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Effects of Different Marination Conditions on the Eating Quality
of Cantonese-style Braised Squab
LAN Jiayu', ZHANG Liyan"", LI Biansheng', ZHOU Qian’, CAI Zhidong®

(1.School of Food Science and Engineering, South China University of Technology, Guangzhou 510641, China;
2.Guangdong Diandude Catering Management Co., Ltd., Guangzhou 510600, China)

Abstract: Using Shiqi squab, a renowned local specialty from Zhongshan, Guangdong Province, as the raw material, the
effects of different marination conditions (the tumbling/static marination periods were set at 0/60, 15/45, 30/30, 45/15, and
60/0 min, in that order) on marinating characteristics, cooking loss of squabs, and quality (moisture content and distribution,
color, fiber characteristics, texture profile and shear force value, aroma and sensory scores) of cantonese-style braised squab
were investigated. The results showed that with tumbling time prolonging and static marination time shortening, both
marination absorption and NaCl content of squab meat increased significantly (P<0.05); cooking loss of squabs decreased
first and then increased, whereas the water content increased first and then decreased; the proportions of bound water,
immobilized water and free water in braised squab showed different changing trends, but all of them reached extreme
values at tumbling/static marination time of 30/30 mins (G30+J30); diameter of squab muscle fibers decreased significantly
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(P<0.05), while the density of muscle fibers reached the maximum in G30+J30 sample and then the deformation of muscle

fibers increased and arrangement tended to be loose; hardness, elasticity, chewiness and shear force value of braised squab

meat decreased significantly (P<0.05); electronic nose analysis result exhibited that the difference in overall odor profiles of

different treatment samples was not significant (P>0.05). Quality of cantonese-style braised squab was improved

significantly by marination condition optimization, with the G30+J30 treatment achieving the highest sensory scores and

best overall quality.
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AEF WS/, HE G60+J0 BESNHAtAE S a4 L
HF Y HAZE 7 A B3 (P>0.05), UL 4 %5 B W e
G30-+J30 ZbFRIEAF T e, i 3 R R (P<0.05) o
AT T G30+J30 4H-& FIERREE S, MR
15 AT HESE R 0 Sl ZZ, AB RS2 N LT R 5
REEVEF R, UEF4E & A= BTt AR TR, HES T i,
DTS2 B HH e L U3 B . ARPR IR 8 LT 4R
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B S, HILARAE FH S 80T 4R il 22 | 5550 2T Zi i 24
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TEWcHs . HEFURAT . TRIEE IR . G60+J0 LK AR R
At ) et 4, WLET 4 s A8 T2 BH i, AILET 24 5 g B 7>
& LR i BRAR S, LRt L 25 A8 3R H PA T, BILET
Yk EAR TN BE BN

_IREE IR ST R TR B e AR A LA E
IR AILET Aidsr P i SR A, [R] Rt sz et 7R
X FLAS WL dEH 2R 5em . B e AE D A 7R e e
T R P R LAY IR BT AR, S PR TR PR [A]
TE 45 min LA, B7 L LET 26 o B 245 il SRR, 52
e FPRE SR o
2.7  FEIFEHIFE LRI S A R E Y HERI R

FHE 4 ] 0L, X REARE A RE R | R AN By ) 1 E
W TS AL BRAE (P<0.05 )5 TTAEAS I il b B
i, HiFEFLAS (GO+I60) 5 G15+J45 FEM 4 2 Ay
225 AN 2 (P>0.05) 5 BEE IR AT R IE AT 2 30 min
(G30+J30), H:AH 8 45 /i A 4H Ak BRASE Id 35 B AIK (P<
0.05), T RA M 5 55U S (B B AT T FEADAGE 357K
S(P>0.05), R RIBTARSY, {BAT AT — 2 O RH R >4
VR () — 2 B, R S — 20 38 N %
(P<0.05), Z= E 60 min H A 347 ¥ i b 32

# 4 RFEMERI AT T LLBEFLAS B B S B 35 U0 T

Table 4 Texture characteristics and shear force value of braised squab under different marination conditions

2053 R (g) fiiile3 AR REAEPE(g) ol 52 1 FYIF(N)
Control 2120.30+53.67° 0.64+0.01° 0.52+0.02° 712.80+11.29° 0.22+0.01° 9.36+0.46"
GO+J60 1762.07+38.03° 0.62+0.01° 0.53+0.01* 591.55+20.37° 0.23+0.01° 8.60+0.09°

G15+J45 1693.28+39.92° 0.60+£0.01* 0.54+0.02° 553.86+41.97° 0.23+0.00° 8.30+0.38"
G30+130 1536.67+73.38° 0.62+0.01* 0.57+0.03" 552.41+67.79° 0.24+0.01° 8.04+0.57°
G45+J15 1395.64+55.41¢ 0.60+0.01* 0.51+0.04* 434.79+59.69° 0.23+0.03* 7.19+0.24°
G60+J0 1272.93+69.79¢ 0.59+0.03° 0.51+0.06* 388.60+79.66° 0.2240.01° 6.12+0.38°
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Fig.9 Electronic nose radar chart of braised squab

under different marination conditions
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under different marination conditions
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Fig.11 Sensory evaluation radar chart of braised squab

under different marination conditions

AR B35 . DSE WL i ZH LG58 B /K A3 AR 2545,
R LURE LA AR A B . R, YRR 30 min+
FHE 30 min ZAbBR(FLTHEFLAS(G30-+HJ30) FESMIR ., {2
L BER . R | HEUIRAS M RGN YERE -
SISV, JRE T A
3 4Hig

s SR AR e 2 s T AT RS £
B o T B A 2H S M R R AT | R RS AT YE
/b, TR KC AN NaCl & & i 2 328 5 (P<0.05) . A
W5 GO+I60. G15+145, G30+J30 K2 G45+J15
U2 A B G 5R T ARG R REK R, Hop G45+J15
FEZEE IR AR & 7K B i o KA RS AR A E
G30+J30 LR AEFAT, P& &K b SR fa I, A~
Sk tbBlSeTtia s, A oK EeBlsersa Tt g
SAFRTLTREFLAS TR B AR AORE R AN B3, (HREETR
PRBF TR I | # JE BF 1R 40 60, JULET 24 485 4 338 i PA 1,
AR/, BEEEAE G30+T30 FEIA BRIl ., 6 R
BR(G30+730) BEE AL BeFLAS HUREEE . 5y 7l
FHIEHH: (P<0.05), ST . iR AR b AZ 2 i i 72
AR B B TR ILE A . AR FHLZH <Ok
ARG R ZE R AR, FFEEET . BB &R
IR, G30+130 FETEPE . US| PRoKM: M AR R Y
ST SEIL T AT, S TR

Ja s n] Uitk — 2B R PR i AR T A LA ) S5
B VEXT RS N 2R H RS- S DIaeay IR i, 45 B
TR RUBTASAGI INTER L, SAPRS v i i 25425
REFLA . AERXBRBFIE 710, 455 GC-MS EHi AR,
RE LA AT AR BER R FERUARAE B, SRt XU %]
PP AR v B E S o

© The Author(s) 2026. This is an Open Access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

Sk
[1] KR AmE, HRA0LF. H8RE A RONBAE SR
EEEEHR[J]. LiEREHH,2023(2): 71-72,94. [ XIAO
Changfeng, ZHU Lihui, YANG Changsuo, et al. Study on the char-

acteristics of meat pigeons in different growth stages and the main
points of feeding management[J]. Shanghai Agricultural Science
and Technology, 2023(2): 71-72,94. ]
(2] Bap#¥. B 883k 0 B sLas (1], vl 34, 2006(6): 22.
[ LIAO Xixiang. The famous Shiqi squab[J]. Sichuan Cuisine,
2006(6): 22.
[3] MATHIAS J S, JITTINANDANANA S, KENNEY P B, et al.
Effect of vacuum tumbling with direct salting or brining on smoked
trout fillets[J]. Journal of Aquatic Food Product Technology, 2003,
12(3): 33-41.
[4] BOLESJ A, SHAND P J. Tumbling regime effects on the pro-
cessing characteristics and tenderness of cooked roast beef[J]. Jour-
nal of Muscle Foods, 2002, 13(1): 25-35.
[ 5] SHAREDEH D, MIRADE P S, VENIEN A, et al. Analysis of
salt penetration enhancement in meat tissue by mechanical treat-
ment using a tumbling simulator[J]. Journal of Food Engineering,
2015, 166: 377-383.
(6] F#Z=Z, TWF, FAR, F ARIZAFRNR AN YA
U], & & = & A 3 ,2020,41(8): 177-182. [ GUO Yaotang,
WANG Mingfang, LUO Yuechen, et al. Effects of rolling process
on quality of beef[J]. Science and Technology of Food Industry,
2020, 41(8): 177-182. |
(7] FR 2, veik X, F 3. Mol X i M4l ik 5 A 2 5 40 %o
[J]. & s # % ,2020,41(12): 7-13. [ CHEN Xing, SHEN Qing-
wu, LUO Jie. Effects of different curing methods on the curing rate
and quality of duck meat[J]. Food Science, 2020, 41(12): 7-13. ]
[8] ZT, EABAF, FME), F. REVMH 7 Xt e B Su R 09 %
w6 [J]. &gk T 1k, 2019,40(10): 128-132. [ LI Ke, YAN Luhui, LI
Junguang, et al. Effect of different curing methods on the quality of
pork ribs[J]. The Food Industry, 2019, 40(10): 128—132. ]
[9] TAY, §#%, T, F. o+ R XRBFE T A A4 K
e ey ma [J]. Aok T A3, 2023, 44(5): 28-35. [ YU Qiuy-
ing, CAO Chuanai, LIANG Xue, et al. Effect of duration time of
breathing tumbling on the quality profiles of prepared beef[J]. Sci-
ence and Technology of Food Industry, 2023, 44(5): 28-35. |
[10] FFRM, Ak, B il bl &AL RE LE6
R I]. & A4, 2006, 31(1): 60-61. [ FU Yongcai, HUANG
Caihuan, LIANG Huapeng. Study of the roast pigeon's making and
its sterilizing technics[J]. Food Science and Technology, 2006, 31
(1):60-61. ]
[11] PRAREFEABREAFTXINATENA. RREAE
FAFAE RS P A A 690 : GB 5009.44-2016[S]. AL 77 F B A7
/& R4, 2017. [ National Health and Family Planning Commis-
sion of the People's Republic of China. National Food Safety Stan-
dard Determination of Chloride in Food: GB 5009.44-2016[S]. Bei-
jing: Standards Press of China, 2017. ]
[12] PHRAREFEAREZZAFRTUNATEZAS. ERELLE
FARE R 5h PR 45490 2 : GB 5009.3-2016[S]. b7 F B4R E
$h #a4E, 2017. [ National Health and Family Planning Commission
of the People's Republic of China. National Food Safety Standard
Determination of Moisture in Food: GB 5009.3-2016[S]. Beijing:
Standards Press of China, 2017. ]
[13] E31 2, Zlam, HHL. AR 5 5080 # 5 HeH) 1 i K
oo B A v (], R e B A B Tk, 2025, 51(2):
234-241. [ WANG Yinlan, WANG Hengpeng, MENG Xiangren.
Effect of low-frequency ultrasound-assisted static curing on water
distribution and quality characteristics of duck meat[J]. Food and
Fermentation Industries, 2025, 51(2): 234-241. ]
[14] AE F2 AFETH &FERRGEIHARLLH &
W ik i A2 A 8 B I AT R (). o & AR B A AR, 2024,
15(7):192—201. [ CONG Jun, LI Xing. Detection of freshness of


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1001-0106.2023.02.025
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1001-0106.2023.02.025
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1001-0106.2023.02.025
https://doi.org/10.1300/J030v12n03_04
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-4573.2002.tb00318.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-4573.2002.tb00318.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfoodeng.2015.06.023
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2020.08.028
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2020.08.028
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2022040246
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2022040246
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2022040246
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1005-9989.2006.01.019
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1005-9989.2006.01.019
https://doi.org/10.13995/j.cnki.11-1802/ts.038706
https://doi.org/10.13995/j.cnki.11-1802/ts.038706
https://doi.org/10.13995/j.cnki.11-1802/ts.038706
https://doi.org/10.19812/j.cnki.jfsq11-5956/ts.20231202002

- 30 - £ Tl B4

2026 4 4 A

Rongchang pork and its products during storage based on electronic
nose and electronic tongue technology [J]. Journal of Food Safety &
Quality, 2024, 15(7): 192-201. ]
[15] Bdg, Fhwdr, A4, & % E REAR B T £ 58 R
o) 2 R A B U], & R A3, 2014, 39(5): 111-116. [ FENG
Ting, SUN Jingxin, XING Xintao, et al. Comparisons of standing,
tumbling and ultrasound treatment on curing of fresh chicken[J].
Food Science and Technology, 2014, 39(5): 111-116. |
[16 ] #iJF, RigA, Mk, . BB AES) & T EMH]4n L T 2L
e [J]. & B R, 2021,35(3): 14-22. [ JIAO Dan, ZHANG De-
quan, LIU Huan, et al. Optimization of dynamic variable pressure
curing of duck carcass for roast duck[J]. Meat Research, 2021,
35(3):14-22. ]
[17] FH38, Fh3%, i, F. RE AL RMLA & R A E
T g IR o Ve B R (1] A R A, 2019,33(11): 7-11. [ LI
Fuhuang, CHANG Lingling, QIU Huajian, et al. Comparative evalu-
ation of meat quality and main nutritional components of breast
muscle from different squab breeds[J]. Meat Research, 2019,
33(11): 7-11.]
(18] RFms, 2D, T oMy, 5. 4K )& koo A AT
7] B &% e R F A F IR, 2016,7(10): 4096-4100.
[ ZHAO Yupeng, BU Jianzhen, YU Limei, et al. Nutrition compo-
sition and texture properties of chicken[J]. Journal of Food Safety
& Quality, 2016, 7(10): 4096—4100. ]
[19] Z4&, MKRAE, £ 5, 5. oAt Fodp s i A R 69 %0
[J. R F &£ & % 4R,2008,29(6): 26-33. [ WANG Jian, ZANG
Dacun, ZUO Weiyong, et al. Effect of breed and cutting position on
meat quality of duck meat[J]. Acta Ecologae Animalis Domastici,
2008, 29(6): 26-33. ]
[20] Bp 2 . ULE 4 5 A 5t 2F B U 09 % Ll A 2 (D). b
TP E R LA FE, 2016. [ LANG Yumiao. Mechanism and ef-
fects of muscle fiber types on beef tenderness[D]. Beijing: Chinese
Academy of Agricultural Sciences, 2016. ]
[21] B&, AR, TR, 5.8 R T OHE RSN F7
I, sy £ k,2019,45(11): 106-112. [ QU Cheng, HE
Zhifei, WANG Zhaoming, et al. Mass transfer dynamics during wet-
curing of chicken[J]. Food and Fermentation Industries, 2019,
45(11): 106-112. ]
[22] My, 2|5k, #7538, 5. P EMeH T L LM Rt E
[J]. W% T 1, 2022(11): 39-45. [ YANG Wenhe, LIU Ce, HAN
Naixuan, et al. Research progress on the safety of meat curing pro-
cess[J]. Meat Industry, 2022(11): 39-45. ]
[ 23] FILGUERAS R, PEYRIN F, VENIEN A, et al. Sodium chlo-
ride diffusion during muscle salting evidenced by energy-dispersive
X-ray spectroscopy imaging[J]. Journal of Agricultural and Food
Chemistry, 2016, 64(3): 699—705.
[24] #4, KiA#, Fatat, F K= R Meh 242 F NaCl #i#d
HE T ok B A B R [T]. R S A 42,2025, 46(8): 346-354.
[ YANG Kun, WU Runlin, LI Qiqi, et al. Advances in the applica-
tion of simulation methods for NaCl diffusion during salting of
aquatic products[J]. Food Science, 2025, 46(8): 346—354. ]
[25] INGUGLIA E S, ZHANG Z H, TIWARI B K, et al. Salt re-
duction strategies in processed meat products—A review [J]. Trends
in Food Science & Technology, 2017, 59: 70—78.
[26] RALE, K%, FRIF, & M55 Xadies 2 4.0 25
HLR ¢ 2 7 & MR Ul MR A e R0 e (D). B At 5,
2023, 44(23): 86-94. [ ZHOU Yajun, ZHANG Manman, LI Zong-
ping, et al. Effect of curing method on myofibrillar protein charac-
teristics of mountain black pork during curing process and eating
quality of barbecued pork[J]. Food Science, 2023, 44(23): 86—
94. ]

[27] skt REZ, W4 ke, & MR LR G L & BRI A AR
X HaEiA [J]. & HGF R L AT T, 2016, 12(1): 13-24. [ ZHANG
Yi, CHEN Bingyan, ZENG Hongliang, et al. Research progress on
the correlatiion between myofibrillar protein and gel properties in
surimi[J]. Subtropical Agriculture Research, 2016, 12(1): 13-24. ]
(28] A&, KW, &3, ¥ 4 Aot F RS 2B MERT
[J]. #&E 540 1,2021,21(2): 122-127. [ ZHU Yingying, ZHANG
Li, RU Hua, et al. Study on water migration law in beef during heat-
ing[J]. Storage and Process, 2021, 21(2): 122—127. ]

(29 ] IH9F, X4k, %8, . B4R Kb P X F RS
JRe % m [J]. A&, 2021,35(7): 15-20. [ LIU Dandan, WU
Zijian, LIU Zhongmin, et al. Effects of tumbling methods on quality
of traditional Chinese sauced beef[J]. Meat Research, 2021, 35(7):
15-20. |

[30] &%, 254, &7, F WMI I LEFREG R EHFK
o5 A6 ¥ om [J]. & e A %, 2022,43(7): 74-80. [ LI Su,
WANG Shouwei, ZHU Ning, et al. Effect of processing technology
on protein structure and water distribution of spiced beef[J]. Food
Science, 2022, 43(7): 74-80. |

[31] %%, &b, 4, 5 RRARHF X TREZSHES R
%M BOK AR 5 A 8 T AL ] LR R B A 4, 2022, 38(11):
234-239. [ LI Meiying, GAO Shenyang, LI Lin, et al. Changes of
protein structure and water phase distribution of prepared chicken
steak under different cooking methods[J]. Modern Food Science
and Technology, 2022, 38(11): 234-239. ]

[32] ZHENG Haibo, HAN Minyi, YANG Huijuan, et al. The ef-
fect of pressure-assisted heating on the water holding capacity of
chicken batters[J]. Innovative Food Science & Emerging Technolo-
gies, 2018, 45: 280—-286.

[33] #A, SR, 5%, 5. A Lok & 1 ed ok e T [T].
AR AR A, 2024, 40(3): 182-190. [ HU Ao, GUO Bingbing,
ZHANG Wei, et al. Microwave curing technology for prefabricated
Channa argus fillets[J]. Modern Food Science & Technology, 2024,
40(3): 182-190. ]

[34] #ie, Bmz, &R, F. 485 RSRERH G A &
JR W% e A (0], A% R 3 4R, 2022, 36(4): 777-787. [ TONG
Huiquan, YANG Lifang, XIAO Zhichao, et al. Effects of ultrasonic
combined tumbling curing on the quality of chicken breast meat[J].
Journal of Nuclear Agricultural Sciences, 2022, 36(4): 777-787. ]
[35] N’GATTA K C A, KONDJOYAN A, FAVIER R, et al. Im-
pact of tumbling process on the toughness and structure of raw beef
meat pieces[J]. Foods, 2021, 10(11): 2802.

[36] 24, ki, M &, F. 6 £F RS T EmAEM Rk
B AE BTG AR AT LR (1], A FH F HR S 4R, 2022, 40(6):
13-25. [ WANG Bei, HAN Zhaosheng, YANG Zhijie, et al. Re-
search progress on flavor characteristics and formation mechanism
of sulfur compounds in six common foods [J]. Journal of Food Sci-
ence and Technology, 2022, 40(6): 13-25. ]

[37] %4k, WAR-F, S B4, 5. A2 2R ka2 3 x4 2h 2 Kok 3
i f AT R (1], F B 5L Tk, 2024, 52(6): 39-44,48. [ TAN
Wei, HE Baoping, FAN Qicheng, et al. Research progress on the ef-
fect of ultra-high temperature processing on the flavor of pure
milk [J]. China Dairy Industry, 2024, 52(6): 39-44,48. |

[38] CHENG Y J, ROUSEFF R, LI G J, et al. Methanethiol, an
off-flavor produced from the thermal treatment of mandarin juices: A
study of Citrus sulfur volatiles [J]. Journal of Agricultural and Food
Chemistry, 2020, 68(4): 1030-1037.

[39] JAYASENA D D, AHN D U, NAM K C, et al. Flavour
chemistry of chicken meat: A review[J]. Asian-Australasian Jour-
nal of Animal Sciences, 2013, 26(5): 732—742.


https://doi.org/10.19812/j.cnki.jfsq11-5956/ts.20231202002
https://doi.org/10.19812/j.cnki.jfsq11-5956/ts.20231202002
https://doi.org/10.7506/rlyj1001-8123-20190904-210
https://doi.org/10.7506/rlyj1001-8123-20190904-210
https://doi.org/10.13995/j.cnki.11-1802/ts.019601
https://doi.org/10.13995/j.cnki.11-1802/ts.019601
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1008-5467.2022.11.008
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1008-5467.2022.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jafc.5b04058
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jafc.5b04058
https://doi.org/10.7506/spkx1002-6630-20241004-005
https://doi.org/10.7506/spkx1002-6630-20241004-005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2016.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2016.10.016
https://doi.org/10.7506/spkx1002-6630-20230728-297
https://doi.org/10.7506/spkx1002-6630-20230728-297
https://doi.org/10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2022.11.1411
https://doi.org/10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2022.11.1411
https://doi.org/10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2022.11.1411
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ifset.2017.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ifset.2017.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ifset.2017.11.011
https://doi.org/10.3390/foods10112802
https://doi.org/10.12301/spxb202100689
https://doi.org/10.12301/spxb202100689
https://doi.org/10.12301/spxb202100689
https://doi.org/10.12301/spxb202100689
https://doi.org/10.19827/j.issn1001-2230.2024.06.006
https://doi.org/10.19827/j.issn1001-2230.2024.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jafc.9b06647
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jafc.9b06647
https://doi.org/10.5713/ajas.2012.12619
https://doi.org/10.5713/ajas.2012.12619
https://doi.org/10.5713/ajas.2012.12619
https://doi.org/10.5713/ajas.2012.12619
https://doi.org/10.5713/ajas.2012.12619

	1 材料与方法
	1.1 材料与仪器
	1.2 实验方法
	1.2.1 样品处理及实验设计
	1.2.2 腌制吸收率的测定
	1.2.3 NaCl含量的测定
	1.2.4 蒸煮损失的测定
	1.2.5 含水量的测定
	1.2.6 水分分布状态
	1.2.7 色泽的测定
	1.2.8 肌纤维特性的测定
	1.2.9 质构的测定
	1.2.10 剪切力值的测定
	1.2.11 电子鼻评价
	1.2.12 感官评价

	1.3 数据处理

	2 结果与分析
	2.1 不同腌制条件对乳鸽腌制特性的影响
	2.2 不同腌制条件对乳鸽蒸煮损失的影响
	2.3 不同腌制条件对红烧乳鸽含水量的影响
	2.4 不同腌制条件对红烧乳鸽水分状态及分布的影响
	2.5 不同腌制条件对红烧乳鸽色泽的影响
	2.6 不同腌制条件对红烧乳鸽肌纤维特性的影响
	2.7 不同腌制条件对红烧乳鸽质构及剪切力值的影响
	2.8 不同腌制条件对红烧乳鸽香气的影响
	2.9 不同腌制条件对红烧乳鸽感官评价的影响

	3 结论
	参考文献

