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Abstract:
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The study of carcass and meat quality of native chicken (origins: northern region and
TanowSri Gai Thai Farm) and four-way crossbred (origins: TanowSri Gai Thai Farm and Kaset
Farm) from both sexes at 1.3, 1.5 and 1.8 kg was conducted. One hundred twenty chicken were
investigated in each breed. The carcass percentage of all four groups was found to be about
64-69% and it increased with weight. Furthermore, carcass percentage of female was 1.48-2.81%
higher than that of male. Four portion cut in terms of breast, thigh, drum stick and pectoralis
minor percentages for intenational style cutting was 2.5-4.0% higher than that of Thai style
cutting and in the same trend as carcass percentage for sex and weight. Breast and pectoralis
minor percentage of female chicken was higher than that of male, in contrast to thigh and wing
percentage. It can be concluded that carcass quality of native chicken tended to have better result
than the four-way crossbred.

The meat quality in terms of L* (lightness) of breast meat was higher than thigh in
contrary to the case of a* (redness). Water holding capacity in terms of drip, thawing boiling and
grilling loss was similar for all groups. Fat percentage d/f thigh meat was higher than breast mea‘u
(p<0.001). Shear force value increased with weight (p<0.001). Collagen content (total. soluble
and insoluble) of thigh meat was higher than those from breast meat (p<0.001) as well as
increased with weight. Sensory evaluation score in terms of taste, juiciness and overall acceptance
was quite similar but tendemness score of breast meat was higher than thigh meat. It can be
concluded that meat quality of native chicken in terms of shear values »and collagen was higher
than the four-way crossbred but fat percentage was lower.

The fatty acid profiles were quite similar for all groups. The ratio of unsaturated and
saturated fatty acids was higher than 1.0 which would satisfy consumers. Rancidity value in terms
of TBA of thigh meat was higher than breast meat (p<0.001). Cholesterol content of breast meat
was lower than thigh meat (p<0.001) and it was on the same trend as triglyceride content. It could

be concluded that fat quality of native chicken was better than four-way crossbred.



