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ZO0TECHNICS I

BnusaHue npodbuotuka «<MmmyHogpnop»
Ha NULLLEBYIO LLEHHOCTb MSACa YTOK

PE3IOME

AxkTyanbHOCTb. Hanbonee MHTEHCMBHO Pa3BMBAIOLLASICS OTPAC/b CENbCKOXO3ANCTBEHHOMO
MpoV3BOACTBA — NTULIEBOACTBO. MSICO CeNbCKOXO3AMCTBEHHON NTULLLI ABNSIeTCS Hambonee
BOCTPeOOBaHHbLIM HaceneHMeM MCTOYHMKOM MOSTHOLEHHOrO 6enka XMBOTHOMO MPOMCXOoXae-
HMS. [ns NOBbILLEHMS NPOAYKTUBHOCTM NTULLLI 1 YAYHLLEHWS KQYeCTBa Noay4aemMon NpoayKLmm
LUMPOKO NPUMEHSIIOT KOPMOBBIE [06aBKM MPUPOAHOIO NPOUCXOXAEHNS. Bonbluyto nepcnexkTu-
BY 01 MICMOJSIb30BaHUSA B PA3SINYHbIX OTPAC/SAX XMBOTHOBOACTBA UMEOT NPOOUNOTUKN.

MeToabl. Bbinn copMMpPOBaHbI YeTbipe rpynibl YTAT CYTOYHOro Bo3pacTta. Mruua ll, Il v IV
OMbITHBIX FPYNM B LOMOIHEHNE K OCHOBHOMY paLMoHy noayyana «MMMyHob0p» B KOAMYECTBE
0,5, 0,7 n 1,0 kr/T kopma. YtaTa | rpynnel (KOHTPOAL) NPOBMOTUK HE Moayyanu. Mo OKOHYa-
HWM BbIpaLLMBaHNS OLEHNBAM MULLEBYIO LIEHHOCTb MSICA W NEYEHU YTOK, AJi1F Yero Nposoaum
OLLEHKY XMMMNYECKOro COCTaBa NpoaykToB yOosi, S3HEPreTU4eCKo 1 GONOrMYECKON LIEHHOCTH.

PesynbraTbl. YCTAHOBNEHO, YTO BKNOYEHME «IMMYHO]IOpa» B PaLMOH YTOK B YKa3aHHbIX 4O-
3ax cnocobCTBOBANO YNYULLEHNIO XMMUYECKOrO COCTaBa Msica. B rpyaHbIx 1 6e4peHHbIX MbiLL-
Lax Haboaanoch NoBbilLEeHWE KonmyecTsa cyxoro BewecTsa Ha 0,99-1,28% n 0,04-0,43%,
6enka — Ha 1,28-1,56% 1 0,57-1,14%, 3056l — Ha 0,92-1,84% 1 0,36-1,07% Ha PpoHEe CHU-
XeHus KonmyecTBa xupa. MakcrmansHas 6ronornyeckas LEHHOCTb Msca 3aduKCUMpoBaHa B
OMbITHLIX rpynnax. B Mblluuax NTuLel OMbITHBIX FPYMN HabNOAAN0CH YBEIMYEHME KONMYECTBa
TpuntodaHa Ha GOHE CHUXEHWS OKCUMPONMHA. BenkoBo-KauyeCTBEHHbIA nokasaTesb Obin
BbILLIE KOHTPOJILHOIO 3HA4YeHMs B MblluLax Geapa Ha 3,58% un 1,79%, B MblwLax rpyam — Ha
3,21%, 3,75% un 2,69% cooTBeTCTBEHHO. Bo3pocna n aHepretTuyeckas LEHHOCTb FpyOHbIX
MBILLIL, YTST, KOTOPbIM CKapMAnBaau NPoOdNOTUYECKUIA Npenapart, 4TO CBUAETENbCTBYET O Bbl-
COKOWM NMLWEBOW LLEHHOCTU Msica NTULbI. VIHAEKC KayecTBa Msica He umen pasnnyunii. MNog snvs-
HMeM NpobK1oTMKa B NMeYeHW NTMLBI CHA3UIOCh COAEPXaHMe XM1pa, YBEIMHYUI0CH KOSIMYECTBO
6enka 1 30/1bl, a TaKXKe S3HEPreTUYECKON LEHHOCTH.

KntoyeBbie cnoBa: yTkn, NpobUOTHKK, MSCO, NEYEHb, XMP, 3051, 610K, CyX0oe BeLLeCTBO

Ana untuposanms: Tonypus M. BnngHue npobuotrka «/IMMyHODNOP» HA NULLEBYIO LIEH-
HOCTb Msica YTOK. ArpapHasi Hayka. 2025; 394(05): 69-74.
https://doi.org/10.32634/0869-8155-2025-394-05-69-74

Effect of probiotic “Immunoflor” on nutritional
value of duck meat

ABSTRACT

Relevance. Poultry farming is the mostintensively developing branch of agricultural production.
Poultry meat is the most popular source of full-fledged protein of animal origin. To increase the
productivity of poultry and improve the quality of the resulting product, feed additives of natural
origin are widely used. Probiotics have a great prospect for use in various animal husbandry
industries.

Methods. Four groups of ducklings of daily age were formed. Bird II, lll and IV experimental
groups in addition to the main diet received “Immunoflor” in an amount of 0.5, 0.7 and 1.0 kg/t
feed. Group | ducklings (control) did not receive the probiotic. At the end of cultivation, the
nutritional value of duck meat and liver was assessed by assessing the chemical composition of
slaughter products, energy and biological value.

Results. It was found that the inclusion of “Immunoflor” in the diet of ducks at the indicated
doses contributed to an improvement in the chemical composition of meat. In the thoracic
and femoral muscles, there was an increase in the amount of dry matter by 0.99-1.28% and
0.04-0.43%, protein — by 1.28-1.56% and 0.57-1.14%, ash — by 0.92-1.84% and 0.36-
1.07% against the background of a decrease in the amount of fat. The maximum biological
value of meat was recorded in experimental groups. In the muscles of poultry of experimental
groups, an increase in the amount of tryptophan was observed against the background
of a decrease in oxyproline. The protein-quality indicator was higher than the reference value in
the thigh muscles by 3.58% and 1.79%, in the chest muscles — by 3.21%, 3.75% and 2.69%,
respectively. The energy value of the breast muscles of ducklings fed a probiotic drug has also
increased, which indicates the high nutritional value of poultry meat. The meat quality index had
no differences. Under the influence of the probiotic, the fat content in the bird’s liver decreased,
the amount of protein and ash increased, as well as energy value.

Key words: ducks, probiotics, meat, liver, fat, ash, protein, dry matter
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BeepeHue/Introduction

MTnueBOACTBO SABNAETCA NUOVIPYIOLEN NOAO0T-
paciblO XMBOTHOBOACTBA HE TOJIbKO MO NMPOU3BO/A-
CTBEHHbIM MOKasaTensiM, HO U MO MULLEBON LEHHO-
ctn npoaykumm [1, 2]. CenbCKoxo3ancTBEHHAs NTULLA
NPEBOCXOANT CBUHEN W KPYMHbIA poratbii CKOT MO
3P PEKTUBHOCTU NPEBpPaLLEHNS pacTUTenbHoro 6ern-
Ka B XXMBOTHbIV NpoTeuH [3, 4]. IMes yHuKanbHble Ka-
4yecTBa CaMOOKYMaeMoCTH, NTULLEBOACTBO obnagaet
BbICOKMMM NOKa3aTensaMmn nHTeHcndmkaumm [5-71.

MHTEHCMBHOE MCMNONb30BaHME NTULbI Npeaycma-
TpuBaeT MOCTOSIHHOE COBEPLUEHCTBOBAHME HOPM
KOPMJIEHMS M YCNOBUIA COaepXaHus Ana peanvaaumm
MakCMasibHON NPOAYKTMBHOCTU W BbICOKOrO Ka4e-
CTBa NPOM3BOAMMOWN Npoaykummn [8—12].

Ona onTumMunsaunum MMMYHOBMOXMMUYECKOTO CO-
CTOSIHUS OPraHM3ma XXMBOTHbIX U NTUL,, MOBbLILLEHUS
oOmMeHa BeLlecTB, NOJyYEeHUs 3KONormyeckn 6es-
OMacHOM NMULWEBON NPOAYKUMN N YAYyYLUEHUS Mpo-
OYKTUBHOCTU LLUMPOKO UCMOJMb3YylOTCA 6Guonoru-
4YeCkn akTUBHbIE BeLLeCTBA U KOPMOBble [0OaBKM
npupogHoro npoucxoxaeHusa [13-16]. K Hum oT-
HOCATCA GUTOCTUMYNATOPLI, NpenapaTtbl N3 TKaHeWn
XMBOTHbIX, F'YMWHOBbIE COEANHEHNS, XUTO3aH, LLEO-
mtuap. [17-19].

3HaYMTENbHBIN MHTEPEC B 3TOM HanpasfeHUn Npea-
CTaBnga0T NpobuoTmyeckme npenapartsl [1, 20, 21].

B coBpemMeHHOW XMBOTHOBOOYECKOW MpPAKTUKE
NPUMEHSIIOT HECKOJIbKO OECSTKOB BMAOB NpobunoTu-
KOB [22-24]. B cBSI3N C NOBCEMECTHbIM OTKa30M OT
NPUMEHEHNS KOPMOBBIX aHTUBNOTUKOB NMPOBUOTUKM
ABNSAIOTCS OENCTBEHHOM UX 3aMmeHom [19].

MpoburoTnyeckme npenapaTbl 06nanal0T MHOXeE-
CTBEHHOW MOJIOXUTENBHON aKTUBHOCTLIO: NOAABASIOT
NaToOreHHyl0 M YCJIOBHO-MATOrEeHHYIO MUKPODIopY,
GOPMUPYIOT MNONOXMUTENBHBIA MUKPOOMOLLEHO3, NPO-
OyumMpyiloT aMUHOKUCTOTElI ¥ Apyrne G1onornieckm
aKTVBHbIE BELLLECTBA, Y/y4LlaloT YCBOEHWE NUTaTe b-
HbIX BELLECTB KOPMa, HOPManuM3yioT MeTabonnawm,
MOBLILLAIOT ECTECTBEHHYIO PE3VUCTEHTHOCTL [25-28].

MMelnTCa MHOrO4YMCNEHHbIE CBEeAEHUsT O npuMe-
HEHMN NPOOMOTMKOB NPWU NMPOM3BOACTBE Msica NTU-
ubl [28-31].

Llenb uccnenoBaHus — N3y4nTb BANSHME NPOBUO-
TMYECKOro npenapara Ha XMMUYeckuii cocTas, B1o-
JIOFMYECKYIO 1 IHEPreTUYECKYIO LLEHHOCTb MPOAYKTOB
ybos yTAT.

Martepuansl n meToabl UCCNEA0BaHNS /

Materials and methods

[na npoBegeHMs UCCNenoBaHWn B YCIIOBUSIX
000 «Opckoe» OpeHbyprckoii obnacTn Poccuiickom
denepaumn 6o cHOPMUPOBAHBI YETLIPE FPYMIbI
(n =50) cyTouHbIX YTAT Kpocca «bnarosapckunins.

MTuua | rpynnel cnyxkuna KOHTPoneM, npenapart He
nonyyana v BelpawmeBanacb Ha cbanaHCMPOBAHHOM
Nno nNuTaTesbHbIM BeLlecTBaM paumoHe'. Ytatam I,
Il v IV rpynn 4ONOAHUTENBHO CKapPMANBASIN KOHLLEH-
Tpat kopmoBol «mMmyHodnop»? («MNK Kpoc dapm»,
Poccus) B konmuectse 0,5, 0,7 n 1,0 kr/T kopma Ha
NPOTSXEHUN 56 AHEN.

Mo okoHYaHWK BbipaLLMBaAHUS NPOBENV YOOI BCel
NoAOMbITHOM NTULBI.

N3 kaxpon rpynnel 0OTOMpanu no 5 Tylek yToK ans
XUMUYECKOro aHann3a. B MbIleYHOM TKaHu 1 nevyeHn
onpenensanu® maccosyto aono xupa (MIX), macco-
Byto nonto 6enka (MAB), maccosyto ponio 306l (MA3),
CyXOro BeLecTsa, MaccoByio fonto snarv (MAB).

Bronoruyeckyo LEeHHOCTb NPOAYKTOB ybos oLe-
HUBaNW Mo KONMMYeCcTBy TpuntodaHa* n oKCUnponn-
Ha%. PaccumTaH 6enkoBO-Ka4yeCTBEHHbIM NoKasaTesb
(BKI)8.

PaccuntblBann 3HEPreTMyeckyld LEHHOCTb Mo
dopmyne B.M. AnekcaHaposa’.

MHpaekc kayecTBa Maca onpeaensin OTHOLLEHNEM
cofepXaHusi xupa k coagepxaHuio 6eskas.

OKCrnepMEeHT NpoBOauNN C cOBMoaeHEM Tpe-
O0BaHMN, N3N0XEHHbIX B JupekTuBe EBponeiicko-
ro napnamenTta n Coseta EBponenckoro cowsa ot
22 ceHTa6psa 2010 roga Ne 2010/63/EC o 3awute
XMBOTHBIX, UCMOJNb3YIOLUXCS AJ19 HAY4HbIX Lenei®, n
NPUHLMNOB 00paLLeHnst C XKMBOTHLIMU COIIACHO CTa-
Tbe 4 O3 PO Ne 498-P31°.

Cratuctuyeckylo 06paboTky MNOMYYEHHbIX OaH-
HbIX MPOBOAWAM C MOMOLLbLIO NporpamMmel IBM SPSS
Statistics V22.0 (CLLA).

PesynbraTtbl U 06CcyXxaeHue /

Results and discussion

Mpu OLLEHKE XMMUNYECKOr0 COCTaBa rpyaHbIX MbiLLIL,
NTULBI YCTAHOBMIEHO, YTO BKJIIOYEHME B PALVOH YTAT
«MMMyHODNIOpa» cnoCOBCTBYET CHMXEHUNIO KONYe-
cTBa Bnaru (puc. 1a).

MakcrmarnbHble 3HA4YEeHUSI CyxXOro BeLLeCcTBa 3a-
durKcmpoBaHbl B 06pasuax rpyaHbIX MbIL, NTULbI

"MorocsH A.I. IHTeHcmBHbIE cnocobbl 0TKOpMa MoJIoaHsAKa yTok. MNeHsa. 2021; 147.

21 r KOHUEHTpaTa KOPMOBOro «/IMMyHODIOP» COAEPXUT CYXYto IMOPUNBHO BLICYLLIEHHYIO0 GrioMaccy LWTammMoB Bifidobacterium globosum

(BKM B-2750D, koE He meHee 1 x 106), Enterococcus faecium (BKM B-2751D, KOE He menee 1 x 106), Bacillus licheniformis (BKM B -2717D,
KOE He meHee 1 x109), Bacillus subtilis (BKM B-2716D, KOE He menee 1 x 109), Saccharomyces cerevisiae (BKM Y-2996D, KOE He meHee

1 x 108) 1 HocuTenb (rNoKO3Y, NaKTO3Y, ManLTo3y, Kpaxmals, Mesl, MUHepas, Myky, OTpyou — no oTaenbHoCTH) uim ux cMmecun. He cogepxut MMO.
3TOCT 34567-2019 Msico 1 MsicHble NpoaykTbl. MeTog, onpeneneHus Bnarv, xupa, 6enka, xnopucToro HaTpys 1 30J1bl C MPUMEHEHNEM

CneKkTpocKonuM B BANXHEN MHDPaKpPaACHO 061acTw.

4TOCT P 70149-2022 Msico 1 msicHble NpoaykTbl. OnpeaeneHne MaccoBoi Aonm TpunTodaHa crnekTpodoToOMEeTPUYECKM METOLOM.

5TOCT 23041-2015 Msico v MsicHble NpoaykTbl. MeToz onpeaeneHns OKCUNpouHa.

5 BenKoBO-Ka4YECTBEHHbIV NOKa3aTeslb XapakTepU3yeTcs COOTHOLLEHUEM TPUNTOdAHA K OKCUMPOSMHY.

”Makapos B.A., Bopoekos M.®. MpakTukym No BETEPUHAPHO-CAHUTAPHOM 3KCMEPTHU3E C OCHOBAMU TEXHOJOMN MPOAYKTOB XMBOTHOBOACTBA.

Mockga. 1987; 271.

8 Pe6e3oB M.B. BeTepuHapHO-caHTapHas aKcrepTv3a NpoayKLMm XUBOTHOMO NpoucxoxaeHust. Anmartel: dnurpad. 2019; 268.

¢ InpexTuBa EBponeiickoro napnameHTa n Coseta EBponeinckoro cosa no oxpaHe XMBOTHBIX, UCMOJIb3YEMbIX B HAYHHbIX LIENSIX.
https://ruslasa.ru/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Directive_201063_rus.pdf

10 pepepanbHbIi 3akoH 0T 27.12.2018 Ne 498-d3 (pegn. o1 24.07.2023) «O6 0TBETCTBEHHOM 00PALLEHNM C XUBOTHBIMU U O BHECEHWN
N3MEHEHWIA B OTAENbHbIE 3akOHOoAATeNbHble akTbl Poccuiickoit Pepepaumi».
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OMbITHBLIX FPynn. PasHvua ¢ KOHTpPonem co-
ctaBuna 0,99-1,28% (puc. 16). Y ntuupl
Il rpynnbl HaGNOAANOCh YBENYEHUE KO-
nnyecTtBa 6enka Ha 1,28% no cpaBHEHUIO 79

yTOK

C KOHTPOJIbHbIM 3HauveHuem, lll rpynnbel — e
Ha 1,56%, IV rpynnel — Ha 1,39% (puc. 1B). 5
Mop BnnsHMemM NpobroTMYeCKOro npena- "
paTta KOIMYeCcTBO XMpa CHUXanocb. MuHu- 7
MasbHbIM JAHHbIN NOKasaTesb Obii B rPya- o
HbIX Mbllwuax yTaT lll rpynnel n ycTynan KoH-
Tponio Ha 4,67% (p < 0,05). Y ytok Il rpynnel
pasHuua coctasuna 3,37%, IV rpynnbl —
0,93% (pwuc. 1r). »

KonunyecTtBo 30nbl yBenuumnnocb Ha 0,92%,
1,84% 1 0,92% cooTBETCTBEHHO (puc. 14).

OHepreTMyeckas LEeHHOCTb B MbILILAX
rpyauv NTULbl ONbITHBIX FPYNN Gbina Bbille, 0
4YeM B MSACE YTAT KOHTPONbHOW rpynmbl, Ha
2,36-3,87 kOx (puc. 1e).

AHanornyHble VU3MEHEHUs YCTaHOBJIEHDI 2z
B XMMWYECKOM COCTaBe GeapeHHbIX MbILL,
NTULBI.

KonnyecTtBo Bnarn makcvmasbHbIM Obl10
B MSICE YTAT KOHTPOJIbHOM rpynnbl (puc. 1a).

CopepxaHue Ccyxoro BewecTBa Yy HUX
6bino cHuxeHo Ha 0,04-0,43% (puc. 16).
Kak B rpygHbix, Tak U B 6eQpEeHHbIX MbILL-
Lax yTok, KOTopbiM ckapmnameanu «Mmmy-
HOodNOp», BO3POC/IO KOMNYECTBO NPOTEN-
Ha Ha 0,57-1,14% (puc. 18). CoaoepxaHue
Xupa, HanpoTmB, OblI0 CHUXEHO OTHOCU-
TenbHO KOHTpONS: Ha 2,58% — Bo Il rpynne,

ok N W A O o

21,24 21,45 21,51 215

ZO0TECHNICS I

Puc. 1. XvuMunyeckuii coctas 1 3HepreTnyeckas LEHHOCTb rPYAHbIX MbILLL,

Fig. 1. Chemical composition and energy value of duck breast muscles

78,76 7855 78,49 78,5
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7396 737
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BeapeHHble MbilLbl MNeyeHb

TpyAHble MblLb!

Imll i mv

a) MIB, %

2608 263 27,02 27,01

MNeyexb

23,52 23,57 23,62 23,51

TPyAHbIE MbILLLb! BeApeHHbie MbiuLb!

I mll ol mv

6) cyxoe BeLLecTBo, %

20,82 20,8

1982 20,115
1822 182 1824
17,99 I I 17,61 17,71 17,81 17,72 I

TPyAHbIE MbILLLbI BeapeHHbIe MbiLuLp! Meverb

| mll =l mlv

309 301 298 295

8) MIB, %

494 492 49 489

1,03 1,02 1,06

Ha 3’56% (p < 0’05) —B I” rpynne’ Ha 4’53% pr’me MquJL(I:I. bespeHHble MbllLbl MNeyeHb
(p <0,05) — B IVrpynne (puc. 1r). el
Conep>xaHue 30/bl OblI0 MUHVMAaJTbHBIM B r) MOX, %

6epeHHbIX MbILLLIAX YTAT | rpynnbl 1 ycTyna- 3
J10 3HAaYEHUAM YTOK ONbITHbIX Fpynn Ha 0,36— 25
1,07% (puc. 14). 2

Ha ¢doHe cHuxeHnsa konundecTtBa xupa 15
HabM0AaN0Ch YMEHbLIEHNE 3HEpreTuye- 1
CKOW LLeHHOCTU MbiwL, 6eapa NTULbl ONbIT- o5
HbIX rpynn Ha 1,42 kOx, 0,87 kx n 3,56 k[x 0
(puc. 1e).

MeyeHb yTKN ABNSETCS LLEHHbIM MULLEBLIM
npoaykToM. Kak B MbILLEYHOM TKaHU, Tak U 600
B Me4YeHW Habnoaanochb CHMXEHWE Blarmy — °®
yTAT ONbITHLIX rpynn (puc. 1a). KonvyectBo  **
CYXOro BeLLEeCTBa BO3POC/IO MO CPABHEHUIO C
KOHTponem B obpasuax Il rpynnsl Ha 1,00%,
Il rpynnbl—Ha 3,77% (p <0,05), IV rpynnsl —
Ha 3,69% (p < 0,05) (puc. 10).

CopepxaHne NpoTemHa NPEeBbICUIIO KOH-
TPOJIbHBIV ypoBeHb Ha 1,47%, 5,05% (p < 0,05)
n 4,95% (p < 0,05) (puc. 1B). KonnyecTBo xunpa B ne-
YEHU YTAT OMNbITHbIX FPYMM ObLJI0 MUHUMaJbHBIM U Ha
0,40-1,00% ycTynano nokasaTentd KOHTPOJIbHOMN
nTuupl (puc. 1r).

Y ytat Il n IV rpynn copepxaHue 30/bl B 06-
pa3uax nedyeHn 6biNo Gosblie, 4YEM B KOHTpONe,
Ha 1,57-2,35%, a y nTuupl Il rpynnbl CHMXEHO Ha
0,78% (puc. 14).

394 (05) ® 2025 | Agrarian science | Arpapas Hayka

2,18 2,2 2,22 2.2

2,82 2,85 2,83 2,84

| | 1,28 1,27 1,3 1,31

beapeHHble MbllLbI

FpyAHbIE MbiLILbI MeyeHb

I mll o miv

o) MA3, %

533,06 537,21 548,61 547,89

MeveHb

422,38 421,56 422,11419,42

BeApeHHble MbllLb!

350,79 353,15353,63 354,66

TPyAHbIE MbILLbI

I mll ol mlv

e) aHepreTunyeckas ueHHocTb 100 r npoaykTa, kX

OHepreTnyeckas LEHHOCTb NeYeHN B OMbITHbIX
rpynnax NPeBbICMAa KOHTPOJIbHbIN YPOBEHb Ha 4,15-
15,55 kIx (puc. 1e).

OueHka NUb XMMWUYECKOrO COCTaBa He MOJIHO-
CTbIO OTPaxaeT NULLEBYIO LLEHHOCTb MSCa.

AMnHOKMCnoTa TPpUNTOdaH NPEUMYLLLECTBEHHO
COOEPXUTCS B BEsIKax MbILLIEYHOWN TKaHW, OKCUMNPO-
JINH — B COEANHUTENBHOWN TKaHW.
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MakcumanbHoe konm4ecTBO TpunTodaHa ycTa-
HOBMIEHO B rpyaHbiX Mblwuax ytaTt Il rpynnel —
308,19 £ 2,09 Mr%, uto Ha 1,78% 6GonblUe, 4Yem B
obpasuax Maca KOHTPOnbHOW rpynnbl. Bo Il rpynne
N3YYEHHbIN NokasaTesb MPEBOCXOAUN KOHTPOJSb Ha
1,44%, IV rpynnel — Ha 0,76% (puc. 2a).

KonnyecTtBo okCMnponHa MakCMasibHbIM ObIno B
rPYOHbBIX MbILLLAX YTAT KOHTPOJIbHOW rpynnbl U npe-
BbiCMNO 3HadyeHue |l onbiTHoOM rpynnbl Ha 1,64%,
Il onbiITHOM — Ha 1,77%, IV rpynnbl — Ha 1,85%
(puc. 20).

YBenunyeHne konunyectsa TpuntodaHa WM CHUXE-
HME KONMYEeCTBa OKCUMPONHA B FPYAHbIX MbILLLAX Ty-
LLEK YTAT OMbITHLIX FPYMNMN CNOCO6CTBOBANN yBENNYE-
Huto nokadatena BKIM: Ha 3,21% — Bo Il rpynne,
Ha 3,75% — B lll rpynne, Ha 2,69% — B IV rpynne
(puc. 2B).

B 6eapeHHbIX MbIlLax NTULbI OMbITHBLIX FPyMn
KonunyecTtBo TpuntodaHa ObINo Oonblue, 4Yem B
MsSICE YTAT KOHTPObHOM rpynnsbl, Ha 2,01%, 0,86%,
1,04% cooTBeTCcTBEHHO (puc. 2a). CooepxaHune ok-
cunponuHa cHuaumnock Ha 0,69%, 0,86% un 0,82%
(puc. 26).

BenkoBo-ka4yeCTBEHHbIN Moka3atefb COCTaBWUI
Yy KOHTPOSbHOW nTuupl 5,04, 4yto Ha 3,58% MeHb-
we, 4em B 6eapeHHbIX Mblwuax yTok Il rpynnel, Ha
1,79% — lll n IV rpynnbl (puc. 2B).

Kak nokasanu pesynbTaTbl XMMUYECKOrO COCTa-
Ba MsiCa yTAT, BKJIIOYEHME B PALVOH NTULbI Npoburo-
TUYECKOro npenaparta cnocobCTBOBANO MOBbILLE-
HUIO KonnyecTBa Oefika U CHUXEHUIO KONMYecTBa
XMpa, 4TO CKa3asoCb HA MHAEKCE KayecTsa Msca.
MocnegHun B rpyaHbiX MblLax yTOK BCEX MOA-
OnbITHbIX rpynn 6bi1 ogmMHakoebiMm — 0,06. B 6en-
PEHHBIX MbIWLAX YTAT OMNbITHBIX FPYNM MHOEKC Ka-
yecTBa Maca 6bl1 MUHUMANbHBIM 1 cocTaBun 0,17
npu 0,18 B 06pasuyax NTULbl KOHTPOMLHOM rpynmnbl
(puc. 3).

BbiBoapbi/Conclusions

Mcnonb3oBaHne KOHUEHTpaTa KOPpMOBOro «Mm-
MYHO®dSIOP» B KOPMSIEHUWN YTAT CNOCOOCTBYET YyiyY-
LEeHMIO NMULLEBOW LLEeHHOCTU NpoaykToB ybos. Tak,
B FPYAHbIX MbllIUAX MNTULLI OMNbITHBIX FPYAN KOW-
4eCTBO MpoTenHa Bo3pocno Ha 1,28%, 1,56% u
1,39% CcOOTBETCTBEHHO, B 6€4PEHHbIX MbILILAX —
Ha 0,57-1,14%. Kpome TOro, yeBennyunacb mac-
coBas OONs Cyxoro BewecTBa M 30/bl Ha GoHe
CHUXEHMA Konm4yecTBa xupa: Ha 2,58-4,583% —
B 6eApeHHbIX Mblluax, Ha 0,93-4,67% — B rpya-
HbIX MbILLILIAX.

Bo3pocna n 6uonoruyeckass LEHHOCTb Msica 3a
CYEeT MOBbLILLIEHNS KONNMYecTBa TpunTodaHa U CHUXe-
HUS KonnyecTsa okcunponuHa. MNMokasatens BKIT 3a
cyeT 3Toro Obln MakcuMasnbHbIM B 0Opa3suax msica
YTOK OMbITHbIX FPYMNN U MPEBbIWAN KOHTPOJIbHbIE

Puc. 2. bronorvnyeckas LEHHOCTb FPYAHbIX MbILLL, YTOK

Fig. 2. Biological value of duck breast muscles
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Fig. 3. Duck meat quality index
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3HayeHus: Ha 2,69-3,75% — B rpyaHbIX MbILILAX, HA
1,79—3,58% — B 6epeHHbIX.

Yayqwunnucb nokasaTenu nNuueBON LIEHHOCTU ne-
yeHun yTaT. KonnyecTBo cyxoro BellecTsa Obi10 Bhille,
yem B KOHTpone, Ha 1,0-3,77%, 6enka — Ha 1,47-
5,05%. MaccoBas nons xupa, HanpoTuB, Obina HUXe
(Ha 0,40-1,01%). Bospocna n aHepretTnyeckast LeH-
HOCTb (Ha 4,15-15,55 k[x).
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