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Research progress on adulteration detection technology of cow milk in goat
milk and its products
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ABSTRACT: Goat milk has the advantages of high nutritional value, protein composition closer to that of human
milk, small diameter of fat globules, low sensitization, and so on. It is more conducive to the digestion and absorption
of the human body, and is favored by consumers and dairy enterprises. In recent years, China's goat milk industry has
developed rapidly and has great potential. However, due to the restrictions of goat milk production and breeding
scale, goat milk is expensive. The phenomenon of adulteration of goat milk and its products into milk exists in the
market, and the means of adulteration are diverse, making it difficult to identify. In order to ensure the health and
rights of consumers, and ensure the healthy development of the goat milk market, the detection of the purity and
authenticity of goat milk and its products has become a hot research direction. This paper analyzed the research status
of detection technology of milk adulteration in goat milk based on the differences of protein, fat and nucleic acid in
milk, introduced the basic principles of each detection technology, discussed their advantages and disadvantages in
application, and prospected the development direction of detection technology of goat milk adulteration, which aimed

to provide reference and ideas for the further development of detection technology of mixed adulteration in goat milk.
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BEAEFLI T A S B T AR 2L TR S A R R
ERGEEONE TSN NG S NUE Sl ¥ A= Bk L oy Rl
FORARMESEE R, —SERTM, ARl 1 REAR A AR AT B i
A, AFAEAESE R 1 A 2L ACEFLh s Ao B
FRW, FLH SRV A e SO Y 3 SO o -
MER . p-ALEREAMe-FLHER, ENTESIL B S
TARFL, I R LA R R ARAR T REAF AR
BOL B R B S A FUN L, R PR Y L
IR AL, CmN 5y kA A FLad O £ 23 Ak
BEPEU . BbAh, AL eh i FURE 23 e 2 FUEEG 1o A A
AR, MEFLp Il ST AR, EEa AT
NP Y iR s €2 P RN E N
P B R, 2 R R L 7l 9 AR E K g
[F] ff ik AT B 97 % 1) B8 SR 5k 1) 12 7 205K B 2R S AR A
], BB 2 A L7 Ml PR R S AN T 240
BRI NI, T PRI 9 AR R AR Ll A 12k
K I, S SL A FU AR IR B3 0K Y PR RGN 1A 2 0 A 2
BRI BRAT N A BN EE, ik, FI8
B FLaw LI 2R A LR AU 2 ALl 4 7L
MBI R IL BT E A bR EHA
FARIE, (HA BRI E—E R 2257, b R s
IR, JRILAK DNA 4rF 2. e, TR
22U b AR FLB O OB BB AR T B DL A D AR R A
M2 A5 T A SR T o

AL 3 A 5L R A FLB RS I HAR B 52 BR,

X 88 RSN 52 A P AR S B R HEAE S ke ) B AT T A8,

[e] %) 3= FLAB RS I B AR ) K Ty [l 64T T e, BAEN
FALFLR G BRI SR B — P K iR 2%

1 UERRABRSITINFI R ESRBR
2 BN A

B R FL R Y E B Ay, AN R bR FL A
TR BB R AR DR LB, R R
S s e AR5, BHEO RS54 TTH B2
SO 3 e i — A A b 2 LR A 3L PR [ R I i 2 1 %
W, FRAMEAAN os,-BEE D B-BEHE DS EHA BH
25, H ag-BEEE S 553108 5.6 A1 38 g/100 g, g-
it B 1107 B 43 1 54.8 136 /100 g!'®L PRI AT DAt 2F 7L
o ag) - 1 ECEFL D B- B 1A R IR bR, b
AL A TR A . EAT, BT E BB R ik
B IR L RS L SRR ISR . Bk
Vi IEARA S i 27
1.1 BkSTHTE

FEL DK 43 BT 95 2 25 T A ) ZL R AR AE 2 1 5T 9 4 i R
SR SRR, REOLAERGNER N KA B EE AN,
T X AN R FLEE 1, ]38 3 T8 B H UK 25 3R 7,
AP E . W B RIK AT R . R I
¥k (polyacrylamide gel electrophoresis, PAGE). %#Hi & F 4
FH, 7K (isoelectric focusing, IEF)fl & 4l % HL K (capillary
electrophoresis, CE). i | PAGE 3% & £ 3 B4 7L,
HELEZILTN as-BEEECVRMED, F£APBAFI
(14 EE B 57, o - 2R 1 AT RS i 3t KT, POONIA 251
it JRZ AL S PAGE S HTELH as)-MsE A, Al 4 2F
REFL 5%LL ERARFLROr o TEF 3202 B 7 0 A 4
S A A LA AR R 0 R, 32 i A AL
Y- BEEE FVR - 25 11 A9 S5 R A A, SR K43 R TR LR O,
SUHAT S5 LAZE 2 F0 ps-BEBR 1T L - FE AR AE
B, #ak IEF 50031 o8 A4 2000 s s T B 43 1)
N 6.9%F 5.4%. CE J&—FhIois R m s bk, REMER 7>
B FLH B R AL 2 PP TRIMBOIL 452y 17— Fif
FEF WG FAE R CE VAR 5k, it gettm
VAREAY 4387 AT AR IR BB AL P 0E T 5% 4R 3
By AFEEPI LIS LR oA R R p-FLEREE
F . as-BEEE U -T2 oA, R CE i B4R Rl
GAPSFABED, BARATRIE LR 2%F 2850
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P13 AR FRR S R 4G A I AR AR S ok B AN [ 7L O
Y 7791250 I fr g2 I S (enzyme linked immune sorbent
assay, ELISA)RHHA REUE R . 5 TH#AE. 7T AZM LS
M AL IATE - FLAB AN H AR BRI H o 5 1 ELISA ¥
Xof i 2 PR R E LA T B AR A S, — LIRS TE
FLHh & AR K S BREE T G(IgG) R i Sk B A .
HURLEY %0027 b il 45 B 5a RN 2 Se DL/ TG HUdA,
BT H T2 47 ELISA ILA132.0 1gG ELISA %, 2 Fy ikl
POk R EZL P A FLIB R, SRR 4 51
0.1%1 0.01%. BI5EPILIA-ZL b 1gG RIXT 4, Ik
T a2 Ak, 7E 10 min AT LUK B 2L
HZLRSY, SRR BR R 2% o (EX 28 A BR ) 2L AN FL
fild kUL, BT IgG ZEiRG AN, UEH#HITER P4
FLIB ARG ] 23 LA SZ AORH R R 9 24 LIS 2 1 A e Il 4%
FesetEpUiAR . SRS B4 1gG RIZE 1gG (4 Fe Fr
BORpIE, B 1gG 2 v s i e M B S B BT A,
FEHe LI AR R g Ak X e O ELISA J5k, %
J7UERETE 60 min AT EEFL A 0.2%H9 B b3 .
1.3 SHRERIEE

155 80 HE {2, 3% 725 (high  performance liquid chromate
graphy, HPLC)LAA [RF & ZL dth v 2L 3 25 11 0 £ 58 B () 22
SR LA, AL B A R R B I HE B R .
ARG HPLC 143 B R 2L il 5 8RN, 4
i — Bl AL FLIRAR SUEIE S R T IE S A B R
M 2EFL . AL EE VR HPLC 3550 B 3L 8 1 rh iy -
FLERE M, X ORI EA T, ATR H 10% A4 FLAL AT o
FERREIRA ZEU2%t p-gl k8 (b4 T 1 SOM s sk b (3
AT, AT R AE A4 ARG R, A ATTE
5%~95% 14 e 15 35 Bl N B AN W] LA
14 FiEE

T 43 AT 15 A ) i B 2 AR i A W) 2Lt v BT 2 K
B BTN R AT RN 200 o R T IR A 1 S
G Ep L EYEN Il kW e g R U EE S R {7 T CE SR wall L RE
A B RE P . CALVANO 553Vl i 3 o i Bh 30O e Wiz
/HL B K A7 B E] B 3% (matrix-assisted laser desorption/
ionization time of flight mass spectrometry, MALDI-TOF/MS)
T ok DAL RS R P A R S AR T R R D A 1 4B
MALDI-TOF/MS %7€ T 4951 7 4> F EFR L IKAFE 569 2
APRICHR, AITEABME 5% 25 LA 2L P A U 21 4 AN 5 hRic
fik . NICOLAOU %P4%i i MALDI-TOF/MS JH T4 il
HEAFIAR B AR AN SE | SRR G FURE, 0 iR/ —
e M/~ ek /T MALDI-TOF/MS 0 % 2F £ 3LIR
BBRIREN 2%~13%.

W I A (liquid  chromatography-mass spectrometry,
LC-MS) i F F U F1 5 it — 2 4= 45 20 43 RS 00 L il b

(4518 . GUARINO 55 5F1 FH VAR €603/ 15 25 R B 15 43
A L 45 I RS 2 4 I 1 2 AR RO P IR, S T — R
RIS BRI . %07 AT LS I 05 50% ) 4
FUBLSY, AT REI B T 2% B2 . KE 400N
RERI 4 RS AR A 2 FhELIE S T BORIEAR, N2 TR AY
= 8 4 F FL 3 R 2 LB 7 U B B R R 4r 1
UHPLC-MS/MS J5ik, RGN EBEELELEND T 10%6H
ARPEPERLGY o TR R o AR €63 - DU R AT/ 4
VI R 0 PR BT ROR N AR SR LB R A O A A E BTk,
AT LAREIN A SRR A 2L 1%L B 2R R
1.5 ELISMETEE

ULELANETE 3 5 72—l AT ) ik 22 4 0 Rt | JEfbi
HIMTRE SR BT SEOR, FAT RN TR e A
2G4, TLLANGIE T LA A A A RS W 2
FA B S P 53T 5405, ST LT R AR AE X i
FrE Mg AN, 25 A2 T 2 R B A S AT A
SIS S 181 B i 5 2 N i = =i VBRI S [ 4 25 % N
EERE 00 W N e LT S = N P S & A P 7 7 4
BRSELIE SN E sy iy SR A 2 P& SNy e s il
A AR I A L LLAM S & v- SRR RETRB A
AFLE I E R AT AT, 8 i R/ 3R X L SR A
HOZ AR FTASI H 2L FURY Hh 0.1~0.3 ng 4= FLiEH . DOS
SANTOS 451 1R FT T 21816 135 A /N — e v X i
InAFLIE LB IR T T S FUE B, i/ 3R 51 o
Mr(partial least-squares discrimination analysis, PLS-DA)¥%
RERS %I E- 3L 1% FLor o

Zi BN, JET I E A BRI R R Ik A
s INey NN a2 R RILIES & N BT LA I R Y 2 51 DS
FLH AL E o T FLA W IE K ORAF I R ZHR AL T
et it e TR ) TR AR B, AR 23 LAl i S TN T A 2 S
M, FLrh Z8CE A RN T AP R vh 25 FIRS E M2 K
AR, ASTRIFL A BT R A A8 2 S AT e R T L 2 B
Z U8, TR T 2 75T AR ARG I 5 %o T R 2, 0 A
SERGRZWERTE . A6, X ERAFUKA L IR A
XRGEGORREGR YR, BSOS L W] BEAAAE— 2 1Y
JRIBRYE, Tok R

2 BB A BRI FALREF SR
HF BB AR

FA GBS E A EAKR, EAFEFIAE
iR B & e AN ], AR EERB R Cie0 AT Crgo. AEFINE
JUiHR Ci5 A Crgs &% MR T 431, BEEARNIR Coo. Cson
Cio0 1 Croo ¥ i 35 5 T AL ST AR W IR 22 5 S o
A BR FEEE S M ARERE S C/Cp
{BLA S i M  EFLH A AR FLAU AT o S8 SR A A B,
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FFLIEFLBE I Co/Co MY ELAE 43514 0.46 F10.58, 2 FLIH
Cio/Cro I HAE R 1.16, HAEIREBILP Co/Cyo HUIERE
AL R ITTRG A, A Co/Coo HEAE AT LUK ) 5L
H15% Lk B A= LB IS, EE 2L 2R FLB G I
ARITF, 270 R 20T 5T 8 i s R
MEA, AT 278 AR A= LA, BT LA
LA B PR Z AT R

3 DEBRABRSTYINFILLIFRERE:
FLAIAE M LA

B AT F BB (5 R, T Iz A-7E Sh s Y i i A
[DGRIIINTN Ef”ﬁﬂﬂﬁmf“ﬂ’ﬂ%ﬂ“ PRI S, L A
PR E VA = T AR RN, ZE R AR B IR v LA B
PLH e HFLAFTESNRYEIB RN, 2SN IR 5T A Rl 4
£ DNA B2 51 o LIAZIR g B Al A I )7 1% 32 202
LA [F R S DNA IR BOR SEXT Rl
(1] AP 5P 2 A ) G DN, A e R % o A A R
B UL A% BR A I Jr VA 2R 4 W xU S (polymerase chain
reaction, PCR), % PCR(quantitative PCR, qPCR)FI%5 i
PR

31 RAmluARN

1985 4= Mullis & B PCR $ AR 5 PCR 7 AR i &
JAt R, B EEAR JFHE AR i) DNA F BEOR AR, 7Eift
Pt DNA RABEFFESMES I ERT, it 5o
X 7 S I N A ) R ) DNA #5000, 52 A% H AR DNA JF#51)
HIARSME IR Y 1) PCR Bk HAR ol . RIWER . BT
PR SR s 2 BB BLIA AT

FLIT A A KT PR N 4] DNA g1
XA PCR 44 AR % 51 FL Ak BRI b BT 4 55 1 i ik
PCR H AR A SR S5 [ W A T R SO PCR
RO, AT LA B 18] P9 58 AL P R DNA R =1, H
A 3o B A S F K L5 235 SR o 7L o g 4 2 31 17 48]
GOLINELLI 5"V 25 | R AE 2R 128 rRNA LA 1
SSPES W), I XN PCR BESEAI 1L 2L ey s
Y 0.5% 45 FL A 4> . DENG 25 BOJE 1) 2 28 ki 4 1
D-LOOP FLH AL Riikfy 16S-RNA FLFE BT T AE
PCR R FpsEs |9, AT iiarahis A3, %r
V] ARSI ORHE S 3L 0.1% 09431, B G T A
ARERARA 0.2%F1 0.5%F24F 2L 5 o
32 ZEEZPCR

H Y PCR HAR HARRIG E MELE R, B 20 Hhalk,
Bl 5 L5 ) 0 EF AR TNy F AW 1 KR, qPCR s ik .
qPCR A A JEFR 3 1 [7] PCR SO A ZR Foin A2 gekt
B ICHRET, TE PCR Sy o A2 o Sk WS R B A28k

R, 55 SRR 5 p A4 LA TN B AR o 0t 3003
{55, o 45 H S PR 2T b T HEAT AR AR 1Y o
6}1‘)?[4‘”0 5 PCR $ ARAM L, qPCR FTEFH X PCR 7434731

PR R M FL ARSI, LT TS S B R R 4
St H UL qPCR HOR F2A 4G TagMan qPCR AR F
SYBR Green qPCR iR, Hii# 1 PCR 147 Hfi AR sk
PENCIRER, KR W ity 3 ) ELAT i A 5 B A AR R 2k
FEPA, RS FE A A K L I BEE PCR 3734 & AR 43 B A e
A5, Mk B SEHHG I A RPY, SYBR Green qPCR
JEFE PCRAK RTINSO G YRL, HARN 2R T & Hi2e
JEEREEARSS, (HYH S5 M4E DNA 45859665 Shis B
b DNA B4 58 i i, S H bR R il S e

GUO SRR 2 i MR < A0S Sk D SR AT
F51, HRIFFEAE T —Fh = TaqMan qPCR J77%, WI7E
T BB B A TR BEAG 51) 0.005 ng A2 DNA A1 0.01 ng Y
4 DNA. GUO ZEPELTF Py il A Fs 5% TagMan
PeCIREL, fiiH] = TagMan real-time PCR %64 2E1R
EFLHE | GPERILCERY DNA, HAS H B4R 31k 0.00025
0.005 1 0.01 ng. A LLPIBIAF LA H LS | P
1L SYBR Green qPCR i, HAl o] &l 3 i =2 4w 2.5%
(4 FLAL T LIAO P 2R iR IR A (5 % b JEIH, R
FHH 8 PCR ¥:H1 SYBR Green qPCR A&l 1L -3 b4
FLIBME, ¥ #H PCR B4 HBR# 0.1%, SYBR Green qPCR [¥]
R R 0.5%

3.3 FRTHEBHEAR

PR A A 3 BT — Je 0 T A A R 1 AR,
EREAE R — R M T YRR E Y DNA 5 RNA

B0, 55 PCR HEARMIEL, BRI 18 25 ) SR A
fir‘ﬂﬂrﬂfg, R P B R I TR . R UL R
Y REH AN TR P 1 (loop-mediated  isothermal
amplification, LAMP) . J&¥" 14 F M S5 EAS I BOR FEA
4 o LAMP (R e )12 .

LAMP $ARJE 2000 4 H A 5% 51 Notomi 5 & W (1) —
FOgT AR SNEIR Y B AR S AR e BE IR, AR
FIA 4 ARG R0 6 DA FHE DNA BT 31 L
K 2 ASHHINE 1ok s LAMP J2 7, PR e HAT v R
P, BB R ot SCHUR R R AR I U A PR
AR RESES1), it LAMP iR, fE4-FRLRAFEG
Al B ST 1% 4B R, S T B REIL AL
B DA I ke SR A i A 5 | Ak,
BN T T R PG NE LAMP AT RBERL S
A= FL RS BRI . DEB 25100 7. 7 — b FH T b 4 2 1
BOE RS P B T4 DNA B LAMP J5 ¥, Al DL7E
100 min PASIN 2 A 2E a5 AR B B A 220 5% 4
R4S o KIM 25U F T LAMP 254 B3 HdE R, ol
PIBLZ ] 0.1 F1 1 pg 2 FIILERY DNA, 28l LIRA
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12

Lok 2%00 B2 EE RS R .
4 HipFIREHRBRFANSEQNTTIE

L o AR 20 20K K RS SR 18— b R A6 £
wb T B A B, e B ADLIRT L S IR I i A,
FH AL A AR SRR S A SRR R A 2 ™ R SN I
B RS S, THZ TGy L0 A5 B f B 17 b
B, S REIRE S AT RBIRITE . SR E
1 L B RGN AR Fe AR FLI A IR G FLh 5 R
PEM B WA BEAEL, R S B3 S0 ik At 350 3 i 3
REA X 70 F 3L IR A BIAN TR Ee 4] 8 31, e AR 0 B A
5% B i 1 T O R i 2 AR A BRI TR
), ARG TR AR X Al — A FLRE R BN ] L AR
FUREA A [ i 107 P35 A T 4501, A 7Bl LAXHR 548
R ARE A T AR T (4 4518

HLF 0 SR TE LT 2 9 L — il R, R
— R AL, AL REREES] (5 5 RERGE . B
PR GE 3 FR AR . i i 36 ML RSE 9 L 718
SRR ST BRI RN 3 A, BLE M A U £ hn B4

1
Table 1

Fh ., Zyhh sk B A R T RIS DIAS 2000 i v 75 45
BRI AT, BAL T RS X A LA LAY,
S 45 B S N OB TR A 0 LA S 1 4 S HE R SR 4 1l
87%H1 70%. TAZI ZE 7R ] B 175 £ A 55 3 L4 o Hr Al
SR Ay BT AR S A, XA 2E LR TR I, A 2 Aoy
Wr 7 e 0938 UG IR, 3% 7 32 6 248 FL AN 25 2L %8 19 IE 0 49
KB HIEF] 95.7%H1 87.1%. k25 25 OSSR Fi 5 45 &
F Aok, RIENRA ZLAE S 10%09 428y, 15
Favl= R i D I W v o S N S NI 7 52 o U 2 B o
HAN 2190 fp 7 0 46 I R e %t 6 Rl [R] HLA9] 19 3548 2
W RTINS AT, R R AZ 32 R4 B ik mT LA R il
RRBEED, HEFERATAT] 100%. HFHHERELTE
BB RN S AT R Tz N, X E B R A
HWFgE, EESSRT RS,

5 FIREIFSBREILOENTG AL

Zi LTk, BB B LA A AZTR NN R S5 G )
PR S TR S N S S R i e 4 P Rl s N 1 PO BN
R T IEAFAE—E ML R MR R o 73 Hr i R I 1.

FHEREB @D BRGNS AL

Comparison of detection methods for adulteration in goat milk and its products

ik KA s et 15 GG B
SEF LR MR ThE . S RS . TR |
kAT PE VAL Uy N 0,241
WAL e e A I WIMEL | L5 AR 29%
P MRLHORHURRBUAR LS RS MO o RN SRS
- 7o B AT R A 7 il 5 P o
BBREB o, FUNRR R AUMOIIOESHE  SYBOIERS, WTRROIE) kR Wi, @i
Biastim T Ak e T IR 57 5L 2 °
‘ ST A RIFL ok T o7 22 B 2 1 o . .
Sy RES . JEa=y = ¥ ya e 00[37]
itk [ RGO R ORARR . BOROVOEREE 1%
ooy PRI ARG TR E ARG AT TSR
SR St A SEMEE R, W g °
DRI o RTARIRMMA AR TUERGMILT AR RO AT R
Htisbi o SRR T A7 HE R 2 52 7 ’
beR ALY B DNA TR R WSSRIESR, RMOET T ARAREBRL N
PKHEAT R VS HT i ke A A S
\ N FRRVENR . REUER . ST JURHE S AR R e
N 3 SRR I - .
MERNH  gpcR ;@?ﬁg@ﬁﬁfﬁiﬁ;ﬁ? R BCH, PRI RSB REE 0.19%0
AT s PR AR R VAR, TREFE 2
. . PRCRES N R .
/ﬁ::ﬂb]‘l% PR A “#/ . ’ 5 5 /3.1:, II” R
AP ﬂzJﬁTm%mgmLﬁDNA S s VPROTEA S
320 : B
o
R B FLA ISE RIVRSEROTER I R . AU 95 K R B AT ik
A o SRR, A A X R bR, BESLRIEI LT . MR . R 5%l
A TR 0k EN
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6 LHERIE
B 2 B b LR AN R &, TR X FL AR B

RBEEA LIPS, AT CRIEF- L™ dh O i 52 4 | 4k
PAEFL M R AR RE MR R A L b ATl AN T 22
T, B [ B ) L FLB UG B AR F2 8 2, (AR
Ik FU b P AR IR B REUE ARt T T
AT G A 6 MR B IR 0 Ho ) — R AE 10% L4 BV,
CACARE W R FUAR 23H 90 0 R € 1 AN RE ST ik 2 i
GBI R . DIORTYSRR Sl p oA @ik . i
I ELLAMIEIE AR AR AT LA TS B G I oK, H
WAFLEAS R BAEXELL B 45 R A2 255 SR BRI, R g
FRENT 2 A o LAY L UK S AT 35 A PCR 34 B AR UERA JEE =,
(EPERT YLy SAE I LTIV 1557 alll S SR IE 3 LI TR 7E -5 N
W, TEAFL R il v A PR R B B A I B AR B
S RBUE . AERE . RSAS TR . B R TC
5B ARGEIN B2 AR 18 A = L R HEA] i B (RS DN ) S BB 5 5
] o A SCHTIR A RN 7 i, R R I i R AL T
B 15T A EHIBE S B A D H AR R TR 1 R A T 3
HOR, X2 MR AR AR R 5 A ), B SESE
RUE R, ATLLIT A R A R AR &, M T
FLB BRI I SR TSI . AT 1L
?%1&¢F2L96$ﬁ1& R B AR FEBAR, FF X R 14 e Fg ok
T3 7 BEBOA, Xof i — 20 5838 2 FLil il 2 A I H AR R &
U&%h$ﬂﬂmﬁ%%Eﬁﬁ%Aﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%EXo
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