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Abstract

We investigated the quality properties of pork jerky prepared with various humectants (Konjac, egg albumin, isolated soy
protein). Jerky was prepared as follows; control with no humectants, treatments with 0.05, 0.1, and 0.2% humectants,
respectively. Humectant treatments had higher drying yields of pork jerky than the control (p<0.05), Konjac treatment pro-
duced the the highest drying yields among the humectants tested. CIE a- and b-value were lowest in isolated soy protein
treatments. b-value in 0.2% egg albumin treatments were higher than other treatments (p<0.05). Jerky water content
increased as humectant content increased. Water activity (Aw) in 0.2% Konjac treatments was higher than controls and
0.05% Konjac (p<0.05). In textual profile evaluations, control samples had greater hardness, cohesiveness, gumminess, and
chewiness values than other treatments, but very low springiness (p<0.05). Control had significantly (p<0.05) lower scores
than the other treatments in sensorial texture, juiciness and overall acceptability. Based on our findings, we conclude that
0.05% Konjac was the most effective humectant among those we tested in this study.
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Table 1. Curing solution formula for pork jerky

Ingredients Formulation
Water 10
Soy sauce 9
Salt 0.7
Starch syrup 5
Sugar 2
D-sorbitol 6
Pepper 0.2
Ginger powder 0.1
Garlic powder 0.2
Onion powder 02
Sodium nitrate 0.007
Sodium citrate 0.01
Potassium sorbate 0.1
Sodium erythorbate 0.036
Soup stock powder 0.1
Teriyaki seasoning 0.1

Control: no humectant, humectant treatments: added 0.05, 0.1,
0.2%, respectively.

Curing
Pork (ham) solution
Slicing Humectant.(Konjac,
(7-8 mm) Egg albumin,
_ Isolated soy protein)
Tumbling
(30 min)
Drying
72°C (90 min) — 65°C (60 min)
— 55°C (60 min)
Cooling
25°C, 30 min
Packaging

Fig. 1. The diagram of pork jerky manufacturing.
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Table 2. Physicochemical properties of pork jerky manufactured with various humectants

Traits Drying CIE Water Water

pH . .

Treatments yields (%) a b content (%) activity
Contrtol 5.79+0.09  49.01£0.46°  44.14+0.95 9.40+0.57* 3.09+0.298 28.53x0.51®8  0.708
0.05% 5.77£0.09  52.10£0.96*  43.65£1.13 9.18+0.44%%  3.11x0.265 31.39+0.59*  0.70°

Konjac 0.1% 5.84:0.15  52.33:0.93*  43.37+0.83 9.28+0.47%%  3.1120.30° 31.3320.62%  0.7148
0.2% 5.82+¢0.13  52.29+¢1.42% 4320143 9.15+0.59*8  3.02+0.25" 31.710.83*  0.73*

g 0.05% 5.76£0.10  51.51x£1.98%F  43.78+1.46 9.31£0.57%8  3.1820.34% 30.02:0.45%  0.724B
albugfm 0.1% 578+0.10  51.83£1.95*%  43.64+1.00 9.01+0.49%8C  2.87+0.258 30.84£0.44"  0.724B
0.2% 5.80£0.10  52.12£0.96*  44.03+2.01 9.48+0.78% 3.64+0.30% 30.55+0.57%  0.71%8

Isolated 0.05% 5.8120.10  50.12+0.525¢  43.05:0.98 8.63+0.51%¢  2.53x0.27¢ 3031067 0.714B
soy 0.1% 5.80£0.06  50.85x0.92*%  43.04+0.35 8.430.85°  2.28+0.22¢ 30.75:0.63%  (.724B
protein 0.2% 576£008  5144+0.72°8  43.01:0.82  7.84:0.68°  2.37+0.29¢ 31.54:0.50 07178

Control: no humectant, humectant treatments: added 0.05, 0.1, 0.2%, respectively.

All data are means+SD.

AD Means with different superscripts in the same column differ significantly (p<0.03).

woket w3k A% (yellowness)S WERE bk tHE
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Aoz g YeRETHp<0.05). Cho 5(1990)2 ISPE
718t AA A7) ISPE H7)eHA] & controlol] BIE| &
M7} ZAasI9Ed, ojHg ¥sle Sdude] A=
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(1989)& SA|Eol] AMEEE HeA] F sl glycerol®]
Wrewrt 2855 SUFESAEY Haydol 571
o 390, Seol(2004)2 H&EAS HUlste AZg
S¥7} vzl wlsle] o] frelFer EA o
ehttha st B AE3 dXjEgH. £33 Konjac 0.2%
A2 77F 279} Konjac 0.05% Ael7l wlsl £
o7 o FRINTE et 2 AEA AxH
§¥ 9] FRIAEE 0.70-0.730 e, UM AlBE
= E8879 FESEAEE e 0.743°190 Yangd
Lee(2002)8] A7} RAMSH AHE "]’E}’H?}oﬂﬂ Bone

H-;; I A7le] me S FREF U FEARE (19730] IFT DA FAFRAFY FRENE ¥
W3 A= Table 29} 2ol REAE 271 g7 A9 0.65-0.9000% P8
Table 3. Textual properties of pork jerky manufactured with various humectants
Traits Hardness o . Gumminess Chewiness
Springiness Cohesiveness
Treatments (kg) (kg) (kg)
Contrtol 4.39+0.41% 0.88+0.05° 0.22+0.02* 0.950.11* 0.83+0.11*
0.05% 4.17£0.398C 0.90+0.0248 0.2020.0278 0.84£0.118 0.75+0.138
Konjac 0.1% 3.98+0.38% 0.90£0.0548 0.19+0.03¢ 0.75£0.13¢ 0.67+0.14°
0.2% 3.76+0.37° 0.91+0.054 0.17£0.03€ 0.67+0.128 0.6110.13%
. 0.05% 4,20+0.428 0.89£0.05B 0.20£0.03° 0.83+0.148 0.74+0.11%
b friin 0.1% 4.00£0.365C 0.90+0.044B 0.1920.03° 0.72+0.14C 0.66+0.12C
0.2% 3.81+0.35°P 0.90£0.03% 0.18+0.03¢ 0.67+0.14"F 0.61£0.11PF
Isolated 0.05% 4,18+0.355¢ 0.90+0.068 0.20+0.03® 0.85£0.12° 0.76+0.118
! 0.1% 3.99+0.37¢ 0.90+0.04* 0.18+0.03¢ 0.74+0.13°P 0.67+0.12°
soy protein b
0.2% 3.78+0.43% 0.91+0.04* 0.180.03¢ 0.660.14"E 0.59+0,12P¢

Control: no humectant, humectant treatments: added 0.05, 0.1, 0.2%, respectively.

All data are meanszSD.

AE Means with different superscripts in the same column differ significantly (p<0.05).
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Table 4. Sensorial properties of pork jerky manufactured with various humectants

Traits

Color Flavor Tenderness Juiciness Overau.
Treatments acceptability
Contrtol 7.53+0.64 7.2720.70 6.53+0.52F 6.67+0.49° 6.93+0.597
0.05% 7.870.64 7.73+0.70 7.87+0.74* 7.87+0.74* 7.9310.80"
Konjac 0.1% 7.870.74 7.80£0.77 7.80+0.68"® 7.600.63"8 7.93£0.70*
0.2% 7.80+0.77 7.530.74 7.20+0.68° 7.47+0.64%B 7.73+0.7078
E 0.05% 7.53£0.74 7.67:0.72 7.73+0.70"8 7.80£0.77% 7.870.74%
£e 0.1% 8.00£0.65 7.60£0.63 7.40£0,515¢ 7.40£0,74B 7.80£0.68"8
albumin
0.2% 7.53+0.64 7.40+0.63 7.07+0.59%PE 7.20+0.685¢ 7.53+0.7448C
Isolated 0.05% 7.73x0.70 7.530.74 6.73+0.59PEF 6.8720.64<P 7.1320.64<P
ated 0.1% 7.87£0.74 7.67£0.72 6.67+0.62E°F 6.87+0.52¢P 7.270.708P
soy protein e AR AB
0.2% 7.9320.70 7.67+0.62 7.33+0.62 7.47+0.64 7.80+0.41

Control: no humectant, humectant treatments: added 0.05, 0.1, 0.2%, respectively.

All data are means+SD.

AF Means with different superscripts in the same column differ significantly (p<0.05).
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