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Sensory Characteristics and Tenderness of Boiled Beef
by Addition of the Barks(Morus alba Linne)
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Abstract

Tenderization of beef by the addition of barks{Merus albg Linne} and its sensory properties were obs-
erved by shearing test, cooking loss, pH, protein content and sensory evaluation, Shear force was dec-
reased as the addition level of barks{Morus albe Linne) increased. Tenderization effect of heef was
increased 8.8% at the addition level of 2.5%, 25% at 5.024, 47% at 7.5%, 58% at 10% barks(Morus alba
Linne). Cooking loss was observed 44.50% at the no addition, 45.3% at 2.5%, 45.8% at 5.0%, 47.5% at 7.
5%, 50.0% at 10% addition level of barks(Morus wba Linne), As the addition level of barks{Merus alba
Linne) increased pH of cooked beef decreased to the range of 5.6 to 5.46. As the addition level of barks
{Morus alba Linne) increased protein content of heef decreased whereas protein content of cooked liquor
increased. The addition of barks{Merus alba Linne) improved the sensory quality of cooked beef. Es-
pecially, tenderness scored the highest value in 10%5 added beef and other quality factors color, flavor,
juiciness and overall quality were evaluated significantly high in 5% added beef Therefore 5% addition
level of barks{Morus alba Linne) for cocking beef was suggested as the desirable level of addition,
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Table 1. Shear force of boiled beef by addition
of various levels of the (Horus alba Linne) bar-
ks Mean + S.D

Addtion of (Morus alba
Linne) barks{%2)

Shear force(g)

0 13380.37+4122.68°
2.5 12202.567+ 957.18*
5.0 10105.77 £ 3180.15%
7.5 7106.61 £1206.95°

10.0 5593.79:+1016,18°

Means with the same letters in a row are not signifi-
cantly different at P<C(0.05,
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Fig. 1. Cooking loss of boiled beef by addition
of various levels of the barks {(Morus alba Lin-
ne),
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Table 2. Sensory characteristics of boiled beef by addition of various levels of the barks (Morus alba

Linne) Mean + S.D
Addtion of barks (Morus alba Linne) (%)
Sensory characteristics F-Value
0 25 5.0 7.5 10

Color 23305620 2504122 417£0.75% 3.3321.03 3.1710.41* 4.04*
Flavaor 217+0.75 3.50+0.84 4.17+0.98 4.17+£041® 3.67+0.52° 3,69
Julciness 2.0040.63° 2.67+0.82% 3.83+£0.75" 3.17=0.41% 3.67£0.52 8.83%
Tenderness 2.33£0,52° 3.33£0.52> 3.83+0.9% 3,83+0.41% 450-0,55 10,69**
Overall acceptahility 25020550 3.00+1.10° 433+1.03 3.0 £1.26° 3.33+0.82% 2.75*

Means with the same letters in a row are not significantly different at P<C0.05, * P<0.05, * P<0.01, ** P<0.001 in

ANOVA test,
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Fig. 2. pH of boiled beef by addition of vari-
ous levels of the barks (Morus alba Linne). —»—
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Table 3. Protein contents of boiled beef by ad-
dition of various levels of the barks (Morus alba
Linne)

Protein contents (%5 /g)

Addtion of Morus alba

linne barks (%) Plart‘of Part of
liquid meat cooked
0 6.53 28.88
2.5 9.82 22,75
5.0 15.10 17.50
7.5 20.43 12,32
10.0 25.27 10.55
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