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Abstract
This study were carried out for investigation of physicochemical and sensory characteristics of
shelf-life of Korean vacuum packaged chilled pork hams for export. The samples were stored at 0+1TC
(A and B companies) and 2+1¢C (C and D companies), In the proximate analysis of composition of
hams, moistures were 75.36~76.57%, crude proteins 19.26~21.08%, crude fat 1.40~3.60% and crude
ash 1.03~1.13%. TBA values were 0.192~0.264 mgMA /kg and did not change much during all
storage times regardless of storage temperature, VBN values were 12.14~14.01mg /100g after 50 days
in the storage at 0%, but the samples stored at 2C exceeded 20mg /100g at 50 days. The values of pH
were 5.71~6.50, which are higher than those of loins during all storage times. Purge losses were 1,23~
1.98% at the initial time and 2.83~10.59% after 50 days. So, the variation among samples appeared to
be large. Cooking losses appeared to be 33.86~56.24%. In the result of sensory evaluation of cooked
meat, the ham of B company obtained good scores in all items, But, after 20 days, all samples were not
significantly different in total acceptability,
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Fig. 1. Changes of TBA value of pork
hams produced by four companies during
storage(A and B were stored at 0C, C and D
were stored at 2°C)

Table 1. Proximate analysis of compositions of pork hams produced by four companies

Item Moisture Crude protein Crude fat Crude ash
Company (%)* (%) (%)™ (%)
A 76.57 +0.182 21.08 +1.34 1.40 = 0.37° 1.03 £ 0.09
B 75.51 + 0.39%° 19.26 £+ 0.63 1.85 + 0.36° 1.13 + 0.06
C 76.11 =+ 0.49%° 20.72 + 0.84 1.73 + 0.42° 1.13 +£0.04
D 75.36 + 0.65° 20.58 + 0.40 3.69 £ 0.15% 1.13+£0.04

2 b Means + SD with different superscript in the same column differ significantly.

*P <0.05 ; =P <0.001
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Fig. 2. Changes of VBN value of pork
hams produced by four companies during
storage(A and B were stored at 0C, Cand D
were stored after 20 days at 2C)



136 FFEAA E 282 A 184 A 22(1998)

60

y =4.3811x -14.352
A% =0.5487

50 | y =4.6171x —17.589 PN R
R? =0.3822 B
y=26716x —1.9654 ¢ @ ¢ 0.7,
10 R? =0.5165
4

y =3.0992x —14.867
A? =0.6556

0 5 10 15 20 25
VBN(mg/100g)

o A [ B L] C o D
A —= B ceen- C —-—D

Fig. 3. Linear regression curves of VBN
values of pork loins produced by four com-
panies(The order of linear regression equa-
tions and R?is A, B, C and D)
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Table 2. pH changes of pork hams produced by four companies during storage

Storage
days
Companies

0 10 20

30 40 45 50

A 581+0.14 577 +0.01 5.73+£0.06 6.03%+0.07 592+0.01 580%0.10 572 +0.02

0t

6.01 +0.03 6.40 +0.01 6.50 +0.03 6.18 +0.05 6.42 +0.08 594 +0.14 5.88 + 0.02
C 6.27%0.07 6.31 £0.08 582+ 0.01 6.03+0.02 5.64 £0.04 5.71 £0.03 6.49 +0.03
D 598=£0.06 591004 594=+0.07 6.28+0.07 6.00+0.04 6.42+0.07 6.11 £0.02

2t¢

Table 3. Changes of purge loss(%) of pork hams produced by four companies during sto-
rage o

Storage
days 0 10 20 30 40 45 50
Companies

A 1.981+0.02 2.48+0.04 2.39+0.03 2.35+0.03 4.16 £0.05 3.43+0.04 6.16 £0.05
B 1.23+£0.01 1.58£0.01 2.52+0.03 3.65+0.03 1.20 +0.01 2.97 +0.04 10.59 + 0.06
C 1.36+0.02 1.57+0.02 1.44 =0.01 3.45+0.03 509 +0.04 3.48 £0.02 3.27 = 0.02
D 1.39+0.01 1.02+0.01 4.72+0.02 2.98 £0.02 3.38+0.03 2.64 £0.03 2.83 = 0.04

ot
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Table 4. Changes of cooking loss(%) of pork hams produced by four companies during

storage

Storage
days o 10* 200
Companies

30 40t 45" 50"

A 4795+1.8% 4930+132 50.83+152 46184315 48.44+137 50.83+1.03% 49,32+1.28°

0c

B** 94255 +6.08 74143+ 1.41° ¥401742.12° 944.96+4.11 Y44.63+1.08° *56.24+2.01% V4554 + 2,35

C= %33.86+295° %43.78+3.49° #4555+0.65° 49.28+1.02 *53.41 £ 1.45° ¥49.67 + 1.46> *40.03 +2.05°

2T

D* 4336+ 2.212 ¥45.80 £ 3.03*°*¥47.80 £ 1.39® 48,81 + 1.48 *50.85+4.78% 44,31+ 3.90° *50.77 +1.712

*P<0.05 : *P<0.01 ; **P<0.001

s b<c Means + SD with different superscript in the same column differ significantly.
x %2 Means = SD with different superscript in the same row differ significantly,
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Table 5. Sensory characteristics® of fresh pork hams produced by four companies

0 day Color Aroma Off-flavor* Purge*™* Acceptability
A 6.08+1.62 5.42+1.88 4.92+3.007 6.9242.07° 4.00+2.34
oc B 6.17+£0.94 4.25+2.05 2.42+1.78P 6.17+1.70% 5.83+2.48
. C 6.67+1.07 5.83+2.48 4.92+2.542 4.92+1.73 5.75+1.71
2¢ D 6.67+1.67 5.00+2.26 4.00+2.22%° 3.17+2.04¢ 4,50+2.11
20 days Color** Aroma Off-flavor Purge Acceptability
A 5.60+1.140 4.40+2.30 3.20+2.49 4.40+0.55 5.00+1.58
oc B 7.60£0.89° 5.20+0.84 4.40+1.82 4.60%0.55 5.60+1.52
C 7.40+1.14° 4.801+0.45 3.00+0.71 5.80+0.84 6.20+1.30
2¢ D 8.40+0.55° 6.20+1.79 4.60+2.61 5.00+1.41 4.00+1.41

1Sensory scores were assessed on 10 point hedonic scale where 1 = extremely bad or slight, 10 =

extremely good or much

= b Means +SD with different superscript in the same column differ significantly,

*P<0.05 ;=P <0.01 ; *P <0.001

FHA7b A v C3A R So] M F2
AE4E Wk wd, S0 7bg F3, WA
= FUAR, o1FHI} 7HE Bo] U DIAL 3
T §o] 4.0002 7 e 7134 E HY
o},
Table 62 =5 JAGHKE 3t H7t
g AFHA ZHE Jeld Bo|th A g5
A YA Aol vEptR FRoH(P > 0.
05). 04 A EE AFHAAT AAE BE,
WA= BAF Hr}al &) 6.3322 /M =%

3, D3jA} sigtE] Kol 4.582 /Mg ¥ A4
£ Utk Frle AZA SithESo] 6.922
M w2 AE5E WNI, DAL SvE ol
53322 71 @& HAF4E ¥ gdFg4de
B3 Al itk Kol 6.08E 71 & A4
2, D3A e Kol 4.422 vy, A
F&9 atole dFEAF 7154 T8 9
€ 8= RezZ R (Cross} Berry, 1980;
Savell &, 1987) 5 2 gley}, Marriott £(19
88)& &EAF F94Qd F3dAE oz

Table 6. Sensory characteristics® of cooked pork hams produced by four companies

0 day Aroma Flavor Juiceness Tenderness Acceptability
A 6.00+1.48 6.92+1.51 4.58+1.56 4,75+2.26 5.83%£1.70
0T B 6.33+1.07 6.00+£1.65 6.08+1.73 6.50+1.38 5.92+2.11
C 5.50+1.38 5.75+1.91 4,75+1.76 5.42+1.31 5.33£1.56
2t¢ D 4.58+1.31 5.33+1.92 4.42+1.68 4.66+2.06 5.00£1.90
20 days Aroma Flavor Juiceness Tenderness Acceptability
. A 5.10+1.66 5.00%£1.56 3.90+£1.73 6.00£1.49 5.10£1.66
e B 4.60+1.65 4.70%£1.25 5.00+1.63 7.20+1.14 5.00+1.63
. C 5.70+1.64 6.00+£0.94 4.70+1.70 6.50£1.51 5.10£1.66
2t D 4,70£1.57 5.90+1.85 4.30+2.26 5.30£2.00 5.50+1.96

1Sensory scores were assessed on 10 point hedonic scale where 1 = extremely bad or slight, 10 =

extremely good or much
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