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Sensory quality characteristics of chicken with different cooking methods
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.. 3 s fried chicken were the lowest, but elasticity and cohesiveness were
. . the highest; the hardness and chewiness of braised chicken tended to
, be the highest, but elasticity and cohesiveness were the lowest.
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Abstract; Chicken was cooked by three methods which were frying, ’
braising and stewing, to compare the changes of volatile aroma and R )
texture of cooking chicken. Results showed that after cooking chick- .
GC—MS , N
en sensory quality characteristics changed dramatically. Aldehydes 4
. . . . \ \ \ . . . . Zhang liyan [
content was significantly higher than alcohols and alkanes in volatile
components of fresh meat. However, the volatile compositions of s s
cooking chicken were mainly aldehydes and alkane substances, and , s 65~75
aldehydes and alcohols content decreased significantly, with the order ©
of decreasing degree: fried > braised >>stewed; But alkane matter °
content increased significantly with the same order of increasing de— GC—MS, N
gree as above. After cooking, some new macromolecules were detec—
ted too. Of the three cooking ways, the hardness and chewiness of
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(GC—MS): QP2010 Ultra . ’
C ;
:PDMS 100 pm . SUPELCO - 1
:SAAB-57330U
: TMS-PRO Food Technology Cor- 2 ’ (56. 2476)
poration R °
1.3 ’ ’
1.3.1 1 em i - T
. 2
1.3.2 ' '
(L .20g . 220 °C, ’ ’ -
200 g s 3 min, B - '
(2) :20¢g , 220 °C., ’ ’
200 g ) 10 s ) 50 mL . ’ °
. ( ,100 °C ) 5 min , ) ' )
(3) :20¢g . 220 C, : : > :
200 g , 10 s , 50 mL , : f
. s (80 °C ) 10 min s 1
~2 . . ’
1.3.3 GC—MS ’ ° ’
(1) GC—MS : . FID, . RTX- ’ ’
WAX (0. 25 pm X 0. 25 mm X 30 m); .1 ’
mL/min; ; : ; ;210 C; :250 ° N
T, :220 °C, -
2 : 15) :200 C; s
(m/z):45~500, 40 C, 2 ’ 0 ’
min, 3 °C/min 140 C, 2 min, ’ ’
5 °C /min 220 °C, 15 min, ’ - 3
s, 94.33%
i 68.19%,76.41%,77.63%,
1.3.4 TPA .
. : P/75 2.2
s Measure Force in compression . N . . ,
. 0.1 N, 0.5 mm/s, )
1.0 mm/s, 1.0 mm/s, 30%, s ted,
8 C, .
1.4 .
Excel R 2.2.1 1 : s
SPSS ,P<0.05 .3 .
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Table 1 Effects of cooking methods on volatile aroma a
components in chicken _
7
/% E
=
=
/min =
6.231 4.93
2,3~ 8.010 0.09 0.13 0.11 0.09
9.983 36.06 23.18 30.13 27.63
10. 162 1. 85 0.08
Cooking method
11.038 2.41
(P<C0.05)
1- 12.007 5.92 1. 36 3.21 2.58
12. 684 8.63 1. 90 2.03 3.18 1
12. 956 1.26 1. 09 0.77 Figure 1 Effect of cooking methods on hardness
2,6,10,14- of chicken
13.195 2.55 5.49 6.12 8. 17
. . .
2- 13. 639 1.37 0.05 s s
13.796 6.17 6.09 4.32 5.21 N
1,6- 13.936 1.24 0.8  0.71  0.93 2.2.2 .
1- -3- 14. 843 3.47 0.32 1.21 0. 95 ( N DN
1- 14.986  0.86  0.43  0.52  0.46 tor, 2 : , ,
2~ -1- 15. 089 2.35 1.03 1.35 0.98 s
15. 885 1. 88 1.02 0. 83 1.13 ’ ’ ’
16.072 3.02 8. 60 3.17 6.73 ’ ;
I- 16.229  3.22  0.34  1.42  1.57 >3
17.377 1.61 0. 89 1. 04 0.95 °
(-2~ 18.413 1. 00 0. 27 0.35 0.18 25
1- 18. 591 1.03 0.21 0.14 -
19. 537 1. 35 0.17 0.13 0.09 \i
2,6- el
20. 988 1. 26 0.45 0.33 0.28 é
w2
24. 451 1.58 0.78 0.53 0.62
24.612 0.48 0.33 4.28 3. 85
28.659 0.49 0.52 0.67 Cooking method
30.617 12.55 12.87 10.53
............................................................................................ (P<C0.05)
56. 24 27.69 38. 36 36. 64
16.17 35. 25 28.76 33. 14 2
Figure 2 Effect of cooking methods on springiness
19. 22 4.01 8. 20 6.72
of chicken
2.70 1.24 1.09 1.13
2.2.3
b A A N
b N Y 9 o 3
R s PN 51 7%,50. 3% ,34. 7%,
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Figure 3
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Effect of cooking methods on cohesiveness

of chicken
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Figure 4 Effect of cooking methods on chewiness
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