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Research on Processing Technology of Prepared Duck Tongue

WANG Y+#Ming', ZHANG Min"', WANG Yongjun’, XU Feng min’
(1. State Laboratory of Food Science and Technology, Jiangnan University, Wuxi214122, China; 2. Zhejiang Yang-
zhoufu Food Com pany, Hangzhou 310014, China)

Abstract: T he aim of this manuscript is develop a production process of prepared duck tongue with
high-chewing. For this, the infiltration of precipitation reagent combined with vacuum microwave
drying was explored to improve product quality. Compared with the product by hot air drying,
the product characteristics have been effectively improved in the shape and color exhibited
improvement. The optimum solution composition is lactose 5 g/100m, maltose 1 g/100m,
maltodextrin 1 g/ 100m and sodium lactate 3 g/ 100m was 5, 1, 1, 3 g/ dL. solution, the ratio of
solid to liquid is 1 g 15 mL, impregnated time lh, vacuum microwave drying, Those optimum
conditions efficiently improve the product quality and extend shelf life.
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Tab.3 Arrangement and the results of orthogonal experiment
A B C D Y, Y, Y,
1 1 1 1 1 0. 983 0.981 0. 985 0.983
2 1 2 2 2 0. 975 0. 979 0.973 0.973
3 1 3 3 3 0. 958 0. 960 0.952 0.962
4 2 1 2 3 0. 945 0. 943 0. 946 0.946
5 2 2 3 1 0. 972 0.973 0.971 0.972
6 2 3 1 2 0. 965 0. 966 0. 968 0.961
7 3 1 3 2 0. 949 0. 945 0. 952 0.950
8 3 2 1 3 0. 941 0. 938 0. 942 0.943
9 3 3 2 1 0. 960 0. 957 0. 959 0.964
K, 2.916 2. 877 2. 889 2.915
K, 2.882 2. 888 2.88 2.889
K5 2.85 2. 883 2. 879 2.844
k1 0.972 0. 959 0. 963 0.972
k> 0.961 0. 963 0.96 0.963
ks 0. 95 0. 961 0. 960 0.948
R 0.066 0.011 0. 010 0.071

D> A> B> C

A3B3C3D;
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Tab.4 Orthogonal design analysis of variance ( random block model)

F Fa
A 0. 002 2 2 0.001 09 96.829 63 * ok
B 0.000 1 2 0. 000 03 2.696 30 Fo.s=3.63 - -
C 0.000 1 2 0. 000 03 2.696 30 Foo=6.23 - -
D 0.0026 2 0.001 29 114. 696 30 * ok
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Fig. 2 Moisture content curve at different drying tem-
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Fig.3 Moisture content— water activity curve of vacuum
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