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Traine Summary
vﬁéﬂ@ by, dtaste Panelists (n=6) preferred liver with caramelized onions in balsamic vinegar sauce over raspberry
;gﬁth%n (P<'O5) The variation among panelists was significant (P<.0l). Two consumer groups (n=48 and n=23)
L//)Zf%mmw ger Samples on a scale of 1 to 5 with 1=highly favorable and 5=highly unfavorable manufactured from
///afﬁx ®itro] hogs and hogs fed 15% ground flaxseed. Means of 2.4, 2.5, and 2.8 for control, 28 days (d) and
;ﬁﬁ%ﬁ(g pECt1Vely (n=48), and 2.3 and 2.2 for control and 28 d flax treatment, respectively (n=23), did not
T .18 0
1§fehﬂ1:)‘ This research indicates consumers found pork liver and Braunsweiger from flax-fed hogs and control
1 ME‘%EW faVOrable. With proper marketing, consumers may allocate more of their food dollars toward the
/g;/ tritioﬂally enriched variety meats and products manufactured from variety meats.
; :%m%tl Introduction
4‘%20 g of Variety meats is low in the U.S. as reflected in prices paid for variety meats. Pork livers
‘*mh% ents/kg‘ The low demand for variety meats (pork liver) is an indication of consumer preferences.
”10 g €onducted to produce pork products which have greater levels of omega-3 fatty acids than pork from
2 <Cunna“e et al. 1990, Romans et al. 1991). Pork livers from hogs fed diets containing 15% flaxseed
t

‘-:r% & of finishing were higher (P<.0001) for 18:2, 18:3 and 20:5 and lower (P<.0001) for 20:4 than

-‘-v.\ h, ntrol hOgs

Therefore, consumer evaluation of such nutritionally enriched pork products that have
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ﬂ%s n-3/n-6 fatty acid ratio is needed. This research was conducted to determine 1. consumer
ty OWard
1V% Preparation method for fresh pork liver and 2. consumer responses toward Braunsweiger made from
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Tk livers from hogs fed a finishing diet containing 15% flaxseed for the final 28 d and 42 d of

atey; Figure 1
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L Xtre scribes how feel about this
"‘Ud mely, 2 = like very much, Please check the box under the figure which best describes how you feel about this product
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s ite] 4 : American Meat Science Assoclatilon, 1978.
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5 : Sllke, 6 = dislike slightly, 7 = dislike moderately, 8 = dislike very much, and 9 = dislike
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QsQD tion, panelists were asked to report flavor, texture, palatability and aroma differences.
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qu din individual partitioned taste panel booths with controlled lighting. The test was repeated
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cussion

response comments from the liver preparation method test are lis

Both methods of preparation yielded product in
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48 consumers commented on the Braunsweiger
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was conducted undel
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COBV

Flavor

Texture

Was very good, better
don't really enjoy raspberry.
A little more liver flavor than 1A
Not real dramatic in flavor,
prefer blander foods in general.
Fine.

Nice, very appropriate.

Flavor is pleasant

unpleasant.

Smooth, tastes like liver. Taste
than bacon.

Liver texture.

Texture was good, more solid meaty
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Better than 1/
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38th ICoMST

than 1A, just because

more

like

bt

but I tend to

at first then becomes

of

liver

liver.

Clermont-Ferrand

Good, but

Raspberry fla

more than onion. H.\.(v.'
+ha? ~
g e + § pites -
Good for the first Vv .
|
began to come }
|
I can’'t stand the = '
It was ok, but I woulf '
REg e L
that tastes like 11V®~ |
It was ok. L.
!
I liked the raspber R
Smooth.
i - texture gre (
Liver texture. _ytV
te?

very mu

Texture was

Fine, Fine.

France 1992




Table 1 Continued

COBV RSL
Lity
fich taste in mouth, I really liked it. Tangy taste in mouth.
“0od very palatable. Good, very palatable.
Could eat this on a large portion basis. Ok, on a small serving snack basis.
|
5 Good :
ert” 0. Fine.
f Y
1 €ry good. Not to my preference.
|
0% Smelleq appealing to eat. It was a very good smelling thing.
Onion was distinct. No distinctive aroma.
18 Sllghtly cold, unable to effectively evaluate. Slight cold, unable to effectively evaluate.

Fine, Just fine.

Very good.

Is pleasant.

~¢ onion in balsamic vinegar. RSL = raspberry sauted liver.

38) found that ethnic origin weighed most heavily on consumer decisions to consume variety

is study, several different groups found pork liver and Braunsweiger to be very
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- %% Conclusion
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