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Abstract: To explore the difference of blood tofu made from different poultry blood, in this paper, different blood tofu was
made from chicken, duck and goose blood. The indexes of water holding capacity(WHC), color difference, amino acid
analysis, flavor substance and microstructure of three kinds of blood tofu were analyzed and evaluated by their significant
differences. The results showed that the order of WHC of the three kinds of blood tofu was duck blood tofu>goose blood
tofu>chicken blood tofu (P<0.05).Texture analysis found that chicken blood tofu had higher hardness, better elasticity and
chewiness than goose blood tofu (P<0.05).Duck blood tofu had the highest hardness, chewiness, and taste.In addition, duck
blood tofu presented bright and attractive, with the best texture index and high inosinic acid content. Goose blood tofu
second, chicken blood tofu has the worst comprehensive quality. The low-field NMR results showed that the bound water in
duck blood tofu was more stable and not easy to lose, followed by goose blood tofu, and weakly bound water in chicken
blood tofu was less bound and easier to lose.The results of the electronic tongue showed that duck blood tofu had a more
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significant umami value.Goose blood tofu had a more salty taste, and chicken blood tofu was less rich in sourness and

umami.The microstructure results showed that duck blood tofu had a uniform network structure which could lock moisture

more effectively.Duck blood was the best raw material for making blood tofu. The above research can provide theoretical

support for the comprehensive utilization of poultry blood resources.
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Table 1 The comparison WHC of chicken, duck and
goose blood tofu
GiiEN B (%) AWK (%) Bk #(%)
X 1 5N 14.00+0.33* 8.22+0.51° 18.20+£0.51°
W i, 11.56+0.19° 4.44+0.19¢ 15.86+0.38°
i 51 12.94+0.67° 6.78+0.19° 27.77+0.83°

TE: RISV R AR AR ING FREFROR 22 5 B35 (P < 0.05); #2~3K50.
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Table 2 Color comparison of chicken, duck
and goose blood tofu

FLES L a b
X 1M 55 31.42+0.12° 11.66+0.13¢ 6.39+£0.11°
TS 1t %55 32.49+0.06" 12.48+0.35 9.16+0.05"
e a5 31.92+0.42° 13.70+0.13* 7.86+0.21°
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Table 3 Comparison of the texture properties of chicken, duck
and goose blood tofu

Ahk T (g) HPE(N) MELIEPE(N)
X 1M 765 426.11£16.30° 3.63+0.11° 2.50:£0.08"
TS 1M 565 652.49+9.17" 3.08+0.12° 2.53+0.13"
e i 328.25+5.09° 2.1140.09¢ 2.21+0.09
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120 ¢ i : A ?;z Table 4 Amino acid content of chicken, duck
100k . 3& and goose blood tofu
3 .l g4 SULR(g/100g) IS WG RS
i "ife § KITRHB(Asp)  7.020.01° 7.12+0.07° 6.67£0.16"
;‘E% 60t Sl JRE R (Thr) 3.98+0.01° 3.55+0.03 3.42£0.08°
dn 40t R LL5 R (Ser) 2.94£0.03° 3.330.02° 2.98+0.07°
20l T, T s Ty HHER(Glu) 8.72+0.01° 8.420.08° 8.070.20°
NN Jadt 3 H&R(Gly) 3.15£0.01° 3.20£0.03 2.99+0.07°
00 . ] 1'0 1(')0 10'00 WL (Ala) 6.00+0.03" 6.83+0.03" 6.18+0.13"
' 1] (ms) AR (Cys) 0.99+0.01° 0.82+0.01° 0.91+0.02°
v N iR (Val) 5.08+0.01° 5.37+0.02° 5.12+0.11*
FIT A WS AL SR 9 T, BB 5 =R (Met) 1.18+0.02° 1.2340.01° 0.87+0.01°
Fig.1 T, relaxation time distribution of chicken, N ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ '
duck and goose blood tofi SR (1le) 3.02+0.02° 2.87+0.02° 2.61£0.04°
SLHER (Leuw) 8.55+0.06" 8.71+0.02° 8.19+£0.17°
25 “HREMESESEBESE T2 (Tyr) 2.78+0.02" 2.64+0.02" 2.370.06°
KRS 4 = RhS & 1L 0 (52 s o Bh 2 54y KN Z R (Phe ) 4.7340.03" 5.15+0.12° 4.92+0.02¢
BEAT L, =P 6 F A 4 1L i e 2] A A Bz (Lys) 6.89+0.04° 7.20£0.07° 6.79£0.16*
5L, 18 1 5 T A B, L Sy i 1, 4 ﬁgf‘({i o Loma e
ZH e (His 27+0.03* .69+0. 38+0.10°
SIERAR i, e <A TSR A
m/\%ﬂ/iﬁf ";JILL WA ACRE 0L W23 1, o SRR W (Arg) 4.50+0.03° 4.37+0.04° 4.03£0.10°
=N =N o o o
9 B 5350 N 41.23%. 41.65% il 34.72%. I (Pro) 2.95£0.01° 2.69+0.03" 2.56:0.06°
B AT 28 A 3 A~
AR FAO/ WHO HRARMSEA, o0y 2 Sy B a Bk % 4t 78224026°  78.87+047°  74.51:168"

B 40% B, J2E RSP i O s AR 1 s,
ARG 15 0 1 S 2R AT S FAO/ WHO HHAR
BEAARUERI DL R 5T . A 2R & s E = Fh 5 1ML
T R R PR R R, A5 11.15%.
10.68% F11 10.83% . A &ML AR (A Al
EE| T ECEEMEM, MEH TR b g
B, BAN, =R R EMLTE P RARRR ., WA
Pu e e, X S S LR S SRS I T PR T R 1
bR SRBREIERRTENSG L FS 1 A0S 1 S8 A
S35k 78.22. 78.87 Fll 74.51 g/100 g W1 &2 )55 A4
SRR A — A& i R b & e, Al RBIK
PRI T S BB 22 O IR
2.6 ZHREMEBEFZERNS =

AR F B EER Y BT 2 —, HA RN
F R AZ Y R 2N 5 - R (IMP) | 5 - 1 1R
(AMP) I 5°- 5151 (GMP), BHIFE H C g IAH IS
ARV ERZ TR, 3 5 nTLIEH = AR & i
J8E B B e R 5°-IMP, /8 1L S A9 5°-GMP Al
5°-IMP 2 £ 8 i 2578 TR i 8 XS 1 VL (P<
0.05); 9 M TJE Y 5°-AMP & 8 /E = Fh X & 1 5%
i e, HORSE S T RS SR R i S
(P<0.05). UEAh, BEBRE LR IS ZIRENANZ TR
[ EA P EIVER, nI3EsR & mi ek, TIRFED 1Y
WFFTZREH, 5°-IMP " 522464008 . A5 201% . N &R
R 2 LR ™ A= R R VE T, (A5 B S s e 5 o PRItk
5°-IMP 5 A5 e BT I IR 1L S i) AE LRI S
TR A SR R A BN - A P RIVE A, R LA
27 BFEIT=MRE S FERZEREHE

>R FH L PR AL RS 43 3 0 2 R RS 368 it w5 1)

F£5 X, P ARSI S 3 MRS R

Table 5 The contents of three nucleotides in chicken, duck and

goose blood tofu
BArmR  OmEE(nge)  MWNEE(nge)  EEE(ng/g)
5’-GMP 12.59+0.56° 68.41+£2.33° 87.87+3.12°
5-IMP 24.83+1.05°¢ 88.34+1.96" 113.09+0.96*
5-AMP 19.71+0.83° 80.75+1.15° 74.72+1.09°
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PEFRR 8 2 BEWRFRbR, HAE RN 6 P, 7E47
B R A JRR 3 A 3 2= 5 (P<0.05), 35
I AE RS - b 22T 1 28 (P<0.05), T
HI3 10 NS 11 S =2 [R] 22 AN B35 (P>0.05), —FPllil &
JE& R ARAE Hh ve SIS A3 S R IS I . X8 X RS i S
T8 1111 758 PR R A T 2 v T XS I RIS 11 55 8 (P<0.05),
TS I 76 Ay S R Sk 22 v RS I B XS i 57 (P<0.05),
5t PR i 57 5 b At PP e I AR B e, TR I
5 D) S A R R R, T XS I S TR IR R A R = B e
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Table 6 Electronic tongue taste response intensity of chicken, duck and goose blood tofu

Es Rl PRI FUN Rk B TN fif g fif iR = A

e -13.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -6.00
X 1fiL 5 S —47.24£0.02° 9.54+0.18" 0.65+0.03" —1.12+0.04% —0.36£0.01° 13.79+0.25° 3.93x0.21% —2.04+0.12°
5 11 35 —48.93+0.05° 9.68+0.05° 0.43+0.01* —1.11£0.01° —0.43+0.01° 14.37+0.64° 4.1840.12° —1.63+0.09°
s it )5 —47.72+0.02° 10.30£0.09° 1.43+0.01° —1.21+0.03° —-0.42+0.03° 13.47+0.23° 3.71+0.13° —3.34+0.03°
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Fig.2 Microstructural drawings of three kinds of poultry blood tofu
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