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Effects of Ultrasonic Wave and Alkaline Protease Treatment on Shelling and Quality of
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Abstract: In order to study the effects of ultrasonic wave and alkaline protease treatment on the shelling and
quality of Procambarus clarkii, the shell separation work, shrimp yield, shrimp texture, color, smell, tender-
ness, centrifugal loss, myofibrillar content, and other indicators were analyzed to determine the best pretreat-
ment method for the shelling of Procambarus clarkii The results showed that compared with traditional process-
ing methods, the combined treatment of 0.5% alkaline protease and 300 W ultrasonic waves could effectively
reduce the shell separation work by 21.8% and increase the shrimp yield by 31%, and it significantly im-
proved the tenderness of shrimp and the myofibrillar content. The hardness had decreased, and there was no
significant change in smell and color. The research results provide a reference for the optimization of the pro-
cessing technology of Procambarus clarkii.
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Fig.1 Effects of different treatment methods on separation work

of Procambarus clarkii shells
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Fig.2 Effects of different treatment methods on shrimp complete-

ness rate and yield of Procambarus clarkii
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Fig.3 Effects of different treatment methods on shrimp texture of

Procambarus clarkii
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Fig.4 Effects of different treatment methods on centrifugal loss

and tenderness of Procambarus clarkii shrimp
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Fig.6 Effects of different treatment methods on myofibrillar con-

tent and protease enzyme activity of Procambarus clarkii shrimp
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