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Abstract 

The purpose of this research was to study the effect of herbal mixture tom yum accessories in the 

diets on meat qualities of Thai native crossbreed chicken. The experiment was assigned in the completely 

randomized design (CRD). Four hundred eighty of one-day-old chicks were randomized into 6 groups, 

with 4 replications comprised of 20 birds. The dietary treatments were controlled diet (T1), controlled diet 

supplemented with 0.10 % chlortetracycline (T2) and controlled diet supplemented with 0.25, 0.50, 0.75 

and 1.00 % of herbal mixture tom yum accessories (T3, T4, T5 and T6), respectively. The experiment was 

conducted for 16 weeks. All birds were kept in open house system, where feed and water were provided 

ad libitum. At the end of the trial, 48 birds (4 males and 4 females of each treatment) were slaughtered 

and evaluated for carcass characteristics. Three mixed samples of breast and thigh mea twere subjected 

to test for chemical compositions, total collagen composition, water holding capacity and shearing force 

value. The used statistic was ANOVA and Duncan’s New Multiple Range Test (DMRT). The research found 

that breast meat qualities of moisture (T4), protein and fat (T1) were the highest values. The moisture and 

protein of thigh meat (T1) and fat (T3) revealed significantly higher than other groups (P<0.05). However, 

cooking and drip loss values of T1-T6 were no significantly different (P>0.05). Overall, the supplementation 

of herbal mixture tom yum accessories has no advantage for meat quality. However, supplementation with 

0.25 % has a tendency to accumulate fat in meat.
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Figure 1.  Capsicum fructescense Linn. (A) Alpinia galanga Linn. (B) Cymbopo gonnardus Linn. (C) 
 Citrus hystrix (D)

Figure 2. Herbal mixture tom yum accessories
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Figure 3. Breast (A) and thigh meat (B) of male and female (C-D) carcasses

1. 

     

 NFE 

 9-16   Proximate analysis 

Table 1  2 

Table 1. Proximate biochemical composition of herbal mixture tom yum accessories

On dry basis (%)

Dry Matter (%) Protein Fat Ash Fiber NFE

Tom yum accessories 87.60 8.09 4.47 7.43 24.52 55.49

NFE = Nitrogen-free extract

Table 2. Proximate biochemical composition of experimental diet formula at duration 9-16 weeks

Treatment On dry basis (%)

Dry Matter (%) Protein Fat Ash Fiber NFE

T1 (Control) 88.87 21.01 7.95 5.82 5.05 60.17

T2 (0.10% CTC) 88.20 21.37 7.93 5.82 4.99 59.89

T3 (0.25% Tom yum) 88.10 21.06 8.01 5.96 4.99 59.98

T4 (0.50% Tom yum) 88.22 20.63 8.00 5.93 5.28 60.16

T5 (0.75% Tom yum) 88.24 20.71 8.03 6.04 5.22 60.01

T6 (1.00% Tom yum) 88.02 21.00 8.09 6.21 5.21 59.49

CTC = Chlotetracycline; NFE = Nitrogen free extract
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2. 

Table 3. Chemical compositionof breast and thigh meat samples

Chemical

composition

(g/100 g meat)

On dry basis (%)

T1

(control)

T2

(CTC)

T3

(0.25)

T4

(0.50)

T5

(0.75)

T6

(1.0)

P value

Breast (%)

Moisture 72.86c 73.75b 72.00d 74.51a 74.19ab 73.83b 0.000

Protein 26.39a 18.41d 22.64c 23.33bc 25.08ab 23.94bc 0.000

Fat 0.66c 0.55c 2.61a 0.68c 0.51c 1.21b 0.000

Table 3. Chemical compositionof breast and thigh meat samples (Cont.)

Chemicalcom

position

(g/100 g meat)

On dry basis (%)

T1

(Control)

T2

(CTC)

T3

(0.25)

T4

(0.50)

T5

(0.75)

T6

(1.00)

P value

Thigh (%)

Moisture 75.75a 75.60a 72.61c 74.17b 75.61a 74.83b 0.000

Protein 21.10a 19.77b 18.44c 18.56c 20.73ab 19.83b 0.010

Fat 1.59d 2.29cd 5.84a 3.87b 2.71c 2.64c 0.000
abcdMeans in the same row with different superscript letters differ significantly (P<0.05)
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Table 4. The collagen composition of chicken meat

Composition 

(mg/g meat)

Treatment

T1

(Control)

T2

(CTC)

T3

(0.25%)

T4

(0.50%)

T5

(0.75%)

T6

(1.00%)

P value

Collagen 0.64c 1.06a 0.74b 0.65c 0.50d 0.77b 0.000
abcdMeans in the same row with different superscript letters differ significantly (P<0.05)

Table 5. The water holding capacity (drip and cooking loss) values of chicken meat

Composition 

(mg/g meat)

Treatment

T1

(Control)

T2

(CTC)

T3

(0.25%)

T4

(0.50%)

T5

(0.75%)

T6

(1.00%)

P value

Drip loss 3.23 5.91 0.86 2.27 2.44 2.89 0.193

Cooking loss 29.13 27.48 25.52 27.69 26.67 26.09 0.204

Table 6. The shearing force valueof chicken meat (kg)

Factor Treatment

T1

(Control)

T2

(CTC)

T3

(0.25%)

T4

(0.50%)

T5

(0.75%)

T6

(1.00%)

P value

Shearing force 1.35e 3.45b 5.00a 1.68de 2.33cd 2.58bc 0.000
abcdMeans in the same row with different superscript letters differ significantly (P<0.05)
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