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ABSTRACT This study was conducted to compare performance, carcass yield, and meat quality of 4 Korean indigenous
commercial chickens (Hanhyup 3: G, Sorae 1: V, Woorimatdak 1: S, Woorimatdak 2: W). A total of 384 chickens were
divided into 4 treatments with 4 Korean indigenous commercial chickens, 6 repetitions per treatment, and 16 birds per
treatment (¥ 8 birds, & 8 birds). For 12 weeks, body weight was significantly higher in G and V breeds than S and W
breeds (P<0.01), but body weight gain lower in S breed (P<0.05). Feed conversion ratio was significantly higher in W breed
at 8~10 wk of age (P<0.05). There was no significant difference on livability among four treatments. Carcass yield and fresh
meat ratio were highest in V breed at 12 wk of age (P<0.05). On breast meat, shear force was lower in G breed (P<0.05),
and higher in male than in female (P<0.05). Lightness (L") of breast meat was higher in female except V breed, and redness
(a") was significantly higher in breed G (P<0.05). Yellowness (b") of breast meat was higher in G and V breeds, and higher
in male than in female except breed G. In conclusion, G and V breeds showed superior performance, and S and W breeds
showed superior meat quality.

(Key words: Korean indigenous commercial chicken, performance, carcass yield, meat quality)
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Table 1. Comparison on body weight of male and female of four Korean indigenous commercial chickens at every 2 weeks

Treatments Weeks
0 2 4 6 8 10 12
G, Male 38.1 2272 625.5 1,092 1,548° 2,166 2,563
G, Female 37.6 225.5 593.8 977.3 1,428° 1,965 2,358
V, Male 402 235.3 642.0 1,212 1,691° 2,298 2,726
V, Female 39.7 232.5 602.9 1,107 1,498° 2,106 2,480
S, Male 33.1 174.0 506.6 786.9 1,157 1,514 1,805
S, Female 32.3 1722 484.8 716.1 1,004¢ 1,303 1,574
W, Male 33.3 173.4 573.8 889.9 1,415 1,725 2,036
W, Female 324 173.9 546.8 808.7 1,330° 1,572 1,871
SEM' 1.15 15.08 18.13 31.99 39.71 61.01 64.44
Breed
G 37.9° 226.3° 609.7° 1,034 1,487 2,063° 2,462°
\% 39.9° 233.9° 622.4° 1,159 1,594 2,201° 2,605°
S 32.7° 173.1° 49574 752.3¢ 1,083 1,412¢ 1,693¢
W 32.8° 173.7° 560.0° 848.9° 1,372 1,647 1,952
SEM? 1.15 14.41 23.52 58.41 84.9 1163 128.8
Gender
Male 36.2 202.5 587.5 995.7 1,449 1,918 2,280
Female 35.5 201.0 557.5 905.8 1,318 1,740 2,070
SEM? 3.43 32.34 53.67 165.06 201.2 329.9 386.7
P-Value
Breed x Gender NS NS NS NS <0.01 NS NS
Breed <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Gender <0.05 NS <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

' SEM, standard error of means (n=3).

2 SEM, standard error of means (n=16).

* SEM, standard error of means (n=32).

NS, no significance.

*d: Means in same rows with different superscripts are significantly different (P<0.01, P<0.05).
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Table 2. Comparison on body weight gain, feed intake, and feed conversion ratio of four Korean indigenous commercial chickens

Treatments Weeks

0~2 24 46 6~8 8~10 10~12 0~12
—————————— Body weight gain (g) ---------—-
G 188.5° 383.3° 424.1° 4562 575.9° 377.2° 2,405°
v 194.0° 388.6° 536.4° 435.9° 607.4° 388.0° 2,550°
S 140.4° 322.6° 25574 329.8° 329.6° 286.8" 1,665
W 140.6° 386.2° 287.8° 524.8° 275.6 296.5° 1,912°
SEM' 14.81 18.31 25.69 37.31 24.65 39.11 86.9
P-Value <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
---------- Feed intake (g) ----------
G 335.4° 834.5 945.4 1,285 1,398 1,514° 6,312°
\Y% 338.2° 9173 1,045 1,299 1,484 1,594 6,679
S 251.1° 793.2 960.7 L,101° 1,194° 945.5° 5,246°
W 257.5° 852.4 979.1 1,179 1,225° 1,260 5,752°
SEM 32.28 131.57 81.59 79.25 104.6 104.9 360.1
P-Value <0.001 NS NS <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
---------- Feed conversion ratio ----------

G 1.77 2.18 223" 2.83° 2.43° 4.02 2.63°
\Y% 1.74 2.36 1.96¢° 3.00° 2.45° 4.17 2.62°
S 1.79 2.46 379 3.36" 3.64° 3.39 3.15°
W 1.83 221 3.44° 2.25° 451° 4.29 3.01°
SEM 0.079 0.355 0.414 0.287 0.455 0.521 0.157
P-Value NS NS <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 NS <0.001

' SEM, standard error of means (n=16).
NS, no significance.
*4: Means in same rows with different superscripts are significantly different (P<0.01, P<0.05).

Table 3. Comparison on livability of four Korean indigenous commercial chickens at every 2 weeks

Weeks
Treatments

0~2 0~4 0~6 0~8 0~10 0~12
G 100.0 100.0 99.0 89.6 89.6 87.4
\% 100.0 100.0 99.0 96.9 96.9 90.6
S 100.0 97.9 95.8 94.8 94.8 87.8
w 100.0 97.9 96.9 96.9 96.9 96.7

SEM' - 3.61 4.52 7.83 7.67 13.13
P-Value - NS NS NS NS NS

' SEM, standard error of means (n=20).
NS, no significance.
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Table 4. Comparison on carcass yield, fresh meat ratio and shear force (g/0.5inch®) of four Korean indigenous commercial chickens

at the age of 12 wk

Fresh meat ratio (%) Shear force (g/0.5inch?)
Treatments Carcass yield (%)
Breast Leg Breast Leg
G, Male 74.0 8.35 9.34 1.73 2.40
G, Female 733 7,724 9.34 1.60 2.30
V, Male 75.2 8.17™ 9.72 1.84 2.33
V, Female 73.8 9.22° 9.56 1.70 2.38
S, Male 63.1 6.67° 8.64 1.82 2.29
S, Female 62.8 7.50% 8.56 1.73 2.39
W, Male 66.1 6.66° 8.92 1.79 2.42
W, Female 62.2 7.38¢ 8.35 1.77 2.42
SEM' 5.02 0.681 0.854 0.143 0.151
Breed
G BT 8.05 9.34° 1.66° 2.35
Y 74.5° 8.69 9.64° L77° 2.36
S 62.9° 7.11 8.60° L.77° 2.34
w 64.1° 7.02 8.64° 1.78° 242
SEM? 4.99 0.786 0.844 0.151 0.151
Gender
Male 69.6 7.46 9.16 1.79 2.36
Female 67.7 7.93 8.93 1.70 2.37
SEM? 7.45 1.019 0.949 0.148 0.139
P-Value
Breed x Gender NS <0.01 NS NS NS
Breed <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.05 NS
Gender NS <0.01 NS <0.01 NS

' SEM, standard error of means (n=3).

2 SEM, standard error of means (n=16).

3 SEM, standard error of means (n=32).

NS, no significance.

*4 Means in same rows with different superscripts are significantly different (P<0.01, P<0.05).
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Table 5. Comparison on share force (g/0.5inch?) of breast and leg meat of four Korean indigenous commercial chickens

Meat color (CIE) pH
Treatments Breast Leg
C - o C " o Breast Leg
G, Male 55.7% 10.8 6.85% 57.8° 12.24 8.90° 5.72° 6.54°
G, Female 63.2° 10.8 7.72° 48.1¢ 18.6° 4.15° 5.38¢ 6.53°
V, Male 61.0° 9.05 7.80° 52.6™ 18.3% 5.43° 5.50% 6.23°
V, Female 58.1° 9.02 6.25" 54.5° 17.6® 4.12° 5.20° 6.74
S, Male 57.3% 8.26 6.72° 53.6° 16.7° 8.23° 5.89° 6.43°
S, Female 57.9° 9.43 5.71% 51.0° 11.8¢ 6.55° 5.60™ 6.60°
W, Male 54.7° 9.26 6.06™ 52.3% 16.9° 4.53% 5.58° 6.57"
W, Female 60.6" 8.30 4.84° 48.3¢ 15.1° 5.23% 5.90° 6.53°
SEM! 2.81 1.34 2.49 1.57 1.01 2.49 0.137 0.188
Breed
G 59.4 10.8° 7.28 53.0 154 6.52 5.55 6.53
\Y% 59.5 9.04° 7.03 53.6 17.9 477 5.35 6.49
S 57.7 8.87° 6.19 522 14.1 734 5.74 6.51
W 57.7 8.78" 5.45 50.3 16.0 4.88 5.74 6.55
SEM? 3.76 1.357 1.159 3.72 2.61 1.575 0.209 0.229
Gender
Male 572 9.37 6.86 54.1 16.0 6.73 5.67 6.44
Female 60.0 9.38 6.13 50.5 15.8 5.01 5.52 6.60
SEM® 3.56 1.579 1.309 3.428 2.910 1.694 0.251 0214
P-Value
Breed x Gender <0.05 NS <0.01 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Breed <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 NS
Gender <0.001 NS <0.01 <0.001 NS <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

' SEM, standard error of means (n=3).

2 SEM, standard error of means (n=16).

3 SEM, standard error of means (n=32).

NS, no significance.

*4 Means in same rows with different superscripts are significantly different (P<0.01).
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