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EFFECT OF SEX AND AGE ON BEEF CATTLE MEAT pH
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Aim. The aim of the study was to explain the difference of pH values in heifer and bull meat and to carry out
an analysis of the effect of age in groups of both sexes. Methods. The study contains data on 2,469 beef breed
and their crossbreed cattle fattened on farms in Latvia and Lithuania, slaughtered in a certified Lithuanian
slaughterhouse ‘Agaras’ in 2018. For the assessment of the effect of sex, the beef cattle were divided into 2
study groups: 1,266 bulls and 1,203 heifers. 3 study groups were created for analysis of the effect of age: 12 —
17 months; 18 — 23 months; 24 and more months. Analysis of the data acquired was based on the indicators of
descriptive statistics. 7—test and Pearson correlation analysis were used. Results. The average pH in the meat
of bulls was 5.87 + 0.011, but in the meat obtained from heifers — 5.66 + 0.005 (p < 0.05). Within the desired
pH value from 5.4 to 5.8, the group of bulls comprised 65 % of carcasses and the group of heifers — 86 % of
carcasses. In the group of bulls, 35 % of carcasses had an increased pH in the meat (pH —= 5.9), while in the
heifers’ group — 13%. For a small part of the carcasses in both study groups, too low pH was found in meat
(pH < 5.3), with 1% in the group of bulls and 0.4% in the group of heifers. An analysis of the effect of age
found no significant differences in pH values between bulls of different ages. In the heifers’study group, the
highest pH in meat was found in the group above 24 months of age, pH—5.69. Correlation analysis between
the meat pH and the slaughter results showed a weak or non—existent relationship. In the overall study group,
stronger correlation was observed between pH and fat score (r =—0.21, p < 0.05). Conclusions. The results
indicate that meat from heifers is better quality in terms of desired pH. Meat with the desired pH can be used

in the production of high-quality products that provide higher profits.
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INTRODUCTION

One of the main characteristics of beef meat quality
is the pH value, which is closely related to the obtain-
ment of quality meat. pH in beef carcasses is measured
12 to 48 h after slaughter, and the desired pH in meat
should be between 5.4 and 5.8. Such meat can be matu-
rated in a quality manner, which ensures high demands
and exceptional eating experience as well as maturing
provides the palatability and increases the tenderness.
Meat with the desirable pH could be sold fresh or pack-
aged in a vacuum, and stored, it is visually appealing to
the consumer, with good flavor characteristics (Adzitey
F, Huda N 2011; Velotto S et al. 2015).

When the animal is alive, energy in muscles is stored
in the form of glycogen, and pH in muscles is >7.1.
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After death has occurred, glycolysis in muscles takes
place, in the result of which glycogen is split to lactic
acid and other metabolites, which contributes to fall-
ing of pH. The larger energy reserves in muscles, the
greater amounts of lactic acid will be produced. As a
result of various stress factors, glycogen reserves are
already spent before slaughter and thus a normal pro-
cess of glycolysis cannot occur after slaughter.

The extent of loss of glycogen will depend on the
intensity and duration of the various stress factors and
on the sensitivity of animals to stress. If the animal is
subjected to long—term stress prior to slaughter, e.g.
long—term transportation, starvation, too high density
in stocking conditions (Arik E, Karaca S 2017; Fergu-
son DM et al. 2001; Ferguson DM, Gerrard DE 2014),
the reserves of muscle glycogen are dwindling and, fol-
lowing the slaughter of the animal, the acidification of
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the meat, or a decrease in pH value to the desired limit,
does not occur or does not occur sufficiently. This re-
sults in DFD (Dark, Firm, and Dry) meat having an
increased pH of a value of > 5.9. It is characterized
by a dark color, increased water binding and toughness
(especially if pH is between 5.9 and 6.2). A DFD meat
is subjected to the risk of faster deterioration as a result
of the effects of microorganisms on its surface (Page
JK et al. 2001; Pipek P et al. 2003; Villarroel M et al.
2003). A study by Villarroel M et al. (2003) found that
meat with a pH of > 5.55 is already getting tougher, has
a less pronounced taste and is visually appealing to a
lesser extent.

Meat with a too low pH (<5.3) is referred to as PSE
(Pale, Soft and Exudative) meat and is pale, watery and
too soft. In the case of PSE meat, a decrease in pH is
taking place while the carcass is still warm, with a de-
crease below 6.0 occurring already 45 minutes after the
slaughter (Adzitey F, Huda N 2011).

Meat obtains the characteristics of PSE if the animal
is subjected to severe, temporary stress shortly before
slaughter, and therefore depends on the quality of the
work at the slaughterhouse. A PSE meat will be ob-
tained by the use of electric whips for the moving the
animals to the slaughter spot, beating of animals, an
incorrect grouping of animals, and excessive density in
the pre—slaughter waiting room, as well as poor—qual-
ity slaughter.

Cattle breed has influence on several slaughter result
parameters, such as live weight before slaughter, live
weight gain, slaughter weight, dressing percentage and
conformation score (Muizniece I, Kairisa D 2016), but
as shown in other studies, breed has not significant in-
fluence on pH value of beef meat (Arik E, Karaca S
2017; Bures D et al. 2006; Cafferkey J et al. 2019).

An important factor influencing the quality of the
meat obtained is the sex of the animal, which affects
not only the chemical composition of the meat but also
physicochemical and sensory properties (Page JK et al.
2001; Weglarz A 2010b; Weglarz A 2011). Heifers and
steers produce more marbled, gentler meat with better
sensing properties compared to the meat obtained from
bulls. The bull meat is darker, with more coarse muscle
fibres and a higher pH, which makes it less suitable for
fresh sale (Marencic D et al. 2018; Weglarz A 2010b).

The aim of the study was to explain the difference of
pH values of heifers and bull’s meat and to carry out an
analysis of the effect of age in groups of both sexes of
beef cattle.
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

The study used pH measurements of meat of 2,469
beef purebred (Charolais, Limousin, Angus, Hereford,
Aubrac, Simmental) and their crossbreed cattle fat-
tened on farms in Latvia and Lithuania, slaughtered in
a certified Lithuanian slaughterhouse ‘Agaras’ in 2018.
pH measurements in the meat were carried out 24 hours
after the slaughter of beef cattle in the loin section, us-
ing a pH meter ProfiLine pH 3310. In our study, it was
assumed that an increased pH starts at a value of 5.90
but pH 5.30 and lower is considered to be too low. It
was adopted on the basis of guidelines developed by
the slaughterhouse ‘Agaras’.

Cattle used in the study were between 12 and 45
months old.

For the assessment of the effect of sex, the beef cattle
were divided into 2 study groups:

1. bulls (n = 1,266)
2. heifers (n = 1,203).

According to the following scheme, 3 study groups
were set up for analysis of the effect of age (Table 1). Most
of heifers were slaughtered between the age of 18 and 24
months, 51.7 %, while in the bull group most of the bulls
were slaughtered between 12 and 17 months, 56.2 %.

In the age group over 24 months, 40 bulls (3.1%) and
263 heifers (21.9%) were slaughtered.

The indicators used in the study: sex, age, live
weight, slaughter weight, conformation score, fat score
and meat pH, were obtained from the slaughterhouse
‘Agaras’ protocols.

For the calculation of dressing percentage, used was
the following formula (1):

Wk
/45

K= x 100, (1)
where K — dressing percentage, %; Wk — cold carcass
weight, kg; Wt — live weight before slaughter, kg.

For the conformation score grading, EUROP (carcass
classification system) letters are used, marked with the
following meaning: E — excellent (numerical mark —
5), U —very good (4), R — good (3), O — moderate (2),
P—weak (1). The evaluation of fat score is indicated by
figures 1 to 5, where 1 — very low, 2 — low, 3 — moder-
ate, 4 — high, 5 — very high. Carcasses classification
was done by slaughterhouse ‘Agaras’ expert according
with Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013.

Analysis of the data acquired was based on the in-
dicators of descriptive statistics: arithmetical mean,

AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE AND PRACTICE Vol. 7 No.2 2020



EFFECT OF SEX AND AGE ON BEEF CATTLE MEAT pH

standard error and coefficient of variation. 7—test for
average values was used for significance determination
for trait relationship. Pearson correlation analysis was
performed, which was established between the pH and
and the features of slaughter. Different letters (a, b, ¢)
on tables mark significant differences at p < 0.05.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results of the study are summarized in Table 2.
The average age of bulls prior to slaughter was 17.3
months, and 20.4 months in the heifers’ group (p <
0.05). Before slaughter, the bulls showed a higher live
weight and slaughter weight of 529.6 + 1.68 kg and
294.0 + 1.13 kg, respectively; in the heifers’ group, the
respective indicators were 498.7 + 1.53 kg and 269.8
+ 0.97 kg (p < 0.05). Calculated dressing percentage
was also higher in the bulls’ group, in average - 55.5
+ 0.10%, while in the heifers’ group — 54.1 = 0.12%
(p <0.05). Similar results have been found in studies
by other authors (Blanco M et al. 2020; Bures D, Bar-
ton L 2012; Pesonen M, Huuskonen A 2015; Weglarz
A 2010a;) showing that bulls before slaughter reached
higher weight and dressing percentage.

The highest conformation score was obtained from
bulls’ group — 3.01 + 0.02 points and it was signifi-
cantly higher than heifers’ group carcass conformation
score (p < 0.05). Heifers’ group received significantly
higher fat score — 2.98 = 0.01. As shown by the work
of several other researchers, bulls are characterized
by better muscularity, while heifers show a higher fat

studies conducted by foreign scientists, like our study,
found that pH was higher in bull meat rather than in that
of heifers and that the difference was significant (Page
JK et al. 2001; Weglarz A 2010a; Weglarz A 2010b;
Weglarz A 2011; Zhang YY et al. 2010). The results
obtained show that heifers are more stress-resistant and
suffer from stressors that occur during transportation
and during the pre-slaughter stocking to a lesser extent.
Bulls are more sensitive to various changes and more
under the influence of hormonal functioning aimed at
fighting and proof of dominance, thus being in a con-
tinuous state of anxiety which, in its turn, has a nega-
tive effect on the quality of their meat.

Both study groups contained carcasses in the meat of
which pH exceeded the desired limit—5.90. In the group
of bulls, 35 % of carcasses were with an increased pH
in the meat, while in the heifers’ group — 13 %. Within
the desired span of the pH of a value of 5.40 to 5.80, the
percentage of carcasses reached 65% in the group of
bulls, and 86 % — in the group of heifers (Figure). For
a small part of the carcasses in both study groups, too
low pH was found in meat (pH < 5.3), with 1% in the
group of bulls and 0.4 % in the group of heifers.

Several studies have shown that it is also possible to
obtain meat from bulls with a pH value not exceed-
ing 5.8 (Cafferkey J et al. 2019; Moran L et al. 2019;

Table 1. Number of animals used in the study groups of sex
and age

content on carcass (Blanco M et al. 2020; Pogorzelska- Age (months)
Przybytek et al. 2018). Sex
After the carcasses were refrigerated, the average 12-17 18-23 24 and more
pH in the meat of bulls was 5.87 + 0.011, while in the Heifers 318 622 263
meat of helfers,.the‘ pH was 5.66 £+ 0.005, a difference Bulls 1 515 40
of 0.22, which is significant (p < 0.05). Also, several
Table 2. Results of slaughter and carcass quality in study groups
Bulls (n = 1266) Heifers (n = 1203)
Indicators
x = 8x v, % X£Sx v, %
Age before slaughter (months) 17.3£0.09* 19.39 20.4+0.12° 19.72
Live weight before slaughter 529.6 £ 1.68 11.31 498.7 + 1.53 10.65
(kg) 294.0+1.13® 13.65 269.8 +£0.97° 12.49
Cold carcass weight (kg) 55.5+0.10° 6.37 54.1+0.12° 7.40
Dressing percentage (%) 3.01 £0.02* 20.55 2.86 +0.02° 16.77
Conformation score (points) 2.24 £0.01* 20.11 2.98 +0.01° 18.26
Fat score (points) 5.87+0.011* 6.77 5.66 +0.005° 3.03
pH

Note. a b — significant differences between the study groups, p < 0.05.
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Soidla R et al. 2019). These studies were conducted on
a relatively small number of animals, mainly on study
farms, where stress factors could be minimized both
on the farm, during transportation and before slaughter.

Upon the conduct of the analysis of the effect of age
on changes in pH according to the group of sex, it was
found that in the bulls’ group pH in meat did not differ
significantly in different ages (Table 3). The average
pH of the meat was between 5.85 and 5.88.

The pH of the meat obtained from heifers ranged
from 5.63 to 5.69. The highest pH in meat was found
in the group above 24 months of age — 5.69, which

50 60 70 80 90 100
%

was by 0.03 higher than in the age group of 18 to 23
months and by 0.06 higher than in the age group 12—
17 months (p < 0.05). A study conducted by Weglarz
A (2010) showed that beef from cows slaughtered
during the winter and summer season was higher than
that of heifers (> 5.8). In heifer meat, pH < 5.8 was
present in 72.5% of cases in the winter season and
over 86% in the summer season. The percentage of
cow meat at the desired pH value was only 46.75%
during the winter season, but only slightly above 30%
of carcasses met the desired value of pH during the
summer season. The results have shown that, as the
age of female beef cattle increases, they respond to

Table 3. pH value indicators in beef cattle meat in study groups of different age and sex

Bulls Heifers
Age group
x+Sx v, % x +Sx v, %
12—17 months 5.88+0.02 6.87 5.63+0.01° 293
18-23 months 5.85+0.02 6.68 5.66+0.01° 2.83
>24 months 5.87+0.06 6.13 5.69+0.01° 3.47
Note. a b ¢ — significant differences between the study groups, p < 0.05.
Table 4. Pearson correlation coefficients between the features of pH and of slaughter results
Group Age L1.Ve Slaughter Dressing Conformation Fat
weight weight percentage score
pH
Total (n =2469) -0.10 0.06 0.06 0.02 —0.05 —0.21 *
bulls -0.02 -0.02 —0.04 —0.05 —0.09 * —0.0004
heifers 0.13 * —-0.05 —0.06 —0.04 —0.10 * —0.08 *
Note. p <0.05.
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different changes more sensitively and suffer more
from the effects of stress.

An analysis of the correlation between the features of
pH and of slaughter results showed weak or non—exis-
tent relationships (Table 4). In the overall study group,
a closer correlation was observed between the fea-
tures of pH and of fat score, nevertheless, it was weak
(-0.21), but significant (p < 0.05).

A study by Weglarz A (2010a) shows similar Pear-
son correlation results between the features of pH and
of slaughter results — the correlations obtained were
weak or did not exist. A study conducted by Mach N
et al (2008) results showed that fat score had a sig-
nificant relationship with pH — the higher the fat score
value, the smaller the number of cases with increased
pH was identified. Conformation score was also in
correlation with pH — the lower the conformation
score, the higher the growth of the number of cases
with increased pH.

CONCLUSIONS

The biggest weight before slaughter, slaughter weight
and dressing percentage showed bulls’ group, but heif-
ers’ group obtained highest fat score.

In the group of bulls, the average pH value was 5.87,
while in the group of heifers it was 5.66 (p < 0.05).
35 % of the carcasses of bulls had an increased pH of
>5.90, but in the heifers’ group, an increased pH has
been identified in only 13 % of the carcasses. An in-
creased pH means that these carcasses will only be
used for the production of processed products, thus the
creation of lower—value products.

Based on the analysis of the effect of age, we can
conclude that the age of the bulls did not have a sig-
nificant effect on the pH value, but the findings in the
group of heifers show that pH increased with the age,
while remained within the required limits for the ob-
tainment of quality meat.
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Bnuius crari Ta Biky Ha pH snoBnunHn
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Meta. MeTol JOCHIKCHHS OyI0 TOSCHHUTH PI3HHUIIO
MDK 3Ha4eHHSAIMHM pH SsUTOBHYMHM BiJ TCIHUIb Ta OWYKIB 1
MPOBECTH aHali3 BIUIMBY BIKy Y Tpylax TBapuH 000X
crareii. MeToam. JlocimiKeHHsS MICTUTH AaHi momao 2 469
MPEJCTaBHUKIB TIOPiI BEIUKOI poraroi XymoOu Ta ixHiX
riOpumiB, SKAX BIATOMOBYBalM y TocmomapcTBax Jlarsii
ta JIutBu 1 3a0uBanu Ha ceprudikoBaHiil OiifHI «Agarasy,
Jlutea, y 2018 p. 3 MeTOI0 OIIIHKM BIUIUBY CTari BEJIHKY
porary XymoOy TMOMIIMJIM HA JBI TPYIH TOCIIIKCHHS:
1 266 6mukiB Ta 1 203 Temwmup. s aHami3y BIUIMBY BIKY
OyJ7I0 CTBOPEHO TpHW TPYIH AOCTIKEHHS: 12—17 Micsis;
18-23 wicsmiB; 24 i OuTbIe MicAIIB. AHANI3 OTPUMaHHX
JaHUX I'PYHTYBaBCS Ha MOKa3HMKaX OMHMCOBOI CTATUCTHKH.
Bymn Bukopucrani t-xputepiii CrbloneHta Ta KoeQilieHT
xopessii Ilipcona. Pesyiabrarm. Cepenne 3HaueHHs pH
M’sica OmukiB cranoBmio 5,87 + 0,011, a M’sica, OTpIMaHOTO
Bix Tenmuis, — 5,66 + 0,005 (p < 0,05). V Mexax OakaHux
3HadeHb pH Bin 5,4 mo 5,8, rpyma Ouuki cxiranama 65 %
Ty, a rpymna tenuns — 86 % Tym. Y rpym onukis, 35 %
Tyl Maju mifBuieHe 3HaueHus pH m’sica (pH — > 5,9), y
TOW Yac K y rpymi Teaunb — 13 %. Y HeBeIuKid 4acTHHI
Tym 3 000X Tpym IOCTIKEHHS Oyllo BHSBICHO 3aHAATO
Hu3bKe 3HaueHHs pH M sica (pH < 5,3) — 1 % y rpymi 6nukiB i
0,4 % y Tpymi Tenuub. AHaii3 BIUIMBY BIKy HE BHUSBHB
3HAYHUX BIIMIHHOCTEW MiX 3HadeHHsAMU pH momo Owd-
KiB pi3Horo Biky. ll{o cTocyerscst rpynu Tenuib, HalBHIIE
3HaueHHs1 pH M’sica Oyiio BUSIBIIGHO Y TPy BikKOM 1oHaj 24
Micsami, pH — 5,69. Arani3 xopemsmii Mixk 3HadeHHAMH pH
M’sica Ta pe3yJbTaTaMH 320010 MPOIEMOHCTPYBAB CIAOKNI
a0o BiJCyTHIH 3B’30K. 3arajioMm y rpymi ZOCHiIKeHHS Oy-
JIO TIOMIYE€HO CHJIBHIMINK 3B’S130K MiX IoKka3Hnkamu pH Ta
xupHocti (r = —0,21, p < 0,05). BucnoBku. Pesynsraru
BKa3yIOTh Ha T€, 110 M’SICO TEJIUIIb M€ Kpally sSKICTh Y TUIaHi
6akaanx 3Ha4eHb pH. M’sc0 3 6axannMu mokazHukamu pH
MOXHa BHMKOPHCTOBYBATH y BHUPOOHMITBI BHCOKOSIKICHOI
TIPOIYKIIiT, 110 320€3MeunTh 01NN TPHOYTOK.

Kuaro4oBi ci10Ba: Benmrka porara xymno0a, M’sico, pH, BiK, cTars.
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IMPABUJIA JJI51 ABTOPIB

V¥ sxypHani «Agricultural Science and Practice» my0mikytoTbes pe3ynbTaTti QyHAaMEHTaIbHUX AOCHIIKEHb 3 MUTaHb arpOHOMIi, 010710Tii,
GioTexHoOori1 Ta OioiHXKeHepil, BETEPUHAPHOT MEIUIIHHH.

JIpyKyIoTbCst (hyHITaMEHTAJIBHI CTATTi, OIVIAM JIITepaTypH, KOPOTKI MOBIZOMIICHHS, sIKi paHimie He BHAaBaimucs. OCoOIMBO NMPOCHMO
YHHKATH TEXHIYHOTO TIariaty Ta camoruiariaty. Pemaxiist ayske yBayKHO BiJICHIKOBYE Ili MOMEHTH.

Pyxomuicu HaacHIaloThCs Ha KOH(iieHIiliHe pelieH3yBaHHsI CIeliagicTaM BiIIoBIIHOT rays3i.
3a yMOBH HO3UTHBHOI PEIeH3i1 3 PyKOIHCOM 3HallOMHUThLCS HAyKOBHH penakTop — Kondigenmiiino.

CratrTi HaACHIIAIOTECS YKPaiHCHKOIO/POCIHCHKOI0 MOBOIO, NIEPEKIAal0TECS B PEAAKLil OE3KOIITOBHO 1 MyOIiKYIOThCS JHIIE aHIITIHCHKOIO
MOBOIO; pe3loMe — YKpaiHChKOI0 MOBOI0. B enexTpoHHiil Bepcii xypHaiy (http:/www.agrisp.com) 3 2014 p. po3MilIyOThCsl pe3iome,
CITUCOK JIITepaTypH i MOBHUMN TEKCT CTATEH aHITIHCHKOK MOBOKO (OKPIM IIOTOYHOTO POKY).

Kozxniii crarti npucBowerbesi nudposuii inenrudikarop (DOI), mo crnpuse KOPEKTHOMY PO3MOBCIOKCHHIO Marepialy CTarTi B
Mepexi [HrepHer.

KoMnuiekT 10KyMeHTIB, HEOOXiTHUX /sl peecTpamii cTarTTi.

Enekmponnoio nowmor nadcunaomocs:

= JIMCT — HampaBJeHHS Bix opranizauii (pdf);

= IOTOBIp Mpo nepeaady aBropcbkux npas (pdf), opopmieHuii Ta miAMUcaHU OKPEMO KOKHHM i3 CITiBaBTOPIB, HAMTPUKIIA, 4 aBTOPH —
4 moroBopH (3pa3oK JOrOBOPY Ha CalTi KypHaIy);

= 3BepTaeMo Bamy yBary Ha Te, 1110 IOTOBip Ipo Iepefady aBTOPCHKUX MpaB HaOyBae YUHHOCTI MiCis IPUHHATTS CTaTTi
1o my6umikarii. Y pasi BigxuiaeHHs Bamiol cTarTi peikoserieio Ky pHaily I0TOBip aBTOMAaTHYHO BTpadae cury. [liamicanns 1orosopy
aBTOPOM (AaBTOpaMH) O3HAUa€, M0 BiH (BOHM) O3HAHOMIICHHI Ta 3TOJHUH 3 YMOBAMH JOTOBODY;

= pykonuc nonaetses doc, docx; imocTparii; TaOmui.

Crarti 000B’S13KOBO CYMPOBOPKYIOTHCSI YKPATHChKO-aHIIIIICBKUM CIIOBHHKOM crieldiunux TepminiB (He MeHie 30), BUKOPHCTAHUX Y
CTaTTi.

Pykonuc mae micruru:

= ingexc YK,

* Ha3BY CTaTTi aHITIHCHKOIO i YKPATHCHKOIO MOBAMU;

* Ipi3BHIIIA Ta iHII[IaJIN BCIX aBTOPiB IBOMa MOBAMH;

= Ha3By i1 MOWITOBY aapecy(u) 3 iHIeKcaMH YCTaHOB(BH), e panioe(10Th) aBTop(1), ABOMA MOBAMH;
* IICKTPOHHY IIOIITY BCIiX aBTOPIB, aBTOpa AJISI JINCTYBAHHS MO3HAYNUTH 31POYKOIO.

CTpyKTypoBaHi pe3loMe aHIIIICBKOIO Ta YKPaiHCHKOIO MOBaMH TOBHHHI MaTd iJEHTHYHUI 3MicT (kokHe He MeHire 1500 3HakiB 3
npobinamu). Crpykrypa pestome: Meta. Meroau. PesyasraTn. Bucnosknu. Kirrouosi cioBa.

He mooicna 6 pestome xoniroeamu peuenus 3 po3oinie cmammi — nepegpazyiime ix. Pestome — ye ocHoeHi nonoscenns Bawioi naykogoi
pobomu. Ie Bawa pexnama, it npouumaioms mucsaui HAyKo8Yia y pisnux 6azax 0anux — momy 6oHa nNOGUHHA OYmu 3p03yMilolo, GUUEPNHOIO,
ocodnueo nynkm "memoou”.

«BeTtym». AHai3 cy4acHOTo CTaHy HayKOBOi IpoONieMH, SIKy BU po3miiaaete. Jlo koskHOro daxTy, Oyab Jacka, HeoOXiHO MMOAaBaTh KiJIbKa
JDKEpeIn cBiTOBOI JliTeparypu. B ocTanHbOMY a03ami BCTYIy, KpiM «MeTH» (TiIbKH HE MMOBTOPIOWTE 3ar0JI0BOK PYKOIHCY), CHOPMYITIONTE
i71et0 HeoOXiHOCTI MPOBe/IeHHs Baioro 10ciiuKeHHs.

«Marepiaau i MmeTogu». Tpu OCHOBHUX KPHUTEPIi: MOBTOPIOBAHICTh, METOIU JIAOOPATOPHOTO aHAJI3y, METOAU CTaTHCTHYHOT 00OpOOKH (HE
BHUKOpHCTOBY#TE KpHuTepiit Ct’rogenTa Ta HIP). 3MicT IbOro po3ainy MOBHHEH 1AaTH MOKIIMBICTh OBHICTIO MOBTOPHUTH Barii 10 cmipKeHHS.
Jlns GaraTbOX eKCHEePUMEHTAIBHHUX POOIT LeH o3 MoXe 3aiiMaTH «JIeBOBY» 4YacTKy TEKCTy. SIKIIO BM mpaioere 3 GioNoridyHMMH
00’€eKTaMH — JIOKJIbHUH €THYHHUI KOMITET MOBUHEH MiATBEpANTH nporpaMy Bammx mnociimkens. [1po 1ie 000B’s13K0BO CIIiji HamicaTu B
poszini «Matepianu i Mmetonu» Bamoro pykommcy.

«PesyabraTu». [lonaBaiite nepemik OCHOBHHX PE3yJbTaTiB BIACHUX JI0CHIHKEHb.

«OfroBopenHs» — 11e OKpeMHui po3nir Bamoi po6otn. ITopiBHsHHS Bammx 3100y TKiB 3 0OCHOBHIMH JONHCYBadYaMU 32 Ii€ro TeMoro. Tyt
HE MO)KHA JIaBaTH «HOBI» JaHi, sIKi paHile He po3mIaaamncs B «Pesynsrarax».

«BucHoBKm». Yu BCi TinoTe3u JaHOT pOOOTH MM ITBEPAMIUCS B CBITI HOBOTO, 3100yTOTO B 111l pOOOTI; MEPCIIECKTUBH MOJABIINX 0 CITiKCHb.
Tineku He nepedpazoByiite po3ain «OOroBopeHHsD.

JloTpuMaHHsA eTHYHUX cTaHAapTiB. OO0B’ I3KOBUH PO3/LT IS CTATel:
= BKa3aTH BCi pkepena (GpiHaHCyBaHHS pOOOTH KOXKHOTO YJaCHUKA 1 BCHOTO KOJICKTUBY aBTOPIB;
= BKaXITb iH(OpMaLilo Mpo KOH(IIKTH iHTepeciB;

* BKaXITh iH(OPMALIFO PO JOTPUMAHHS €THYHUX CTAaHIAPTIB U POOOTI, Ie B AKOCTi 00’ €KTIB IOCHIHKSHHS BICTYIIAIOTh JIFOAN a00 TBApUHH.
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V posnini «IligTpuMKka» pu MOCHIIAHHIX HA IPAHTH HEOOXiHO BKa3yBaTH (OHJ, Ha3By IpaHTy Ta/abo HOMEP.

Tabauni MOBUHHI MaTH 3aroJIOBOK 1 TMopsiikoBui Homep. IlocumanHsg Ha TaOMMII B TEKCTI MAIOTh BIANOBINATH MOPSIKOBUM HOMEpaM.
[IpuMmiTKH 10 TaOMHUIB PO3MILIYIOTH OE3II0CepeHbO ITi] HUMH. BCi ckopoueHHs TOBUHHI OyTH po3mi(poOBaHUMH.

LmocTpauii y kobopoBoMy ab0 4OpHO-0inoMy BapiaHTax MOJaBaTH B OJHOMY 31 CTaHIapTHUX (popmaris — xIs; cdr; tif; jpg; MantoHKH mO-
BUHHI OyTH 9iTKUMH, <KABAMI», MATH IOPAIKOBI HOMEPH 3 IPUB A3KOI0 Y TEKCTI, M IMUCH — JIAKOHIYHUMHE Ta 3pO3yMITHMH.

Oco061uBYy yBary npocuMo 3BepHyTH Ha CIIHCOK IUTOBAHOI JiTepaTypH.

Crucok miteparypu. 3 2020 poxy xypHan (GopMye CIUCKM IUTOBAHUX JoKepen 3a ¢opmarom Springer https.//www.springer.com/cda/
content/document/cda_downloaddocument/Key Style Points BasicRef.pdf

Huxue nonaemo 3pa3zoxk:

3a andasitom, 6e3 Hymeparii:

Smith J, Jones M Jr, Houghton L et al (1999) Future of health insurance. N Engl ] Med 965:325-329

Slitka MK, Whitton JL (2000) Clinical implications of dysregulated cytokine production. ] Mol Med. doi:10.1007/s001090000086.

B Texceri, 3a micuem 3ragyBanHs, 6e3 Hymepaii — (Smith J et al, 1999)

This style is based on Harvard style and recommendations of the Council of Biology Editors (CBE).

Cruib hopMyBaHHS CIIUCKY JTiTEpaTypH JUB. Ha CAlTi www.agrisp.com 1y )KypHai.

Bci mxepena noBuHHi OyTH npucyTHiME B iHTepHeTi. DOI (ipn HasiBHOCTI) — 000B’SI3KOBHI €lIEMEHT CIUCKY BUKOPHCTAHUX JDKEPEIL.

He no3BossieTbest «BIACHHIT» TIEPEKIIAT; HA3BH CTaTel 3 MepiOAWYHUX BUIaHb TOBUHHI Bi/IOBIIaTH aHITIOMOBHHM PE3IOMe, PO3MIIIEHHUX
Y BHIAHHAX 13 3a3HAUYCHHSIM MOBH NEPBHHHOI ITyOmikamii B mepexiaaHoMy BHAaHHI. Ha3Bu BHIAaBHMITB IOJAIOTHCS y TpaHCIiTepaii,
SIKIIO JKypHAJ He MepeKIagacThes — Oro Ha3Ba TAKOXK TPAHCIITEPYETHCSL.

Ionosuna Bamoi 6i0aiorpadii moBunHa 0yTH omy0/1iKOBaHOI0 32 OCTaHHI S poKiB, He Oijbue 5 % Gidxiorpadii — Bami my6aikamii,
MAaKCHMYM — KiJIbKa JizKepei1 «cipoi jiteparypmn» (0e3 ingekcis DOI).

Henpunycrumo nocuiarucs Ha rinepnocHJIaHHs, apTopedeparu auceprauii, Mmonorpadii, marepianu 3’i31iB i KoHpepeHuiii,
cayxooBi matepiaau (JICTY).

Iocuiaarucs Ha iHTepHeT-pecypcH MOKHA 32 HasiBHOCTI y Jukepena DOIL.
Baxxano nuTyBaTu Jukepesia, omyo ikoBani nicias 2010 p. (K110 e He perIaMeHTY€ETbCSl YMOBAMH IIPeACTaBJICHOI po6oTH).

IMicns oTpUMaHHS peueHsii, y BHUIAAKY HEOOXiIHOCTI MepepOOKH PYKOITHCY, aBTOp O0OB’SI3KOBO IHINE TOSACHIOBAIBHOIO JIHCTA JIO
PELEeH3eHTa 1 B TEKCTi PyKOIUCY MO3HAYA€ KOJIbOPOM BHIIPABJICHI MicLIs.

VBara! Crarri, opopMiieHi He 32 NpaBUJIaMH, IOBEPTAIOTHCS aBTOPaM 0e3 peecTpailii Ta po3risay.



