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Abstract

A study was conducted to compare the meat quality characteristics among commercial broiler,
Korean native chicken(KNC) and duck. Thigh and breast meat of broiler, KNC, duck were used to
analyze proximate composition (moisture, crude protein, crude fat, crude ash), pH, water holding
capacity (WHC), cooking loss (CL), drip loss, thawing loss (TL), color and sensory evaluation. In
the case of breast, there were no significant differences between broiler, Korean native chicken, and
ducks in terms of moisture, crude fat, and crude ash. Crude protein contents in duck breast was
significantly lower than broiler breast, but there was no significant difference between KNC. In the
case of thigh, moisture contents in duck was higher than broiler and KNC. Crude fat contents in
broiler was lower than KNC and duck. Crude protein contents in broiler was higher KNC and duck.
And there were no significant difference in crude ash. pH, TL of KNC breast and thigh was the
significantly lowest compared to duck and broiler. WHC of broiler breast and thigh showed the
significantly highest among the three varieties. CL and redness of duck breast and thigh was the
significantly highest compare to broiler and KNC. Overall preference in sensory evaluation of broiler
breast and thigh was the highest compare to KNC and duck. In conclusion, there was a significant
difference in meat quality characteristics by poultry breed.
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1. A=

£ A9 AgE Hale AISolA Bl Sl 2 Ao ARRE Alas AISelA BliEe
AutSA 3| R (Broiler thigh muscle) AAL, YHESA| 715 (Broiler breast) AAL, EZE SH R4t
(Korean native chicken thigh muscle) HAl, B 71<54H(Korean native chicken breast) HA}, @2
A A (Duck thigh muscle) GAl, 28] 7R (Duck breast) GAFS ARESIICH
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3. pH

pHE= AR 5 g0l 35 45 mLE 37F5Fo] homogenizer (Stomacher 400 Circulator, Seward, UK)
oA 3027t FAF T pH 4, 7, 10 Y2NL E5) EZ3H]7] pH meter(Orion Star™A211, Thermo
Scientific, UK)E o|-85}o] &459th

4. HAE

H422 Laakkonen et al.(1970)9] S 7gsto] S5 AR 0.5 g5 YAl Te] F
filter3to]] 21, FAIE A & filter?S 80T water bath (SW- 90 MW, Sangwoo Scientifc, Korea)o]| 4]
20527t 7FEsdet. 11 % filter¥he AR SRRl WL, 800 xgoflA] 1087t YRt & filter
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n. Za g o

AURSA| S]H R4 Broiler thigh muscle) AAL, LEESA] 7154 Broiler breast) AAL, EZE 5H %]
4H(Korean native chicken thigh muscle) HAl, E5% 754k (Korean native chicken breast) HAL 2]
SR AN Duck thigh muscle) GAl, 28] 7}554H(Duck breast) GAOl| et GubARO] B4 Adl=
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Table 1. Proximate compositions of the breast and thigh meat from commercial broiler, Korean native chicken and duck

Breast Thigh
Traits (%)
Broiler KNCY Duck Broiler KNCY Duck
Moisture 74.82+0.05 76.72+3.39 78.86+0.35 76.38+0.52° 72.94+0.62° 76.62+0.25"
Crude fat 1.44+0.03 1.16+0.42 1.39+0.04 3.34+0.10° 5.63+0.08" 5.59+0.36"
Crude protein 22.71+0.04° 16.97+4.62 15.01+0.87° 19.50+0.33° 20.35+0.29° 16.56+0.42°
Crude ash 1.03+0.05 0.66+0.49 1.00+0.10 0.78+0.09 1.08+0.27 0.88+0.16

DKorean native chicken.

*® Means with different letters within the same row are significantly different (p<0.05).
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Table 2. pH, water holding capacity (WHC), cooking loss (CL), thaw loss(TL) of the breast and thigh meat from commercial broiler, Korean
native chicken and duck

Breast Thigh
Traits
Broiler KNCV Duck Broiler KNGV Duck
pH 5.83:0.00° 5.61+0.01° 6.01%0.01° 6.56+0.01° 6.22+0.01° 6.50+0.01°
WHC (%) 80.9948.17* 53.78+5.73" 65.33+11.74% 67.1143.94 62.21+1.43 66.3243.03
CL (%) 24.80+2.81° 24.3242.25" 36.30+0.31° 30.74+3.64 26.14+3.24 31.99+0.94
TL (%) 11.46+0.70° 6.29+1.35" 8.46+2.70 8.02+1.99* 2.5240.49° 4.28+0.60°

DKorean native chicken.

*® Means with different letters within the same row are significantly different (p<0.05).
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QAN FAHO TV S e UERAT(p<0.05), EEST ol 21291 Zfol7}
UER gtk

SR A9, P, 98], BFF ¢0% £ pHE UeRITHp<005). oleie ike 714
83} nh I B30 mE 2490) B4 Ot Ao AREr. Baelo] Ao AukeA,
28], B5% ¢02 Y UET QueAvt Exuuc nide] ) UL dvele 2t
(Keweon ef al, 1995). 7}271%9] 49, Qe/k /1 B8 g QI QueA, E55 &0
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Table 3. Color of the breast and thigh meat from commercial broiler, Korean native chicken and duck

Breast Thigh
Traits (%)
Broiler KNCP Duck Broiler KNCP Duck
CIE L* 64.11+3.19° 61.19+2.06° 49.60+2.29° 53.3943.11° 44.83+6.50° 43.98+3.48"
CIE a* 0.74+0.98° 0.79+1.50° 10.08+2.09° 8.61+2.25" 10.09+2.90° 12.23+1.90°
CIE b* 10.97+2.63 10.94+2.74 11.10+1.52 17.63+1.64 14.16+3.82° 13.87+1.50°

YKorean native chicken.

*® Means with different letters within the same row are significantly different (p<0.05).
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Table 4. Sensory evaluation of the breast and thigh meat from commercial broiler, Korean native chicken and duck

Breast Thigh
Traits (%)
Broiler KNCD Duck Broiler KNGV Duck

Tenderness” 3.07+0.73° 3.00+0.58" 2.21+0.81° 3.36+0.94° 2.8640.69% 2.14+0.90°
Juiciness” 2.00+0.58 1.794+0.91 1.79+0.57 2.57+0.98 2.07+0.61 1.86+0.90
Flavor” 3.00+0.82 2.50+1.04 2.14+0.38 2.71+1.11 2.86+1.07 2.434+0.98
Off-flavor? 1.33+0.52° 1.57+0.54° 3.14£1.07* 1.43+0.54 1.86+0.90 1.57+0.79
Overall preference” 3.07+0.84° 2.86+0.69* 1.93+0.61° 3.36+0.75 3.00+0.76 2.7140.70

YKorean native chicken.

Tenderness”, 1:hard — 5:soft; Juiciness?, 1: dry — 5: juicy; Flavor®, 1:bad - 5: good; Off-flavor”, 1:bad - 5: good; Overall preferences),

1: bad - 5: good.

*® Means with different letters within the same row are significantly different (p<0.05).
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V. 2 oF

2 A= oA -5 F LEHEE Broileret ESH 12|11 279 22 HMEARI S5F AlFE
g uigkon B% 7 50 S48 vuap] 98 SUE 22te] BEE Aelve LA 5
A& (Broiler thigh muscle) AAl, YHREA| 71 (Broiler breast) AAL, EZE 5/ Z]AH(Korean native
chicken thigh muscle) HA}, E5% 71<4(Korean native chicken breast) HAL, @] 318 X4 (Duck
thigh muscle) A, ©:2] 7] 8HDuck breast) GALE 2AJ3Hich. ANES AL 4] £% 5 fojioz
77 S BTG Uy, olo] vl 57} Ak 71 28 A 7|5 ES etk B35
2 A 5 F FYAE pH, B5E, 7190, shsd@elA 7P B2 g UERlth e8=
brofler2} E10] B} e ZEh gl ek, 7R3t SAolN A BE % 71
e AN 2 ool Ak 95 AES voR RS B 44 B4 s
o 257 SO0 Holt 8L molch

V. ZA =2

B IHA|(BE)E 20249 W50 Ao F=AFAIEe] A ot 3 A|2pA]-Hjst
Fe7] AAEA A19] ATRILTH021RIS-001).
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