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Abstract: Texture is the key factors which will influence the.quality of meatballs. This research is mainly on the correlative analysis
between sensory and instrumental measurement of meatballs’ texture to find a’reasonable way for texture measurement. Ten normal commercial
meatballs were collected. Texture profile analysis with twelve trained panelists was used to deterfnine and compare the sensory characteristics of
samples, and TPA (Texture Profile Analysis) was used as instrumental méthodology. PCA (Principal component analysis) was used to extract
three principal sensory components. The sensory data of the ten meatballs was significantly different (p<0.05). Correlation Analysis indicated
that there were widespread correlation among sensory attributes. (r=-0.703~0.961), and the instrumental parameters hardness was notably

correlated with sensory texture attributes. Stepwise regressi

a;r?siwas used to generate prediction equations with the parameters of TPA as
u

independent variables, and the data oi principal /senso

cohesiveness and juiciness were of significance in statistics.
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as dependent variable. The prediction equations of sensory hardness,
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Table 1 Vocabulary, definition and reference foods for sensory texture attributes of meatball
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xR 2 AAFMRREIEESER (xEs, n=10)
Table 2 Results of texture measurement of meatballs by sensory evaluation

# HAL R R FERE k3 i Ziti i AL
1 5.15+1.38abc  2.75+0.54ac  7.30x1.16de  3.50+1.00d = 5.50+1.97ac  7.94+1.55b 3.14+1.35e 5.83+1.22hd
2 4.55+1.57bc 4.00£1.27c  3.90+1.13a  3.75#1.44bd 6.22+1.73a  5.78+1.56ac  4.14+0.90be  6.11+1.78ab
3 7.90+1.45de  4.95+1.07ab  3.65+0.75a  4.35+1.16bd  6.33x1.66a 550+1.03a  5.36+1.18ab  7.44x1.86ac
4 6.25+1.40ae = 5.40+0.70ab  4.40+0.84ab  4.90+1.45ab  6.33+1.22a  5.28+1.30a  5.00xl1.15ab  6.61+1.83ab
5 4.00+1.39c 5.10+1.71c  6.80+1.32d 4.90£1.78ab  6.44+1.8%9ab 6.83+1.41lbc  5.64+1.18a 44+1.83b
6 4.10+1.65bc 5.30+1.78b  7.95+1.26ef  6.10+0.97c  6.83£0.94ab  7.06+0.85h  6.36x1.1 il?il.BSb
7 490+1.10bc  6.35+0.94abc  5.80+0.92c  5.85#1.20ac  7.78+1.48b 578+1.20ab 6.29+1.73ad 5.33+1.41b
8 5.25+1.69ab  5.10#1.96ac  7.50£1.37df 5.55+1.23ac = 6.33+0.90a 6.17+1.70ac  5.43+1.74ab .5.89+1.56ab
9 6.80+1.06e 7.10+1.17c  4.05%0.83a 590+1.3lac 572+1.15ac  5.50£1.48a 7.14x144cd  7.22+1.80acd
10 8.55+1.21d  8.15+1.56abc 5.30+1.25bc  6.50+1.43c

R A2 FERR A RTH RE M EF(P <0.05).

7= 3 ARBAHLER A (TPA) SMELER (xEs,

Table 3 Determination results of texture(TPA mode

),

) g
balls

483+1.17c  5.67+1.37ac 7.8611.57} 8.22+1.48¢c

5 A kg MR 2 kel =R
1 0.36+0.11° 1.24+0.34° 0.93+0.01° 0.40+0.07° 0.55+0,03"
2 1.53+0.08% 0.86+0.02° 1.01+0,09° 1.83+0.20% 0.51+0.02%
3 1.54+0.23° 0.86+0.03° 1.0040.04° 1.33+0.14% 0.51+0.03"
4 2.39+0.24° 0.88+0.02° 0.97+0.02% 2,01:0.13% 0.55+0.03®
5 0.59+0.07% 0.88+0.02° 0.9740.01° 0.51+0.07° 0.55+0,02%
6 0.75+0.01" 1.53+0.49% 1.50+0.52° 1.84+1.14% 0.58+0.01
7 1.27+0.08" 0.88+0.01% 0.97+0.02° 1.07+0.04™ 0.56+0.01%
8 1.42+0.15™ 0.97-+0.01° 2.52+0.59° 0.54+0.02°%
9 0.96+0.01° 0.410.03° 0.57+0.02%
10 0.91+0.02° 2.0620.07° 0.48+0.02°
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Table 5 Pearson correlation coefficients among the results of sensory evaluation and instrumental analysis
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Table 6 Stepwise regressions to to predict sensory attributes using mstrunpnt
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