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Abstract: China prairie white plumage duck (hereinafter referred to as “prairie duck”) is a new variety of meat duck, cultivated
independently in China. In order to clarify the muscle quality and nutritional advantages of prairie duck, 36-day-old prairie ducks and cherry
valley ducks were selected and raised under the same feeding conditions for the analyses of the nutritional components in ducks’ muscles. The
moisture, protein and fat contents of prairie duck (76.60%, 19.30% and 1.55%) were lower than those of the cherry valley ducks, but the
differences were insignificant (p>0.05). The contents of inosinic acid (0.72 g/kg), carnosine (1.93 g/kg) and homocarnosine (1.68 g/kg) of prairie
duck were 20.00%, 8:43% and 11.26% higher than those of cherry valley duck (p<0.05), with the anserine content (0.53 g/kg) being 10.17%
significant lower than that.of cherry valley duck (p<0.05). The saturated fatty acids (31.52%), monounsaturated fatty acids (40.61%) and
polyunsaturated fatty acids (27.42%) of prairic duck were significantly lower, higher and lower, respectively, than those in cherry valley duck.
The total amounts of essential amino acids (3.34 g/kg) and umami amino acids (3.46 g/kg) in prairie duck were significantly higher than those in
cherry valley duck, with the taurine content (1.41 g/kg) in prairie duck being 16.53% higher than that in the cherry valley duck. In summary, the
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prairie duck was rich in umami substances such as inosinic acid, carnosine and homocarnosine, and had higher contents of unsaturated fatty

acids and umami amino acids, thereby being superior to cherry valley duck. In this study, the quality characteristics of prairie duck meat in terms

of delicious taste and rich nutrients were explained based on the differences in the contents of nutrient components.
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Table 1 The content of feed nutrition in prairie ducks and cherry

valley ducks (%)
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Table 2 Common nutrients contents in the duck muscles (%)

kA F R FEBR 1)
Kp 76.60£0.40°  76.65+0.49
FGR 1930£0.19°  19.95+0.36°
MUARSRE  1.55+0.12°  2.05£0.16°
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Table 3 Characteristic nutrients contents in the duck muscles

(g/kg)
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WL 0.72+£0.03 0.60+0.02°
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Table 4 Fatty acids composition and content in the duck muscles

(% of total fatty acid)
ELA 2R HHR
AL C16:0 22.26+0.35  22.90+0.42°
#2A4H hER C16:1 n-7 1.97+0.18  1.41+0.12°
A5 C18:0 7.39£0.27°  7.65+0.23
HER C18:1n-9 38.23+0.53*  36.14+0.41°
EihE C18:2n-6 25.15£0.23°  27.42+0.26"
T AkBE C18:3 n-3 0.08£0.01>  0.33+0.03?
Fe. AR C20:0 1.23£0.11"  2.26+0.14°
M C20:1 09 0.41£0.04  0.35+0.06°
ZH & MR C20:30-6  0.50£0.02*  0.48+0.05
—awEE C20:40-6  1.69£0.09  1.72+0.13
>'SFA 31.52+0.38  32.17+0.32
YMUFA 40.61+0.58*  37.90+£0.55
SPUFA 27.4240.19°  29.95+0.24°
n-6 Jis Bk 27.34+0.52°  29.62+0.35
n-3 &R Bk 0.08£0.00°  0.33£0.01°
n-6/n-3 PUFAs 341.75+7.83*  89.75£2.57
P/S 0.87+0.05>  0.93+0:02
Al 0.33£0.03°  0.34+0.02¢
TI 0.87+0.06°  0.88+0.02°
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Table 5 Free amino acids composition in the duck muscles (g/kg)

RAM EoRdEte BMA L v
2R HHR L FRY BN
F &8 (Thr) & BE/E 260 042+0.020  0.40+0.01° 0.16 0.14
HAF (Val) & E/E 040 034+0.020  0.27+0.00° 0.85 0.68
EAH (Met) & /8 030 0.17£0.01*  0.13+0.00° 0.57 0.41
Fz A (lle) & * 0.90  0.24+0.01*  0.21£0.00 0.27 0.21
o4 % AL ‘
FAm (Lew) & * 1.90  043£0.02¢  0.38+0.00° 0.23 0.20
#MAas (Lys) & #/%E 050  045£0.02*  0.37+0:02° 0.90 0.74
e A8 (Trp) & * 0.90  1.08£0.03*  1.07+0.02® 1.20 1.19
KA A (Phe) & x 0.90  0.21+0.01*  0.18£0.01° 0.21 0.20
H AR (Gly) * Ei 1.30  0.37+0.02* . 0.31+0.01° 0.28 0.22
A A (Ala) # #8060 1.29+£0.04% - 1.06£0.03 2.15 1.77
stoR AR BR s A8 (Glw) * AR/ %% 030  0.99+0.02° _ 1.04+0.04" 3.30 3.47
EAAB (Asp) *  BRYBE/EH 1.000. 0.35+0.02¢ . 0.32£0.02° 0.35 0.32
B A8 (Tyr) * * / 025£0.01* .0.21+0.01° / /
2 A8 (Ser) /88 <150 0.55£0.03° . 0.66:0.04° 0.37 0.44
Aok 22 8% (PSer) / /< 0.04£0.00° .0.05+0.00* / /
X ABtM (Asn) B/ 1,00 0.93+0.06°  1.52+0.05° / /
p-7 2B (-Ala) / / 0.08£0.01*  0.06+0.01° / /
ki F AR
A B (His) E/E /020 020:£0.01*  0.18+0.00° 1.00 0.90
J £ B <(Pro) #3300 0.53£0.01*  0.48+0.01° 0.18 0.16
4axB; (Tau) / / 1.41£0.04*  1.21+0.03° / /
A BB (Arg) =/ 050 02740.01°  0.31:0.00° 0.54 0.62
EAA 3.34+0.06°  3.01::0.04°
NEAA 726£0.11*  7.42+0.14°
DAA 3.46£0.10°  3.12+0.09°
BRI TFAA 10.60£0.21*  10.43+0.18
EAA/TFAA (%) 31.51£0.25° 28.86+0.19°
EAA/NEAA (%) 46.00£0.15*  40.57+0.13°
DAA/TFAA (%) 32.64£0.22°  29.91+0.16°
E: YEAA: % AHBR; NEAA: B34 AHBR; "DAA: SR AHB; TFAA: BB AL TAV: ZREBEM; RAAE

RARE NG FHERTEFEE (p<0.05), AR
Ui B8 B FE R AN IR 1 s PR A B G R 1Y) L )
i, SR ZMAERIIRE. RN VR E A
AP LT EIRFR, Rl EAA Fl DAA & &2
PEOE RJSUE TR AT R () B B by . B G LA b 50
B SR & (Total Free Amino Acid, TFAA)(10.60 g/kg)
TR (10.43 g/kg), WF B /7 A S IR AN R 5
B &R (UHIN 3.34 glkg F13.46 ghkg) ¥JREET
PEREASTS (405308 3.01 g/kg A1 3.12 g/kg, p<<0.05),

EFEEATEFRIREE (p>0.05).

[H] i EAA/TFAA UL DAA/TFAA [IEAE (31.51%.
32.64%) ¥ m TR AR p<0.05) . Hr,
EAA/TFAA 1 LEAE K T 3P RS 3537 (20.41%~
24.36%) 33, FLFHGFIMERR G DAA/TFAA LG
SN R %‘f’*f— BAUE R 2 288 (2.31%. 7.68%). 1
P S0 B R BRI TAV vl %0, PIAS SR IS L
PRV DRI IR S S IR N R 2R . IR
BRI (EETREILIR T, AR IR 2k 5T
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BREOK, JLEIRBIE R/, SEREGR. RN R
IR, FEMRIPER R 2R T ik . (R
NS PRIEAIR R R A T BRI

3 Zhip

X e L EREY TP A 5 S 1 S PR 5 KL A XU g
3~ WG PRI R A e U S M T PR AL AR 5 S P
SERR L AN B 5 22 MR AREAT I E A R DL, R
S 5 PR B TS R TR AN B, (ELRT S (K UL A I i
SREENRTES (p<0.05), HENFEIARNKETE
MR FEEMRIEER. JUL. mUUK. DAA &
B PR SRR m TR (p<<0.05), XAE
155 TS PR S PR SR IO % i B LA SR I o R AL
PR e () B AN VLRI J R AR NS 5 B R v T AR A
(p<<0.05). ZEEPA LRGP E IR FEbs, R
WS EAT R A SERE IR A S BEGR R R, AR
TPF 0y J SR € it o P S 7 R 4t 17 St Kt
2%,
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