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Table 1. pH and chemical composition of the loin ham manufactured with various

salt levels
Treatment pH Moisture= Fat Protein
Salt 0% 5.92+0.01 66.7£0.77% 1.2240.36 26.8+1.70%
Salt 0.5% 5.80+0.04 70.5%0.28° 1.08+0.23 21.640.85"
Salt 1.0% 5.8710.05 70.1£0.14™ 1.31£0.33 21.241.20"
Salt 1.5% 5.83%0.02 68.6:+0.28" 1.2940.79 21.1+2.12°
Salt 2.0% 5.84+0.08 68.7+0.91° 1.09+0.57 22.6+1.20

“™ Means having same superscript within same column are not different (p>0.05).
* . Pared comparisons (1.5% salt vs other salt levels) significant at the p<0.05 level
using Dunnett's—T test.

- 183 -



Table 2. Physico—chemical properties and allo—kramer shear values of the loin ham

manufactured with various salt levels

Treatment Hunter color value Functional properties Shear values
L= a* b* EM CL#*

Salt 0% 70.641.13" 13.5+£2.47 5.30%1.37 15.040.99 35.740.99" 5.52+0.23"

Salt 0.5% 70.3+0.98" 13.643.88 4.35+1.15 20.6+2.97 19.1+1.84° 4.29+0.17"

Salt 1.0% 69.1£1.13" 13.3+3.25 4.14+1.28 22.0£8.91 17.6+4.74" 4.28+0.32"

Salt 1.5% 66.5+0.21" 13.0:£3.81 3.24£0.65 16.942.55 17.3%6.43" 4.84+0.917"

Salt 2.0% 68.5+1.20™ 14.0+£3.18 3.32+£1.49 16.7+5.30 17.74£3.75"° 4.61+0.01%

** Means having same superscript within same column are not different (p>0.05)
*Paired comparisons (1.5% salt vs other salt levels) significant at the p<0.05 level

using Dunnett's—T test.
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Fig. 1. Sensory evaluation of loin ham manufactured with various salt levels,
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