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Abstract: To investigate the effect of vacuum and pressure on curing rate and duck meat quality, this study evaluated the pulsed vacuum
brining (PVB), pulsed pressure brining (PPB), vacuum and pressure combined brining (VPB) on the curing rate and the quality indexes of duck
meat samples including pH, cooking loss, protein content and shear force, with atmospheric pressure brining (APB) as the control. Results
showed that the salt content of the muscles after APB, PVB, PPB, and VPB treatment was 2.61%, 3.01%, 2.91%, 3.21% respectively. The
pH-value showed a declining trend without significant difference between the four treatments (p>0.05). Compared with that of APB, PVB and
VPB could reduce the cooking loss, while PPB increased the cooking loss. After curing for 4h, the shear force of the muscles treated by APB,
PVB, PPB, and VPB was 1076g, 938g, 1093g, 908g respectively, and the shear force PVB and VPB treated muscles were significantly different
from that of APB, (p<0.05), whereas there was no significant difference between PPB and APB brined muscles (p>0.05). Protein content of
PVB, PPB and VPB treated muscles all greatly increased compared with that of APB (p<0.05). On the whole, with regard to the curing rate and
duck meat quality, the VPB treatment had more advantages than PVB and PPB.
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Fig.1 Vacuum pressure impregnation equipment
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Fig.2 Effect of brining conditions on the salt content

BKBHES BKBhEAS . B2 0 R o e i 2
BRI — 2 e A 2 FoR, DU
73 3G AT FR) 8 < 580 1 B 5 T A I 1) ) S K T 14
Jis FERT2, b k& RS IIIRIE, 7 6~8 h #hJ46
WAL, AR NN R, RGNS B R
it BRI > KN F 3> K 0 > 8 ] . 7R
il 6h 5y HAME BKahE A KL e )
JE RIS ER & B N 3.21%. 3.01%. 2.91%.
2.61%, ZFARHRIKSIESS . AR INERR 5%
FE e e ARG A ) R S B AR (p<<0.01);
Jikah F s 5 Rkah i s pE) = R P i 3o & s
AR (p>0.05); HAMESIkaiESS . fkshinEig
HERR NS FEEREE (p<0.05). HT
IR 4 h JERSRRIE &8N 3.21%, W A
8h JEMS A EE 25N 3.24%, DA IS PR 1 EIAH ]
oS E, BN L I R (R 4k

50%. BkzhE 2 MEH 4 h JEMRMKESSTERN
3.01%, RkEhE IS 4 h MR &8k
291%, LS 6 h JETSPIKIEE &8RN 2.96%, K
UERSRFER BRI 3R 2 & i, ksl s Bkshin®
) (B ] L M4 T 33.3%. BSR4 H
FERIIEHDE AR EE R M T HEARE T, BHREIA
MR PSR RIREA,  FOMETS VLA L 2308 2l
W, FEEJIVER PG R AR 2B, fER
TR SIPER T RSN SN SRR 77 22, ]
TAS LSRR 5 0 78 73 -5 AL PR Pk AN 44 = 1 g
Il

22 F RS 7 XA pHAE B

6.0 -

—=— i i
591 —— ”’liJ !‘L"[’
’ —A— RNk
] —w— s
5.8
T 57t
=T
5.6 |-
55
5_4 1 1 1 L
0 2 4 6 8

e St ) / b
& 3 TEIFEHIZ TSR pH AR
Fig.3 Effect of brining conditions on the pH
AN [R] 1) 2% AF 6 S PO pH B 5 i AN S 35
(p>0.05). 4Nl 3 Frw, PUMHEHID5 20 pH EREE
A B BEAT A T RRAS, e rP bk st in e g 1 B WS A pH
AR, BRSIE MRS pH (B, DU
77U pH AEZ R IEA 2 (p>0.05) . KBhF ]
(¥) pH A8 LE IS e 1 (1) pH BRI 151, 7 65 | R
JEE LS AEAN[R] () R 7 A BRI v 2 1 o PR AR PR K
JinYEBE FE kI P SR, R Bk
ISR AR pH B ST R d], (HR 2RI
REE, SRR 8. B EWR TR
2 A x i PR pH (LA 52IE, &I pH AELA(E 0~8 h
fe bTh, £ 8~10h & T REM, T2 M Ta) 5 S P
pH B2 [A)5A B E AN, I EASCHISE R —
S

2.3 R 7 Ak A AR AR K R

ZREWUR A DAE — e R BRI RE K 7
(Water Holding Capacity, WHC), Z&&E 4RI/,
WK 8R4 Fros, SRS 7 =03 m]
FEARRIIZEE R, TERT 2 h WZRE IR TR
B, kB0 S R TR R, 2 R

203



MK EmBHL

Modern Food Science and Technology

2014, Vol.30, No.8

PEEZE (p<0.05), Wk F 2 MR 3 2 A ) 1) 7%
BWURAME T RIS, ZRMERE (p<0.05), HH
Fikzh 2= i 5 B A R ) 28 B VR ZE R A
(p>0.05), M FEH Bl A - & SRR EESE N, NaCl
Hr ) CIRT LA LA B 1T 23T IR R FRUR 0, A8
WU £F 4 5 5 TR P SR IR, (R T IR A
FUTE IR AT R 856 KRERA SRk, i
e T RMIERAKYE, FoNEE I T KRR
PR E iR B R, TR 1 LR £F 4R K BN
AR O BIRMRT, EINRAIPRES TEERR
TR T — 2500, A 1 ORAK 1, b PR T
PRI ZE BRIkl 0 2 | ) 28 38 400 R e IR B R
T AR A R FLBR A ) 2= S s HE
ﬁ%ﬂﬁ%mkﬁ BIS)isE R WL, iiTE
IXUEEER T (K T TE AR B R IRAR 5 2500, T
BRAR TS R EBIL . X 5 AR E S R
il AR RS RT LARE i R PR IR T R 9 46

—m— i e M
2 —o— ikah I
—A— IR s
—v— LK

AR %

0 2 4 6 8
BRI 8] / h

& 4 TEIRSHIFA TRERRSRARELL

Fig.4 Effect of brining conditions on the cooking loss
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Fig.5 Effect of brining conditions on the shear force value
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Fig.6 Effect of brining conditions on the protein content of

salted liquid
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