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Effect of Processing Technology on Quality of Marinated Eggs
ZHAOQO Jie-chang, CAO Hao-jie, ZHANG Han, SUN Yue-e*, WANG Wei-dong
(College of Food and Biological Engineering, Xuzhou Institute of Technology , Xuzhou 221111, China)
Abstract: The effects of marinating time, curing time, ultrasonic curing and sterilization on the quality
of marinated eggs are studied by sensory evaluation and physicochemical analysis methods. The
results show that when 2% salt is added into the marinating solution, the marinated eggs are cured for
75 min after being marinated for 60 min, and the sensory quality of the marinated eggs is good, the
salt content is 1. 40%. Ultrasound could not reduce curing time, but lead to the decline of salt content
in marinated eggs. The color difference and texture of samples after marinating, curing, ultrasonic
curing and sterilization are compared. It is found that the color difference of marinated eggs is the
biggest after ultrasonic curing. The ultrasonic curing not only causes the change of the texture
parameters of marinated eggs, but also has some influence on the salt content and color of marinated eggs.
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Fig. 2 Effect of marinating time on quality of marinated eggs
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Fig. 4 Effect of ultrasound time on quality of marinated eggs
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