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Abstract This study examined the mechanical measurement of cooked pork with a high level of con-
formity to sensory evaluation. The nine kinds of pork, which differ in brand and feed, were evaluated
analytically and by preference, and the rupture score, the chemical composition for crude fat, moisture,
and cooking loss were measured. From the results of the sensory evaluation, there is a significant differ-
ence among the samples in the analytical evaluation, but not in the preference evaluation. In addition,
there is no significant correlation between the measured value of crude fat, moisture, and cooking loss
and the sensory evaluation score. Because the preference for the texture of pork varies, marbled pork is
not always palatable. From the results of the rupture measurements, the scores were significantly different
among the samples. As a result of the correlation between the sensory evaluation and the rupture score,
it was noted that the mechanical measurement with high levels of conformity to sensory evaluation is rup-
ture stress.
Keywords : pork, rupture measurement, sensory evaluation, texture, tenderness
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Table 1 Pork used in the present study
Sample Breed Sex Group
A LWD Hog
B LWD Hog Control
C LWD Female
D LWD Hog
E D Female Brand
F WLD Female
G LWD Hog
H LWD Hog Seaweed
I LWD Female

LWD: Landrace X white Yorkshire — LW, LW X
Duroc — LWD. D: Duroc. WLD: White Yorkshire
X Landrace = WL, WL X Duroc — WLD.
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Fig. 1 Result of sensory evaluation on “first bite”
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Fig. 2 Result of sensory evaluation on “while
chewing” (analytical)

* indicates significant differences at p<<0.05 (Control,

Brand, Seaweed). Different alphabet indicates

significant differences at p<0.01 (sample A ~ I).
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Fig. 3 Result of sensory evaluation on “first bite”
(perference)
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Fig. 4 Result of sensory evaluation on “while
chewing” (preference)
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Table 2 Two-way analysis of variance
(sample and panel)

First bite While chewing
p-value p-value
Sample 0.000%* 0.003**
Panel 0.400 0.092

*#*: Significant at p<<0.01.
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Fig. 5 Differences among the results of
sensory evaluation score by panel
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Fig. 6 Chemical composition of pork (crude
fat, moisture, and cooking loss)
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Fig. 7 Results of rupture stress, initial modulus, rupture energy, and rupture strain
**. Significant at p<<0.01, *: Significant at p<0.05. Different alphabet indicates significant differences (p<<0.01).
values are means * standard error (n = 9).
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