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The effect of sugar—based fat substitute on the quality of
low—fat chicken sausage

GAO Kun
{ Department of Food and Drug, Liaoning Agricultural Technical College, Yingkou 115009)

Abstract ; Objective ; The fat content in chicken sausage was reduced by adding fat substitute without affecting the
original taste and flavor. Methods ; Sugar-based fat substitutes were added in the low-fat chicken sausages, which
were blueberry dregs dietary fiber powder, konjac gum and glutinous rice flour, respectively. Sensory score, texture
properties and cooking loss rate were used to evaluate the effects. Results i The optimal product formula was as
follows ; Chicken breast 30%, ice water 20%, glutinous rice flour 8%, blueberry dregs dietary fiber powder 2%,
five-spice powder 1%, Konjac gum 0.8%, salt 0.6%, soy sauce 0.5%, monosodium glutamate 0.5%, sugar 0.4%
. The treated low-fat chicken sausage was with intact casing, dense tissue, good slice performance, good elasticity,
the inherent flavor and taste of chicken, no odor, and was with slightly bluish purple color. Conclusion ; The chicken
meatballs with the optimized formula have lower fat content, higher protein and dietary fiber content, and their
microbiological indexes meet the national standards, which could meet consumers demands for food taste, nutrition,
safety and other aspects.
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Table 1  Basic formula of low fat chicken sausage with
sugar—based fat substitute
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Table 2 Orthogonal experiment design of low fat chicken
sausage with sugar—based fat substitute
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sausage with sugar—based fat substitutes
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Figure 1  Effect of dietary fiber powder supplemental
level of blueberry residue on the quality of chicken sausages
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Table 4 Effects of dictary fiber powder supplemental level of blueberry residue on texture characteristics of chicken sausages
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Table 5 Effect of konjac gum on texture characteristics
of chicken sausages
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Figure 3  Effect of glutinous rice flour on quality of
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Table 6 Effect of glutinous rice flour on texture
characteristics of chicken sausages
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Table 7 Sensory evaluation analysis results of orthogonal
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