MK EmBHL

S =L

Modern Food Science and Technology 2018, Vol.34, No.12

HEg BN E B Ee T T A AR
=15 A

F/RIEET - B MESNA, ERE - HRE, BIR/R - AHRA
(FBRLRFREAFEHFFR, FHBLERF 830052)

TE: h TS T KRN & @ R %fg, b R T R AEAR, GFam T BE, REFKBG RGP, £ FTRF KM o
4 £ F QB BEAE G B, AT B S B RE R A RIEA A, RN BB AN KB4 3 R4 R RIRAL 2, il X B 40 40 5|
Bhm 0.05%89 £ £ & QB BRME G B, STEM R TRATRT AR, AmF M5 K ARe9 % & (Total pittogen,. TN) &%, &
& 7. (Non-protein nitrogen, NPN) A& =% & i [/ 454L (Proteolysis index, PI) 4% & i I4## 4547, i@ i3 SDS=PAGE (JE &K
BLEGEIZBIK ) AT T TR KMEALA & & R e Emtiol, 4RAY, Hatpata, #k
TN A2 FRF G2 H3E T 12454 1.345. NPN 253380 1.5 454 1.7 45, PI 55|
RAY, hEFQBUEMILAE S OHEEHRME QMR BT E G FH54A SDSPAGE &
) 69 FEARAL B BRI I & B K | M

EHER: A X MBENEEHE; TR, BEM4%EM; SDS-PAGE Wik

NEES: 1673-9078(2018)12-104-110

b

Al

habal|

DOL: 10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2018.12.016

Effect of Zingibain and Actinidin (Protein l@radation of Dry-cured
Mutton Ham

AERZUGULI Abu-duwaili, YSUFU Su-laiman, BATUER Abuli-kemu
(Department of Food Science and Pharmacy of Xinjiang Agricultural University, Urumqi 830052, China)
.

Abstract: In order to promote the degradation of muscle p

in‘of dry-cured mutton ham, accelerate the process of air-drying, shorten the
processing cycle, and improve the quality of mutton ham, zingibain and actinidin were added in dry-cured mutton ham. The fresh mutton hind
leg meat with bone were used as experimental materials, and a control group and two test groups were designed respectively for the experiment.
The control group did not take the treatment, and the experimental group added 0.05% of zingibain and actinidin respectively, and dried under
the corresponding conditions; and the protein degradation indicators such as Total nitrogen (TN) contents, Non-protein nitrogen (NPN) and

Proteolysis index (PI) of dry-cured’mutton ham-were measured. SDS-PAGE (polyacrylamide gel electrophoresis) was used to analyze the

degradation of muscle protein -cured mutton ham. The results showed that compared with the control group, the TN content of the

actinidin treal t group and the zingibain treatment group increased by 1.2 times and 1.3 times respectively after dry ripening, the NPN content

increased by 1.5 t‘s and 1.7 times respectively, and the PI increased by 1.2 times and 1.3 times respectively; SDS-PAGE analysis showed that
the pro]é de tion efficiency of zingibain was better than actinidin. The Proteolysis index and SDS-PAGE electrophoresis results showed
that the degradation degree of muscle protein of zingibain was higher than actinidin.
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