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Storage characteristics of pork shoulder with salt reduction treatment
NIU Pei-yang, ZHANG Li-yan~ ,ZHAO Qin

(College of Light Industry and Food Science,South China University of Technology , Guangzhou 510640, China)

Abstract: The changes in pH, fat oxidation and protein hydrolysis by microorganisms, microorganisms amount,
textural properties and sensory quality of pork sample were investigated by using fresh pork shoulder salted by
compound substitutional salts as research material. Results showed that: pH of samples changed insignificantly ( p
>0.05)and the pH of samples salted by substitutional salts was lower than that of control sample during storage;
thiobarbituric acid( TBA) value of samples salted by substitutional salts was higher than that of control sample and
increased obviously after 6 weeks storage( p <0.05) ,but it was still in the limitation;volatile base nitrogen( TVB-N)
value of samples salted by substitutional salts was lower than that of control sample and increased obviously after
6 weeks storage ( p < 0.05) ; the textural parameters of samples were decreased a little during storage and the
hardness, springiness, chewiness and shear force value of samples salted by substitutional salts were significantly
higher than that of control sample( p <0.05) ;the sensory quality of samples salted by substitutional salts declined
gradually,and the taste and mouthfeeling marks were obviously lower than that of control sample(p <0.05).In
conclusion, salt reduction treatment has an impact on the storage qualities of pork, especially TBA value, textural
parameters and sensory quality.
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Table 1  Sensory evaluation standard during storage
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Fig.1 Changes in pH value of
pork shoulder during storage
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Fig.2 Changes in TBA value of

pork shoulder during storage
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Fig.3 Changes in TVB-N value of

pork shoulder during storage
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Table 2 Changes in texture of control sample during storage

T st [ (J&]) i (g) Eiles WM REIEE (g) IR E
0 1075.31 +142.84" 0.68 +0.03" 0.85 +0.06" 631.24 +155.46° 0.33 +0.03°
2 729.15 +233.80° 0.64 +0.08" 0.80 +0.02" 362.84 +74.42" 0.29 £0.07"™
4 718.10 +100.06" 0.61 £0.01* 0.72 +0.02" 316.71 £57.01* 0.24 +0.01"
6 633.74 £209.25" 0.62 +0.06™ 0.76 0.10" 287.06 £57.64" 0.28 +0.04"
8 436.05 +89.58" 0.52 £0.08" 0.83 £0.01" 184.67 +8.36" 0.20 £0.05°

[ AR AR R 2R BE (p<0.05) ,%£4 3£ 5 [,
F 3 PHFRA AL T R v TR Y AR AL
Table 3 Changes in texture of samples cured by reduced salt during storage

T st [ (J&]) W (g) b WM REAEME (g) RGP
0 1289.39 +129.43" 0.84 +0.04° 0.66 +0.08" 693.53 £116.01" 0.29 £0.05"
2 1088.51 +396.79" 0.85 +0.05° 0.62 +0.05° 565.73 £191.72* 0.25 £0.07°
4 937.57 £193.67" 0.77 +0.04" 0.59 +0.03" 500.79 +117.85™ 0.26 +0.02°
6 908.216 +179.7° 0.83 £0.01™ 0.64 +0.04" 435.24 +115.32° 0.29 +0.02°
8 891.25 +126.57" 0.78 +0.03" 0.58 +0.03" 401.08 +60.65" 0.25 +0.03"
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Table 5 Sensory value on beginning of storage
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WERAL RS 3.80 £0.01°  3.50£0.50°  4.07 £0.12°  340+053'  1.00£0.01'  4.25:025' 431 £0.16"
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Fig4 Changes in shear force value of

pork shoulder during storage
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Table 4 Changes in microorganism amount

in pork shoulder during storage

G 0 Ji 2 JH 4 J4 6 J& 8 JA

ot BEAE 0 0 0 0 <30
JER AL B 0 0 0 0 0

26 MEIAXEARETS

PR S5 AT, ZERIHCIT 4h 24 5K, yal h Ab PRAE 11 2%
U 5 AR 2 -5 X B AR T e 25 2251 (p > 0.05) ¢
27 MEEREPREREMRNTH

F P S Ca) ATRD, TR RIS I, X RRAE ATy EL b
HURESRAT 43 AH [R] , U6 W G 35 08 LA 4 I P AR 11
FREAT IR ; TR0 B v, O 35 08 B 5 T i B (1] i) SE
FB WA 25 7 R, T IR R A FHURE AR AR AR 45 2k T
LA WA, H S (b) ATAR, X BEASE ek 40 2
REAE NS ok A v U84 AR S8 T KA, 17T el B Ak BRASE 5 O
T, S (e) TRR, BEE T TR) i ST S, X AR
FERTYRER b BELAE 1Y 11 8% D1 4332 W A, HLusd 3k 4b 31
o AT 43 B (IR B 7™ B . U ] I 35 D 8 I () 1Y 3
£,y Ak PR A g Ak R o R M B B R AR
Pietrasik %miﬂﬁfﬂvﬁﬁﬁﬁfﬂﬁ 1 2% 2& K R 1Y 3% A

s —e— IR
- e AL AR
0.5
0 T 1
0 2 6 8

4
SRR ) )

& 3 ; : ab -é T .E E
=25 ab ab
_i_‘:é . a
C ——

7 Ty

0.5
0 T
0 2 6 8

4
VB R 5] (D)

;\E .......
=1l Ty T,
o, ] a
—— i R
11 e R Y LS S
0 - ; :
0 2 6 8

4
W ) D)

5 TG AR R R S A2 AL
Fig.5 Changes in sensory quality of

samples during storage
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