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BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVE
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,s o *  ^S ib L  ma , r " T ' , “ 1 « *  ™ ,e w ,  concerned with food safety (AMIF, i 993) Imtdi.tio»
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systems (vacuumamd a e m tic T J  n T  5 ?‘“ a  “ d aroma characteristics of boneless center-cut pork chops in one of two packaging
(0 1 5 f o r h i d ^ i r H  l r °  f  Str ge !e? eratU; eS (_17 ± 3 and 3 ± 2°C^ exP ° ^  t0 °ne of three dose levels 
^ ’ ’■ , ^  tor h lled and ° ’ 2;5’ Md 3 85 kGy for frozen) of one of two irradiation sources (Co60 and electron beam) This study also
determined consumer acceptance of chilled, vacuum-packaged boneless pork chops exposed to two Co60 dose levels (0 and 2 5 kGy)

„  METHODS
Uavor/Aroma Profile: Bone-in pork loins were obtained from a commercial processor for each of three replications Five LoneissirWS 

t Z Z '^ r ,  b0nelf SS Ch0ps P"  ,re“ “ “  ™ *  “ 3 18 “ > < **  »on, boneless p o t k T o " . S l S  S
c o l ,  4 I “ " “ ° ™  r “  throughout the study Only chops « ¡ J
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(co^o Accdeierator Faciiity (e,ectron beam ^ }’ ™ ’ °°r
kGy temP.erature Z T gU t0 dther -17 or 3°C’ ch°Ps were treated with either 0, 1.5 or 2 5

f a C a d ^ S ^
rancid (LR1 liver like II1 1 metaiiv iu r - n  ’ , ■, F̂R ’̂ Ju|cmess (JUI), lean-animal hair (LAH), lean-chemical (LCH), lean-

cid (LR) liver-like (LL), metallic (MET), pork identity (PID), sour (SR), sweet (SW), and toughness (TOU) were assessed bv five professional

. me e f f c t 7 e t r , r  V I T ” i f  (°  ‘  ' 7 '  '* » " > ■ T°  «*” “  « f f e r . n ^ h  p S S S S -*aT ®  , the same loin. Each panelist received one chop per treatment. Pork identity aromas and off-odors were evaluated on raw and 
cooked chops by two profess,on.! ,,„ m . profile p.nelis.s using .  , S-poin, so le  Off-odor, also were e v l S  d J Z  b io t™

PerflexC5° t o s  A f a f r 1 T "  T  peI ,re,,n’“ ' were «  previously described. Chops w en v.cuum-p.ckaged ®
S S o C s  L P7 S b ° f  b " '" 'A “ “ ' S  S“ red C“ "ed “  3 * 2"C  Bo” d P™ *“  “  ."-iT ppedT o  FOOD
of S . a S l ™  ft' r slablllzlnS product temperature overnight to 3-C, chops were treated with 0 or 2.5 kOy

Each chop warSŝ o d ^ w ^ ^ n e r s a n d ^ e 7 l ic e d Pm i^ fda ^ ^ f 7 tw o eb i 7  ^ s t m p 7 7 7 c h ^ tm s 7 s t e i 7 Pf^rpanehstsSalCb’̂ aP 
cceptance meatiness, freshness, tenderness, and juiciness were evaluated using an 9-point scale (l=dislike or to 9=hke extremely)

Analysis s ? s i m ( S i n s t h S e  ^ 9 9 4 ?  # *** ^  the maximUm likely-hood ™xed model analysis of the Statisticalzvnaiysis system (i>AS institute, 1994). Least square means were determined to separate means at P<0 05
RESULTS a n d  d is c u s s io n

r, U ed—PtlwCSS Pork Chops. Dose level, package type, and irradiation source did not affect BUR, FI. FR ittt tt tr  a/tpt and TOU 
flavor attributes (Table 1* BLD increased from 1.5 to 2.5 kGy. ISU VP chops had £ £ * »

1 ¿ w T S S i s  kcS and FTS VP 2  ” , ^  kGy W  ch° pS PID was lower for VP 2.5 kGy than ISU VP
were not a f fe c t  bv d o ^  FTS vpT  k S  ̂  ^  **  &°m C°ntrol t0 2 5 kGy samPles, but FTS AP and VP sample
ISU AP a f S y  s ln le s  B l^ F R  n  m  ■ ?  ? ,  ,“  B R  tha" ISU  W  C° ntr° ls SW notes were lower >" FTS AP 2.5 kGy than
treatments ^  ^  R  LL ^  LR lnte"Slty levds Were <,a and FAH> FCH, LAH and LCH were <1.7 in the sensory scale for all

cw  n & g! f r!kB<?n ,PC>vk Ch°P,S: Dose level’ Package type, and irradiation source did not affect BIT BUR, FAH FL LR PID SR, and
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xuy. BUK, FAH, FCH, FR, LAH, LCH, LL, and LR intensity levels were <1 in the sensory scale for all treatments
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tem Raw and cooked pork attributes were not influenced by dose level, package type, or irradiation source at either storage
dete>erHtUre • ° ^ '0^0rs were detected in the raw or cooked state or during broiling on chilled chops. In frozen chops, no off-odors were

cted during broiling or in cooked chops, but raw off-odor did not satisfy the assumption of continuous response. 
expe . Consumer Acceptance: Approximately 84% of the panelists were between the ages of 26 and 55, and over 50 % had at least some college 

nence No differences were observed between irradiated and control samples for overall acceptance or any other attribute tested (Table 2).

Table 2: Mean and standard errors (SE) for triats evaluated by consumers on irradiated boneless pork chops.

Dose (kGy) Overall Acceptance Meatiness Freshness Tenderness Juiciness
0 6.2 7.3 6.7 5.8 5.5
2.5 6.3 7.4 6.8 5.9 5.7
SE 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2

SUMMARY
influe r̂ra<̂ 'a^on ^  n0‘ *n^uence BUR, FL, FR, JUI, LL, LR, MET, SR, TOU, and aroma attributes in chilled pork chops. Irradiation did not 
v BIT> BLD, BUR> FAH, FL, LR, PID, SR, SW, and aroma attributes in frozen pork chops. Irradiation source and package type had 
c0nt affects on other flavor notes at either storage temperature. Acceptance of irradiated samples by consumers was not different from 

r°ls. Overall, there were few major differences between control and irradiated chops.
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values within the same row within source, package type, or dose level bearing different superscripts are different (P<0.05). 
point scale: 0=none to 15=very intense.




