=

U}E’,“) Elk(23, 99, dF)9] 3T Fo] =350, ?Eixﬂ Sejvelol A AR E T Y AMEE
AAAE Ad dEAH Al & A%, dEde], d3 B 35F524 o] F d3E 2L 1)
T+ A 1.5m Fxolv] 5~6719] 7[A & o] FH Alg T U o 58 ’%’"P"*O} At o]
e A g ARE ol ATt A F7ME 2 gl Aol ol 2+ E A £YE4
FLR Fa 7tE e At EEHUEM EFE U THHes 5-4:1?‘ Zo e ¥t
7] wigoletn gAZY, Ut E gy F4bgo] AlgnrindE H48 A4
Ao Ar&EelA o A2 Fof & 7153 Zo] AMSF49 ke g4 A st
ola lon}, HYatel] g H&] HAEE A GE A9 A&7 FHE HEA
A52Y NS A A7 & dFaAAE Jao] dFFHz gt Agar]e
1y, o, 4, 44 % Adel get 4¢E By B (Drew, 1977)5 3 9
7)o gk AP EZ]‘:”(Sookhareea et al,, 2001)3 A3 712 5 A EA (Park et
al., 2000; Shin et al., 2003)o] A& 22 23] X1 v}, gets] B AFE Algo] 4
,,.g», Y 5 B2 A AY 4o FEED e Aol FF ALEnr) e 4% 2 F
of dirjgt FAEY 71& ARE oA HAH U

®8& st QEHA AHEL Sika deer(EALE, YEALE), Red deer(HE AHE, 45,

w}

o ofy

=

mr o

: J L of

otk
o

—-—‘

"

ool o net
=
i

:lo Fo iud

2z
oy @
ko
-y

M A oY

Ad 2QaA FFArevE) A A1SE A3 S (EIk deer, Cervas elaphus andadensis,
)& AT EE5FLE oty glddog AN FEAE dgste WA Fouby
WA-s A&sgch =% F 2443 ‘%374’\]7] AL A FHF Ak R H4E 247 A3}

1 g 2wkl A A 228 Al A g thE PE(polyethylene) HE 02 37| X3 AFH & olo] &
Zof gol dYHER o]Fste] AFZ AHE5IY . AR AOAC(1995) WY 2 pHE
pH-meter(230A, Orion, USA)i ZA89c M9 0 He NEE 2 cm FAHAE 9AsA 29
gt} FAE FAstn A Ao Yn water batho] A ARLE7} 70Co =23 w7tA 71d &
o Al F A g RAE A5t 7MY AF FA Aolg 71E A FA gig HELE 4F

L +O
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g9k, B4 vHg AEE 70C Fe2olAM 3083 7HEE O BAste] 1,000
rpmel Al 1087 AR & FAES 5439 $4& Chromameter(CR—-400, Minolta
Co.. Japan)& o] &3t} A4 %2 shearing cutting test®, 7}4&-& 7140 FH L& 0
W o2 7ladal & mastication test® APtk XA 2A4& Folch 5(1957)9 BHog
AE5PAE B Y D5 FAA Y 1092 Austo 91 Ao g AASHSth SAS(1999)
o] GLM(General Linear Model) o2 SARMsIz, Mz Hv 9 ¥zg A
Duncan® Multiple Range Test7} o] & 50},

3 & 0F

Yt B BAATE Table 1o Yeh e £RFE Acteldo] 75.25%, 2492 &
&= 2.39%% ztzt ThE R9o] v Ao ¥hov(p<0.05), =AY} =3
& 39 7+ §9#9 #ojrst glodth. KDBA(2002)o] AAIE AlEnr]e] BMAANE B, o
A3} Ao} zHzt 22.8%, 0.9% 2 vehy gl AgFe B A7 uxd FFE BoF
uh A 2o aol & BoFEd ol /b Al AR Ao T Aoz

Mo] 2

= 10 i I‘*]E off

pH, Ze) 78, Hurt 2 44 EA 43 Table 20] YehT pHE Hoe]4do] 5.28, 4&
o| BT} tha %g_ 5250121} fol A<l 2tol= YItH(p>0.05). Wiklund 5(2003)& 9 Bl
A8 B8 Fog =49 % pHE 247} 5.2, 6.10]gk3 8¢l Shin(2003)2 AF7|7ke] A g
of whz} pH7} "7}0} 31, $Alo] Hrig)4do] uls tha WA Jepdtia ste] 2 A7 A} dAjs}
Atk 7t HE F40] 13.52%2 tha wA Vel oy ket vl Al foH Aol gled
(p>0.05), AT7he Soajdolfddor & £X& By SARY ¢ A2 Aoz destth
(p<0.05). 5L F54l0] 76%2 Stialdt 73%80 9802 4] Vet (p<0.05).

A BN A 0E Table 30 JeRNIEh L'g, '3 2 o'3k 31 39 7 9249 &ojrl gt
(p>0.05). 9] H7} A DFDY 22 S A3 JASHA Vet Al 7] 79 Al Aol vUF 2
EA Bo 4nae /258 Holmgs 9o ey Aoz BaHdr). Sekikawa §
(2003)& Al 37] a'gho] 12~130] 2t 3t ¥ ZALe} Al AR E B o8 g a'gh e

&=

Table 1, Proximate composition(%) of Elk deer meat

Treatments Moisture Crude protein Crude fat Crude ash
Loin 73.14% 0.22° 22.39% 0.38° 2.11% 0.05 1.07+ 0.04
Ham 75.25+ 0.20° 21.45+ 0.17° 2.54% 0.32 1.03% 0.01

" : Means with different superscripts in the same column significantly differ at p<0.05.

Table 2. pH, cooking loss, shear force, water holding capacity(WHC) of venison from
Cervus elaphus andadensis(Elk deer)

Treatments pH Cooking loss(%)  Shear force(g/cm2) WHC(%)
Lom 5.25%+ 0.01 13.52+ 2.27 1,548+ 303" 76.79% 0.94°
Ham 528+ 0.01 12.00+ 0.22 2,370+ 2677 73.37+ 0.77°

" . Means with different superscripts in the same column significantly differ at p<0.05.
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15 #& ®rbe ¥ Axeln Basgdoh Shin(2003)e 7124 A% 341 L'gke
Azl o] 742} 30.86, 31.858 o A vEiRtha & AR R E Aoldt Qe ol
AP AL ALE 27 ol B Y aR Bod AFE By,
=4 B ADE Table 4] etk 2 E(hardness) s 54 297} 4,827 g/em®, 3
thel 4 2,696 g/em‘E F3Q aolst Ao H(p<0.05), &4 (adhesiveness), HHA
(gummuness), 24 (brittleness) I M= 25 F4o] Al fdzez &7 ey
TH(p<0.05). ¥H, & H 4 (cohesiveness)? ¥ 3 A (springiness)& F 3¢l Aolst gt
(p>0.05).

A A AE Table 50 VEM AT} F- A 7bo] myristic acid, palmitoleic acid, linoleic
aud A AHEFA; essential fatty acid) & o] & o] 2o}t A th(p<0.05). N4kt

2o Z% palmitic acid, oleic acid, palmitoleic acid €98 ®ow o]y Park ¥

(2002)-4 oot Falgk Ay, AR X5 AHSFA; saturated fatty acid)2 41.14%
(T1)~42.33%(T2), E¥3x"IA(UFA; unsaturated fatty acid)& 57.67%(T2)~58.86%
(T2)e] M2 F 59 2o f98< o7t QA2 (p>0.05), A H4bgel a0 ©p& Fv)
2 A AFE F BXIGANARY &L Aol Ak & FEOAL, £
Jchejdol thh g2 FEIUT BFABHEFA) Y FF & 57.67(T2)~58.86(T1)2& H
ol Al Ao} glo} BAolA Tk ).
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A3 V& 07| (Elk deer, Cervus elaphus andadensis) o}~ AAME SA(T1)3 Scha] A4H(T2)
A 2A4E gz dAHgeH B4 Aot Odga 2o T2 TR &8 g
S un, oud 4Fe gor, ddrte ¥n 248 wuch 49 54 A9 T1 € T2

Table 3. Hunter L', a', b" values of venison from Cervus elaphus andadensis(Elk

deer)
Treatments L a’ b
Loin 25.08+ 1.00 11.40+ 1.47 2,91+ 0.83
Ham 2411+ 1,23 12.224+ 1.14 3.44% 0.69

Table 4. Texture profile of venison from Cervus elaphus andadensis(Elk deer)
Hardness Adhesive— Cohesive— Springiness Gumminess Brittleness

Treatments
(g/em®) ness(g)  ness(%) (%) (g) (g)
L 4,827+ 115+ 77.20+% 86.60% 1,074+ 9531
n
o 368" 43" 60.35 2.90 231° 364?
2,696k 53% 46.,20% 75.60% 4994 377+
Ham b b b b
547 16 5.40 5.18 130 104

- Means with different superscripts in the same column significantly differ at p<0.05.
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Table 5. Fatty acids composition of venison from Cervus elaphus andadensis (Elk

deer)
Treatments Loin Ham
Fatty acids %

Myristic acid 4.38+ 0.13" 5.06% 0.37°
Palmitic acid 30.24+ 0.44 29.16% 1.39
Palmitoleic acid 18.62+ 0.41° 14,80+ 1.16°
Stearic acid 6.51% 0.25 8.11+ 2,82
Oleic acid 25.13% 0.10 25,524 1.00
Linoleic acid 8.30+ 0.28" 10.37+ 0.28°
Arachidonic acid 6.81+ 0.40 6.98+ 0,10
SFAY 41.14% 0.33 42.33% 1.42
UFA® 58.86+ 0.33 57.67+ 1.42
EFA® 15.11+ 0.67° 17.35+ 0.37°
UFA/SFA 1.43% 0.02 1.36% 0.08
EFA/SFA 0.37+ 0.02 0.41% 0.02

" : Means with different superscripts in the same column significantly differ at p<0.05.

" SFA(Saturated fatty acid), 2 UFA (Unsaturated fatty acid), ¥ EFA(Essential fatty
acid),

oo 2454 AN FE, P4, 2
4 o, 3 2 §olHQ Aol ggieh A
43, SFASUFAL 5 29 T 5992 017} 99101 EFAE Tiol §9522 ¥5ivh

Hr ox
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