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Effect of different drying methods on the edible quality of Tibetan pork jerky
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Abstract: Objective: This study aimed to investigate the effect of
different drying methods on the edible quality of dried Tibetan
pork. Methods: The effects of four drying methods, namely
frying, pre-cooking-frying, baking, and pre-cooking-baking, on
the edible quality of Tibetan pork jerky were investigated using
Tibetan pork as raw material. Results: Different drying methods
had significant effects on the quality indexes of dried Tibetan pork
and nutrient

such as color rendering, textural characteristics,

component. Among them, the frying group had the highest

sensory score, uniform color, rich meat flavor, moderate
hardness, and good eating quality. The baking group had a higher
hardness of jerky and poor chewability; And the pre-cooking
treatment showed a grayish-brown color of jerky and hardened
meat. In addition, pre-cooking led to a significant loss of fatty
acids, affecting the original nutritional value attributes of Tibetan
pork jerky. Conclusion: Frying can be used as a potential drying
method to produce Tibetan pork jerky.

frying;

Keywords: Tibetan fragrant pig; jerky; edible quality;

baking; precooking

1B B v PRAE (1985—) , Lo, 4 A BN 4 A 2% Be Pk 0, 81
E-mail : linhua0907 (@126.com
5 B #:2023-09-12 BB H#5:2023-12-30

P S v ) 7 0 v D X (PG R )T PG LD A
A E R B R DA DY B A SE XU R L R R
B R 2 BOER B AR 3R Oy 20OR S Y AR K R B TR T
TR R A O R IR IR S R — R SR
(BT 1O VO M X 00 R €0 B, R R N SO G
GZIBABZHBENER . HHBIEKR,
Bl AATTIE 2 8 0 2 A, 6 T AR A B SR A
fH B R 22 4 T A 0 TR 1 T SR K Ok R
ARG 8 DA A JEORE B PR K S AT 4R A8 B A 3 3% ik
o UL AT AT TR T2 DRy A
E&B TENTZHPE., WX EHDERR T o f
PR %o 5 30 T B A T BT R S e, R B A T
SN AT DUAT 35048 8 1 8 1 T 3 W] DL A TR Y

TSP o G S A e i SRR E R AR R
DA L5 W VR T RS 30 6 A 4 O S i =

TGA S VR R P, R B [ 4 07 3 R B A
F i F R BT Y] Fy KA B L AP R R RSN Ak
REWHREL W, B T®EHFRMIA LN 2ER,
JECAT M DR AE S B R R T Y T ﬂ*ﬂ:ﬂﬁ%%ﬂéy\?lrmi
S B MEAAEE B EOARRDTT . H T 1L X
T M P i R R 0 B BIF 9T 4R A 4

TIF 5% 480 LA ek A5 5 TR SR A 6 W 4 L i i X K A L
VTR T S G DT T R 4 A T R MR AR
W E IR R 5T A 6] B ) 5 % Gl KR L 18— 3 4 L 4t
o T — ) X L R DA T Y e, DL Sy e A
5 P 0 B Ak A e R i 2

1 MY

1.1 #REi#H
A DAL < G 11 A B 0LH R S A OB A R D
AEABY T 285 Eﬁfﬁmﬁwﬁiuuﬁﬁﬁfb
FRARKT - 51N B 05 B Al A PR
ﬁ%‘i:ﬂlﬂlﬁﬁ@fﬂ%%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁé\

177



178

E% 5E % NUTRITION & ACTIVITY

Sl e RS ENARAR;

RHE AL T A A SR A A

Lk et ERR AR AL TABRA

AEALED B BRTE R S A R KT B k2
A A BRA A

QB Ay BT 4, AR 4 1 Ak A 3R A IR A

WL R 22 Wi - b 22 AR A IR |

BN A TR 9 A L A s /NI

2, 4- T FEFEME . L TOMAE LA BRA T

LR LT - 43 M 4l R HE T KUY b 27 3 50 B A FR
NI

LA . 4l >98.0 %, A R FRHE A RA A .
1.2 Us5i&E

8,231 : NR200 A, I = BN F) g B2 #

B0 AL. TDSZ AL, 830 T LA S 30 A 28 A KR4S 7 5

FAAL : TMS-PRO # , 2% [ FTC A A 5

HLF R ME204E #, i 4 8 4G R 2 E bR % 5
(L) A7 BR 2 7] 5

pH i: E-201F %4, i {0 s Bl 2= {0 4% By A R
NFEL

LR - C21-WH2106 B, ) 73 35 1) A5 I W 2% H 1
il 1A R A

556 - SK2-623 BB 22 ML (LB H A .
1.3 REAH*
1.3.1 JEE T L L2

(1) KRBT T2

AR R D B R e ) R ok
TR

(2) WA TH LT LmER:

BAEHA A E AR BB >R
A>T A%

(3) PRAEZE S B VR 0 60 08 TR it O A8 4 S BR
15 45 G L2 RS K b e T v 02 L P 2T 4 D0 R /N
6 cmX2 cmX 1 cm WA 2% & FIH KR 30 min £
TR 85 W5 T 7K 43 o M IR A 2 LA PR A Jo o T A
WA BT AR 26U R 228
1.3.2 il KEZH AL FE HUAE R AT 0YECE S R A B #R
0.75% BHIE 4% AR 290 AR 2% FEHM 1%, 85
RAEET 0~4 CHrkA b R %k 12 h, Bzl
R 1 P A5 R VIR SR 160 °C A I 4R R 7K (10 min) & A
Tk 4 28 % A AT, ¥ HIG T A
1.3.3  HtJE 4l gb 3 HUAE B AT Y R E M R A & AR
0.75% BHE 4% AR 2% FERU 2% EM 1%, 85
RAEET 0~4 CHrKA b IR %k 12 h, B2l
R 09 1A A5 AR BE R 160 °C 1548 bR (115 min) B
Tk 28 % e e HIARE I

Zl

BE 268 H | 2024 £ 2 B | RASHM

1.3.4 WA MM FEALALHL  HUIE A U 0 A S A A
0.75 Y B A A2 RN R A5, BT 0~4 CHKAE T
JE 12 ho K ML B I &AW K TR B 6 min, #5 i
WiToK 5 Ja 4 ol AR BE S 160 °C Ay il 8 K
(8 min) Z R TR 28 %0 2247 - Wi I Ja LA BARR 296 .
MUY 2% .28 1R A S HEAT IRk .

1.3.5 A ML A AT BB 4 (0 5% 8 A
0.75 Y B A A2 RHE R A5, BT 0~4 CHWKA h
JE 12 ho K T AF I SRR g 160 °C 45 4 4t
# (100 min) & W T /K5 28 % 247 B A HBURY 2%
MUY 2% 28 1R A Y5 #E AT AR .

1.3.6  KAr&& H% GB 5009.3—2016 H i H45% T R
PAT AR R AL B I 3 IR HCE3ME .

1.3.7 JREIH SEEEET M0 5k ARk
JABK L R ZH 2R Z5 4 5 A4S0 TR IR T R AT A Rkt
W E D 15 4 B &5 N SR R AT IR T 4.
W RUENL R 1,

x1 BEEATRETESHRE
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Figure 1  Sensory scores of dried Tibetan pork in

different methods
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Figure 2 Effects of different drying methods on the

color of Tibetan pork jerky
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Table 2 Influence of different drying methods on the textural properties of Tibetan pork jerky
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Figure 3 Effects of different drying methods on

theshear force of Tibetan pork jerky
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Figure 6 Effects of different drying methods on the
pH value of Tibetan pork jerky
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Figure 7  Effects of different drying methods on free

fatty acids of Tibetan pork jerky
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Figure 8  Effects of different drying methods on the

carbonyl content of Tibetan pork jerky
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