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Abstract

The application of consommé prepared with different ratios of ground beef and ground chicken to improve taste
preferences and the cost of foodstuffs was attempted by reviewing fundamental data and the effect on the sensory and
physical characteristics of treatment. These treatments were prepared with different ratios(9:1(A), 7:3(B), 5:5(C), 3:7(D),
1:9(E) w/w) of ground beef and ground chicken, respectively. Sensory properties were evaluated in the aspects of both
acceptability and intensity. From the acceptability aspect, A treatment showed the highest scores in smell, B in mouthfeel
and taste, A and B in color and overall acceptability, respectively. In terms of acceptability, B treatment was favored
most for color, mouthfeel, taste and overall acceptability except smell. The more the ground chicken, the higher the
intensity aspect. E treatment showed higher values than A in all the intensity aspects. Moisture contents and crude
proteins increased by increasing the mixed ratio of ground beef, whereas crude ash, solid matter and pH increased by
increasing the mixed ratio of ground chicken. Turbidity values were the highest in E treatment, whereas the lowest in
A. Turbidity values were increased significantly by increasing the mixed ratio of ground chicken. Viscosity increased by
increasing the mixed ratio of ground chicken. The highest viscosity was shown in E treatment. The colorimetric lightness
values(L) decreased and redness(a), yellowness(b) and total color difference values(AE) increased significantly by increasing .
the mixed ratio of ground chicken. This experimental study showed that A and B treatment had the highest values in
overall acceptability. The results of analysis in crude protein, solid matter, turbidity and viscosity were increased by
increasing the mixed ratio of ground chicken. B treatment prepared with a ratio of 7:3 of ground beef and chicken had
the most favorable sensory quality. These results suggested the basic information to improve acceptability and to save
the costs of Consommé recipes for foodservice institutions.
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Table 1. Recipe for soup stock

Ingredients Weight(g) Percent
Beef bone 8,000 18.5
Chicken meat 1,000 23
Beef meat 1,000 23
Onion 900 2.1
Celery 450 1.0
Carrot 600 1.4
Thyme 50 0.1
Pepper corn 50 0.1
Bay Leaves 5 0.01
Clove 5 0.01
Taragon 30 0.07
Leek 1,200 2.8
Parsley 100 0.2
Cold Water 29,938 69.1

Total 43,328 100.0
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Table 2. Recipe for Consommé prepared with different
ratios of beef and chicken

Treatments”
Ingredients
A B C D E

Beef(g) 900 700 500 300 100
Chicken(g) 100 300 500 700 900
Onion(g) 100

Celery(g) 60

Carrot(g) 70

Egg white(g) 180

Cold beef stock(mL) 6,300

Thyme(g) 0.5

Pepper corn(g) 5

Bay leaves(g) 02

Clove(g) 0.2

Taragon(g) 0.3

Tomato(g) 90

Red wine(mL) 60

Garlic(g) . 3

Basil(g) 0.2

Leek(g) 1.2

Parsley(g) 0.1

D Beef to chicken ratios : A, 9:1; B, 7:3; C 5:5;

D,3:7; E 1:09
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Table 3. Sensory evaluation scores of Consommé prepared with different ratios of beef and chicken

Treatments”
Characteristics F-value
A B C D E
Color 5.33%1,44*? 533x1.15° 4,75+1.36® 3.75+1.48° 3.67+1.23° 4.50"
Smell 4.67+135° 447125 4.27+1.28" 3.531.13% 3.2741.39° 339"
Mouthfeel 4.75+1.48% 5.00+1.04° 4,08+1.44% 3.831.03° 4.00£0.85% 2.18"
Taste 4.55+1.37% 4.64+0.92° 436+0.92% 4.18+0.98% 3.73£0.90° 133"
Overall acceptability 4.91+1.92° 4.91+1.22° 4.45+1.04" 4.00£1.00° 3.73+1.35° 172"
D Beef to chicken ratios : A,9:1; B, 7:3; C,5:5; D,3:7;: E 1:9

? Means with different letters are significantly different from each other at p<0.05 level as determined by Duncan's multiple range test.

" p<0.05, 7 p<0.01.
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Table 4. Proximate composition of Consommé prepared with different ratios of beef and chicken (%, As is basis)
Treatments”

Composition F-value
A B D E
Moisture 96.40£0.07*% 96.27+0.04° 96.14+0.05° 96.06+0.04° 94.00+0.04° 91.35™
Crude protein 2.90+0.07" 2.74£0.04° 2.56:0.03° 2.53+0,03% 2.50::0.03° 80.22""
Crude fat 0.15+0.04 0.16+0.02 0.17+0.03 0.18+0.03 0.18+0.02 1.29%
Crude ash 0.2120.03° 0.21+0.02° 0.24+0.03* 0.24+0.02° 0.2620.02° 5117

])Beeftochickenratios:A,9:1; B,7:3;, C,5:5; D,3:7; E 1:09
? Means with different letters are significantly different from each other at p<0.05 level as determined by Duncan's multiple range test.

N . Not significant,

" p<0.01,

™ p<0.001.
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Table 5. pH, solid matter contents and apparent viscosity of Consommé prepared with different ratios of beef and
chicken

Treatments”
Characteristic F-value
A B C D E
pH 6.15%7 6.21¢ 6.27° 6.29° 6.39° 73.12™
Solid matter 3.61+0.03%? 3.74+0.02° 3.86+0.02° 3.8940.03° 3.90+0.04° 83.55™
Apparent viscosity 2.96+0.11%% 3.10£0.16° 3.24+0.05" 3.30£0.07 3.38+0.08° 13.55™
”Beeftochickenratios:A,9:1;B,7:3;C,5:5;D,3:7;E,1:9.

® Means with different letters are significantly different from each other at p<0.05 level as determined by Duncan's multiple range test.
™ p<0.001.
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(p<0.001). 27 AV} 51642 71 B2 9E e YR
I, HBF E7F 252002 7Y W@ e S Btk g
719] Wi BorE 9 HE g Bith

HAwE AT E7t 5852 7P w3ka, AT Azt
428% 7P e AAn g Ho gmrle) wigrt saF
& Aol XIsHA Uehsthp<0.001). 53], 2127 D2} E€]
XM z7} 22} 5599} 5852 ThE A ]tol| His] Aol 7l
3R T

Fganol ALE Aol F2 Aoz A4 Evt
35.762.2 7} =9kal, Al A7) 2492% 713 e gk
TE B4tk FAme} Zol gur|e vt HE5E &
AT 7} =9t p<0.001). A2 Ce} DE 33.467) 33.882
2 zto] glo] AT Do %I} ozt &Stk

2212 JeER & AE(Total color difference):= 41179}
H1u7e wi@gHE 28T FHTER AolE EYd
(»<0.001). E171¢] viEel7t S5 BEE A4
ANT, FAazeol FAMINAE)E F713I T Jeong et al
(2000)8] FAEE Ee|T E4dv AFA U2
R L, a, bokol 7HF %3, FAIHAE)E BA e vt

s
g

awe] A

Table 6. Hunter's color value of Consommé prepared with different ratios of beef and chicken

Treatmentsl)
Hunter's color value F-value
A B C D E
L 5164402177  42.34+0.13° 41.71£0.22° 37.02+0.11° 25.20+0.40° 64.00™"
a 4.28+0.13% 4.8520.10° 4,8840,06° 5.59+0.06° 5.85+0.08° 48.48™
b 24.92:0.23° 30.170.06° 33.4620.14° 13.88+0.08° 35.76:0.09° 92.90™"
AE 56.76+0.11° 63.3240.08° 63.6120.11° 66.03+0.10° 74.81+0.31° 95.00""

’)Beeftochickenratios:A,9:1; B,7:3; C,5:5; D,3:7;, E 1:9
2 Means with different letters are significantly different from each other at p<0.05 level as determined by Duncan's multiple range test
™ p<0.001



15(5): 582 ~590 (2005)

Ha12 B AL L, a, b3k S35, FAAHB)e &
428 B3lvty HuHdch & 4¥ 23 g7
HiER7E S5 Like]l Aadta FMAHAE)= F71st
Aol AR, aghd b FUet thE AEE vE
ych g E3H)o] wE brown sauce(Lee JP 2002)0] A%
A3 o w o] Sl whet HehE vehlE Lake 2
Zsle] R e Balkg Aav) MY o5 Aow e
WL, 8 we] o] ST E agld bgke] ks A
o2 Veht AMg Alge dgtovt £ AF Ao &
7)) wieEF SU1EE S P e} Aaeta, ANz &
w7} F7vete Aol vlsstat

fo 2

fr e

2

12
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#e

B aAFdies 2adE e o F A5 A3l o
o Harle] AR miFHE 242 FANE 9 (AT A),
7: 348 B), 5 : 5(42F ), 3 : 12T D), 1 : %A
T BE)9 57 R gl W] #ed £ o3k 4
< vl B3t 7|3nrt w3 AAE] E4vE vReT]
A A85E AAstnAL 35t
1. #5578 ke Vs S 2 e 54 272 FEdt
4 A3 dAle AelT A7
drolAe] =z} Bte A
2 HeE Wgkon, A HukER] V3%
9} B/t & A dol EA BAHAGD
B4 97t A9 dAE AYstae 4o
o} 717k 7 : 3 HlER 40 HelF BrF dRid ez
B2 A4E o} 7 AEdhe Aoz YEgY. 2
= B4 Bt 2% A% 2, T, 233 F=9
ZATre] X gEoA Harle] wigurt g&FE
e E7l e A48 dgkn Faule ey, 24
T Fre} zHalgte] Atk HrHE AT
2. YRR B4 A g8 T, 2dd, 237 A
$- A FHE 2po]E HYL(p<0.01, p<0.001), FA|
FFL Aol E Holx| sttt FEgH 2oy
g Harle wigHst BErs gA dERdthp<
0.001). A% Fe M FHRE o] Holx] &Sk
o, #ale Wit wEeE gt ge 2T ¥
Fg Jepich 238 T2 M TEE XolE BN
I(p<0.01), 279 WFur} F7tErE 23R F
o] <kt Btk
3. pHE A7z 2bo]E B 1 (p<0.001), Tar7]2] ul
7t S7HEE pHYF w3k
4. n¥gEe] FFE AHeFHI xpolE K 1(p<0.001),
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5. 9EE ATEE Aol Bl u(p<0.001), A2 E
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0742 7V4 v B=E Bolth |davle] wigust
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bl =
&e vel 7MY ge R
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iy

q

it
FL
8,

3, A BV P w2
o2 eyt
2 B9 3(p<0.001), He]F E
7h AV wE AR UElE, AT AZE 7P B
AEE Ho] g9 vyt 2855 J =0t 37t
aksch
7. A% 23 A9 HEE AT HE Aol Eivt
(<0.001). 2T A7} 51.642 7} =9k3, AT E
74252002 71 Bre ME e Hof gavie] wig
H7} 2 24E B 9E 3d Uehdlh Aase A
2] E7F 5852 7VY w8 AAEE Yehl 1, AT
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7Vete A9E B A2l Erb 7R 2 24 @)
e
o g AAE B Hur|eh #arr)e] HEo] 9.
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