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Abstract

Purpose of this study was to cvompare carcass quality and some traits of meat qua]is (9 thlrez g?oglgs
of chickens: Burmese native, Thai native, and broiler chickens. Each group consisted of 20 birds, mixed-
genders, and 1.8 —2.0 kg live weight. The results showed that there were no‘signiﬁcantly differences in most
of carcass traits studied between groups of chicken (P>0.05), except percentage of liver, which broiler had
bigger liver than Thai native chicken (P<0.05). Broiler had bigger breast portion whereas smaller leg portion
than those in other groups (P<0.05).

Broiler meat had higher L* value but lower a* value than Burmese and Thai native chicken
(P<0.05). Thai native meat showed lower b* value than Burmese native chicken
(P<0.05). Comparing between portions, wing showed the highest L* value, meanwhile leg showed the
highest a* value. However, the different portions had no effect on b* value. The interaction between group
of birds and portions had significantly influence on the L* value and a* value. Wing and leg of Burmese
native chicken had the highest values of L* and a* respectively.

For the meat chemical composition: crude fat (ether extract) and ash of broiler meat were higher
percentage than those of Burmese and of Thai native chicken (P<0.05). Crude protein of three groups meat
showed significantly different (P<0.05), 22.78, 21.61 and 20.29 % for Burmese, Thai native and broiler
respectively. Moisture content of broiler meat showed no significant difference with Burmese native chicken
but it was higher than Thai native chicken. Fat, moisture and ash content in breast portion showed higher
than those in thigh 7portion, meanwhile protein content showed lower(i)<0.05). The interaction between
groups of chicken and portions had no éffect on meat chemical composition (P>0.05).

The purpose of this study was to compare meat quality of three groups of chickens, insoluble

collagen of Thai native was higher than that in broiler(P<0.05). Soluble collagen content of broiler showed
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higher than that in Burmese native and Thai native (P<0.05). Total collagen content of the three groups
showed no signiﬁcantly different (P>0.05). Leg and thigh showed higher in all types of collagen studied than
those in breast. The interaction between groups and portions had influence on insoluble collagen content
(P<0.05). Broiler meat héd higher water holding capacity than that in Thai native and Burmese native
chicken respectively (P<0.05). Breast had higher water holding capacity than that in thigh (P<0.05). The
interaction between group and portion had effect on water holding capacity, the result showed that breast of
broiler showed the highest water holding capacity, whereas thigh of Burmese native chicken showed the
lowest (P<0.05).

Muscle fiber diameter of Burmese native and Thai native chicken was longer than that in broiler,
73.78, 73.82 and 60.12 micron, respectively (P<0.05). Leg meat had longer muscle fiber diameter than that
in Breast and thigh meat (P‘<0.05), 72.72, 67.69 and 67.35 micron respectively. Sarcomere length of Thai
native chickén had longer than that in Burmese native and broiler (P<0.05), 2.16, 2.05 and 2.07 micron,
respectively. Thigh meat had longer sarcomere length than that in breast meat (P<0.05), whereas that in leg
meat had not difference between both ‘grou‘ps. Breast, thigh and leg of Thai native chicken and thigh of
Burmese chicken had the longest sarcomere length (P<0.05). Percentage of cooking loss and shear force of
three groups showed significant differences (P<0.05), cooking loss was 25.33, 19,73 and 16.07 % and shear
force was 4.94, 3.90 and 2.99 kg/cm3 for Burmese native chicken, Thai native chicken and broiler,

respectively.





