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Effects of Dietary Yellow Clay on Sensory Evaluation of Meat in Broiler Chicks
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ABSTRACT This experiment was conducted to research the effects of Yellow Clay(YC) on the sensory evaluation of cooked
meat in broiler chicks. A total of 216 one day old broiler chicks were divided into 6 groups at random. The six groups are consisted
of one control group, to which no YC was added, and 5 groups to which an amount of YC was differently added. Diets contained
0.5, 1.0, 2.0, 4.0 and 8.0% of YC and fed to the 5 group broilers for 6 weeks. The lightness of meat in the broilers treated with
YC was significantly higher than that of the control group in after-cooking(P<0.05). Besides, the lightness of meat was higher
after-cooking than before-cooking. The properties of hardness, gumminess and chewiness were significantly lowered in the groups
treated with Yellow Clay, as the amount of Yellow Clay increased at before- cooking and after-cooking(P<0.05). The turbidity of
stock was higher in the groups treated with Yellow Clay as the percentage level of Yellow Clay increased, compared with the control
group(P<0.05). The acceptability of color, flavor, and texture of meat and stock was higher in the groups treated with Yellow Clay,
when compared with that of the control group(P<0.05). In total, the group treated with the 4 percentage of Yellow Clay was the

highest in the overall preference(P<0.05).

(Key words : Broiler, Yellow Clay, Hunter's value, Texture, Sensory evaluation)
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Table 1. Analytical operation conditions of texturometer

Classification Condition
Pre test speed 1.0 mm/sec.
Test speed 1.0 mm/sec.
Post test speed 5.0 mnvsec.
Distance 20.0 mm
Time 5 sec.

Load cell 5 kg
Sample height 40.0 mm
Calibrate probe Cylinder P/0.5
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Table 2. Effect of dietary Yellow Clay on weight and abdominal fat content of uncooked broiler chicken and cooked broiler chicken

Diets Yellow Clay(%o)
Control
Ttem 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0
Uncooked broiler (g) 1776230.00" 1719+54.78 1715+27.00 1747+57.00 1746+42.14 1693+27.00
Cooked broiler (g) 1588+66.00 1509+30.55 147070.00 1522+94.82 1538£45.92 1485+37.81
Cooking loss (g) 188+36.00 209+28.31 245+43.00 225+38.30 208+25.16 207+64.05
Abdominal fat/ live weightx100  1.95+ 0.35 2.12+ 0.52 233+ 024 2.54+ 0.37 2.82+ 0.42 3.29+ 0.50

YAll values are meanSD.



114

sk

457

T AT 3T

=
ol =X|ZI0| EN

[== Ramt B |

]"T 744t R9)E texturometerol] 2]t
3-8 Table 49} 7t} 73 % (hardness)=

Zg]
17}?:#011

58709 Alad FE At Age] B SA4 vide 9%

A Uebg o, §-9AA &folrt AATHP<0.05).
5(2002)2 AR FEE
290 e, SAE BEE

%4o] FEAYAE

CHAL

ool Aol
A7 s A B E B
37} vk A &2 F

o

e 2855479 Mlgjel BE AAFAA FAH02 A

VERGTHP<0.05). 23] AR 27
=4, ol

o= A

T 6

=AY =t

7hQel gt A% el v A} wjEolst

Table 3. Effect of dietary Yellow Clay on Hunter's colors value of breast muscle of uncooked broiler and cooked broiler chicken

Yellow Clay(%)

Diets
Control
Ttem 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0
Uncooked 42.79+1.31" 44.03£1.78 46,09£1.09 43.42£1.13 43.65+1.17 45.41%1.15
L
Cooked 57.64+1.51%? 75.8242.79° 76.36+2.63° 73.45+3.76" 74.25+0.89° 73.93+0.22°
Uncooked -1.14+0.53 —2.25%2.38 -2.95+0.88 —2.15+0.42 -1.94+1.81 -1.274191
a
Cooked ~2.38+0.73° 0.97+1.60° —134£0.09°  —0.49:1.61™  -0.68:0.81™  -0.12+0.44*
Uncooked 6.10£0.20° 5.9240.69° 5.18£0.97° 5.5120.28 7.49+0.26* 7.05+0.25"
b
Cooked 16.62+0,02° 14.06+0.79° 13.49+0.01° 15.0140.33° 16.05£0.44° 17.16£0.52°
D 274 tost are mean+SD.
2 Values within different superscripts are significant at P <0.05 by Duncan's multiple range test.
Table 4. Effect of dietary Yellow Clay on texture of breast muscle of uncooked broiler and cooked broiler chicken
Diets Yellow Clay(%0)
Control
Item 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0
Uncooked  1825.84+1332"2  1792.63+11.05° 175249+ 11.65°  1411.07¢1227 1361.07+ 239" 1214.8023.00°
Hardness
Cooked 2855.47+14.13° 2613.51426.48"  2515.73+ 24.5T° 2359.22+18.12¢ 2279.01+ 3.99° 2046.32+18.72
Uncooked —6.60+ 5.43 —5.98+ 6.61 =7.10+ 3.35 —-6.83+ 3.07 -3.93+ 4.69 -2.78+ 0.56
Adhesiveness
Cooked -2.27+ 543 -1.40+ 1.91 -8.64+ 3.02 ~2.54+ 2.06 =227+ 172 —7.32+ 3.50
Uncooked 0.78+ 0.01 0.77+ 0.01 0.77¢ 0.01 0.77 0.01 0.77+ 0.02 0.77+ 0.01
Springiness
Cooked 0.89+ 0.01 0.90+ 0.03 0.88+ 0.04 0.88+ 0.00 0.89+ 0.04 0.86+ 0.02
Uncooked 0.33+ 0.01 0.33+ 0.01 0.33+ 0.01 0.32+ 0.01 0.32+ 0.03 0.34 £0.02
Cohesiveness
Cooked 0.51+ 0.0t 0.50+ 0.02 047+ 0.04 0.51+ 0.01 0.49+ 0.04 0.47+ 0.04
Uncooked 596.52+24.74* 591.49+14.32*  578.36+ 19.79° 45624+ 9.04°  435.56+ 1437 409.21£26.13°
Gummingess
Cooked 1456.38+35.76" 1307.10£65.51°  1183.04£112.17™ 1203.32+32.83% 1116.82+ 93.11° 962.2690.65°
Uncooked 467.23+18.19° 457.46:14.10" 447.33+ 18.52° 35434+ 840° 33557+ 19.78*  315.26424.15°
Chewiness
Cooked 2296.42+46.39° 1175.08+19.75% 1044.07+146.08% 1058.92+28.89™  996.45+127.56° 828.76£97.22¢
1) a~d

test are meantSD.

? Values within different superscripts are significant at P<0.05 by Duncan's multiple range test.
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Table 5. Effect of dictary Yellow Clay on turbidity of stock in cooked broiler

Diets Yellow Clay(%o)
Control
Ttem 0.5 1.0 2.0 40 3.0
Turbidity 36.76£0.20"2 29.73+0.15° 23.800.36° 13.40+0.20° 6.3020.10" 4.930.05°
DAll values are meantSD.
Dvalues within different superscripts are significant at P<0.05 by Duncan's multiple range test.
Table 6. Effect of dictary Yellow Clay on sensory evalution of meat and stock in cooked broiler
Diets Yellow Clay(%)
Control
Ttem 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0
Meat 4.00:0.00™?  4.60+0.89™ 4.60£0.55" 5.20+0.45" 5.4040.89" 5.40+0.89°
Color
Stock 4.000.00° 4.2020.55" 4.00£0.45° 4.40+1.10° 6.20+1.30° 5.402.30°
Meat 4.000.00° 4.00£1.00° 4.60+0.89™ 4.60+0.89™ 6.60+0.89° 5.60£1.52%
Taste
Stock 4.0020.00 4.00+1.00° 4.00+0.89° 4.00:0.89" 6.400.89° 6.00£1.52°
Meat 4.00+0.00° 4.60+0.89™ 4.60£0.55™ 5.00£0.00° 6.40+0.55" 6.60£0.55°
Flavor
Stock 4.0020.00° 4.20+1.30 5.20+0.84° 5.20+0.84° 6.8020.00° 6.600.45°
Brest 4.0020.00° 4.20£0.84° 4.40+0.89° 4.600.55° 6.4020.55° 5.80+0.45°
Texture
Othersl 4.000.00° 4.00+£0.00° 4.4020.55™ 4.80+0.45° 6.20+0.45° 6.20+0.84°
Overall Meat 4.00:0.00" 4.00:0.71 4.80+0.45° 4.80£0.45° 6.60+0.00° 5.80+0.45"
preference Stock 4,00+0.00° 4.00£0.71° 4.60+0.55° 4.60+£0.55° 6.600.00° 5.60+0.89°

Y All values are meantSD.

? Values within different superscripts are significant at P<0.05 by Duncan's multiple range test.

Color, flavor, overall preference :

bad 1 — 7 good, taste : oily 1 « 7 not oily, texture : dry and tough 1 < 7 tender.
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