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® . , 1% A. B. C.
’h (%) (%)
-1 3 5.0 1:6
® : ’ 0 5 7.0 1:5
2.5%, 3%, 1%, 0.6%, 1 ; 9.0 1:4
0.04%, 0.04%, 1%, 3%,
1%, T-G 1%, 1%, 1.2.6
1%, Nisin 0.3%( , 2005), GB 5009.5-2010
2h 1.2.7 lem
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Tab.2  Sensory requiremts
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Fig.2 Elasticity and cohesiveness change with the fat content
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Fig.4 Hardness and chewiness change with starch content
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Fig.5 Elasticity and cohesiveness change with starch content
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2.4 ;
2.4.1 =3223.005-33.613754-213.82375B+697.04C—
3 4 56.291254B-31.5354C-58.4075BC+29.391884%+
Design Expert 8.0.5b 3 45.21688B°+97.9175C*
, : =8.53-0.194+0.08B-0.27C-0.294B—
Design Expert 8.0.5b 3 0.834C-0.24BC—0.794°-0.43B°-0.36C"

®3 WEEARERITSER

Tab.3 Response surface experiment design and results

(® (€
A B C

1 -1 -1 0 2604.02 1734.32 0.837 0.793 7.25

2 1 -1 0 2523.25 1655.68 0.881 0.756 7.43

3 -1 1 0 3600.75 2937.45 0.854 0.789 7.75

4 1 1 0 2619.34 1771.05 0.848 0.738 6.79

5 -1 0 -1 2831.05 1984.67 0.827 0.768 6.85

6 1 0 -1 2418.35 1589.96 0.845 0.748 8.15

7 -1 0 1 3215.56 2156.16 0.879 0.757 8.26

8 1 0 1 2550.63 1747.35 0.825 0.773 6.25

9 0 -1 -1 2290.74 1558.27 0.879 0.749 7.72

10 0 -1 1 3080.01 1947.53 0.868 0.767 8.59

11 0 1 1 2788.10 1865.68 0.851 0.769 7.36

12 0 1 1 3110.14 2085.78 0.858 0.777 7.27

13 0 0 0 2535.03 1786.36 0.845 0.758 8.45

14 0 0 0 2540.12 1740.28 0.867 0.774 8.49

15 0 0 0 2537.09 1786.32 0.863 0.783 8.47

F4 BREAMEREIFEMERERFTESHR
Tab.4 Regression model variance analysis of texture and sensory evaluation

F P F P F P F P F P
43.68 0.002 * 22.75 0.0020 * 18.30 0.0022 * 42.40 0.0003 * 19.98 0.0033 *
B 7.63 0.002 * 1.23 0.3123 4.35 0.0831 36.72 0.0004 * 7.08 0.0374 *
C 23.27 0.0015 * 8.21 0.0254 * 4.56 0.0733 16.71 0.0044 * 17.23 0.0053 *
AB 8.98 0.0158 * 1.45 0.2563 5.78 0.0587 5.77 0.0443 * 1.83 0.2176
AC 0.043 0.8258 0.28 0.5574 0.46 0.3868 0.4321 0.9394 19.05 0.0033 *
BC 1.43 0.2779 0.021 1.0046 3.45 0.1075 2.42 0.1635 1.45 0.2677
A’ 4.58 0.0684 0.32 0.5878 0.62 0.4676 4.43 0.0706 32.65 0.0005 *
B? 6.35 0.0441 * 2.30 0.1742 5.34 0.0567 3.08 0.1229 13.74 0.0068 *
C? 9.82 0.0142 * 12.52 0.0093 * 7.67 0.0324 * 16.42 0.0049 * 21.46 0.0034 *
17.67 0.005 * 5.40 0.0183 * 5.42 0.0185 * 14.71 0.0008 * 15.79 0.0006 *
15.83 0.0121 * 2.98 0.1583 1.32 0.4134 17.59 0.0091 * 2.89 0.1613

R? 0.9556 0.8643 0.8767 0.9564 0.9643
10 5% s )
10 R 12 R
, Hughes  (1998) ,

11
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EFFECTS OF RESPONSE SURFACE METHODOLOGY FOR OPTIMIZING A VARIETY
OF INGREDIENTS TO TRICHIURUS LEPTURUS FISH SAUSAGE OF QUALITY

LI Hai-Bo', LI Gui-Fen', LIANG Jia’, WANG Ting?, XIE Chao’

(1. Zhejiang International Maritime College, Zhoushan 316021, China; 2. Key Laboratory of Health Risk Factors for Seafood of
Zhejiang Province, College of Food and Medicine, Zhejiang Ocean University, Zhoushan 316022, China)

Abstract The traditional surimi fish sausage is high-protein, high-nutrition, low-fat food mainly consists of raw
material surimi, adding a variety of accessories from the process. In this paper, low-value small cutlass Trichiurus
lepturus surimi are studied for effects of the fat, starch and pork amount on the texture characteristics and sensory
indicators of cutlass fish sausage, by response surface analysis method for texture (hardness) features index, to
determine the optimum process parameters cutlass fish sausage. The results show that: when the fat added in an
amount of 6.8%, 7.4% starch dosage, pork and fish mass ratio of 1:5, the texture and sensory index of cutlass fish
sausage achieved the best state. In this study, processing technology of low-value small cutlass fish sausage are
provided a good theoretical basis.

Key words low small cutlass Trichiurus lepturus; fish sausage; ingredients; quality analysis



