206 HEEWTSE 52(4) © 206-214,2019
B A AR gl s fugrgp mi A dg O

FEED BB Az

W H3H - 108 425 H 23 H + #5220 - 108 4E 8 H 28 [

W R

Ak HHER o i 28RS £ R AR AEERER - AR RN B L ES » I
s - SBRIE I 5 By 1 WG9 (MD) ~ JL UGG A (PD) FIKLE & ISHI A (MU) - S3ArH B atA — Ry ~ &
2~ BIUME ~ PRoKYE ~ B ERRRAE RS ~ AERGBRAH AR SY ~ SALRREA G AE EE - SRS REUR - MU 82Ky
a8 R 73.53% BE RPN HMAE - TlHE e B IEE &S - PD B R&Z LHE (32.79) MRk a E
(14.67) - b {H = R MU 4 (3.35) - BUUME G > S S BB AR - DIMU i > PD (K Z8FKEL
MD #H 31.29% fgrs > =417 pH EEERTE R - /5L 6.07 — 6.14 Z[H] - BAkRRAHpI Y J71A] - =8 B DU IR & &
HrE 0 By 2.86% — 3.03% » AR AN & B S EMEEER - MU B AR & b0 Z A AR KL # 2 % T
A EERIRERGEE - BTN EAIAEANIR Y — AR E 2 5 - MU 4l 4°C /%0 | BR HELEEME (Thiobarbituric Acid
Reactive Substances, TBARS) 0.52 mg/kg » BIE{RHYHAMAE - b =TS A2 BXE R BBRE 25 - & BRTAL > A
PR BB FRRE 2 B B~ M Bk N T AP 2 RIS NS - DUEIDEE R - AR s o]
I TEESEE -

RRdEE © L3RS  JLHNS - LS - Moy~ BROT -

1

1 # G (Mule duck) ~ dE5HS (Pekin duck) FIALH #H IS (Muscovy) fs 2% £ HZAIRMIE - (RIBITHIREEZE
g 107 55 | FESHTHATE R - ZRMEAIBEEEEE L 540 878 E - FEMIEEME (32.25%)
% (27.66%) FIEZALR% (16.65%) » Hh 2505 ~ AL & ISA LIS S S8 S 4hEe s S8 75.88 ~ 2.31 Al
21.80%( TTEIREEZ EGE S MTHEET R - 2018) -

TG R A FISEESENS ~ SRS FIR 2 e M RIS A BATERE )T - B R A s — i
TS (ABIBEREENS ) - AR DI = i /IS ( ABBBNIS ) KT Zihid L HEEREERNEER
S A R B, - R AR A E S (Baeza er al., 2000) » BTSN EEMGHE K - SHAFIHAEREIL
SRR A A A KA 3808 - DAHLFERS 73 57522 (38 > 2008 ) -

B AN IL S DATE Rk A (Cherry valley) ¥ 2/ T > JEENSAE RPUE » FEREREIRS - DIF T ZERES)
WSASME HA - BB NS IBLIERER /T AN EIRA AR A NS PN LA T Zm e T e -
ALHETS EE - BEE > RUMEEReHR AT #A0EEBL L CEA T ZEEEIETSEX - B
EEIEM VRIS e et - BRE KRB LB SRR » R AT INLARA SR & - M hnENsE 2 2 ThE
(WEDENF R EES - 2018) -

E IR NS A B = R R SIS I T B A VIR % - (HAERIAE ST E R AR 72 © BREE (1984) #E(T T
T EWSAEERRNG 2 BASEAR ~ (LERAH AR S EBERLE (TBA value) 5347 - 45545 KIS A RE A K T B Rl
+EWSE - BHEHAPEE - MEHERRAEFAEZIFEEEET - B ANSEZANRSAREE - &S (1985) ZMsHidL
g Zy EfaAGs - HBRSEMIM A E B8 =R PRI E NS o BISMERISURCE R Ratdll - BR TS
A—REAHRC ST ~ (0% ~ YIMERIRERGBRAH R oo i 2 4 - SnfE AN R 2= S INE BT « (40 Baeza et al. (2000) 5Hi 1

|

() T2 B g m e SR PT FE 5 5 2624 55 -
Q) fTEbe R EZ B g EEaBAT T -
(3) #EN/EFE > E-mail: jetu@mail.tlri.gov.tw °
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F 2 VRIS R N - R (LR R RS R R BBV 10 Bl — FE TR
52 - Wawro et al. (2004) 35t 1L 50 A SRS B IL SO RHIBEE » (L R BT L SO MR SRR > RIS - S9Hopy R
RS - T2 - SIS T - D - BRPY MR MRS 2 -

DRIP4 L VS AL e/ » 5 T 20 RIS SRR IIIE « RIDES - REEA
G T B IRE © TA S A E SR AR E HOTER ST B S S SR VAR k)
SRR T3 5 2 -

M7 E
L FEEARIF KU 70
Aaba B E AR H TS - IR EAES - IBEHE L HESES (IRERERHAEIRAT » R &2
) SHESERE R 15 € - LHRIBEEAR 11 — 128 ARSI REEES 2.64 kg 5 JLRISET= HE 10 —
11 R ARRERBREESY 2.50 ke 5 ALAIAHIRETE A 17 — 18 H » FIIEREEL) 5.07 kg - EFRUIGE R
FESE1% 4K -40°C U2 48 /NI Z P FHTS B S - IR =FEIR EERS BN 2T 4°C B2 2 - IR 15 ErhiEik
Pk 5 EREERS - VIR A  TakBa o AT - slBRdH oy fy - 23518979 (MD) ~ JLaEiEMa Al (PD) FOAL A 25 TS H A
(MU) -
IL 73#7 7774
() —MgHRY
fiK#% A.O.A.C. (2005) 2 J5 7EHEAT « FEHUE AR 3 — 4 g BN Rz 2N E 2 el - B AME -
LL105CHn#E 4 — 5 hr > HUHFEE » B ABMES | — 2 he RV FRE - ERWE L IE - STREEZERIR
FREESHMEH IS KIEIEEE - BRESHE T 2 — 3 g [AEIRE B4R (Advantec No.84, Advantec,
Japan) 91 - FI|F] Soxhlet $EE (i F Z Bt EEZEHY 16 hr 1% - HMIEHASHI & & o &R 1.00 g FIFHFLRE
ETEEES  KEEE x 625 HIGHERERE - il 4 — 5 g iEEnERHET - BASRKILEF
(Furance 6038C, Thermolyne, USA) » FE % 105 C4EH: 1 hr » FFFREZE 600°C 4EH: 6 hr > f§1% 4412 105 CHY
HREE » SFEIR(bRIRZ EE AR  MEH LRI AR TS E -
(i) B
FF 718 (Color and Color Difference Meter TC-1, Tokyo Denshoku Co., Japan) JAIESE h 2 ==& ~ 41
FERI=EERE (L~ a Kb H) o KRR RO HEATL EETRIE - F—3EIRHHE 3 R > F—miEE
JE S KA METHET T -
(i) 5GEJJ{H (Shear value)
ISR A s A ZE 88 DL 80°C /KA IIEN 40 min - SAIE A%  IHEYEEERVIKRE  E - 5k
3x1x1em Z&ITHG WA FHYIMHIE F (TA-XT-plus, Stable Micro Systems, UK) JHZEBIUME - Fo K E#HE
& 5 30 kg 5 JHIEtELH{H A HDP/BS 1) 7J#1 HDP/90 5 H. (TA-XT-plus, Stable Micro Systems, UK) » jE & 5HS
WERG PR AR [E AL B T - HIE 2R By 5.0 mm/sec » T ERFERE 5.0 mm » 247 H #hat BEC sk A2 JIFI4E7E
If o SR EEVE S (Firmness) F1H]E (Toughness) °
() FAE
i Wal van der er al. (1993) J77A#E1THIE < K2 B IBHEE s AEZ2L8 1 LA 80°C 7/KiA fZL 40 min » JHI7E
S TREHA BRI LFGER 0% -
(v) E4EEEH{E (Thiobarbituric Acid Reactive Substances, TBARS)
227 Faustman and Cassens (1991) 2 J77 5B 1E%AIE - BEUIRAIERIEE L 10 g A 20% TCA 25 mL &% 20
mL ZEE/K - DISgE#E (PH-91 » SMT #k= &+ » JAPAN) 10,000 rpm 58 2 min - ¥5E 1%L 4°C > 6,000 g &
0y 20 min > &M% DL Advantec No.1 JE&LHEE » HUER 4 mL I A 4 mL 0.02 M Thiobarbituric Acid » JEFI{Z A
FRKHNES 35 min - FURSANE - LLop B EaEEE (U-2900, HITACHI, JAPAN) AR = 532 nm [HIE HUOEAE -
TBARS {HHVETREAF R AS32x 7.8 -
(i) REEBEAHRT
FZitEESEAEE G CORE o HIE T A A.O.A.C. 994. 13. Amino acids in feed - Acid hydrolysis
method(2005) & IE&HESTHIE o KGR A DR S » FEEL 0.2 g BRdnE A 15 mL Pyrex BZHEE N » A 6 N
HCI 10 mL /@1 HHEZE » B 115 + SCHIEGREITEA /KR 24 hr - 241% - RFEE/KERY) DUBAR AR I8N & &
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%2100 mL 7% > DLEZZR4EMHEERIEE B0 | mL Z&887K 50 F 1% FE R EZEHRZ - DAATREEREIEY » 12 HL 0.02

N HCI 1 mL R SniRZ /A % > BL0.22 um JEHFARTE - HURK 20 pL ARG v o i - PR e
ARATT

3= (g/mole) x Cx D

V x 10,000 x W x [=[Ufr&

Rk (%) =

C: MikE ARCERE 24115 > (SRR E e - BRI i B M mfEtt - st R ISR AR E N &
(nmole) °
D : frkE S
V:REAE
W L (g)
[« HETOHNE FT S8 & 1 48 SURTE FRIEEE RIS & K 42 EURE x 100%
o) HERBEAH AT
ZEt B o L ZEATETTHIE - HE AR # A FE A 102.11.28 B &35 1021950978 51
STE & AERTEE ARk o ISR AAH U R 1% DA /KA R HUIRE RS - 2AHUR BT E(E KR 15
min > AR IIAIECSE | mLJES 1 min > JIABRIE(EEAR 6 mL #&# > FFE7E > N EEREEEE
B > A/ E KRB - SRR B R ILERR - 7 AFRAMEEHTE (TRACETM GC Ultra, Thermo,
USA) HE{T@AHET - B LR HP-88 BAHE > WHFEIEE 0.2 pm > N1K 0.25 mm x 100 m » & 2 HKIR £ 0.05% »
sl aE SR LA H o RO -
i< Maturin and Peeler (1995) 2 77 A B IERHETTIIE  DIUORE 59 715 HUEE i 25 ¢ B ASRELS - A
B &K 225 mL (FEEUEE R | g IIAMEZKEZZ2 1,000 mL ) > FEE SN AEE (Model 400, Seward,
England) #5'8 3 min - IGHUSENR | mL > JIASEEZK 9 mL > {ERL 10 5 2 FFEK > (cFE K&k 107~ 10° ~ 10°
B2 MRER - SHFREER | mL » #24#E]72 Plate count agar 358 5L » A 37 CIRURETEAE (DB-72 - S RME - =28)
HOfEf TR E 48 £ 3 hr o IEE SRS R HE R -
Geatorth
sl i T R M T S TR MEIRONE - B i B BT 3 EEIE - KA ATSEEE A Sigmaplot 451 E4E
#R A% (Version 12.0; Systat Software, Inc., CA, 2010) I One-way ANOVA #7788 55047 - W PABL B = 88 5 4LE
5 4H P E 2 2 AR (P <0.05) -

e

R IR BIA - — AR ST

+FeHIP (MD) - JL5TIRaIA (PD) AIALEEISHI (MU) /K5y - HEE A - MBS BRI S S04 et
% 1FR - MU 412K 50 & B 73.53% SRS B » T CV R RS I R » IO H & 4 R
3% B - Omojola(2007) Hias b AL 5TIE RIS E B W KA K 4> 2B 4T B 7471 — 75.62% F1 72.69 — 73.55% » 6
AERETIENL | 5 Bacza er al. (2000) (il 8 5 13 -1 BIBHIZE T - R » FIAK &R R -
SIS B & L Tr > FSE R BRI - SO BRI SR A - AL ISR |
FEAULIEE - TEERE RS 2 a8 -
R AR A IR

PAY £ LR B T R 3 R P E BV ASEE © ZS3B MD - PD Rl MU #5401 ()% 25 B
BUATEBFERE (L) JE - 4TEARE (a) f - SO (b) EARMISSIRIET: » 30092 2 - 417 L (S EHEEE > D PD 4
L {4 32.79 7 » MD 41707 » MU 411 ; a {51 PD 41 14.67 B {EH A —4H » MD A1 MU 41 R 52
53 b (LA MU 4 3.35 B B 2 41 > MD i PD 4HRSMEMEE 2 % - Huda er al. (2011) %P5 HMATZS,
Koy e B BB Y TR R IR A s & R SRR L AR MU MR
i B K5y & BARE » 2RI R =41 R - Chartrin er al. (2006) 9 %] = FEIBAIE. L AR b (EASE
IR > FATHENS LR b EEERS A L SRR - EA A Ak SRR -
£k 5 2 BRIFEE 2 TEAR « Chartrin e al. (2006) 7545 5 S0 8 L Al (LA BT WS 2 b {6 FTAEHAAT
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B TR Z A ERR ERARN - MRS ARSENEErIgAEsNEAE - HRASE AL EEISH
AT & B HE kR - AR CERE ZNE -

* 1. AENSSER N2 — R T

Table 1. The proximate analysis of breast meat of different duck breeds

MD PD MU
Moisture, % 75.65 1 0.42" 75.54 1 0.35° 73.53+1.27°
Crude protein, % 21.74 £0.44° 21.69 £ 0.40° 22.93+£0.31°
Crude fat, % 0.25%0.18° 0.93+0.45° 1.98 +0.78°
Ash, % 1.4740.14° 1.3940.12° 1.5410.24°

MD: breast meat of Mule duck; PD: breast meat of Pekin duck; MU: breast meat of Muscovy.
" Mean = standard deviation.
“® Means in the same row with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).

® 2. AFEISHIAZ @R

Table 2. The lightness (L-value), redness (a-value) and yellowness (b-value) values of breast meat of different duck breeds

MD PD MU
L-value 32.01 £0.82" 32.79 £ 1.00° 28.4811.07°
a-value 15.68 £ 0.49* 14.67 £0.93 15.76 £ 0.65
b-value 2.6210.35 2.6310.33 3.3510.62°

MD, PD and MU: footnote as Table 1.
" Mean * standard deviation.
"¢ Means in the same row with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).

ML A [F] anAE RS A A2 P A28 R A

PD 4H.7 3.91 kg 11 3.00 kg » #IFELL MU &H 11.64 kg x sec i > PD &HiR(l » A RAEER - 2R AEHU
MD £ 31.29% B = Y HoA I > PD AT MU HHFERAZE 7252 - Omojola (2007) MSEL I & SHI A 2 BTYIER =

Huda et al. (2011) WIFERURICEIGAREIN AL IS 2 g - BRI BTUENE S 2 & E R E - HIDIREAr
NS B MR =5 - (KM T REN anfl sl s it e B R B R A Fr = 2 > BRI UIEZ EININAER &2 &
AL SN R E (Huda et al, 2011) > B DAL ETSHY AR E2E] > JUISH AR Rk -

R 3. AFEGHEISHEIAZBTUNE ~ 288K E M pH E T

Table 3. The shear values, cooking loss and pH value of breast meat of different duck breeds

MD PD MU
Firmness, kg 3.91£0.44" 3.00+0.35° 6.6410.57"
Toughness, kg X sec 7.58%1.18° 5.5510.82° 11.64+1.37"
Cooking loss, % 31.29£0.88° 28.20 £ 1.56 2920+ 1.15°
pH 6.07 £0.06 6.1110.16" 6.14 £0.09"

MD, PD and MU: footnote as Table 1.
" Mean * standard deviation.
" Means in the same row with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).
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A [E] A RS P 2 B AL BR A Ry 7

AR A 2 B B BEAH R o o BT 4S SR 3R 4 « = BRaH IS Pa B DAISKHEEL (glutamic acid) & & s » 5 2.86 —
3.03% » FHI R KL (aspartic acid) 1.85 — 1.95% » 55 = FBlEfElE (lysine) 1.80 — 1.87% » T 4HHEHT A 2
W ELE S EREEE AR /Y 18.81 — 19.60% 2 [H] o A ER4E -1 Aronal et al. (2012) 2 JL T WEFI4T H & HE
WAl B Bl 2 EEAETT > Hag b oeia Hi Ml s RN i = 5 -

R 4. AFEanTEISH A Z A RRAH R ST o3 T

Table 4. The amino acid composition of breast meat of different duck breeds

MD PD MU
Aspartic acid 1.85+0.11 1.95%0.04 1.89£0.07
Threonine 0.9410.05 0.98+0.03 0.96%0.04
Serine 0.81£0.05 0.84 £0.03 0.82£0.03
Glutamic acid 2.8610.20 3.03+0.07 297%0.12
Proline 0.76 £0.03 0.76 £ 0.02 0.68£0.03
Glycine 0.89+0.04 0.89%£0.01 0.87£0.06
Alanine 1.21£0.06 1.25+0.02 1.23£0.05
Cystine 0.07 £0.03 0.07 £0.03 0.04%0.01
Valine 1.03 £0.05 1.12£0.04 1.08 £0.10
Methionine 0.48 £0.06 0.46%0.10 0.54%0.02
Isoleucine 0.90 £ 0.04 0.95%0.03 0.91£0.06
Leucine 1.71 £0.09 1.79£0.03 1.75£0.07
Tyrosine 0.71£0.04 0.72£0.02 0.71£0.03
Phenylalanine 0.93£0.05 0.97£0.03 0.98 £0.04
Lysine 1.80£0.10 1.87£0.03 1.83 £0.06
Histidine 0.56 £0.04 0.62£0.03 0.55%0.03
Argnine 1.32£0.08 1.36 £0.01 1.32£0.05
Total 18.81 £1.02° 19.60 £ 0.27° 19.12 £0.82°

Unit of amino acid: g /100 g.

MD, PD and MU: footnote as Table 1.

" Mean  standard deviation.

" Means in the same row with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).

V.

VL

A [E ARG Y P 2 BE R BR A R 7T 0 A

F 5 By &S 4HNSHG A 2 RERGER 4HL B 53 53T - MU 4H 2 A= AE % (C16 - 0) LLpIBiE i e - SEfiHER (C18 & 2 w6)
EEBILA MD $HEE iy - H =41 B BB 25 MiEAEHE (C18 : 0) ~ JHfZ (C18 : 1) FIFEAE IUfEREL (C20 © 4 wb)
PSR 7 5 - BEAIAEREL (Saturated fatty acid, SFA) LA MU 4H (38.63%) 8 » 270 R EEAIAERT
fi% (Polyunsaturated fatty acid, PUFA) ELEIRI A MD 4H (41.16%) /5 » 2540 2 B8 T BERIHEREE (Monounsaturated
fatty acid, MUFA) #2132 722 52 - Aronal et al. (2012) W55 HR R » JE NS FOAT I 2516 iy 1A 2 Al i L (] e i 22
5> B HSAEH R EE I Ry 26.89% BE(RN AL EIFHNSHIIA 2 36.45% > [ #Hh 5 Wi TERSHY A 2 SFA ~ MUFA #1
PUFA LL IS (R ELA SR 4E SR AE T © Baeza er al. (2000) &% 11 A2 - HISAEVIFCER - L HISH A S 6
SFA -~ MUFA #1 PUFA 43 1] By 35.29 ~ 32.08 1 32.12% » BELARGAERAS SMS A R [E - HEHINE P4 0] BE R &% 3 6 = 07
=~ ERIEC T AR ERZE » SRR LL P E A Z R EAEREHRE B E 4L HEIR  SFA &S -
ENELEA T TN R LR e Yo

MBI RIS » —RESRREIHIRRA 2 — 3 X - RISl igtR B2z a4s > Ut 4C%
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jec 1 22 7 KHAM] > PRERRCIIAE A R LB PSR AFE 6 Fivr - MD 41 #84E F#H 3.78 log CFU/g 7% 4.11
log CFU/g » PD 41 3.91 log CFU/g 712 4.59 log CFU/g » MU 4HHIIH 3.79 log CFU/g |F1% 4.87 log CFU/g »
A PR S R i B (P < 0.05) » [&7EEE 1~ 4 F17 K > SonfEie A 2 W i 22 52 -

VIL A [&] e A S iy AL 2 e e s ERE R 2 BB

Al e i 7 28 S AR T A Ry A i B Y LA - HIE TBARS (B 2 SRAE /2% (R4 > 2002;
Ockerman and Kuo, 1982 ) - Z4HIGAGAITY 4°C /200 1 2 7 K2 EAbBBMUEZ(LEIP 413 7 i - MD 41 H 0.62
mg/kg FF1ZE 1.32mg/kg » PD 47 0.62 mg/kg FFFZE 1.09 mg/kg » MU 4/ 0.36 mg/kg FFFZE 0.52 mg/kg o /4
1 KDL MU GHEZARA HA R4 - 25 4 RAIZE 7 K& 2L MD dim - MU (K - H=FEiGHy 2 ff B2 -
HIEFE 5 - MD 412 N FIRERLRE ELBR = - FEEE bR UE EA i A RE  59fKE Rael er al. (2004) /5T
fath - AN EIEAIE 2 FEH A FIRE S 2 IR - JCLABATRERTEE (40 Cl6 © 0) BlE%E TBA 142 4
RCARA - HEOHA SR MU 40 2 MRS & EFIe ARG B EL B S B =40 i s » FTAE /A EEL TBARS HEKZ
(RZ - #i78 TBA HEZEFTERETE - HEREVEIA P sE N ELE B P #a M %A% (de Abreu et al.,

2011) » {H TBARS S3A A4y AT E Ry HIETAG AT B fle 2 BE B4 -

xS A EaAEISHY A2 AERHEERAE R T 73 i

Table 5. The fatty acid composition of breast meat of different duck breeds

MD PD MU
Cl4:0 0.00 £ 0.00 0.00 £ 0.00 0.00 £ 0.00
Cl16:0 20.36 £0.78° 23.35+0.73" 25.19£0.98°
C18:0 14.78 £2.57" 13.26 £ 1.93° 13.55 £ 1.37*
C18: 1 23.92 529" 25.58 £5.26" 28.10+2.78"
Cl18:2 w6 26.86 £ 1.17" 24.89+1.11° 22.18 £ 1.51°
C20: 4 @6 14.13 £3.09° 12.86 £2.79° 10.98 £ 1.47°
C22:2 0.00+0.00 0.00 £ 0.00 0.00 % 0.00
C22: 4 0.00 +0.00 0.00 £ 0.00 0.00 % 0.00
C22:5 w6 0.00 0.00 0.00 £ 0.00 0.00 £ 0.00
SFA 34.92£2.14° 36.36 £ 1.96 38.6310.86"
MUFA 23.92 £5.29° 25.58 £5.26° 28.15 £2.66"
PUFA 41.16 £3.18" 38.06 +3.56" 33.23+2.28"

Unit of fatty acid: g /100 g crude fat.
MD, PD and MU: footnote as Table 1.

SFA = saturated fatty acid, MUFA = monounsaturated fatty acid, PUFA = polyunsaturated fatty acid.

" Mean * standard deviation.
" Means in the same row with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).

6. A [EanfEISHY A< A R B L

Table 6. Changes in total plate counts (log CFU/g) of breast meat of different duck breeds during storage period (day) at

4°C
Day 1 Day 4 Day 7
MD 3.78 £ 0.57* 3.69 1 0.80™ 4.11+0.82"
PD 3.91+0.88% 3.58 047> 4.59 1 0.60*
MU 3.79 £ 0.66™ 3.56£0.58% 4.87 1+ 1.06™

MD, PD and MU: footnote as Table 1.

" Mean * standard deviation.

*® Means in the same row with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).

" Means in the same column with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).
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7. FEGEISH AT 4°C 4IRS R E >~ #(k
Table 7. Changes on TBARS values (mg/kg) of breast meat of different duck breeds during storage period (day) at 4°C

Day 1 Day 4 Day 7
MD 0.62 + 0.08“ 0.93 £0.06™ 1.32£0.17*
PD 0.62 £0.09™ 0.72£0.11% 1.09 £ 0.23*
MU 0.36 + 0.09% 0.43 +0.15%% 0.5210.19*

MD, PD and MU: footnote as Table 1.

" Mean = standard deviation.

A Means in the same row with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).

"¢ Means in the same column with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).

O
=HENSH A B UME T SR Y el 2 F R R - DR NRHORE LM - ALIEEGHaRE L - HHARH & ERIANIAERT
BREEBIE - 1 - B NSRZEE R E R - S ARE TR RSO A [FRLRE R 2 B B ~ S BB I T ==

CHRRAIERKYE - BEEE AR ERT =S A - DUFIFRERZE SIS AU R K -

SENRK

THHtEERZE GBS YGEAEGER - 2018 - 107 455 | FEMHESEESBAEEER — /M H15) - http:/agrstat.
coa.gov.tw/sdweb/public/book/Book.aspx °

TTEBEE AR - 2013 - S AT 1021950978 SEAGET E &P HEREE > Bk 7% -

TENE AN REED - 2018 - /KE —EEI — AMEEZE - https://www.naif org.tw/industrial Content.aspx?param=fron
tMenulD=13%EF%BC%86sDate=%EF%BC%86eDate=%EF%BC%86key 1=%EF%BC%86frontTitleMenulD=12%E
F%BC%86forewordTypel D=0%EF%BC%86pn=1&frontTitleMenulD=12&frontMenulD=13 & forewordID=2437 -

SRAPEE ~ 40 - 2002 o HECTEARN 2 HAE A an B AR R 2 PRET » BEERAST 35 ¢ 331-337 -

BREIAME ~ RE ~ BRRK > BIEIRISIEE - 1984 - WIREREMIREAE Z015% - L NISERLE - TEEst 13
109-116 -

B FHENE - BUESE - Mk —HIBRERE © 1985 - WIRAE R ERGMEARZ HIE - FAERE 18 & 167-174 -

FEEASS - 2008 - IS4 RS TIT - EEEEASATE M2 FT - 5 > pp. 2 °
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Abstract

This experiment was conducted to analyze the physicochemical qualities of duck breast meats for Mule duck,
Pekin duck and Muscovy. The MD, PD and MU were grouped the breast meats of Mule duck, Pekin duck and Muscovy
respectively. The analyze items included the proximate analysis, color, shear force, cooking loss, pH value, amino acid
composition, fatty acid composition, Thiobarbituric acid reactive substances (TBARS) value and total plate counts. The
results showed the moisture of MU group was the lowest at 73.53%, and crude protein (22.93%) and crude fat (1.98%)
were the highest significantly. There were the highest L-value (32.79) and lowest a-value (14.67) for PD group, and highest
b-value (3.35) for MU group. The shear force of MU group was the highest but PD group was the lowest, in addition, the
cooking loss of MD group was highest at 31.29%. The pH values of all groups were among 6.07-6.14 (P > 0.05). The content
of glutamic acid was the highest in these three groups which were 2.86%-3.03%, and there were no significant differences
at the total amino acid contents for all groups. The saturated fatty acid ratio of MU group was significantly higher and
polyunsaturated fatty acid ratio was lower than other groups. The TBARS value of MU group was the lowest at 0.52 mg/
kg significantly after storing 1 week at 4°C. In conclusion, there were significantly different values of firmness among three
duck meat so that made the different characteristics. It could improve the demand of duck meat using the heating processing
at different temperature, tenderization or aging to develop various duck meat products. The results of this experiment could
be used as a reference for the meat processing industry.
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