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Abstract

This study was carried out to investigate the effect of ultrasonic treatment on physicochemical and
sensory properties of cooked chicken meat. Moisture content of ultrasonic treated breast meat was
higher than that of control, fat content of control of breast and leg meat were higher than that of
ultrasonic treatment, and protein of control of breast meat was higher than that of ulirasonic
treatment. Hunter's L(lightness)- and a(redness) -value were not different between cooking methods,
L-value of breast meat and a-value of leg meat were higher without regard to cooking method.
Hunter' b{yellowness) -value was not different among cooking chicken meats, Cooking yield was not
different between cooking methods, pH of ultrasonic treated chicken meats were higher than that
of control. Water holding capacity and salt soluble protein extractability of ultrasonic treated breast
meat were greater than that of control. Water soluble protein extractability of ultrasonic treated leg
meat was higher than that of control, and shear force value was not different between cooking
methods. Hardness, cohesiveness and gumminess were not different between cooking methods and
parts of muscle. Springiness of ultrasonic treated leg meat was greater than that of control and
chewiness of breast meat was higher than that of leg meat. Aroma, texture, juiciness and overall
acceptability were not different between cooking methods, taste of ultrasonic treated leg meat was
higher than that of control. In addition, the sensory scores of parts of muscle were affected greater
than that of cooking methods,
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Table 1. Chemical composition of cooked chicken meat

Breast Leg
Measurement items
Control Ultrasonic Control Ultrasonic
Moisture 64.6+01"% 67.0+0.1° 65.7+0.1° 64.0+0.1°
Crude fat 26+01° 23+02° 8.7+0.1° 78+0.1°
Crude protein 332+1.0° 29.0+23° 257+04° 27.9+05%
D Mean+SD(n=3)
? Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05)
Table 2. Hunter’s L, a and b value of cooked chicken meat
Breast Leg
Measurement items
Control Ultrasonic Control Ultrasonic
L 82.8+3.6"% 80.9+32° 722+33° 703+3.7°
a -08+09° -06+15° 2.7+0.6° 25+2.1°
b 156+2.1° 170+1.7 156+2.0° 168+1.1%
Y Mean+SD(n=3)

® Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05)
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Table 3. Cooking loss, pH, WHC, SSP, WSP and SFV of cooked chicken meat

Breast Leg
Measurement items
Control Ultrasonic Control Ultrasonic

Raw weight(g, n=8) 1223 +140" 1197 +134 1604 +139 1720 +31.1
Cooked weight(g, n=8) 962 %112 913 +119 1361 +14.2 1431 *270
Cooking vield(%, n=8) 778 = 26" 762 + 16° 848 + 25 832 + 2.0°
pH(n=3) 641+ 0.05° 656+ 001° 684 + 0.05° 701+ 003
WHC(%, n=3)% 65.7 + 2.7° 718 + 42° 69.9 + 26 732 + 3.1°
SSP(mg/g, n=3)" 36 + 04° 46 + 03° 27 + 03° 31 + 01°
WSP(mg/g. n=3)" 84 = 07° 86 + 05° 92 + 05° 139 + 1.3
SFV(g, n=3)" 867 +62° 800 +85° 766 +72° 765 +85°

Y Mean£SD

2
! Water holding capacity
¥ Salt soluble protein extractability

Water soluble protein extractability

6
" Shear force value

Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05)
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Table 4. Hardness(dyne/cm®), springiness(%), cohesiveness(%), gumminess(g) and chewiness(g)

of cooked chicken meat

Measurement Breast Leg
items Control Ultrasonic Control Ultrasonic
Hardness 3,067 +384"% 3,096 +315° 2.780+234* 2,945 +210°
Springiness 763" 80+3° 72+3° 80+3*
Cohesiveness 51+1° 54+3? 52+5° 53+3°
Gumminess 616+50° 603 £ 20° 664 +48° 634 +22°
Chewiness 166+18° 170+14° 132+16° 135+12°
YMean+SD(n=3)
YMeans in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05)
Table 5. Sensory score of cooked chicken meat
Breast Leg
Sensory traits
Control Ultrasonic Control Ultrasonic
Aroma 72+08"% 73+09° 72+0.6° 73207
Taste 73405 7407 79+09% 81+10°
Texture 69+09° 72+09™ 79407 81+09°
Juiciness 72408 76+1.0" 79409 83408
Overall acceptability 73+0.7° 74+10° 80+0.8" 8.2+0.8

Y Mean=SD (n=10)

? Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05)
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