834 BH T
20184 7 A

00D & MACHINERY

Vol.34,No.7
Jul . 2018

DOI:10.13652/j.issn.1003—5788.2018.07.029

B ﬁ:ﬁbﬂgi‘fﬂllﬂ‘] Ioﬁ) TTIEEI:IFIF’%H,JE/ I'rﬂ

Effects of addition of Prunus mume on the quality of beef patties during storage
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Abstract: Using beef patties without and with 0. 02% butylated
hydroxytoluene ( BHT) as controls, effects on lipid oxidation,
protein oxidation, antibacterial activity and quality of beel patties
supplemented with 5% . 10%, 15% and 20% Prunus mume (PM)
were studied after storage at — 18 °C. The results showed that the
beef patties with addition of 10%, 15% and 20% PM decreased
TBARS values significantly compared to the control samples (P <

05), and the lipid antioxidation of 20% PM was commensurate
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with 0.02% BHT during the storage. The TVB-N value of all treated
samples reduced significantly after 4 d (P<C0.05), and the beef
patties added 20% PM exhibited no significant difference with 0.02%
BHT samples during the storage(P=>0.05). All the treated samples
except the 5% PM treated one represented stronger antibacterial ca-
pacity than the control ones(P<Z0.05), and the total bacterial count
of 20% PM treated samples showed no significant difference with the
ones treated with 0.02% BHT for 4 d. Furthermore, compared with
control samples, the addition of PM increased total phenolic content
but decreased pH observably(P<C0.05). The addition of PM showed
lower a * value and higher 6* wvalue significantly (P < 0. 05),
enhancing the juiciness, reducing greasy feel and improving sensory
characteristics.
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Table 1 Sensory evaluation standard of beef patties
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Effect of different amounts of Prunus mume on

the TBARS of beef patties

Figure 1
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Figure 2 Effect of different amounts of Prunus mume

on the TVB-N of beef patties
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Figure 3 Effect of different amounts of Prunus mume on

the total bacterial count of beef patties
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Figure 4 Effect of different amounts of Prunus mume

on the pH of beef patties
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Table 2 Effect of different amounts of Prunus mume on the total phenolic content of beef patties mg/100 g
5% PM 10% PM 15% PM 20% PM 0.02% BHT X R4l
51.58+1.134 78.87+1.68¢ 115.14£2.75° 157.90£2.09* 11.214+1.43¢ -

T AT AR 5B R R 28 5 i 3 (P<<0.05)
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Table 3 Effect of different amounts of Prunus mume on the color of beef patties

. T 5 R/ d
LA pOg:iEcl
1 4 7 10
Xf B2 64.65+2,55%A 65.67+2.954 66.16+2.82%4 66.35+ 2,444
5% PM 62.364 2,594 62.654 2,544 62.85+ 2,394 62.99+ 2,384
) 10% PM 60.3541.10%4 60.534+1,17bA 60.69+1,12bA 61.05+1.12bA
- 15% PM 57.80+1.85¢4 57.96+ 1,554 58.24+1,33¢A 58.44+1,084A
20% PM 57.0940.539A 57.2340.539 57.4540.649 57.6340.61°4
0.02% BHT 59.4140.83b¢A 59.87 40,74 1A 60.29+0.65bA 60,450,484
X} B2 6.1640.50" 5.9740.31%" 5.5740.2808¢ 5.2140.35"
5% PM 3.7840.16A 3.441+0.16<" 3.1740.14< 3.0040.13<¢
y 10% PM 3.2040.2094 2.90+0.16% 2.70+0.1595¢ 2.52+0.109¢
¢ 15% PM 2.9940.1344 2.64+0.074B 2.4340.114B 2.1740.08<C
20% PM 2.8140.109 2,460,098 2.244+0.14<" 2.14+0.10°8
0.02% BHT 8.27+0.4200 7.96+0.33%A 7.5240.21%8 7.26+0.23%8
X R 12.14£0.50°A 11.65+0.52% 11.13£0.504¢ 10.78+0.4048¢
5% PM 14.2340.51% 13.9140,43b8¢ 13.6940.4748C 13.3740.48¢
) 10% PM 13.5040.25% 13.0040.32B 12.7540,24¢8¢ 12.4840.12<¢
’ 15% PM 13.69+0.63" 13.5140,53bA 13.2540,475B 12.9540,43bB
20% PM 15.3640.70°A 15.0540.672A8 14.6940,582A8 14.4140.618
0.02% BHT 13.38+0.31" 12.9840.45A8 12.7140.41¢8 12.3040.42¢
T OAREKRE F B R F AT 2% 5 B 2% (P<<0.05) , RN RN 8 305 [ 51 18] 2% 5 4 B 2% (P<<0.05),
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Table 4 Effect of different amounts of Prunus mume on the sensory evaluation of beef patties

RN E
RAAEZ H O BRER BV 92, 7T LR T 1A DF /Y &F 36 5 F 2 01

P AUl R 3 A 0 0 2 0 B (EUR AT —
10T A Y BRSO AT 0 2 B 3 IR T X SR (P<C0.05), H.
TR B SR LAS 2 AR L X TR SRR R ST —

TR B R AR A DR AY 3k [ i
15 % 5 M A9 A DF & A9 4 8 3 /T 5 IR 41 (P<€0.05)

K/
w

W H SR AN TR . BT
> T M

PEA T TR DU B L 2R TR IR R L R
®4 BEIMENFARBRERROZW

e R/ d
JRE FHIE pLg: il
1 4 7 10
X R 41 13.870.61¢A 12.8040.53 12.4040.36985¢ 11.6340.404C
5% PM 17.600.60%PA 17.2740.31:04 16.63-0.45PAB 16.0040.62%"
- 10% PM 18.33+0.314 17.7340.81A8 17.3040.7548 16.8740.718
15% PM 14.67+0.83 14.3340.31¢A 13.8740.23¢A8 13.3740.15
20% PM 13.1340.4204 13,470,617 12.7340.259A8 12.2740.3098
0.02% BHT 16.8040.35" 16.5040.50"" 15.874£0.61PA8 15.0340.64"8
Xf B 20 14.5340.61° 11.93+0.61<¢ 11.33+0.35¢ 10.90+0.44<
5% PM 9.4740.6194 8.90+0.569A8 8.53+0.451A8 8.30+0.41%
5 10% PM 15.0040.60" 13.7340.32"8 13.1340.21"85¢ 12.6340.40"C
15% PM 16.80+0.354 15.8340,49A8 15.3340.58%® 14.7340.76%®
20% PM 12.9340.70% 12.3340.954 12.0340.95 11.5740.604
0.02% BHT 16.67 40,50 15.5740.550 14.9740.25%¢ 14.4340.15%
RORE| 15.80£0.72¢ 13.4740.50"8 12.8740.42¢8 12.5340.45"
5% PM 16,670,310 13.6740.31"8 13.1740,29b<BC¢ 12.7740.29%¢
- 10% PM 17.730.12:04 16.1740.60%" 15.600.465¢ 15.2340.55
O 15% PM 18.27+0.23 16.60+0.728 16.1340.42%® 15.6340.51F
20% PM 15.000.609A 14.33+0.28A8 13.8340.29"5¢ 13.3040.30%¢
0.02% BHT 17,471,144 16.1340.83A8 15.6740.597" 15.1740.42%®
X AR 13.9340.31A 13.00£0.20% 12.5740.4098¢ 12.20£0.20<C
5% PM 14.87+0.42A 14.0340.358 13.4740.215¢ 13.1340.234C
g 10% PM 16,930,704 16.07 40,608 15.43+0.51"" 14.9740.55"8
- 15% PM 18.0740.314 16.90+0.568 16.40+0.4045¢ 16.1040.30%¢
20% PM 14,730,640 13.8340.,74¢dAP 13.60+0.53B 13.1340.31%
0.02% BHT 16,600,534 15.5340.61"8 14.97 40,45 14.3040.44¢
Xf B 2H 17.80+0.20%A 16.8740.33% 16.40+0.20%%¢ 16.03+0.21«
5% PM 16,400,334 15.5040.30"8 15.1040.17"5¢ 14.7340.31"C
s 10% PM 15.800,18 15.0040.20"8 14.3340.21%¢ 14.0740.12¢¢
15% PM 14,470,509 14.0040.26°AP 13.77+0.25%® 13.3340.29
20% PM 14.0040.4097 13.6040.46A8 13.2340.22¢P 12.9340.4098
0.02% BHT 16,130,120 15.5740.32"8 14.8740.23< 14.4040.365C
X} A 73.93£1.50" 64.6741.10B 62.0340.99<C 59.804:1.00P
5% PM 75.2740.23 67.5340.42"8 64.9740.35"C 62.9740.40"P
ik 10% PM 85,730,424 79.87+1.85% 77.0741.25¢ 74.93+1.62%
15% PM 86.0740.92% 80.2740.95 77.8740.90% 75.474+1.11%0
20% PM 70.8040.35 68.3040.66"8 66.0341.08"¢ 63.574+1.19"P
0.02% BHT 85.004+0.57A 79.8741.35% 77.134 1,254 74.104+0.87%

T ORI RS 528 7R W) 47 ) 22 57 i 35 (P<C0.05) R[] /NG S8k 7R W] 81 1) 22 57k i 32 (P<C0.05)
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