92" 52411544 1.86+0.28 345522000  33.48x1.62"

TBEAIL 6.41+0.18° 5.51+0.09° 27.79:2.87 11.04+1.59" 13.68+1.71* 31.27+555° 3.42+0.24" 33.09£2.20" 33.12+1.75"
L 6.85£0.16°  5.43+0.10"  30.81x1.64" 11.92:224° 14.90+1.34" 2559+3.92'  3.930.38" 25.42+1.77 27.82+2.44"
PRI 6.7840.15" 5.39+0.08"  28.12+3.86"  10.26+2.03"  11.40£2.07" 44.78+4.46"  3.06+0.38 26.88+2.12"  26.23+2.46"

RN 6.63£0.15"  537+0.04" 32.64x340" 13.21+1.58" 15.1522.99" 43.77+2.71" 2.14+0.45" 32.00£2.36" 34.22+2.11"

S [ BT AR AN ) ANE G RE R 2 B B (P<0.03)
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