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INTRODUCTION
Quality is  a term widely misun­

derstood in the United States and 
perhaps throughout the world as i t  
applies to MEAT. Many think i t  
means quantity -  i . e .  lean vs.  f a t ;  
others nu tr i t ional  value; and s t i l l  
others wholesomeness. A dictionary  
d e f in it ion  is  "That which makes 
something such as i t  i s ;  a d i s t i n ­
guishing c h a r a c t e r i s t i c . "  To meat 
s c i e n t i s t s  i t  means the palatabi-  
l i t y  t r a i t s  of meat, i . e .  tender­
ness, ju ic in e s s ,  f lavor and overall  
a c c e p ta b i l i ty .  Researchers have

and
#3i'

examined color ,  firmness . t̂y- 
of pork in re la t ion  to palata 
Much of th is  work was acc°®P rar,eK 
in the 70 ’ s and Dr. Joseph ,0„a

by the N*;ete» 
c i l  to cofflP f t '

and Dr. Joseph 
was commissioned by the 
Pork Producers Council to c- -,ty l\ 
thorough review of pork qva  ̂ tl>*
search (Sebranek, 1981). ct\
la te  80's  the subject  has

Í
\} l

again, e s p e c i a l ly  in the 
press (American Meat 
1988; Grandin, 1988; 1989'

popu
tu
f tThis "'tu« 

Ü "  co.pl 
A \ f f t> r s  i° .-cta®

l e r ;  1989a, 1989b). nt
was conducted ‘ " 1
e a r l i e r  work and d i f f e r s  - - , e 
studied a pig population un 
for qu al i ty .

MATERIALS AND METHODS t fl^
Pork loins from 238 d i £f er |.0nte5n 
in a statewide pork carcass nt  ̂
were graded in the packing V ^  
f iv e  point scales  for c°10.[y 
ness and marbling (Unive1^  ye* 
Wisconsin, 1963). The 1°
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Chi?pe<a to two d i f f e r e n t  r e t a i l  
3in stores,

< w ? 3h pork chops from each loin
Four r e t a i l  packagesOf ,

con[tesh
a questionnaire to be 

â out by the purchaser and 
S$2 ned for a $0.50 refund. From 
Osàk?Uestionnaires distr ibuted,  149 
0ri 10» rec°rds (15%) were obtained 
Ori„.8 d i f fere n t  loins (45% of the 

31n*l 238).
ConSu
Ucti* r8 lndicated reasons for se- 
choDsn9 Pork and ranked the pork ̂ °PS ftr, r.n f ive  point scales  for ten-
°v6t ju ic in e s s ,  f lavor and

u  a c c e p ta b i l i ty .

* shows the d is tr ib ut ion  of 
S8*abi  ̂ Scores throughout the 149 
^t<3 records. The means, stan- 
^tia,®vi a t l ° ns and c o e f f ic i e n t s  of 
\  °n are shown in Table 1 . 
v*s Urw P°Pulation for th is  study 
*ls en?^ected, other than the ovn- 
vi(3e tered the pigs in a s ta te -  
^9 va  ̂ carcass contest .  Each 
» 3i i<3ent i f l e d  as to owner, 

l ive  and carcass weights,'“q 1:
s  Ve
V h  fiîî the s t a t i s t i c a l  analysis .

and carcass placings to be

^ . Caf Cass was completely evalu-
g°^ns ve*e shipped to r e t a i l  

an<i sold.
^ S 6 *<3 a«jQ Packages of pork chops

----- No method was em-
. lh fu to "force" consumers to re-ï > th

^Uestionnaire ,  other than 
ÎK t̂ ^ t h e m  with a $0.50 d is -  

th0 t ilei r next purchase.
vas e Population for th is  stu- 

i^tça *ePresentative of that pre-N  to ----------  -----'•u w consumers and encoun- 
h? pui-ft. the® in their  day to 
»h • c ^ases and evaluations at  
^ our °r score 1 di(3 not show 

* * a t e  Saople and 3 was the pre­
y e d  . color score. Firmness 

M i *  ®ost v a r i a b i l i t y  and

S  [ 6 least-
^e<j conditions consumers
th aCrcn: ernesS/ f lavor and over-
fcM cftptab i i i t y  of these pork 

in s is te n t ly  high (Table 1). 
3 more v a r i a b i l i t y  in

TABLE 1 PARAMETERS (n = 149)

¡ tea ** S.D. C.V.

Color 3.14 0.62 19.4
Firmness 2.77 0.90 32.5
Marbling 2.82 0.11 3.9

Tenderness 3.94 0.82 20.8
Juiciness 3.65 0.82 27.4
Flavor 4.15 0.81 20.0
Overall
Acceptabi l i ty 4.15 0.88 21.3

a Five-point scales  
5=Dark, firm, abundant 

marbling, extremely 
tender, ju ic y ,  excel lent  
f lav or ,  l ik e  very much, 
re s p e ct iv e ly

l=Pale,  s o f t ,  devoid, very 
tough, very dry, objec­
t ionable ,  undesirable,  
re s pe ct ive ly

ju ic iness  evaluations.  Neverthe­
le s s ,  regression analysis shoved 
nonsignificant re lationships of 
qu ali ty  (color,  marbling, firm­
ness),  quantity ( lo in  eye area, 
average backfat,  percent ham and 
lo in ,  carcass weight) a t tr ib u te s ,  
breed, and contest placing on per­
ceived p a l a t a b i l i t y .  Becker, et  
a l .  (1989) evaluated the e f f e c t s  of 
fast ing and transportation on mar­
ket hogs and found that these pre­
slaughter treatments did not a f f e c t  
ju ic iness  or a c c e p t a b i l i t y  of 
cooked chops as evaluated by a 
trained panel. However, Topel, et 
a l .  (1976) in the f i r s t  published 
consumer study on pork qu al i ty  
found that consumers and a trained 
panel scored pale chops s i g n i f i ­
cantly  lower in a c c e p ta b i l i ty  than 
normal or dark chops. Their study 
involved 150 consumer part ic ipants .  
Three equal groups of pork loins 
were se lected:  (1) pale and watery, 
(2) normal colored and (3) dark 
colored.
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TABLE 2 REASONS FOR SELECTING PORK
PERCENT RESPONDING

Leanness £1% a weight m
Scores C F M Scores C F M

1 82 63 1 -  27 25
2 81 76 84 2 25 24 27
3 80 84 86 3 32 37 38
4 84 76 77 4 35 29 35
5 100 100 82 5 33 50 27

Price i l l Firmness 7'
Scores C F M Scores C F M

1 73 75' 1 - 0 6
2 63 76 70 2 6 12 9
3 73 68 69 3 7 7 10
4 58 41 65 4 6 0 0
5 100 67 63 5 0 0 0

Preferred Beef;
Color i l l Bought Pork, l i i

Scores C F M Scores C F M
1 45 56 1 - 27 13
2 44 50 54 2 25 14 18
3 48 46 46 3 15 18 15
4 52 53 38 4 3 0 14
5 33 50 45 5 33 50 27

aC = Color; F = Firmness; 
M « Marbling

Table 2 l i s t s  the reasons consumers 
gave for purchasing pork. The 
questionnaire alloved consumers to 
indicate several  reasons i f  they 
desired.  Within each sub-table are 
l i s t e d  percentages of the loins in 
each score category for which a 
consumer responded that  leanness 
e t c .  was a factor  in purchasing. 
The predominant reason for s e l e c t ­
ing pork in the study was leanness 
(81\ ) .  Eighty s i x  percent of the 
chops with a 3 marbling score 
evoked a leanness response from 
consumers while 100% of the 5 
scores for color (n-3 ) and firmness 
(n=6) e l i c i t e d  the leanness re ­
sponse. Even though the numbers 
are small, apparently consumers 
considered a darker, firmer chop to 
be leaner.

f r * '
Price was the second f pat '
quently indicated reason r°sU®ei5
chasing (69%). Perhaps con» w 
f e l t  they were gett ing a barg a„dr e i t  tney weie yen. my » — - u 
purchasing chops that were o ¡,\epurcnasing cnops tnat - /<raD1 
less  firm with le s s  marbling :cated
2). Although color was ot
as a reason for purchase by 9t\d 
the consumers, weight by 3 ppar  
firmness by 7%, no trend vas>, iiv

the various Q etWachholz'0„.ent among
t r a i t s  and scores.  — cv- 
a l .  (1978) indicated that so» t% 
sumers may s e l e c t  for nor® ¿at* 
color but others may Pre ofle 
and pale colored pork. t ion' 
marked marbling on the Q gg fat 
naire,  which was explain* 0 S^e 
within the muscle, or 
s ize  as reasons for purchas • ^
asked i f  they preferred iCe,
purchased pork as a second tje 
only 16% agreed. The *aI , t0m »  
quali ty  scores moved away ( I ! * 'quality stoics move« --
e s p e c ia l ly  toward the / s c * iei
highly marbled end of 5u
the higher percent of 
preferred beef.

notCONCLUSION ¿id • y
In  th is  study consumers iwin tnis  stuuy cu..»»— - „pi*  . 
find problems with the Pa l“ pi <TV 
of pork with a normal rang sl>°.or porn v i tn  a nonna* * * a
l i t y  a t tr ib u tes  from H l i n .^icat 
pigs.  Consumers c l e a r l y  p̂a50npiqs. tuiiauui cm w*«— -« a5Oi- ,
that the most important j e8nf>«5 
purchasing pork was c o ^ d ,  
Price was of secondary one
with color and weight ® 
but of lesser  importance.

REFERENCES «i.wS
American Meat In st i tu te  ¿0t  n

:iated(1988): Funds appropri 
NPPC p ro jec ts ,  May 6 . ih<*'
Becker, B. Hayes, » • £ ; ,

J.A./  . n fi, AG.L.,  Nienaber,--- ' « ’ M-vmann' o-
Anderson, M. E . ,  effect5 A '
Hedrick, H. B. (19891s »J1lon
fast ing and transportation 1

ous physiological  Parai,ehoq5' 
meat q u ali ty  of slaughter 
Anim. Sci .  67: 334- 341*

s

*

¡5
f1
j*i

h
\

6 1 6



W
V '  TemPle (1988): I t ' s  t iae  

Mtly Ve pork q u a l i ty .  Meat and 
5 '  July ,  pp. 87.

Tempi
a».0 international viewpoint.

e (1989): Pork

h

*n<i
Poultry, Jan., pp.

JoEj,Marlys (1989)a: Will PSE 
%  5 n«xt challenge? Pork '89, 
* 66- 69.

& atl*
'*■'!? * «ay ,
v  ,rebu«*.

(1989)b: PSE and
go hand in hand, 

pp. 56- 58.

v i t>;
Joseph G. (1981): Pork 

* Research Review. NPPC, 
>. IA.
f&n, B

M iller ,  J. A .,  Berger, 
iy* 0no Ust* R E.,  Parrish,  F. C. ,  

K- (1976): P a l a t a b l l i t y  
1 »*• Acceptance of dark, nor- 

colored porcine M. 
V  J. Food Sc i .  41:628.
¿ S r  n
k.5°n, Kauffman, R.G., Hen-

i . L°chner,

\ 91$». PAle 
si»us.

« u £ ? n?r' J-v - (1978,: Con"‘'3 ® n s * x°ination of pork color 
, 3  Place. J. Food Sci .

», 'U $ 2.K sln
S V « ! “ “ 1*"1'1
’ sPeciai

Experiment 
Pork Quality Stan- 

Bull .  9 . Madison,

617




