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Table 1 Composition and nutrient levels of diets (air-dry basis) %
wH 4 Content
Items 1 ~3 JE# 1 to 3 weeks of age 4 ~10 JEi#% 4 to 10 weeks of age
JE 8} Ingredients
%K Comn 58.0 61.0
%k Wheat bran 6.0
¥4 Soybean meal 24.0 17.0
KK Cottonseed meal 5.0 5.0
KR Rapeseed meal 5.0 5.0
fa 4y Fish meal 2.2
£r£h NaCl 0.3 0.5
F ki Comn oil 2.0 2.0
¥ Limestone 0.5 0.5
D154 Shell powder 0.5 0.5
MR E 45 CaHPO, 1.5 1.5
iRkl Premix" 1.0 1.0
41t Total 100.0 100.0
/K- Nutrient levels”
fihE ME/ (MJ/kg) 12.15 11.94
ML R CP 20. 94 17. 64
45 Ca 1.06 0.85
AR AP 0.56 0.50
iR Lys 1.03 0.80
HEAMR + BeA R Met + Cys 0.70 0.60

U iRk A T A i 4R £ The premix provided the following per kg of diets: VA 5 000 IU, VD, 2 600 IU, VE 16 IU,
VK, 2.3 mg,VB, 1.8 mg, VB, 4.5 mg, VB, 2.25 mg,VB,, 15 ug, ¢ nicotinic acid 0. 28 mg,Z [ pantothenic acid 8 mg, I}
fiz folic acid 0.8 mg, & fLAHFK choline chloride 475 mg, 442 biotin 125 wg,Fe 50 mg,Cu 4 mg,Se 0.1 mg,Zn 50 mg,Mn

80 mg,I 1.3 mg,

2 B F KA . Nutrient levels were calculated values.
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25.41% KPR EAF-(P <0.05) , [ EHAM 2 P&, 2 ARE(P>0.05),
F2 RNEIMSEM 3 MISMMERALE A RRA LR ( SEE)
Table 2 Comparison of common meat quality in breast muscle and thigh muscle between Wugang
bronze geese and other three types of geese ( fresh sample basis)
i H MRk uIl S I3 KT ARG
Items Wugang bronze geese  Sichuan white geese Wuchuan geese Tianfu meat geese

% L. Breast muscle

HARE B CP/%

FLAENT EE/ %

LB GE/(KI/g)

HLIK 5> Ash/%

7K 43 Moisture/ %

pH

2K 7K Z Dehydrating rate/ %
47451 2% Keeping loss/ %
A% Cooked meat percentage/ %
Z R Flavor profile

JiE AL Thigh muscle

HIHEH B CP/%

HLIG V5 EE/ %

ELHE GE/(KI/g)

H K5 Ash/ %

7K 43 Moisture/ %

pH

2K 7K # Dehydrating rate/ %
It 2 Keeping loss/ %
H % Cooked meat percentage/ %

23.
2.
22.
1.
72.
6.
31.
1.
60.
4.

20.
4.
22.
1.
72.
6.
29.

0
61

52 +0.60"
43 £0.48"
44 +0.49
33 £0.18
23 +1.74
11 £0.06
05 +3.30
38 +0.15
05+11.87

67 £0.

88 £0.
22 +1.
88 £0.
08 £0.
77 +2.
15 +0.
56 1.
.54 £0.
.5l £2.

SOAa

74
02
30
12
32
13
97
60"
48

21
1

22.

73.

30.

60.

20.

3.
22.

1

74.
6.
29.

0
59

.07 £0.
.94 +0.
60 0.
.36 £0.
52 +1.
.18 0.
58 £7.
.71 £0.
10 =3.
.33 £0.

72 +1.
47 0.
84 £0.
.14 £0.
20 +0.
33 £0.
24 +6.
.87 £0.
.03 £2.

96"
34°
51
33
28
05
72
37

25°
08

2].

22.

71.

35.

59.

22.
3.
23.
1.
72.
6.
40.

0
59

10 +1.
.28 £0.
78 £1.
.69 £0.
75 1.
.19 £0.
02 £1.
.67 £0.
86 1.
.37 £0.

00 £0.
45 +1.
03 £1.
11 +0.
57 2.
25 £0.
00 +4.
.88 =0.
.54 +0.

32°
39°
03
84
85
10
58
34
62
71 Bb

77
26
07
31
22
10
11
29°
76

22.

21.

71.

33.

58.
.44 0.5

20.
3.
21.
0.
74.
6.
30.
0.
61.

69 +1.
.54 0.
72 +0.
.14 +0.
33 £1.
.38 +0.
69 £2.
.61 =0.
67 £3.

97 £0.
23 +1.
66 £1.
92 £0.
76 £2.
29 £0.
36 +3.
96 0.
00 +2.

49°
26"
29
43
86
18
11
44

538

60
69
33
43
18
15
88
22°
23

A7 Bs R AR A RN PR ROR 257 35 (P <0.05) A FRS PR FRRZ TR B3 (P <0.01) AR sl 0 5 B %R

ZSARE (P>0.05), FEF.

In the same row, values with different small letter superscripts mean significant difference (P <0.05), and with different

capital letter superscripts mean significant difference (P <0.01) , while with the same or no letter superscripts mean no significant
difference (P >0.05). The same as below.

x3 HKREBSHEHAM 3 HIBMAT M RTRSER LR (SHEEA)

Table 3 Comparison of breast muscle microelement contents between Wugang bronze

geese and other three types of geese ( fresh sample basis) %
Wi v Rk i #S EWIEC KIF R#
Items Wugang bronze geese Sichuan white geese Wuchuan geese Tianfu meat geese
£E Ca 0.40 0. 11 0.35+0.05 0.29 +0.19 0.26 +0. 02
il P 0.50 £0. 04*%* 0.60 £0. 05 0.43 £0.11" 0.48 £0. 05"
#: Fe 6.69 £0. 36" 5.41 £0.37° 7.06£0.41° 6.01 £0.45"
£ Zn 4.32 £0.23™ 3.08 £0.19 3.04 £0. 34" 4.04 £0.37™
£ Mg 32.34 +1.68" 26.98 +1.75° 29.99 +2.07" 27.29 +2.39°
i Cu 0.44 0. 04" 0.50 0. 05" 0.40 =0. 06" 0.43 =0.08"
B K 412.53 +22.31° 388.36 +23. 74" 382.20 +30.57° 384.72 +31.81°




10 1 it o B 4 < 3R IXI R K 5 A 3 e PR 5 AR ) L 2281
F4 HKNEBSHEHMIMHBIASERSENE( THEERM)
Table 4 Comparison of muscle amino acid contents between Wugang bronze geese and
other three types of geese (dry sample basis) mg/g
WH X 1 IPINSE Wil RIFF R 3
Items Wugang bronze geese Sichuan white geese Wuchuan geese Tianfu meat geese
KITLE W Asp 93.66 +2.55* 76.35 £4. 24" 81.52 +4.95 95.52 +7.07*
AR Thr 48.48 £1.84™ 39.74 £3.82% 42.74 5. 9445 50.19 +4.38*
25k Ser 42.69 £7.21° 34.90 £3.53" 36.81 £6.08" 42.56 +1.41°
N Glu 158.83 £14.14* 128.84 £9. 19" 135.03 £3. 54" 157.66 £9.33*
H4m Gly 54.27 +0.28 37.95 +2.97 40.67 £1.70% 46.11 £3.25"
WA Ala 65.73 £7.07™ 51.27 +3.68" 55.94 +4. 52" 65.84 +1.84™
k& Cys 2.83 +0.04 2.47 +0.37 2.41 +0.44 2.82 +0.45
AR Val 44.33 £3. 11" 37.10 5. 23" 39.58 0. 56" 46.01 1. 56™
H B 2 R Met 16.22 +1.13° 12.76 +1.84° 15.58 0. 42° 16.03 +2. 83"
FSLEMR Te 40.40 £3.25° 33.07 £5.66° 36.66 £6. 08" 42.79 £3.11°
FLE R Leu 83.05 14,14 67.92 +9. 55 73.48 +2. 9747 87.85+7.07™
fi% =82 Tyr 40.72 £5. 665 35.26 =1.56" 35.97 £2. 554 42.86 +3.25™
N R Phe 43.35+7.07" 37.98 £5.23" 39.88 £5.37% 46.87 £2.12°
R Lys 87.10 £1.41°° 70.69 £1.47% 75.39 £8. 495 90.23 +4.39*
R His 26.20 +0. 5745 22.58 +3.39" 24.17 £0.78*% 29.52 +4.67™
&R Arg 65.19 4. 38* 51.53 +3.39" 55.56 +7. 78" 65.22 +0.99*
Il &% Pro 35.66 £3. 25 23.62 +0.28 26.67 £0.42°° 27.60 +1.98""
*5 HNEBEHM3 MISALAREHEM IMP SEMELE ( THEERM)
Table 5 Comparison of muscle fatty acid and inosine monophosphate contents between Wugang
bronze geese and other three types of geese (dry sample basis) mg/g
Wi H MRk PO EWIEC KPR
Items Wugang bronze geese  Sichuan white geese Wuchuan geese Tianfu meat geese
A & €8 Myristic acid 0.51 +0.03* 0.40 0. 02" 0.43 £0. 03" 0.44 £0.03"
¥ M2 Palmitic acid 21.02 +4. 21.09 £3.11 22.02 +1.42 20.96 +2. 83
75 #l2 Hypogaeic acid 1.71 £0.05 2.19 £0. 43" 1.06 +0.14 1.82 +0.04"
fifi 512 Stearic acid 7.67 +1. 7.34+1.55 7.58 £0.91 8.55+0.14
& Oleic acid 44.48 £ 0. 46.96 £1.41 45.19 +1. 42 44. 54 +4. 24
Py R Linoleic acid 22.92 +2. 20.50 +1.42 21.08 £1.43 22.25+0.71
WV k2 Linolenic acid 0.60 £0.00*™ 0.56 £0. 08" 0.52 £0.10 0.61 £0.02*
—}# 82 Eicosenoic acid 1.08 £0.16™ 0.99 0. 175 2.10 £0. 07 0.81 £0.02
WL R Inosine monophosphate 1.53 £0.20" 1.43 +0.15" 1.36 £0.29" 1.22 +0.11°
2.5 KNEHBEHMI MEBHANFTLERERM
TENLE 3 #

M6 Al DL, X4 308 B 8 JUL£F 2 % 1
R T AR 3 AR ARRE (P <0.05) A HE 1]
G5 9. 9% , 1i 2 R JULET 24 12 U = o 041 5
REFRNHE (P <0.05) , 5RIFRIEEA w5 25+
(P>0.05), SANGYE LT RFESF (P>

0.05) .
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JILPA) fl J5 4 DA Pl 22 46 B 2 45 1T, L
Fr 1003 A PR A G o T A 2 S e AT
TS B 4 2 WL PA) — = B[] P9 490 e 68 30 25 17 O
T2 PA) 25 DU 45 A4k P 2 R A A S BT 7
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Yol B9 E A B AR T 1 RS
TON AR A FPRENLA S G & AR 3% ~
4% %5 Wezyk % FEali (818 il — i 2%
B, LR AT RS A IR R R AE 70 H B 52, AL
PR AR O AR A R R o el DT R AR HILAA
h FLA S Y 2R AR A sl 2 5 PR 2 A
THREEE BT A AL, Vo1 ALK BRI , 52 Wi 3 3l
IR R MR A A5 X
RS WL BR B BELER A R 0 i O 6. 69% |
4.32% .32.34% 412. 53% , X X] 4 & ik AL A 42k
BELVEE U LB A B R & T I B RS R

F6 HKRNEIEHAM 3 MMM FEERNEERLLER

Table 6 Comparison of muscle fiber density and diameter in breast muscle between Wugang

bronze geese and other three types of geese

i H R R

Items Wugang bronze geese

Sichuan white geese

(UPNISEL Rl

Wuchuan geese

K A

Tianfu meat geese

N8 Gander

ULEF 4 H A%

Muscle fiber diameter/ pm

WLET 4% i

Muscle fiber density/ ( #2/mm”)
%Y Goose

WLEF 4 H A%

Muscle fiber diameter/ pm

WLET 4% JE

Muscle fiber density/ ( #/mm®)

37.62 £7.31

648.72 £13. 65"

36.44 £8.22

641.45 +15. 77"

36.58 £5.92

618.25 +12.33"

37.82 £4.62

601.00 £10.28"

37.56 £5.77 37.95+£5.73

561.96 £12.75° 684.83 £14.21"

37.48 £5.08 35.66 £4.26

583.47 £13.66° 610.45 £12.33"

PO G S T 25 4 1 7 B 2 1) D7 G
Pl 2005 R PR R 5 )1 R R T TR
XIH 3G , P B X 2 A di B RS 2 50 2 )5 B R BE
ZRRICE 5 IO PR G 2 e )1 1 R AR G L
bR 4 5 T 7 N AN P P AR A P B [ I A
AR PR o 4 A SRR A R i
2 X0 30 U PR SRR b B — 7
3.2 KRS H b 3 7 #5 A A KUK 45 14 89
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T IBE 52 PR 7 78 S R E Wk R 5 1 B rp ol T B A
i 5 Oike 2620 BF5E W], R LR TT L) 1 453005
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I, XS IRR T A SR T LA 5 G R
o PR B LS IMP S 1F iR (GMP) | I
i, IMP 2 & A P i R AL S ke
RS 20 R LA SR . AR
X X150 6 JUL PAY o 2 R R S v T P P R
M)k, 5RIFABEA BE XS, RITXH
R PN AR A0 A TR A TR 5 A — S 3 s
R 75 b B 3 Tl R A 1 RS [
if, AR RS UL P o IMP 554 1. 53 g/mg, $5i
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SER B B2 I HR OB I R P 4 B £ R
RGBT B 0 L ABETE R, XA R
JULPAL H A T R R T A 3 RS N
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Comparison of Meat Quality Characteristics between Wugang
Bronze Geese and Other Three Types of Geese

QU Xiangyong' HE Jun' HE Changging' JIN Hong' YANG Dandan'
ZHU Litao' FAN Zhiyong' DA Daiyou” LIN Lidong®
(1. College of Animal Science and Technology, Hunan Agricultural University, Changsha 410128, China;
2. Office of Wugang Features Industry, Wugang 422400, China)

Abstract; This experiment was conducted to determine and compare the common meat quality, microelement
content, amino acid content, fatty acid content, inosine monophosphate content, muscle fiber density and di-
ameter in muscle of Wugang bronze geese, Sichuan white geese, Wuchuan geese and Tianfu meat geese. Thir-
ty one-day-old healthy geese of each breed ( half male and half female) were divided into 4 groups with 5 rep-
licates per group and 6 geese per replicate. Each group fed the same diet. The experiment lasted for 70 days.
The results showed as follows: 1) the breast muscle crude protein content of Wugang bronze geese was signifi-
cantly higher than that of other three types of geese (P <0.05), and the breast muscle crude fat content was
significantly higher than that of Sichuan white geese (P <0.05) ; there was no significant difference in thigh
muscle crude fat content between Wugang bronze geese and other three types of geese (P >0.05), while the
keeping loss in thigh muscle of Wugang bronze geese was significantly lower than that of other three types of
geese (P <0.05). 2) The contents of Fe, Mg and K in muscle of Wugang bronze geese were significantly
higher than those of Sichuan white geese and Tianfu meat geese (P <0.05). 3) The contents of Asp, Glu,
Ala, Val and Lys in muscle of Wugang bronze geese were significantly higher than those of Sichuan white
geese and Wuchuan geese (P <0.01) , the contents of Cys and Phe in muscle of Wugang bronze geese were
significantly higher than those of other three types of geese (P <0.01), and there were no significant differ-
ences in the contents of Cys and Phe in muscle among the 4 types of geese (P >0.05). 4) The muscle myris-
tic acid content of Wugang bronze geese was significantly higher than that of other three types of geese (P <
0.01), the hypogaeic acid content was significantly higher than that of Wuchuan geese (P <0.01) , the lino-
lenic acid content was significantly higher than that of Wuchuan geese (P <0.05), and the eicosenoic acid
content was significantly higher than that of Tianfu meat geese (P <0.01). 5) The muscle fiber density of
Wugang bronze geese was significantly higher than that of Sichuan white geese and Wuchuan geese (P <
0.05), but there was no significant difference in muscle fiber diameter among the 4 types of geese (P >
0.05). Based on the results of the experiment, it is concluded that the flavor and meat quality of Wugang
bronze geese are better than those of Wuchuan geese, Sichuan white geese and Tianfu meat geese. [ Chinese
Journal of Animal Nutrition, 2013, 25(10) .2277-2285 ]
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