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Protein changes of buffalo meat during low temperature storage
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the correlation among those protein indicators. Results:
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Abstract: Objective: The objective of this study is to investigate
the protein changes mechanism of buffalo meat during low tem-
perature storage. Methods: Buffalo meat samples were stored at
4, —18 and —60 °C, respectively, and the contents of total pro-
tein, surface hydrophobicity, total sulfhydryl, free sulfhydryl

and carbonyl values were determined, following the analysis of
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sults showed that the contents of total protein, total sulfhydryl
and free sulfhydryl of buffalo meat decreased, with the extension
of storage time, while the surface hydrophobicity and carbonyl
value of buffalo meat increased. The protein oxidation increased
showing linear relationship to the storage temperature. During
cold or frozen storage, the total protein content was extremely
significantly positively correlated with the contents of total sulf-
hydryl and free sulfhydryl ( P<C0.01), while negatively
correlated with surface hydrophobicity and carbonyl value (P <C
0.01). The surface hydrophobicity was extremely significantly
positively correlated with carbonyl value (P<C0.01), while nega-
tively correlated with the contents of total protein, total
sulfhydryl and free sulfhydryl (P < 0.01). Conclusion: The
degree of protein oxidation of buffalo meat stored at —60 C was
the lowest, with the quality characteristics of buffalo meat main-
tained better, and its fresh-keeping effect was better than that of
buffalo meat stored at 4 °C and —18 C.
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Changes in total protein content of buffalo meat

A1
Figure 1

during low temperature storage

E BE.REVMEIEPREFAREROEL

2.2 RIEMEEERKFARAHRAKEEL

Hy ] 2 W] A TR ] B 2 K L K A R Y R TG
KPR RS L, Hod 4 C R 22 T B K PSR
I RXFBILFEREL LA BB/ T —18,—60 CH
(P<C0.05), 4 C T 0~4 d, 35 H B KM N 2818 , i
JA R H RPN K U 10 K, 3R W B K MGk
10.74 pg . B0 B R W1 LR (E (0.92 pg) 9 10.6 fiF. —18,
—60 CRIHBAS 10 K, 28 i mi /K P 1 s B 4 oh 218
SRR ME Y 1.6,0.3 fif. B FMLF 4 CHR MM (P <
0.05) 5 Bl J5 7 # 1 K U AR 30 IR 38 A 344 g 52 4 1)
HRIIEAE 0.92 pgd Y 5.8.4.8 £, H — 18 “C F i 32 i B
KPR 2+ —60 “CHY, Tl 72 vh K 2R R 26 1 i /K o
ENEIN Iﬂzﬁaﬂ:m#m%mﬁﬁ?ﬂ%@%%ﬁﬁ%
B LA & 2R AR S SO AR R IR P AY 5 K
PR MR,
167
14}
12
10+

BPPZS & i
BPP binding capacity/ p. g

SN~ N

b, , Ce
0 2 4 6 8 101214161820222426283032
KE
Days/d
FREAN ] R 22 5 % (P<<0.05)
A2 kR A K AR @ SRR e B AL
Figure 2  Changes in surface hydrophobicity of buffalo

meat during low temperature storage
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Figure 3 Changes in total sulfhydryl content of buffalo

meat during low temperature storage
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Changes in carbonyl content of buffalo meat
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Figure 5

during low temperature storage
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Table 1 Correlation analysis between various protein indicators during 4 °C refrigerated storage
&t BEARSE REHKE SHESTE WAsmESE O RESE
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Table 2 Correlation analysis between various protein indicators during —18 °C frozen storage
=L BEORSE REmKME AHESE HFESESE KRESE
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Table 3 Correlation analysis between various protein indicators during —60 °C frozen storage
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