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Effect of Wet- and Dry-Salting Pretreatments With Various Levels of Salt
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Abstract

This study performed the pre-treatments of the manufacturing of the pork skin snack with wet-salting (3% and 6%; 3W and
6W) and dry-salting (0.3% and 0.6%; 0.3D and 0.6D). Regarding the manufacturing yield, the 0.3D and 6W were significantly
higher than the other samples (p<0.05). The water contents of the Con and 0.6D were significantly lower than the other samples
(p<0.05). The fat contents of the Con and 6W were evidently higher than the 3W, 0.3D, and 0.6D (»<0.05). The lightness of the
wet-salting group was markedly higher than the Con (p<0.05). The redness and yellowness of the 0.6D were noticeably higher
than the Con (p<0.05). The crispness of the 0.6D was considerably higher than the other samples (p<0.05). The appearance
and sensory crispness of the 3W and 0.6D were notably lower than the other samples (p<0.05). The taste score of the 0.6D was
much lower than the 6W and 0.3D (p<0.05). The overall acceptability of the Con, 6W, and 0.3D was appreciably higher than
the other samples (p<0.05). Overall, this study showed that wet-salting with 6% (6W) and dry-salting with 0.3% (0.3D) can

improve pork skin snack quality properties.
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Pork skin
- 4°Cfor 12h
Salting (Wet-salting with 3% and 6%; 3W and 6W)
pre-treatment (Dry-salting with 0.3% and 0.6%; 0.3D and 0.6D)
Boiling 100°C for 5 min
Drying 60°C for 48 h
Deep-frying 170°C for 2 min
Cooling 24°C for 30 min
Storage 4°C

Fig. 1. The manufacturing process of pork skin snack with
various salt concentration of dry- and wet-salting.
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Table 1. Boiling, frying, and manufacturing yield of pork skin snack with various salt concentrations of the dry- and wet-salting

Wet-salting Dry-salting
Traits Con SEM
3W 6W 0.3D 0.6D
Boiling yield 82.2142.93% 77.48+2.96" 87.4241.18° 107.5543.76° 98.64+0.62° 2.67
Frying yield 85.45+5.39° 101.67+3.08" 99.33+2.45" 96.57+1.67" 101.69+2.43° 1.59
Manufacturing yield 41.1542.16° 46.10+3.85™ 53.80+1.40" 59.31+1.67* 44.21+1.30° 235

Data are shown as means+SE.

*4Means in the same row with different letters are significantly different (p<0.05).

3W and 6W means the wet-salting with 3% and 6% saline solution.
0.3D and 0.6D means the dry-salting with 0.3% and 0.6% salt.
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Table 2. Proximate composition of pork skin snack with various salt concentrations of the dry- and wet-salting

Wet-salting Dry-salting
Traits Con SEM
3W 6W 0.3D 0.6D
Water (%) 0.46:+0.10° 1.56+0.35" 1.91+0.14° 1.58+0.15" 0.78+0.28" 0.17
Protein (%) 88.20+1.09 85.61+0.32 83.74+0.76 83.95+0.18 86.48+1.96 0.71
Fat (%) 29.16+0.70° 15.06+2.64° 27.91£2.09" 15.72+£1.99° 20.88+2.68" 1.65
Ash (%) 3.14+0.03° 1.43+0.08° 422+0.25° 2.56+0.07° 7.47+0.68" 0.61
Data are shown as means+SE.
*4Means in the same row with different letters are significantly different (p<0.05).
3W and 6W means the wet-salting with 3% and 6% saline solution.
0.3D and 0.6D means the dry-salting with 0.3% and 0.6% salt.
Table 3. Color and pH of pork skin snack with various salt concentrations of the dry- and wet-salting
Wet-saltin; Dry-saltin,
Traits Con £ 2 £ SEM
3W 6W 0.3D 0.6D
Lightness 56.30+0.30 60.02+0.89 58.55+0.54 56.64+0.70 64.60+0.23 0.60
Color Redness 7.70£0.21° 5.10+0.34° 8.27+0.09° 5.4620.16° 11.18+0.39" 0.44
Yellowness 18.22+0.21° 17.48+0.40° 21.68+0.31° 17.80+0.25° 27.48+0.52° 0.83
pH 6.65+0.01° 7.13+0.02° 6.72+0.02° 6.67+0.01° 6.47+0.04° 0.06
Data are shown as means+SE.
*dMeans in the same row with different letters are significantly different (p<0.05).
3W and 6W means the wet-salting with 3% and 6% saline solution.
0.3D and 0.6D means the dry-salting with 0.3% and 0.6% salt.
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Fig. 2. Crispiness of pork skin snack with various salt
concentration of dry- and wet-salting. ®* Means on the same
bars with different letters are significantly different (p<0.05).
3W and 6W means the wet-salting with 3% and 6% saline
solution; 0.3D and 0.6D means the dry-salting with 0.3% and
0.6% salt.
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Table 4. Sensory evaluation of pork skin snack with various salt concentrations of the dry- and wet-salting

Wet-salting Dry-salting
Traits Con SEM
3W 6W 0.3D 0.6D
Appearance 9.25+0.25 8.42+0.20 9.33+£0.21° 9.33+0.33" 8.25+£0.25" 0.14
Flavor 8.33£0.33 8.31+0.34 8.38+0.28 8.80+0.12 8.75+0.31 0.14
Sensory crispiness 9.17£0.17° 8.33+0.21" 9.14£0.17° 9.17+0.31° 8.17£0.31° 0.13
Off-flavor 8.50+0.32 8.40+0.24 8.40+0.40 8.56+0.18 8.63+0.18 0.10
Taste 9.00+0.41" 8.67+0.33* 9.33+0.33 9.40+0.24° 8.30£0.20° 0.16
Overall acceptability 9.25+0.25° 8.800.20™ 9.38+0.24° 9.300.30" 8.17+0.29 0.14

Data are shown as means+SE.

“" Means in the same row with different letters are significantly different (p<0.05).

3W and 6W means the wet-salting with 3% and 6% saline solution.
0.3D and 0.6D means the dry-salting with 0.3% and 0.6% salt.
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