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Effect of the powder from fruit of paper mulberry (Broussonetia Kazinoki Siebold)
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Abstract

This investigation was undertaken for the purpose of studying the effect of the addition of the
powder(0, 1, 2, 3%)from fruit of paper mulberry(Broussonetia Kazinoki Siebold) on the hardness, cohesi-
veness, elasticity, gumminess, chewiness, cooking loss and sensory characteristics of cooked ground
beef with or without soysauce. The results obtained were summerized as follows; Hardness, gummi-
ness, chewiness, and cooking loss were decreased by increasing the percent of adding the powder
from the fruit of paper mulberry. As a result of sensory evaluation for cooked ground beef, sample
with powder from the fruit of paper mulberry showed the higher scores in most of the characteristics.
And cooked ground beef added the powder from the fruit of paper mulberry with soysauce showed
the higher decreasing rate of hardness than those of without soysauce.
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Fig. 1. Typical curves for Rheometer texture profile
analysis of cooked ground beef.

Hardness=H

Cohesiveness = A2/A1

Elasticity = B2/B1

Gumminess= Hardness X Cohesiveness

Chewiness= Hardness X Cohesiveness X Elasticity
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Fig. 2. Effect of the addition of the powder from the
fruit of paper mulberry on textural properties of cooked

ground beef without soyssuce.
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Fig. 3. Effect of the addition of the powder from the
fruit of paper mulberry on textural properties of cooked
ground beef with soysauce.
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Table 1. Effect of the addition of the powder from the fruit of paper mulberry on sensory characteristics of

cooked ground beef without soysauce

Sensory Percent of the powder added
characteristics F-value
0 1 2 3
Color 3.0° 36 35 3.2 15.17%**
Flavor 30 3.5 33 28 19.33%¢*
Tenderness 32 35° 35 40 22.00**
Juiciness 258° 3.0 32 33 983
Overall acceptability 30 33 30 3.0° 4.50*

Means with the same letters in a row are not significantly different(P<0.05)

*P<0.05, *** P<0.001
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Table 2. Effect of the addition of the powder from the fruit of paper mulberry on sensory characteristics of

cooked gromnd beefl with soysamce

Sensory Percent of the powder added
characteristics F-value
0 1 2 3

Color 30! 33 36° 4.2 52.50**

Flavor 3.2 36 33 35 6.67*
Tenderness 26° 35° 4.0¢ 42 101.83***
Juiciness 25 28 o 30 1117
QOverall acceptability 30 35 35 3.5 12.50***

Means with the same letters in a row are not significantly different(P<0.05)

**P<001, ***P<0.001
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Fig. 4. Effect of the addition of the powder from the

fruit of paper mulberry on the cooking loss of cooked

beef.
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