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Standardization for testing the edible quality of soft-boiled chicken
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ABSTRACT: Objective To establish a set of standard methods for the objective evaluation of the quality of
soft-boiled chicken. Methods The chromatic aberration, shear force, centrifugal losses and subjective scoring were
respectively used to evaluate the color, tenderness, water-holding capacity and sensory evaluation for soft-boiled
chicken. Results The changes of sampling location, sample size and measurement conditions had significant
influences on the evaluation of edible quality of soft-boiled chicken. Finally, breast meat was selected for color
evaluation and back was selected for pH evaluation. The tenderness of the chicken breast was assessed by cutting it
into a size of 1 cmx1 cmx4 cm. The lowest coefficient of variation and most stable result were observed in the
samples treated with 5000 g/min to evaluate the centrifuge loss and 35 kg for 5 min to evaluate the pressure loss.
Under the above conditions, the coefficient of variation was the least and the result was the most stable. The sensory
characteristics of soft-boiled chicken were so complex and variable that no single description could accurately
describe it. Conclusion This study successfully established an evaluation system of the sensorial characteristics of
soft-boiled chicken, which provided references for modernizations of traditional soft-boiled chicken.
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Table 1 Effect of measurement locations on color and pH value of soft-boiled chicken (n=10)
e L* 5 5 2 EU% a* 5 5 F % b* 5 2 EU % pH 8 5 BB %
it} 76.74+1.48" 1.92 1.62+0.23° 14.16 37.41£1.19° 3.18 5.81+0.12° 2.05
i 73.16£1.89° 2.58 3.62+1.03" 28.33 24.39+1.97° 8.09 6.26£0.12° 1.99
H 71.94+2.08" 2.89 0.55+0.19° 35.30 36.41+4.18" 11.49 6.20+0.07" 1.07

H: R/ FRFOR P<0.05 K FEFERE .
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Table 2 Effect of sample thickness on shearing force
of soft-boiled chicken (n=10)

B R BE /mm BYIH/N 55 R EU%
5 2.15+0.31° 14.35
10 2.8140.38° 10.40
15 3.58+0.81° 22.73
H: ARRVNEFRERR P<0.05 KRR BE.

B3GR M4

IS B 20 2 45 2R AN 3% 3 s, 5000 g/min &
8000 g/min [YHEHE T B0 5 min MYE.OHIR B E R T
3000 g/min AYES L 014E, 5000 g/min 4% R AN RE 25 SR AR S
FEAL Ny 13.44%, DEHIIAAE T EIYIRG E040 2% f4 0 2 T

3.2

F®3 BULEEXAYIEECREMFIE(N=10)
Table 3 Effect of centrifugal speed on centrifugal
loss of soft-boiled chicken(n=10)

BLOFEEU (9/min) B SR /% A5 5 2 EU %
3000 2.25+1.07° 47.64
5000 3.53+0.47" 13.44
8000 3.65+1.23° 33.81

H: R/ FRFOR P<0.05 K FEFERE .
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F 4 EHRNDITEYIGHES KB ENE(n=10)
Table 4 Effect of pressure strength on press
loss of soft-boiled chicken (n=10)

FEMEE 1/kg FEMEIR /% 5 5 R EU %
25 27.53£2.66" 9.66
30 27.67+2.75° 9.93
35 30.09+2.38% 7.90
40 33.59+6.36° 18.95

H: AR/NEFREFRIR P<0.05 K- FERBE.
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5 EEEX AYIGHE S KA S8 (n=10)
Table 5 Effect of pressure time on press
loss of soft-boiled chicken(n=10)

JE T (] /min FEMER 1% LS U7
3 27.58+2.37" 8.60
4 29.09+2.39 8.22
5 30.09+2.38" 7.90

T AFVNEFRERIR P<0.05 KF T 257 B3,
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*6 AYBRETEIRC
Table 6 Descriptors for sensory evaluation of soft-boiled chicken

®7 BUIBRETERE

Table 7 Criteria for sensory evaluation of soft-boiled chicken
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Table 8 Sensory scores of different soft-boiled chicken (n=15)

Waul auxg 1l aig 2 qongs abxg 4 gisg s

Jfidh  7.40+£0.52 8.00+0.67 7.40+0.52 7.40+0.52 7.40+0.52
SN 7.80+0.42 8.00+0.67 7.40+0.70 7.80+0.79 7.60+0.25
B 8.00£0.00 7.80+0.63 8.00+0.47 7.90+0.57 8.00+0.00

KBRS 8.20+£0.79 8.20+0.42 8.10+0.57 8.00+0.00 8.10+0.79
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