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Visual Evaluation Factors of Pork Loin and
Korean Consumer's Preference Choice
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National Livestock Research Institute*, Hanshin University**

ABSTRACT

Digital photographs of 16 pork chops were taken and modified images to give 16 treatments: two levels of
each of fat cover, color, marbling and drip. Consumers(n=1,014) were randomly selected and a questionnaire
asking for socio-demographic information was completed. Each consumer was asked to select preferred type
from 16 treatments and this selection was repeated eight times. There were significant differences in pork
selection among age, sex and occupation groups only except income levels. Pork preference choices were
different in meat color, fat cover and drip depending on age group. Student consumers aging from 18 to 24
years preferred pork chop having darker color, thinner fat cover and more drip when compared to the other
groups(p < 0.05). Male preferred pork having darker and more drip than female(p < 0.05). Marital status had a
effect on the preference in meat color and drip. The consumers had different choice in color, fat cover and
drip depending on occupation(p < 0.05). This results can provide a fundamental information for industries or
processors to develop or produce pork that satisfy each target consumer group in the future.

(Key words : Pork chop, Preference, Consumer, Color, Fat cover, Marbling, Drip)
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Fig. 1. Photograph of pork chop images for survey
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Table 1. Compositional characteristics and dis-
tribution of consumers participated in

the survey(n=1,014)

Item Response option —Consumer
Number %
18-24 265 26
25-34 284 28
Age(y) 3B-44 253 25
45 -54 172 17
55 - 64 30 3
65+ 10
Gender Female 665 66
Male 349 34
Marital Single / Widowed 438 43
Status Married / Defacto 576 57
Government officer 182 18
Farmer 11 1
Officer 192 19
] Professional 41
Occupation .
Service 41
Housewife 181 18
Student 294 29
Others 71 7
<163 268 26
164 - 250 361 36
Salary 251 - 336 185 18
(10,000Won) 337 - 422 110 11
423 - 508 54
> 509 34
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Table 2. ANOVA for difference of preference choice among age groups

Factors SS DF MS F P value*

Group-between 365.809 5.000 73.162

Meat color Group-within 8,423.901 1,009.000 8.349 8.763 0.000
Total 8,789.710 1,014.000
Group-between 43.990 5.000 8.798

Fat cover Group-within 2,360.272 1,009.000 2.339 3.761 0.002
Total 2,404.262 1,014.000
Group-between 6.215 5.000 1.243

Marbling Group-within 3,181.712 1,009.000 3.153 0.39%4 0.853
Total 3,187.927 1,014.000
Group-between 143.062 5.000 28.612

Drip Group-within 3,497.624 1,009.000 3.466 8.254 0.000
Total 3,640.686 1,014.000

*Bold values mean significant difference among age groups(p < 0.05).
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Table 3. Multiple comparison of preference choice between age groups

Independent variables () Age (years) ((J;egg)e diﬁg\éﬁ::ige(l-\]) SE P value*
25-34 1.017 0.247 0.000
35-44 1.351 0.254 0.000
18-24 45 - 54 1.629 0.283 0.000
55 - 64 1.361 0.557 0.015
65 + 1.094 0.931 0.240
35-44 0.334 0.250 0.181
45 - 54 0.612 0.279 0.028
Meat color 2534 55 - 64 0.344 0.555 0.535
65 + 0.077 0.930 0.934
45 - 54 0.278 0.286 0.331
3544 55 - 64 0.010 0.558 0.986
65 + -0.257 0.932 0.783
4554 55 - 64 0.268 0.572 0.639
65 + -0.535 0.940 0.569
25-34 - 0.456 0.131 0.001
35-44 0.397 0.134 0.003
18- 24 45 - 54 - 0.556 0.150 0.000
55 - 64 -0.294 0.295 0.318
65 + 0.594 0.493 0.228
35-44 0.059 0.132 0.657
25 _ 34 45-54 -0.100 0.148 0.497
Fat cover 55 - 64 0.161 0.294 0.583
65 + -0.139 0.492 0.778
45 -54 -0.159 0.151 0.293
35-44 55 - 64 0.103 0.295 0.728
65 + -0.197 0.493 0.689
4554 55 - 64 0.262 0.303 0.387
65 + 0.038 0.498 0.939
55 - 64 65 + -0.300 0.558 0.591
25-34 0.439 0.159 0.006
35-44 0.930 0.164 0.000
18-24 45 - 54 0.592 0.182 0.001
55 - 64 0.584 0.359 0.104
65 + 2.151 0.600 0.000
3544 0.492 0.161 0.002
_ 2534 45-54 0.153 0.180 0.395
Drip 55 - 64 0.146 0.357 0.684
65 + 1.712 0.599 0.004
45 - 54 -0.339 0.184 0.066
35-44 55 - 64 0.346 0.360 0.336
65 + 1.221 0.600 0.042
4554 55 - 64 -0.007 0.368 0.984
65 + 1.559 0.606 0.010
55 - 64 65 + 1.567 0.680 0.021

*Bold values mean significant difference between groups(p < 0.05).

— 420 —



Cho et al. ; Consumer's Choice and Visual Factors of Pork Loin

}1\_‘1:_35- Y] L k=1
9] A% AEAFe] PER Aol EAlet
= o vehtor], 58 Wyl ogud

s,

AE 7Y A9E wEY g8 Al
4, APEA, =Y AE A=
B1EA, EA, AR, v
w5 4Fel Fol7}
HE Aol S4o] oRzh

gom =YL Rk Y= AL A
=

S A, =5 W el AN HE st v
& 4ol A Aok AR e, WAl o fAo] st =¥o] & E&E M5
Edol ot e Ae HdEshe Ao yE = ASE YERT (p <0.05)(Table 6).
Table 4. Mean difference by t-test for preference choice between gender groups
. . Lever?e’s tesft for t-test for homogeneity of average
Hypothesis for homogeneity —equality variance
of variance F P value t DF P value* Average
difference
Equal variance assumed 10.393 0.001 -4.374 1,013 0.000 -0.843
Meat color .
Equal variance not assumed - 4.473 755 0.000 -0.843
Fat cover Equal variance assumed 0.152 0.697 0.793 1,013 0.428 0.081
Equal variance not assumed 0.798 723527 0.425 0.081
Marbling Equal variance assumed 16.127 0.000 1.813 1,013 0.070 0.212
Equal variance not assumed 1.727 620.795 0.085 0.212
Drip Equal variance assumed 0.087 0.768 -10.449 1,013 0.000 -1.243
Equal variance not assumed —-10.447 709.315 0.000 -1.243
*Bold values mean significant difference between groups(p < 0.05).
Table 5. ANOVA for difference of preference choice among marital status groups
Factors SS DF MS F P value*
Group-between 365.520 3.000 121.840
Meat color Group-within 8,424.190 1,011.000 8.333 14.622 0.000
Total 8,789.710 1,014.000
Group-between 30.460 3.000 10.153
Fat cover Group-within 2,373.802 1,011.000 2.348 4.324 0.005
Total 2,404.262 1,014.000
Group-between 10.347 3.000 3.449
Marbling Group-within 3,177.580 1,011.000 3.143 1.097 0.349
Total 3,187.927 1,014.000
Group-between 154.429 3.000 51.476
Drip Group-within 3,486.256 1,011.000 3.448 14.928 0.000
Total 3,640.686 1,014.000

*Bold values mean significant difference among marital status groups(p < 0.05).
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Table 6. Multiple comparison of preference choice between marital status groups

Dependent . . Average .
variables () Marital status (J) Marital status difference (1-J) SE P value
Married 1.123 0.183 0.000
Single Defacto -0.206 2.046 0.920
Widow 4.794 1.672 0.004
Meat color
. Defacto -1.329 2.045 0.516
Married ]
Widow 3.671 1.671 0.028
Defacto Widow 5.000 2.635 0.058
Married -0.334 0.097 0.001
Single Defacto -0.151 1.086 0.889
Widow -1.151 0.888 0.195
Fat cover
. Defacto 0.183 1.085 0.866
Married ]
Widow -0.817 0.887 0.357
Defacto Widow -1.000 1.399 0.475
Married 0.756 0.118 0.000
Single Defacto 0.493 1.316 0.708
Ori Widow 2.493 1.076 0.021
ri
P . Defacto - 0.263 1.315 0.842
Married ]
Widow 1.737 1.075 0.106
Defacto Widow 2.000 1.695 0.238

*Bold values mean significant difference between groups(p < 0.05).

Fro Al Aol 7t
LEFSTH(Table 7).
Aol FHeol et &

b
Q
[o
N
)
N

— 422 -

4|
%z ul Zro =
As H o

H]—}—\— = p=
ASl Azstgont SAERTh:
el s Ae® UEstp <0.05). A
(Table 8). 74 &% Ask BAojx= ul
HEEe| Ape] Aol
AFE 4ge  FTY
Aoz = A% Y
Aol F 7F Ao

Hodg Ag Az AoE terip<
WA, 005). BT ATl FAshs anAEe ¥
FO% Wt Sy anAsuhe S0 AF AL
Fjol  MBston AuaHBe] FASRE AnAE
49 wrke o A% e Azt ez ug
Ao wth ARY AT BASE 2uAES A

2HAET FoAL a7t Il

A 2 AR FAVEHE AH|AHES ATH]
1 SHAET Blaste] foAQl Apo]
W, AH)2a HFo AHAFERUEE
IHFA7 o ok e Aasla, sHAE
R A B ANFATE O FAR S dsslt
(p<0.05). AAHoZ T}

N
ofN
lo,
B
I
X
ln
i



Cho et al. ;

Consumer's Choice and Visual Factors of Pork Loin

Table 7. ANOVA for difference of preference choice among income level groups

Factors SS DF MS F P value*

Group-between 102.944 6.000 17.157

Meat color Group-within 8,676.867 1,007.000 8.617 1.991 0.064
Total 8,779.811 1,013.000
Group-between 2.800 6.000 0.467

Fat cover Group-within 2,397.290 1,007.000 2.381 0.196 0.978
Total 2,400.091 1,013.000
Group-between 31.767 6.000 5.294

Marbling Group-within 3,153.106 1,007.000 3.131 1.691 0.120
Total 3,184.873 1,013.000
Group-between 34.786 6.000 5.798

Drip Group-within 3,601.663 1,007.000 3.577 1.621 0.138
Total 3,636.450 1,013.000

*Bold values mean significant difference among occupation groups(p < 0.05).

Table 8. ANOVA for difference of preference choice among occupation groups

Factors SS DF MS F P value*

Group-between 1,025.034 7.000 146.433

Meat color  Gyoup-within 7,754.776 1,006.000 7709  189%  0.000
Total 8,779.811 1,013.000
Group-between 59.781 7.000 8.540

Fat cover Group-within 2,343.561 1,006.000 2.330 3.666 0.001
Total 2,403.342 1,013.000
Group-between 41.810 7.000 5.973

Marbling Group-within 3,135.523 1,006.000 3.117 1.916 0.064
Total 3,177.333 1,013.000
Group-between 542.751 7.000 77.536

Drip Group-within 3,097.931 1,006.000 3.079 25.178 0.000
Total 3,640.682 1,013.000

*Bold values mean significant difference among occupation groups(p < 0.05).
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Table 9. Multiple comparison of preference choice between occupation groups

Independent

Average

. (1) Occupation (J) Occupation SE P value*

variables difference (I-J)

Farmer -2.358 0.746 0.002

Officer 0.131 0.285 0.646

Professional 0.248 0.532 0.641

Governmental officer Service 2.029 0.532 0.000

Housewife 0.706 0.289 0.015

Student - 1.650 0.261 0.000

Others -0.238 0.381 0.531

Officer 2.489 0.744 0.001

Professional 2.606 0.869 0.003

Farmer Service - 4.388 0.869 0.000

Housewife 3.065 0.745 0.000

Student 0.708 0.735 0.335

Others 2.120 0.785 0.007

Mest color Prof(.essional 0.117 0.529 0.825

Service 1.898 0.529 0.000

Officer Housewife 0.576 0.284 0.043

Student -1.781 0.255 0.000

Others -0.369 0.377 0.327

Service 1.781 0.694 0.010

Professional Housewife 0.459 0.532 0.388

Student -1.898 0.517 0.000

Others - 0.486 0.586 0.407

Housewife -1.323 0.532 0.013

Service Student -3.679 0.517 0.000

Others -2.268 0.586 0.000

Housewife Student -2.356 0.260 0.000

Others -0.945 0.380 0.013

Student Others 1412 0.359 0.000

Farmer -1.462 0.471 0.002

Officer 0.653 0.180 0.000

Professional 1.061 0.336 0.002

Drip Governmental officer Service 0.842 0.336 0.012

Housewife 1.550 0.183 0.000

Student -0.385 0.165 0.020

Others 0.151 0.241 0.530
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Table 9. (Continued)

Independent , , Average
. (1) Occupation (J) Occupation SE P value*
variables difference (I-J)
Officer 2.115 0.470 0.000
Professional 2.523 0.549 0.000
Service 2.304 0.549 0.000
Farmer .
Housewife 3.013 0.471 0.000
Student 1.077 0.464 0.021
Others 1.613 0.496 0.001
Professional 0.408 0.334 0.223
Service 0.189 0.334 0.573
Officer Housewife 0.897 0.180 0.000
Student -1.039 0.161 0.000
Drip Others -0.502 0.238 0.035
Service -0.219 0.439 0.618
. Housewife 0.490 0.336 0.145
Professional
1student - 1.446 0.327 0.000
lothers -0.910 0.371 0.014
Housewife 0.708 0.336 0.035
Service Student -1.227 0.327 0.000
Others -0.691 0.371 0.063
. 1student -1.936 0.165 0.000
Housewife
Others -1.399 0.240 0.000
Student Others 0.536 0.227 0.018

*Bold values mean significant difference between groups(p < 0.05).
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