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Abstract

The objective of this study is aimed to compare the quality characteristics of smoked duck hams in the domestic market
and find out the traits that make the product preferable to consumers. All 6 different groups of smoked duck hams
were investigated based on the categories such as pH and color, proximate compositions, water holding capacity, shear
force, thiobarbituric acid reactive substances (TBARS), and sensory evaluation. The pH of each smoked duck hams
showed the range of 6.29-7.21 and the color values CIE L* showed the range of 47.63-54.02, CIE a* with the range
of 11.79-15.21, and CIE b* value with 7.85-9.05. Among the comparison of proximate compositions, each category
(moisture, fat, protein, ash contents) were relatively even among all 6 groups. Meanwhile, the range of water holding
capacity was 30.14-37.20, shear force showed the range of 0.59-1.29, and TBARS showed the range of 0.04-0.14. In
sensory evaluation, some samples showed significant difference in categories such as appearance, flavor and overall
acceptability while tenderness and juiciness showed small difference among all 6 samples. In conclusion, these findings
lead to indentification of traits which make the smoked duck ham product preferable to consumers.
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Table 1. Physicochemical properties of smoked duck hams products collected from domestic markets

Parameters T T2 T3 T4 T5 T6
pH 6.63+0.08° 6.24+0.02° 6.81+0.08° 6.64+0.07° 6.73+0.08° 6.29+0.26°
L 47.63+1.419  50.73+0.27* 49.81+0.76° 54.02+0.59°  49.88+0.64°  52.70+0.39®
Color a 15.21+0.44°  13.99+0.23®  13.39+0.70°  12.69+0.18* 14.96+0.76*°  11.79+0.23°
8.05+0.50° 8.82+0.46®  8.39+0.55°  9.05+0.53° 7.85+0.11° 8.72+0.15%®
WHC (%) 30.81+2.50° 37.20+0.62°  36.28+0.90° 34.70+2.17® 30.14+0.51°  30.57+2.01™
Shear force (kg) 0.76+0.69°  1.24+0.12®  0.59+0.67° 1.29+0.35° 1.20+£0.16®  1.13+0.17®
TBARS (mg/kg) 0.11+0.04° 0.08+0.03¢ 0.04+0.00" 0.06+0.00° 0.14+0.00° 0.10+0.00°

All values are mean=SD of three replicates.

Y T1, C company; T2, D company; T3, H company; T4, J company; T5, L company; T6, M company.
*'Different superscripts in the same row are significantly different at ©X0.05 by Turkey's range test.

TBARS, thiobarbituric acid reactive substances.
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Table 2. Proximate composition (%) of smoked duck hams product collected from domestic markets

Parameters Ty T2 T3 T4 5 T6
Moisture ~ 36.08+7.29"  27.35+4.51 32.38+2.53 35.03+2.36 33.27+1.56 27.13+2.21
Protein 18.70+0.18° 15.41+0.33° 16.98+2.21%®  17.06+0.11®  19.03+0.88° 17.77+0.01%°
Fat 18.96+0.45° 28.36+0.90° 21.40+0.57° 28.39+0.84° 16.88+0.27¢ 16.41+0.21°
Ash 2.49+0.27% 2.03+0.73° 1.72+0.48° 1.97+0.28° 2.11+0.23*° 2.61+0.76°

All values are mean*SD of three replicates.

"' T1, C company; T2, D company; T3, H company; T4, J company; T5, L company; T6, M company.
a°Different superscripts in the same row are significantly different at ©{0.05 by Turkey's range test.

Table 3. Sensory characteristics of smoked duck ham products collected from domestic markets

Parameters T T2 T3 T4 T5 T6
Appearance 7.53+1.36° 6.80+1.42%  567+1.50° 7.07%1.03° 7.07+1.28° 6.47+0.99%°
Flavor 7.13+0.83° 5.00+1.65°  4.20+1.78° 6.33+£1.35%°  7.13%1.13° 6.47+1.06°
Tenderness 6.40+1.30"%  507+2.22 5.87+1.41 5.47+1.85 6.33+1.40 5.60+1.30
Juiciness 6.87+1.13%  573+2.19 6.00+1.25 6.07+1.44 6.60+0.99 5.60+1.59
Overall acceptability ~ 7.40+0.99° 5.63+1.42%°  4.63+1.70° 6.13£1.13°  7.10%1.04° 6.13+0.99%

ﬁll values are mean+SD of three replicates.

T1, C company; T2, D company; T3, H company; T4, J company; T5, L company; T6, M company.

“°Different superscripts in the same row are significantly different at ©{0.05 by Turkey's range test.
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