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Abstract

The alkali solution consisting of 5% NaOH, 5% NaCl, 2% Tea is most suitable for making
pidan.

During the soaking period, the values of pH increased from pH 9.02~9.19 to pH 12 in the egg
white and increased from pH 6.1 to pH 11.63 in the egg yolk.

Quail’s egg jelled on the 7th day of immersion and the hen’s egg and duck’s egg jelled on the
10th day of immersion. The Quail’s egg ripened at 25C in 30~35 days, and Sunghua crystals
were formed at the end of the ripening period.

The moisture content of pidans decreased by 3.5~4.0%, but relatively crude protein, crude fat
and crude ash increased by 1.0%, 1.9% and twice respectively.

The content of Ca in the hen’s pidan and quail’s pidan increased about 40%, that of K in the
duck’s pidan increased about 13% and that of Mg in the hen’s pidan and duck’s pidan increased
about 23~28%. The content of Na in the 3 groups all increased approximately 7 times.

The content of total cholesterol level in pidan yolks decreased by 21~40% in each pidan. As
a result of a sensory evaluation, the white hen’s pidan was most agreeable in flavor and the

quail’s pidan was most agreeable.
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ing process.
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Table 1. Approximate composition of Pidan (unit : %)
Moisture Crude protein Crude fat Crude ash
Hen’s egg 74.22 £ 0.21%*a 12.54 £0.15 10.82 £0.88a 1.24 £0.14a
Pidan 70.70 £ 0.45b 13.20 £ 1,05%*N.S. 12.70 £0.82b 2.40 £ 0.06b
Duck’s egg 71.82%1.02a 12.05 £0.63 13.97 £0.09a 1.26 £0.11a
Pidan 76.80 £ 0.04b 13.06 £ 0,2ab 15.91 £ 0.24b 2.33 +0.44b
Quail’s egg 73.22+1.08a 12,06 £ 0.30a 12.05 £0.72 1.15£0.09a
Pidan 69.60 + 0,32 13.69£0.82b 12.65 £0.04N.S. 3.08 £0.93b

Means with a different superscript are significantly different (p < 0.05)

* Mean + Standard Deviation
** NS, : Not Significant

Table 2. Mineral composition of Pidan

(unit : mg%)

K Ca Na Mg Fe P
Egg 103.85 47.80 114,95 9.50 1.61 264.0
+ 5,92 + 3.84a + 0.21a +0.18a +0.78 + 3.0
Hen’s Pidan 115.76 67.80 798.0 12.18 2.57 268.0
+ B8.84N.S. + 4.56b + 13.08b +1.792 +1.13NS +2.73NS
Duck’s egg 128.0 46.53 106.11 10.18 2.75 244.0
+ 6.5 + 209 + 234a +1.51a +0.45 +2,652
Duck’s Pidan 148.83 48.20 759.03 12.60 3.37 251.0
+ 7.33b + 1.52N.S. + 7.23b +0.49b + 0.66N.S. + 52b
Quail’s 115.16 48.70 . 97.77 8.24 2.52 224.0
egg + 942 + 2.6%a + 1.43a +1.43 +0.43 + 1,72
Quail’s Pidan 130.0 70.09 683.4 10.44 3.28 226.0
+ 10.17N.S. + 4.77b + 17.1b +23N.SH*  +0.59N.S. t  1.57N.S.

Means with a different superscript are significantly different (P < 0.05)

* Mean + Standard Deviation
** N.S. : Not Significant
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Table 3. Sensory evaluation of Pidan by hedonic scale scoring

Characteristic

Score

Egg pidan Duck’s Egg Pidan Quail’s Egg Pidan

Texture 2.82+0.92% 2.85 + 0.95%* N.S, 275+1.10
Color Egg yolk 1.45+1.14a 2.70 + 0.95ab 2.98+0.92b

Egg white 3.5 +1.07 3.45+0.95 3.63+ 0.97NS
Flavor 298+ 1.48a 2,70 + 1.78ab 2.48+1.37b
Taste 2.15+0.92 2.40 + 0.88 2,55+ 1.05NS
General 3.05 + 0.97N.s. 3.03 +0.42 3.03 +1.08

desirability

Means with a common superscript are not significantly different (p > 0.05)

* Mean + Standard Deviation
** N.,S, : Not Significant
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