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Abstract: The effects of different cooking methods on texture parameters and fatty acid content of beef tenderloin were analyzed. Fresh
beef sirloin was divided into 5 equal parts to make raw and the cooked beef tenderloin by stewing, roasting, frying and vacuum low-temperature
cooking. The effects of cooking methods on water holding capacity, pH, crude protein, crude fat, sensory quality, color, texture parameters and
fatty acid content of beef tenderloin were compared. The water holding capacity, pH value, crude protein and crude fat of beef tenderloin were
89.98%, 6.12%, 23.69 mg/g and 23.69 % respectively. The color, tenderness, juiciness and flavor scores of beef tenderness, juiciness and flavor
were 8.86, 8.49, 8.84 and 8.62, respectively. The color parameters L* value, a* value, b* value, c* value and HO value were 45.15, 4.12, 14.82,
15.39 and 15.39, respectively; the texture parameters hardness, viscosity, elasticity, chewiness, cohesion and shear force were 8.36 N, 0.62 N-s,
6.98 mm, 42.68 Ns, 0.42 N/cnr’, 25.39 respectively N. The contents of saturated fatty acid and unsaturated fatty acid were higher. There were
significant differences in water holding capacity, pH, crude protein, crude fat, sensory quality, color, texture parameters and fatty acid content
between vacuum low-temperature beef tenderloin and stewed beef tenderloin, roasted sirloin and fried beef sirloin (p<0.05). According to the
above results, there are some changes in microstructure, texture and nutrients between different cooking beef tenderloin and raw beef tenderloin.
The microstructure of beef tenderloin under vacuum low-temperature cooking is more complete, which has less effect on texture and better
retention of nutrients such as fatty acids, which meets the requirements of beef tenderloin cooking.
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Table 1 Sensory score of sirloin of cattle
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Table 2 Effects of four cooking methods on the hydraulic power, pH value, crude protein and crude fat of cattle ridge

RE FK A% pH & HEE F/(mglg) BN/ %

& 42 98.26+2.46° 6.00+0.15 18.56+1.15° 3.79+0.15°
k) 4 2 A 86.49+1.58° 6.40+£0.59° 19.65+1.02° 2.03+0.06°
b 4 A 80.02+1.66° 6.42+0.62° 21.16+1.25¢ 2.11+0.05%
AT A 85.26+1.25° 6.35£0.58° 23.25+1.28¢ 2.18+0.02%¢
AFAKR A 89.98+3.45"  6.12£0.45% 25.69+0.15° 2.89+0.15°

i FIIEEERFEARRATESKEE, p<0.05, TFFR.
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Table 3 Effects of four cooking methods on sensory quality of beef tenderloin
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AT B A 8.12+0.15° 8.41+0.10° 8.75+0.03¢ 8.46+0.06°
§ g o) ok R 8.86+0.06 8.49+0.09° 8.84+0.05° 8.62+0.12°
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Table 4 Effect of four cooking methods on the color of beef tenderloin

A L*f& a*fi b*{E A h &
42 2443+1.49°  11.89+1.12°  10.15+0.68°  11.62+0.10*  41.68+0.68"
FeF A 28.69+049°  8.02+0.52°  1036£0.32°  12.02£021*  52.16+0.28"
PR FE 4 29.54£034°  8.12+034°  10.98+0.28"  12.96+0.34°  56.35+0.67°
SHATAFE A 3026:1.13° 8924035 11.46£0.38™  13.35£0.58%  60.12+2.46°
ARKRAEHE 451552150 10.12£026°  14.82£0.39Y  15.39+1.02¢  71.49+1.02°

K5 AMZEFRMNBFFEERBSHZE (X L)
Table 5 Effects of four cooking methods on texture parameters of sirloin in cattle

A ARJE/N R MI/(Ns)  FEdE/mm EERE MI/(N's) A A RATIO/(N/em?®)  H49/h/N
AR 2 A 11.20£0.45*  0.56£0.12°  5.98+0.05" 26.36+1.12° 0.35+0.05 16.55+0.10°
BB FZA 1023£032°  0.89+0.07°  9.15+0.67° 62.45+1.69° 0.76+0.06" 31.26+0.68"
B 2 A 9.98+0.62°  0.82+0.08°  8.99+0.13" 58.67+1.00° 0.62+0.07° 30.15+0.95
AL 2 A 9.40+0.15%  0.76+0.15*  8.54+0.15*  55.16+1.25 0.55+0.05¢ 28.19+0.52°
ATRAEHR  836:026°  0.62+£0.15°  6.98+0.15° 42.68+0.10° 0.42+0.15° 25.39+0.15¢
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FRo AMZEARNEF S EERMEESENTE (XLs)
Table 6 Effect of four cooking methods on fatty acid content of beef tenderloin

A AaFa g i BR/(g/kg)
M2 REE(C14:0) TAEKER(CI5:0) AFHBE(CL6:0) +-LBEL(C17:0) AR E(C18:0)
A2 1.10£0.25* 0.26+0.02 18.39+0.05° 0.53+0.15 24.50+0.15°
Kkl 4 A 1.29+0.13° 0.20£0.05° 18.02+0.68° 0.32+0.01° 26.98+0.65"
o) 2 A 1.23+0.29° 0.22+0.03¢ 18.10+£0.72° 0.39+0.03° 25.46+0.72°
AT 2 A 1.20+£0.15% 0.23+0.15° 18.11+0.15° 0.45+0.02¢ 24.93+0.15%
AR N 1.15+0.15° 0.28+0.15¢ 18.99+0.15° 0.55+0.11° 14.32+0.15°
8 T Ao iR (ke)
AFARRER(C16:1n7)  WHER(CI8:1n9) LihAR(C18:2n6) ao-IARER(C18:3n3) =&k = M82(C20:3n6)
& 24 1.15+0.25 23.25+0.15° 26.32+2.45° 3.35+0.15* 0.58+0.15
Y| 2 A 3.12+0.09° 15.32+1.62° 21.02+1.42° 2.42+0.23 2.050.09°
M 2 A 2.98+0.07° 17.26+1.32° 23.15+1.36° 2.99+0.21° 1.68+0.10°
sh A2 A 2.68+0.15° 19.38+0.22¢ 25.46+1.62° 3.01£0.51° 1.45+0.05¢
A KB A 2.05+0.10¢ 23.15%1.12° 28.69+0.15¢ 5.46+0.15¢ 1.28+0.22°
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