88

FOOD& MACHINERY

DOI:10.13652/.issn.1003-5788.2019.10.017

EIEFI0H BE 2168 | 2019F 10 A | RSV

KRGO 2 Pk G R RAFERNER

Study on the change of texture characteristics of water

buffalo meat during low temperature storage
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Abstract: The changes of texture characteristics of Guangxi water

buffalo meat buffalo meat was investigated during low

temperature storage using texture profile analysis. Moreover, the

E&TB:ERARBAEESTH (45 :31960492,31201390) 5
PV HRBYESEEFFELETH (& 5
2016 GXNSFBA380009,2016GXNSFBA380075) ; J~ 14§
B % B ¥ B & m L B OH (4 5
2018GXNSFAA138081) ; J" PU M K 2 1 - 3 4 95 H
(5 ACRHE 16205) ) I RHE K% A AR = 5 F 1T
R H (5 B R BHF & 2019056 5. BF K BHIF &
(2018777 &)

TEZ B XA A T T TR R B B 1 L

BAEMEE RIIHC1987—), T L Wb & R AL Bl 2F B B 33T 58 5
f#i+, E-mail: yinchaomin@163.com
BrEEE (1983—) I ARl RAFRI 2% 1L
E-mail: jgf@mail.hzau.edu.com

Y55 B H#3:2018-10-24

correlation among various indexes of beef texture characteristics
of buffalo meat was also analyzed. The results indicated that the
hardness, elasticity, chewiness and adhesiveness of buffalo meat
decreased continuously with the prolongation of storage time, but
the cohesiveness of buffalo meat was increasing. During cryopr-
eservation, there was a significantly positive correlation between
the hardness of buffalo meat and characteristics of elasticity, ad-
hesiveness, and chewiness (P<C0.05), but no significant correla-
tion between the cohesiveness of buffalo meat and others index
was found (P>>0.05). Under the control of three kinds of low
temperature storage conditions, the texture characteristics of fro-
zen buffalo meat at —60 ‘C were relatively slow, and the fresh-
keeping effect was better than the storage at 4 C and —18 C.

Keywords: buffalo meat; texture characteristics; refrigerated

storage; frozen storage

KA RAERTERE PN E R ORTE
P, SEABSCGE SRS 2 BROK AR E R AL B E P
MR IH A 42 A E R X LR A
FEKARA 62 U7 e i HEFROK AR AR R 17,26 20, H
SCUAT VYK A 7R A0 42 [ i AL . 5 3 0 A PO AT
KA RR A& R BEAR LT AERT
L HE RS AR A R B BB YT
UL LA 3 R AR A A A L B XU B
BRI E SR

Jo AT A P ST B S B AR AR 2 — . KRBT



&M | Vol.35, No.10

ok o B PN AMIF 5T 3 e PR 2 J5 M 5 BT A AT SR B LN O
MBI E T E L B 5 2 I N B R S I AR AN
R EE M S BLS ). 2 HFIT % (texture profile a-
nalysis, TPA) 2K £ 5 19 A4 55 M 5 0 Jr 2=k i R L
AT R P AR S G AT A2 S, 5% BT 1 il JBT 2 AT P A R AR
TN EWRBCE N R RS H T 21 b
AP A M s Y e S Y SRR AR A S
JB AR R T A B RE L P SR M R LR M A
& IR R B P KA X 5 AR AR AE Ak
M,

VORIV Vo TR R I DR B 1) S r ez —, HAR
R R AR R S S R R R Ty . B H
FF AR AR IR RUK R A R
1) SC R A T AR X 45 22 (B A 56 Ve e B VR e o AR T K A A
JBT AR R 1 72 A I R DL AR DG A i . 3R 3 BT G K AR
PR Sy DR A 400V i 0 i T e ot AR v 4 CC Y. — 18 C ik
JECFD — 60 “C ¥RmE 3 AT 58 % 1« >R JH 22 1 1 A7 125 01 9 AR
T 98 gk R K 2R PR TR R e AR A R LU S K AR
PRI Y A B 4 AL 3 AR 5 B R S
1 BRLS 5%

1.1 #F#

KA RS ) MM AR R T
1.2 FEMNFEHFESE

JREFIAL :CT-3 ®, 26 [ Brookfield 23 7] ;

3k TA44 R, 22 [H Brookfield 2\ ] ;

BAR IR VKA . DW-861.386 U, 74 & ¥ /1K 3 Fl it S A R
NGIE

UKAR :BCD-198 B, [ Py AL KA A BR A ) o
1.3 Hik
1.3.1 FESALIE o T3 B WA R K 4 R BE B 43 R
34l LBRFRE ARG S 4 A 2)5 . T BT VLA 4
TP 2 emX 2 em X 2 em W, B TARE R
PREELE, I3 T 4, —18,—60 'C I, 4 CH&MT 45
TRk 0,2,4,6,8,10,12 d BPEUCRERG N ; — 18, —60 °C 5%
PR 43 3 T 0,5,10,15,20,25,30 d B EROFERLI
1.3.2 FEfE 2B Magsood %% J7 ik - HGE X &
SR TPA B0 e 3 TR SR T 5O TA44, HAik
oA WP RE G R AT P IR O A RSk (B T SRR 2 TR R
30 mm; MHAFTH R 2 mm/s, WX E 2 1 mm/s, WX 5
R 1 mm/s. ik F1 5 g A E 4% 40 il S i
B (] il 2k 481 TPA S50 AR ah 3047 5 WOFA7 18
S5 RT3 1H .

1.3.3  HEALFE SR JH SPSS 19.0 # A #EAT ST 4B . K
A PR BB RE B | MEL R B P R P SR M A O BT AR R

XARE ARBIETEPKFAREEENEL

T AT 5 AT IR B, 0 45 R L CF B (8 £ A v iR
ZEVRTR
2 8RS0
21 WEMTW

B L 1T R, A AU TR Y G A () B A R B ) A
KOKAERMREE SR E TR, AU OKMFT
K 2 PR TR B 1 T R ] K P VR (— 18, — 60 CH Y
KA PR IR Y ERT S dL K A P BE 9 R MR i ik
64.54% ;—18,—60 “CERMAT 10 d. 7K 2 PIIE B 1Y T B R
Syl h 32.14% . 38.49% . Wi 5 T K& # B T F 2.
Huidobro 55" F 5% T P4 JE 2 4% 58 i Fh 2 A FE AR I (4 °C)
AL AR R AR AL, BB 1 K RLAJE A4 4 AT
B 2375 g, % 6 dRIR ARG W EERE D 1886 ¢ TRET
20.59% o WAL B v BB TR AT ] 9 A K L K 2 PR
AW R L AT RE R T PR T AR AR A UL AT
AR BOVL P 41248 B, BE BT B s AT R
P 55 ¥4 R B T ARG R PR KR PN VR AR S
PR R AL LT Ak 2R R R R L R 4 C AR Rk
PRRE J8 T R AR
14001
1200%
1 000
800
600
400

200 -

0 Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il I}
0246 810121416182022242628303234

A ]
Storage time/d

A1 KGR R AR P K AR e AL
Figure 1
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Change in hardness of buffalo meat during

low temperature storage
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Figure 2 Change in cohesiveness of buffalo meat during

low temperature storage
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Figure 3 Change in springness of buffalo meat during

low temperature storage
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Figure 4 Change in chewiness of buffalo meat during
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low temperature storage
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Figure 5 Change in gumminess of buffalo meat during

low temperature storage
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Table 1 Correlation analysis among texture indexes of
buffalo meat during refrigerated storage (4 °C)
LD i iy AR LR Mg R
fifi 1.000
MEEE  0.058 1.000
EEes 0.478*  0.250 1.000
&S 0.595" 0.141 0,747~ 1.000
MELMEE 0.657¢ 0.177 0.547*  0.650* 1.000

T % FIR P<C0.05 K G B #H K P 3 3% .

2.6.2  —18 CHREL o B s pn B A R AR 0
2 M, — 18 CC YRR AR L K A P A g e R
PPk RE PR W Y IE A O (P<C0.05) s N Bk 5 & 4R
PR B A D6 P (P>>0.05) 5 31 55 B BF | nH NG ok 2
R IEAR G B 1 5 A R | UL VR S R A 3 B AR A R
(P<C0.05) 3 NH W1k 5 A8 52 L IR 4 L 5 5 W8 35 A9 AE T R
(P<C0.05),

2.6.3  —60 CHED B B SRR A KR T
3 AT, — 60 C YR AR P K AR AT NE R

XARE ARBIETEPKFAREEENEL

F2 —18 CHEIEREPAFARMIFENRLESH
Table 2 Correlation analysis among texture indexes of
buffalo meat during frozen storage (—18 C)
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Table 3  Correlation analysis among texture indexes of
buffalo meat during frozen storage (—60 C)
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