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Research progress and comparison of mutton authentication technologies
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ABSTRACT: In recent years, it is not uncommon to make fake lamb meat from duck, pork, clam meat and rat meat.,
the proliferation of fake lamb not only interferes with the market order, but also seriously damages the interests of
farmers and consumers. Therefore, it is of great significance to effectively use the mutton authentication technology
to combat unscrupulous merchants engaged in the production and operation of fake mutton in order to maintain
market order and protect consumer interests.With the development of instrumental analysis techniques, the
identification method for mutton meat has changed from the traditional sensory identification method to instrumental
analysis, or the combination of sensory identification and instrumental analysis. In this paper, the research progress of
detection methods such aspolymerase chain reaction (PCR), loop-mediated isothermal amplification (LAMP),
recombinase polymerase amplification (RPA), mass spectrometry, near-infrared spectroscopy, electronic nose and
electronic tongue method were reviewed, and their advantages and disadvantageswere compared and analyzed, in
order to provide references for the selection of the identification method of fake lamb.
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