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Optimization of Fermentation Process of Fermented Air-Dried Goose
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(1. College of Food Science, Heilongjiang Bayi Agricultural University, Daging 163319, China;
2. Monitoring Center of Green Agricultural Products, Daging 163316, China)

Abstract: Inoculated fermentation, curing and air drying involved in the processing of fermented air-dried goose from whole
goose carcass were optimized by one-factor-at-a-time and orthogonal array design method. The optimal fermentation conditions
were determined as follows: fermentation for 36 h at 25 °C with an inoculum size of 1.5 X 107 CFU/g. The optimized product
showed a pH of 5.23 and a shear force of 13.68 N. The sensory scores for its color, taste and smell, swallowing, chewiness and
overall acceptability were 5.3, 5.9, 5.7, 5.9 and 5.9, respectively, Therefore, a high consumer acceptance was achieved.
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Fig.1 Sensory evaluation standards of fermented goose
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Fig.2 Effect of fermentation temperature on pH of fermented goose
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Fig.3 Effect of fermentation time on pH of fermented goose
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Fig.4 Effect of inoculation amount on pH of fermented goose
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Table 1 Orthogonal array design matrix and results
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Fig.5 Shear force of the final products obtained using each orthogonal
array run
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