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Abstract: This study was to determine if a relationship exists between chicken meat color values
from colorimeter and photocolorimetric values from generated by the software Adobe Photoshop.
In addition, Comparisons of accuracy from the colorimeter and a technique for image analysis in
evaluating the color of chicken meat were investigated in this experiment. The result showed that
the lightness values of chicken meat from colorimeter was positively correlated with green values
from photocolorimetric method (r = 0.576) (P < 0.01) with the form of the linear regression equation,
y = 0.1033(x) + 37.389 (R? = 0.3321) (P <0.0001). Additionally, redness values of chicken meat from
colorimeter were negatively correlated with green values from photocolorimetric method (r=-0.647)
(P<0.01) with the form of the linear regression equation, y = -0.078x + 10.066 (R = 0.4193) (P < 0.0001).
Moreover, this experiment shows that the color assessment was similar between lightness, redness,
chroma and hue angle values both generated by photocolorimetric method with equation and

chicken meat color values read by the colorimeter (P > 0.05).
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Table 1 Correlation between meat color from colorimeter (Mini Scan ZX) and meat color from

photocolorimetric method

Meat color from

Meat color from colorimeter (Mini Scan ZX)

photocolorimetric Lightness (L*) Redness (a*) Yellowness (b*)

method Correlation  P-value Correlation P-value Correlation P-value

Coefficients Coefficients Coefficients
(r) (r) (r)
Lightness (L*) 0.5580 <.0001 -0.6281 <.0001 -0.0310 0.4659
Redness (a%) -0.4010 <.0001 0.5240 <.0001 0.1990 <.0001
Yellowness (b*) 0.1700 <.0001 -0.2824 <.0001 0.3640 <.0001
Red (R) 0.4610 <.0001 -0.5554 <.0001 0.0740 0.0804
Green (G) 0.5760 <.0001 -0.6480 <.0001 -0.0620 0.1443
Blue (B) 0.4630 <.0001 -0.4730 <.0001 -0.2680 <.0001
i 225 Pt €1 e
s - : o

40 -

30— o

20 -

T T T T
50 100 125 150

T
175

z61.28
R-Square  0.3321
Adj R-Sguare 0.3308

T T
40 B0

x1

Fit 0 95% Canfidence Limits

95% Prediction Limits |

y = 0.1033(x) + 37.389 (R? = 0.3321) waz (P < 0.0001)

y= Lightness (L¥) from colorimeter and x = G value from generated by the software Adobe Photoshop

Figure 1 Correlation and regression analysis between Lightness (L*) from colorimeter and G value from

photocolorimetric method
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Table 2 Effect of method of color assessment on chicken meat color

Chicken meat color Method of color assessment P-value SEM*
Colorimeter Photocolorimetric
(Mini Scan ZX) method with equation
Brest
-Lightness (L*) 46.745 + 3.839 48.309+1.988 0.109 0.814
-Redness (a*) 1.045 + 0.316 1.008+0.681 0.072 0.330
-Yellowness (b*) 10.376 + 1.367 12.002+0.195 0.017 0.337
-Hue angle 1.468 + 0.037 1.487+0.058 0.533 0.213
-Chroma 0.012 + 0.009 0.009+0.013 0.804 0.009
Tight
-Lightness (L*) 46.880 + 1.837 46.883 + 0.826 0.997 0.334
-Redness (a*) 3.882 + 0.815 2.897 + 0.624 0.065 0.216
-Yellowness (b*) 14.449 +0.619 11.628 + 0.452 <0.0001 0.308
-Hue angle 1.309 + 0.051 1.328 + 0.046 0.568 0.006
-Chroma 0.075 £ 0.026 0.064 + 0.025 0.533 0.012

* Standard error of mean
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