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Abstract: The control of spoilage microorganisms and foodborne pathogens in meat and meat
products is a challenge for food producers, which potentially can be overcome through the combined
use of biopreservatives, in the form of a mix of various microbial hurdles. The objective of this work
is to systematically review the available knowledge to reveal whether various microbial hurdles
applied in combination can pose an effective decontamination strategy for meat and meat products.
PubMed, Web of Science, and Scopus were utilized to identify and evaluate studies through February
2023. Search results yielded 45 articles that met the inclusion criteria. The most common meat
biopreservatives were combinations of various starter cultures (24 studies), and the use of mixtures of
non-starter protective cultures (13 studies). In addition, studies evaluating antimicrobial combinations
of bacteriocins with other bacteriocins, BLIS (bacteriocin-like inhibitory substance), non-starter
protective cultures, reuterin, and S-layer protein were included in the review (7 studies). In one
study, a biopreservative mixture comprised antifungal protein PgAFP and protective cultures. The
literature search revealed a positive effect, in most of the included studies, of the combination of
various bacterial antimicrobials in inhibiting the growth of pathogenic and spoilage bacteria in meat
products. The main advantages of the synergistic effect achieved were: (1) the induction of a stronger
antimicrobial effect, (2) the extension of the spectrum of antibacterial action, and (3) the prevention of
the regrowth of undesirable microorganisms. Although further research is required in this area, the
combination of various microbial hurdles can pose a green and valuable biopreservation approach
for maintaining the safety and quality of meat products.

Keywords: synergism; compounds; meat safety; shelf life extension; bacterial-derived antimicrobials;
decontamination strategies; foodborne pathogens

1. Introduction

Foodborne pathogens are a threat to international public health and safety. A majority
of zoonosis cases reported at the European Union level in 2021 were campylobacteriosis,
with 127,840 confirmed cases, followed by salmonellosis, Shiga toxin-producing Escherichia
coli (STEC) infections, yersiniosis, and listeriosis with 60,050, 6789, 6084 and 2183 confirmed
cases, respectively [1]. On the other hand, multistate outbreaks were most frequently
caused by Salmonella (83 outbreaks, 64%), followed by STEC (29 outbreaks, 22%), and then
Listeria (18 outbreaks, 14%) [2]. Meat and meat products were the main carriers of these
pathogens, in both the European Union and the United States [1,2]. In the United States,
during the period 2017–2020, beef consumption was associated with 900 hospitalizations
due to E. coli, Salmonella, or Listeria contamination. At the same time, the consumption of
contaminated chicken was linked to 679 cases and pork to 126 cases [2]. In the European
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Union, chicken meat (broilers) is considered to be the most important foodborne source of
both campylobacteriosis and salmonellosis, which are the two most frequently reported
foodborne human diseases [1]. While meat and meat products are still among the best
sources of nutrients for humans due to their high protein content, essential amino acids,
vitamin B groups, and minerals [3], their high water activity and nutrient composition also
contribute to the development of foodborne pathogens, as well as spoilage microorgan-
isms, including Pseudomonas, Staphylococcus, Brochothrix, some lactic acid bacteria (LAB)
species, and different strains of Enterobacteriaceae [4,5]. There are also several metabolites
secreted by spoilage microorganisms that can negatively impact meat quality and pose
health risks, including biogenic amines (histamine, putrescine, cadaverine, spermine, and
spermidine), as well as toxins (botulinum and staphylococcus toxin) [6]. Development of
these bacteria in meat leads to the reduction of nutritional compounds, primarily proteins,
amino acids, and vitamins (mostly B complex vitamins), as well as degradation of lipids,
which are more susceptible to oxidation in these environments [4]. Additionally, important
sensory characteristics such as color, texture, and odor are altered, making the meat unfit
for consumption.

To ensure the quality and safety of products, and in response to increasing pressure
from consumers for safe-to-eat and high-quality clean-label food products, interest in
the meat industry is now focused on novel biopreservation strategies. Biopreservation
involves using natural or primary and/or secondary metabolites or antimicrobials, from
such sources as bacteria, fungi, plants, and animals, as a means to minimize lipid oxi-
dation, reduce color loss, or extend product shelf life [7]. According to this approach,
biopreservatives are defined as compounds, derived from natural sources or made from
food ingredients, which are capable of preventing or retarding spoilage related to chemical
or biological deterioration and combating foodborne pathogens [8]. In practice, it is more
common for authors to define the concept of ‘biopreservation’ with reference merely to
the use of microorganisms and/or their metabolites in order to extend shelf life and en-
hance food safety [9]. Lactic acid bacteria (LAB) possess the biggest potential for use in
biopreservation, being used as a starter or protective culture due to the wide spectrum of
their activity against the development of unfavorable microbiota. Their antagonistic effect
is due to different mechanisms, such as competition for nutrients and production of organic
acids, hydrogen peroxide, enzymes, antimicrobial peptides, or bacteriocins [8]. Bacteria
of the former genus Lactobacillus, which has recently been reclassified into twenty-five
new species [10], Bifidobacterium, and other microorganisms such as Enterococcus faecium,
E. faecalis, Streptococcus salivarius ssp. thermophilus, Lactococcus lactis subsp. lactis, Leuconos-
toc mesenteroides, and Pediococcus acidilactici are of especial interest in the biopreservation
of meat and meat products [11]. The vast majority of LAB and their metabolites have
the status ‘Generally Recognized As Safe’ (GRAS) according to the U.S. Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) [12]. The European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) has also given
the rank of ‘Qualified Presumption of Safety’ (QPS) to many LAB species, included in the
genera Carnobacterium, Lactococcus, Leuconostoc, Oenococcus, Pediococcus, Streptococcus and
the former Lactobacillus genus [13]. To conclude, an ideal biopreservation agent should be
able to exhibit specific antimicrobial activity to combat microorganisms that cause a food
safety risk and should not cause adverse effects on the human intestinal microbiome.

Alternatively, biopreservatives might also be used in combination with other strategies
as part of a hurdle technology approach to decontaminate food. A hurdle concept is
the combination of different preservation techniques as a conservation strategy, and has
been used successfully in many countries for years [14]. The combined use of multiple
preservation methods may include physical (e.g., heat treatment), chemical (chemical
preservatives such as EDTA, organic acid, etc.), and biological (microorganisms and their
metabolites) factors [15]. A combination of these approaches is rationalized by the belief
that synergism may occur by exposing undesired microorganisms to a series of obstacles
to their growth and survival. Furthermore, if synergism occurs, preservative doses or
technological treatment intensities may be reduced [15]. Using hurdle technology in the
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meat industry is a successful method of obtaining mildly processed meat products that are
both safe and appealing to consumers [16]. However, foodborne disease outbreaks linked to
meat products continue to occur despite promising evidence that these interventions result
in safer products. Up to this date, several reviews have been published, where an attempt
was made to collect available data on meat biopreservation strategies, some belonging to
the category of hurdle technology [9,15,17–24]. According to a preliminary literature search,
there has not yet been a review of the combination of bacterially derived antimicrobials to
achieve a synergistic effect in the decontamination of meat and meat products.

In light of the above, as outbreaks of foodborne diseases related to meat products
continue to be reported, and based on the numerous positive reports describing the antimi-
crobial and potentially synergistic effects of preservatives of microbial origin, the purpose
of this study was to review systematically the current knowledge about the combined
antimicrobial effect of a variety of microbial hurdles to control the growth of undesirable
microorganisms in meat and meat products.

2. Materials and Methods

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, until today there is no published or regis-
tered protocol concerning this topic or a similar review of the literature. The review was
registered with the PROCEED prospective register of evidence syntheses in the environ-
mental sector (registration number PROCEED-23-00084), available at the following address:
https://www.proceedevidence.info/protocol/view?id=84 (accessed on 28 February 2023).
Guidelines and Standards for Evidence Synthesis in Environmental Management Version
5.1 were strictly followed in this systematic review [25].

2.1. Focus Question

What is the impact of the mixture of bacterial-origin antimicrobials on the growth of
foodborne pathogens and spoilage bacteria in the food system? Can this biopreservative
effect be accomplished by using specific mechanisms and/or compounds? Is there a way
to utilize these combined bacterial antimicrobials in the meat industry?

2.2. Protocol and Selection Criteria

The population, intervention, control, outcome (PICO) design methodology was
applied in this case [26]. “Population” constituted meat and meat products, “interven-
tion” pertained to the combination of a variety of antimicrobial agents of bacterial origin,
“comparator” constituted no combination used, single antimicrobial or other agents, and
“outcome” referred to decontamination strategies and effects. Studies were qualified to be
included if they met the following criteria: published since 2000, comprising experimental
in vitro research, and referring to the synergistic antibacterial effect of diverse microor-
ganisms or microbial origin metabolites applied in combination to enhance food safety or
extend the shelf life of contaminated meat and meat products. Studies were excluded when
related to animal or in vivo research, to human trials, and when lacking sufficient details
on either the antimicrobial agents or their utilization in the meat system. Unpublished or
duplicate data, reviews, letters, case reports and editorials were also excluded.

No restrictions were placed regarding the use of control samples, in order to include a
wide range of potential studies. To that end, studies without a comparator, e.g., without
comparing to antimicrobial agents used separately, were also included.

A combination of microbial hurdles with organic acids and their derivative salts was
excluded at the research selection stage as having no certainty as to the microbial origin of
the chemicals. It should be noted that lactic acid, citric acid, propionic acid, acetic acid, and
other organic acids are chemical compounds that can be produced by microbial activity;
however, chemical synthesis and enzymatic production processes are also possible ways to
obtain these antimicrobials [27]. Thus, they are typically classified as chemical additives for
controlling microorganism growth, improving sensory attributes, and extending the shelf
life of various food products, including meat [15].

https://www.proceedevidence.info/protocol/view?id=84
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2.3. Search Methods

The following databases were searched in February 2023: PubMed, Scopus, and Web
of Science, with the search restricted to the English language. Following the methodology
of Bramer et al. (2018) [28], keywords were carefully selected and tested in order to provide
a broad screening of the available and relevant literature. Search queries were tailored to
each database’s structure. The specific search terms combined with the Boolean operators,
as well as details on the customization of the query to each database, are provided in the
PROCEED protocol. Additionally, titles and abstracts of the literature were screened for
duplication across search engines.

2.4. Selection of Articles

The title and abstract of each article were independently reviewed by two researchers
to ensure they met the eligibility criteria. Full texts of articles were then retrieved, and
two researchers independently screened them for inclusion. Disagreements were settled
through discussion between the two researchers. The PRISMA diagram [29] was used to
guide the review process (Figure 1). Citations were exported to the citation generator.

Foods 2023, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 4 of 27 
 

 

of the chemicals. It should be noted that lactic acid, citric acid, propionic acid, acetic acid, 
and other organic acids are chemical compounds that can be produced by microbial ac-
tivity; however, chemical synthesis and enzymatic production processes are also possible 
ways to obtain these antimicrobials [27]. Thus, they are typically classified as chemical 
additives for controlling microorganism growth, improving sensory attributes, and ex-
tending the shelf life of various food products, including meat [15].  

2.3. Search Methods 
The following databases were searched in February 2023: PubMed, Scopus, and Web 

of Science, with the search restricted to the English language. Following the methodology 
of Bramer et al. (2018) [28], keywords were carefully selected and tested in order to pro-
vide a broad screening of the available and relevant literature. Search queries were tai-
lored to each database’s structure. The specific search terms combined with the Boolean 
operators, as well as details on the customization of the query to each database, are pro-
vided in the PROCEED protocol. Additionally, titles and abstracts of the literature were 
screened for duplication across search engines. 

2.4. Selection of Articles 
The title and abstract of each article were independently reviewed by two researchers 

to ensure they met the eligibility criteria. Full texts of articles were then retrieved, and two 
researchers independently screened them for inclusion. Disagreements were settled 
through discussion between the two researchers. The PRISMA diagram [29] was used to 
guide the review process (Figure 1). Citations were exported to the citation generator. 

 
Figure 1. PRISMA flowchart illustrating the identification of studies for inclusion. 

2.5. Risk of Bias Assessment  
The Guidelines for Systematic Review and Evidence Synthesis in Environmental 

Management Version 5.1 2022 [25], Collaboration for Environmental Evidence Critical Ap-
praisal Tool Version 0.3 (Prototype) was utilized for a critical appraisal of included studies 
that met the eligibility criteria. This tool is intended for use in environmental management 

Figure 1. PRISMA flowchart illustrating the identification of studies for inclusion.

2.5. Risk of Bias Assessment

The Guidelines for Systematic Review and Evidence Synthesis in Environmental
Management Version 5.1 2022 [25], Collaboration for Environmental Evidence Critical
Appraisal Tool Version 0.3 (Prototype) was utilized for a critical appraisal of included
studies that met the eligibility criteria. This tool is intended for use in environmental
management research, including pathogen control, which is one of the research topics of
this review. Criteria for avoiding systematic biases which may pose a threat to the study’s
internal validity are described in detail in the PROCEED protocol.
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2.6. Search for Heterogeneity

Given the high heterogeneity among the studies, meta-analyses could not be per-
formed because similar comparisons could not be made between outcomes that differed
between the studies.

3. Results
3.1. Study Selection

A total of 1307 papers were identified, 134 in the PubMed database, 452 in Scopus, and
721 in the Web of Sciences. These three lists were compared identifying 452 duplications
or triplicates. The title and abstract screening allowed exclusion of 748 articles since they
lacked relevance to the topic. Among the 107 articles subjected to full-text review, 82 articles
were excluded as not complying with the inclusion criteria. An additional twenty relevant
studies were identified by checking the references from included studies or searching the
Internet and were added to the final analysis. In total, forty-five unique studies were
selected for data analysis. The large number of studies that were identified additionally,
rather than through a systematic search, may be because the studies’ main objectives were
not to investigate synergism between antimicrobial agents. It is possible that the authors did
not use such keywords as “synergism”, “combination” or “additivity”, and the synergistic
effect was obtained somewhat accidentally.

The selection strategy employed in the qualitative analysis is summarized in Figure 1.
To examine the topic deeply, a content analysis of all articles found was conducted. The data
extracted from the studies included in the systematic review are expressed in Tables 1–8.

3.2. Risk of Bias

All forty-five studies included in this review were considered to be moderately bi-
ased. A detailed description of the scoring results of individual studies will be provided
upon request.

3.3. Main Findings

Evaluation and in-depth examination of the articles included in this review showed
that the vast majority of interventions were the addition of starter cultures directly to meat
products during the fermentation process. Another common mixture of antimicrobial
agents was a combination of non-starter protective cultures. In this case, the target meat
products were not fermented but fresh, such as minced meat or ready-to-eat products.
In both cases, the mix of agents was added fresh or lyophilized, or in the form of the
supernatants obtained by centrifugation of bacterial cultures. In other cases, the potential
use of secondary metabolites and purified or semipurified biologically active compounds
of microbial origin, such as bacteriocins, bacteriocin-like substances, surface layer proteins,
and reuterin were assessed in different variations, as a part of the decontamination strategies
for meat. Often, combined physical or chemical hurdles technology approaches and active
packaging techniques were applied simultaneously.

Therefore, it was decided to use these categories in the rest of the study. To determine
whether microbial hurdle technology has an advantage over microbial biopreservatives
used alone, the articles included in the review were considered according to their function,
namely, whether they were added into the meat as a mixture of starter cultures, or used as
bioprotective non-starter cultures. Other combinations of microbial secondary metabolites
were considered separately.

The most popular microbial hurdles in the studies included in this review were
combined starter cultures applied to meat [30–53]. The use of a mixture of non-starter
protective cultures to inhibit spoilage bacteria or/and foodborne pathogens was also
assessed [54–66]. Gao et al. (2015) [67] investigated the antimicrobial properties of the
non-starter protective culture of Latilactobacillus sakei C2 in combination with bacteriocin
sakacin C2 prepared from the cell-free supernatant of L. sakei C2. In the study of de Souza de
Azevedo et al. (2019) [68], nisin and bacteriocin-like inhibitory substance (BLIS) produced
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by Pediococcus pentosaceus ATCC 43,200 were tested together to preserve pork meat samples
after artificial contamination by Lactobacillus sakei ATCC 15521. Interestingly, in the Delgado
et al. study (2018) [69], non-starter protective cultures were combined with protein PgAFP
from Penicillium chrysogenum in order to investigate their combined antifungal capacity
against A. parasiticus in dry-fermented sausage. In turn, the biopreservation of meat by
using a combination of bacteriocins was evaluated by Castellano et al. (2018) [70] and
Vignolo et al. (2000) [71]. In other similar studies, combinations of nisin with bacteriocin-
like-substance (BLIS) against Listeria monocytogenes [72] and with surface layer protein
(SLP) against Staphylococcus saprophyticus P2 [73] were appraised. The inhibitory activity of
synergetic antimicrobial consortia of, inter alia, reuterin and microcin J25 against Salmonella
enterica on broiler chicken carcasses was also evaluated [74].

4. Discussion
4.1. Combination of Various Microbial Hurdles against Foodborne Pathogens and Spoilage
Microorganisms in Meat and Meat Products
4.1.1. Combination of Starter Cultures

Starter cultures refer to preparations that contain a large number of cells, whether of
a single type or a mixture of two or more microorganisms, that are added to food to gain
benefits from their metabolism and enzyme activity [75]. Across the meat industry, starter
cultures are widely used, primarily in the preparation of sausages. Fermentation is the
oldest known method of preserving meat, obtaining a microbiologically stable product with
special sensory properties that can be stored for months. Habitually, the fermentation pro-
cess of meat products has been conducted by the natural microbiota present in the meat [76].
The use of starter cultures in the manufacture of meat products has received considerable
attention in recent years. A variety of strains are used in different products based on tech-
nological requirements and consumer preferences [77]. In fermented meat products, the
LAB are usually facultative anaerobes and belong primarily to the genera Leuconostoc, Pe-
diococcus, Lactococcus, Enterococcus, and the former Lactobacillus. Among coagulase-negative
staphylococci, Staphylococcus xylosus and S. carnosus are the most commonly used faculta-
tive anaerobes in the fermentation of meat products [19]. Yeasts commonly used as meat
starters are Debaryomyces spp. and Candida spp. which can exhibit either an aerobic or
a facultatively anaerobic metabolism [78]. The main objective of using the combinations
of various strains within a starter culture is to obtain potent synergistic activity in terms
of antimicrobial effect enhancement, sensory quality improvement, reduction of usage,
avoiding resistance, saving energy, and the extension of meat shelf-life which is beneficial
to the meat industry.

In the included studies, a starter culture composed of at least two LAB strains
was used by Lee et al. (2018) [39], Olaoye et al. (2010) [43], Olaoye et al. (2011) [44],
Olaoye et al. (2015) [45], Iacumin et al. (2020) [36], and Vatanyoopaisarn et al. (2011) [51]
(Table 1). In the study by Iacumin et al. (2020) [36], two different bioprotective mixed
cultures consisting of lactic acid bacteria were used against L. monocytogenes bacteria that
were intentionally inoculated into cooked cubed ham, which was packaged in modified
atmosphere packaging (MAP). The use of two types of bioprotective mixed cultures, includ-
ing Lyocarni Sacco BOX-74 (Carnobacterium divergens, Carnobacterium maltaromaticum, and
Latilactobacillus sakei) and Lyocarni BOX-57 (C. divergens; C. maltaromaticum and L. sakei—
bacteriocin producer) eliminated or prevented the development of L. monocytogenes in the
meat products [36]. According to the authors, the activity of these bioprotective cultures
was mainly based on competition at the substrate level and also, in the case of BOX-57,
inclusion of a bacteriocin producer. As demonstrated in the experiment, the presence of
autochthonous (natural) LAB did not inhibit L. monocytogenes, and the mixed three-strain
starter cultures did [36].

In the remaining studies concerning the use of a combination of strains in a starter
culture, the LAB were combined also with coagulase-negative staphylococci (CNS), which
possess different properties. Due to their nitrate-reducing capabilities, coagulase-negative
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staphylococci contribute to limiting lipid oxidation and producing nitrosomyoglobin,
thus promoting the development of the typical red color of meat [79]. Staphylococcus
species, such as Staphylococcus xylosus, also contribute to aroma formation by performing
proteolytic and lipolytic activities. According to several recent studies, protein hydrolysis
is caused not only by endogenous meat enzymes but also by certain bacteria, including
Staphylococcus [80,81]. Interestingly, the success of Staphylococcus in proteolysis during
meat fermentation may depend directly on the presence of lactic acid bacteria [82], which
indicates collective interaction between those species. In the study by Chen et al. (2020) [33]
on the production of dry fermented sausage, the multi-strain starter of Staphylococcus
xylosus SX16 and Lactiplantibacillus plantarum CMRC6 was compared to the single-strain
starter culture of L. plantarum CMRC6 and a non-inoculated control. Besides acceleration
of acidification and proteolysis during ripening, the mixed culture starter improved the
microbiological safety of the meat sausages, dominating the microbial community by
suppressing Enterobacteriaceae growth which was not detected after 6 days of ripening. In
comparison, in sausages inoculated with the single culture starter, the Enterobacteariaceae
population decreased more slowly and was not detected after 14 days of ripening but no
information was given as to whether the difference was significant [33].

Similar results of improvement of the safety and biochemical and sensory charac-
teristics of the fermented meat products when using the combination of LAB and CNS
strains were obtained by Du et al. (2019) [64], Frece et al. (2014) [35], Pavli et al. (2020) [46],
Zhao et al. (2011) [53], Xiao et al. (2020) [52], Bonomo et al. (2011) [30], Casaburi et al. (2017) [31],
Mafra et al. (2020) [40], and Najjari et al. (2021) [42] (Table 1). It is worth mentioning that in
the study of Pavli et al. (2020) [46], a three-strain starter culture of Pediococcus pentosaceus,
Staphylococcus carnosus and Lactiplantibacillus plantarum L125 was compared with a two-
strain starter culture of P. pentosaceus and S. carnosus and applied separately to meat batter.
The use of the three-strain starter culture led to equal or better technological characteristics
of the produced sausages compared to the control sample. At the same time, the population
of staphylococci in meat samples inoculated with the mix of three strains decreased more
than in meat samples with the addition of the two-strain starter culture (p < 0.05) in the
initial stage of fermentation, probably due to the strong competition between LAB cultures.
Despite this fact, staphylococci levels were higher in meat samples incorporated with the
three-strain starter culture by the end of the storage period (182 days) compared to the meat
sample impoverished by the L. plantarum strain. Overall, the mix of three-starter cultures
was found to possess desirable technological characteristics, indicating its effectiveness
for use in fermented sausage manufacturing [46]. In the study by Mafra et al. (2020) [40],
the mixed starter culture composed of Latilactobacillus sakei, Staphylococcus xylosus, and
Staphylococcus carnosus was used in the fermentation of meat sausages and resulted in
improvement of the safety and shelf-life of products. According to the authors, the mixed
starter culture presented technological characteristics anticipated for application in the
maturation of sausages [40].

Nevertheless, the reason for using synergistic bacterial cultures may be wider than
obtaining antimicrobial action. Among the many hazards associated with meat prod-
ucts, nitrosamines, biogenic amines (BAs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and
mycotoxins are among the most significant [48–50].
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Table 1. The use of diverse combinations of starter cultures against different target microorganisms.

Mixture Meat System Target
Microorganism(s) Synergism Occurrence References

Starter cultures of
Latilactobacillus sakei and
Staphylococcus equorum

Traditional fermented
sausages of Basilicata

region

LAB, CNS,
Enterobacteriaceae,

gram-negative bacteria,
molds, and yeasts

Yes Bonomo et al.
(2011) [30]

Starter cultures of
Staphylococcus xylosus CVS11 or

FVS21 with Latilactobacillus
curvatus

Fermented sausages

Enterobacteriaceae,
Enterococci, molds,

yeast, LAB, and
Micrococcaceae

Yes Casaburi et al.
(2007) [31]

Starter cultures of Pediococcus
acidilactici (MC184, MS198, or

MS200) and Staphylococcus
vitulus RS34

Traditional Iberian
dry-fermented

salchichón and chorizo

Various pathogens
(Listeria, Salmonella, E.

coli, S. aureus),
Enterobacteriaceae, and

Micrococcus

Yes Casquete, et al.
(2012) [32]

Starter cultures of
Staphylococcus xylosus SX16 and

Lactiplantibacillus plantarum
CMRC6

Gourmet fermented
dry sausage

LAB, CNS, and
Enterobacteriaceae

Yes, but only
concerning

Enterobacteriaceae

Chen et al.
(2020) [33]

Starter cultures of Pediococcus
pentosaceus and Staphylococcus

xylosus
Xiangxi sausages

TVC, LAB,
Staphylococcus, and
Enterobacteriaceae

No significant
difference with the

control sample

Du et al. (2019)
[34]

Autochthonous starter culture
of Lactiplantibacillus plantarum
1K and Staphylococcus carnosus

4K1

Traditional Croatian
dry sausages

L. monocytogenes,
Salmonella ssp., S.

aureus, E. coli,
Enterobacteriaceae,
yeasts, and molds

Yes Frece et al.
(2014) [35]

Two starter cultures of
Lyocarni BOX-74

(Carnobacterium divergens,
Carnobacterium maltaromaticum,
and Latilactobacillus sakei) and

Lyocarni BOX-57
(Carnobacterium divergens,

Carnobacterium maltaromaticum,
and Latilactobacillus sakei
bacteriocin producers)

Cooked cubed pork
ham

LAB, L. monocytogenes,
TVC Yes Iacumin et al.

(2020) [36]

Two starter cultures of the mix
of Pediococcus acidilactici,
Latilactobacillus curvatus +

Staphylococcus
xylosus, and Latilactobacillus

sakei + Staphylococcus carnosus

Sucuk, Turkish
dry-fermented sausage

S. aureus, LAB, Micro-
coccus/Staphylococcus,

Enterobacteriaceae
Yes Kaban et al.

(2006) [37]

Two starter cultures of the mix
of Staphylococcus xylosus DD-34,

Pediococcus acidilactici PA-2 +
Latilactobacillus bavaricus

MI-401, and S. carnosus MIII +
Latilactobacillus curvatus Lb3

Dry sausage Escherichia coli O157:H7,
Listeria monocytogenes Yes Lahti et al.

(2001) [38]

Starter cultures of Lactobacillus
spp., Leuconostoc spp.,

Lactococcus spp., Pediococcus
spp., and Weissella spp.

Fermented sausages TVC, yeast mold, and
LAB

Yes, but no significant
difference with the

commercial LAB starter
culture used as a
control sample

Lee et al.
(2018) [39]
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Table 1. Cont.

Mixture Meat System Target
Microorganism(s) Synergism Occurrence References

Starter culture of
Latilactobacillus sakei,

Staphylococcus xylosus, and
Staphylococcus carnosus

Meat sausages

Escherichia coli
ATCC25922, Salmonella
Enteritidis ATCC13076,
Vibrio parahaemolyticus,
Staphylococcus aureus

ATCC43300,
Enterococcus faecalis

ATCC29212, and
Listeria monocytogenes

CERELA

Yes Mafra et al. (2020)
[40]

Starter culture of Pediococcus
pentosaceus and Staphylococcus

carnosus with co-cultures of
Limosilactobacillus reuteri and

Bifidobacterium longum

Dry fermented
sausages Escherichia coli O157:H7 Yes Muthukumarasamy

& Holley (2007) [41]

Starter culture of
Latilactobacillus sakei (23K,
BMG 95, or BMG 37) and

Staphylococcus xylosus

Tunisian
dry-fermented

sausages

S. aureus, Salmonella
spp., total coliforms,

LAB, anaerobic
sulphate-reducing
bacteria, yeast, and

molds

Yes Najjari et al. (2021)
[42]

Starter culture of Pediococcus
pentosaceus LIV 01 and P.

acidilactici FLE 01
Sliced fresh beef

Enterobacteriaceae,
Staphylococcus, yeasts,

molds, Listeria
monocytogenes, and

Salmonella
Typhimurium

Yes Olaoye et al. (2010)
[43]

Starter culture of Pediococcus
pentosaceus GOAT 01 and

Lactiplantibacillus plantarum
GOAT 012

Goat meat

Enterobacteriaceae,
Staphylococcus, yeasts,

molds, Listeria
monocytogenes, and

Salmonella
Typhimurium

Yes, but no significant
difference with the

control sample
concerning yeast and

mold counts

Olaoye et al. (2011)
[44]

Starter cultures of Lactococcus
lactis subsp. lactis I23 (Llac01)
and Lactococcus lactis subsp.

hordinae E91 (Llac02)

Pork meat Brochothrix thermosphata Yes Olaoye et al. (2015)
[45]

Starter cultures of Pediococcus
pentosaceus and Staphylococcus
carnosus with Lactiplantibacillus

plantarum L125

Traditional Greek
dry-fermented

sausage

Pseudomonas spp.,
Brochothrix spp.,

Enterobacteriaceae,
yeasts, molds, and

Listeria monocytogenes

Yes Pavli et al. (2020)
[46]

Commercial starter culture
(FloraCarn) consisting of a

mixture of Pediococcus
pentosaceus and Staphylococcus
xylosus in combination with a
non-traditional meat starter
culture of dairy or human

intestinal origin

Hungarian salami
Listeria monocytogenes

and Escherichia coli
O111

Yes Pidcock et al. (2002)
[47]

Starter culture of
Staphylococcus xylosus and

Lactiplantibacillus plantarum
Harbin dry sausage TVC, LAB, and

Enterobacteriaceae

Yes, but only
concerning

Enterobacteriaceae

Sun et al. (2016)
[48]
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Table 1. Cont.

Mixture Meat System Target
Microorganism(s) Synergism Occurrence References

Starter culture of
Staphylococcus xylosus and

Lactiplantibacillus plantarum
Harbin dry sausage TVC, LAB, and

Enterobacteriaceae Yes Sun et al. (2019)
[49]

Starter cultures of
Limosilactobacillus fermentum S8

and Staphylococcus carnosus
ATCC 51365

Canned minced pork
meat

TVC, LAB,
Staphylococcus Yes Szymański et al.

(2021) [50]

Starter cultures of diverse mix
of Lactiplantibacillus plantarum

CP1-15, Lactiplantibacillus
plantarum CP2-11 and

Pediococcus acidilactici CP7-3

Thai fermented sausage
“Sai-Krok-Prew”

LAB, E. coli, Salmonella,
total staphylococci, and

S. aureus
Yes Vatanyoopaisarn

et al. (2011) [51]

Starter culture of
Lactiplantibacillus plantarum R2
and Staphylococcus xylosus A2

Chinese dry fermented
sausages

TVC, LAB, and
Staphylococcus spp. Yes Xiao et al. (2020)

[52]

Starter culture of
Lactiplantibacillus pentosus,
Pediococcus pentosaceus and

Staphylococcus carnosus

Mutton sausages LAB, TVC, micrococci–
staphylococci Yes Zhao et al.

(2011) [53]

4.1.2. Combination of Non-Starter Protective Cultures

A natural preservation technique for extending the shelf life of fresh meat by inhibiting
spoilage and/or pathogenic bacteria is the use of protective cultures. It is worth empha-
sizing that protective cultures do not change the technological and sensory properties of
food [66]. Usually, the bacterial species that serve as protective cultures have long been
used as starter cultures for fermented meat products and have the GRAS and/or QPS
status, including not only lactic acid bacteria (e.g., lactobacilli, streptococci, enterococci,
lactococci) and bifidobacteria but also E. coli and species of Bacillus, yeasts such as Saccha-
romyces, and molds such as Aspergillus [78]. The protective effect may result from several
mechanisms, including the production of bacteriocins and other antagonistic molecules
(e.g., organic acids, hydrogen peroxide, and enzymes) and the competition for nutrients.
There is also speculation that mixtures of protective cultures may be more effective than
single isolates [56].

The findings from most studies suggest that combinations of protective cultures have
the potential to control the growth of foodborne pathogens [54,55,57,58] and spoilage
bacteria [60,61,65,66], both of them [56,59], or EPS-producers [63,64] to extend the shelf-life
of fresh meat products (Table 2).

In the study of Xu et al. (2023) [66], the combination of two protective cultures
suppressed the growth of spoilage bacteria in premium (lean) beef mince, whereas this
inhibitory effect was not observed in standard (higher fat) beef mince [66]. The activity of
antimicrobial compounds produced by protective cultures can be reduced or lost due to
interaction with fat because some of these compounds contain lipophilic or hydrophobic
portions which interact with the cell membranes of bacteria [66].

According to Xu et al. (2021) [65], the greatest antimicrobial action was observed
when L. sakei was present in mixtures with either S. carnosus, or S. xylosus. The stronger
inhibitory effect induced by combined cultures may be attributed to the synergistic effects
between the staphylococci and L. sakei [65]. However, in the Gargi et al. (2021) [58] study,
the synergistic effect of protective bacterial cultures was not obtained. According to this
study [58], marination containing a single culture of L. casei and unripe grape and onion
juices was the most effective against pathogens inoculated on meat surfaces and also
met consumer expectations at a high level, in terms of flavor properties. The authors
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explained this by the effects of specific metabolites produced by the L. casei strain during
the marination process [58]. The results of this study are in line with [61], where the
combination of supernatants did not exceed the antimicrobial effectiveness of individual
supernatants [61]. In turn, Castellano et al. (2011) [55] reported the varied effectiveness
of protective cultures of L. curvatus CRL705 and L. lactis CRL1109 in combination with
Na2EDTA on frozen ground-beef patties contaminated with Escherichia coli O157:H7. The
bioprotective cultures failed to inhibit E coli or coliforms in the absence of Na2EDTA, with
the pathogen reaching similar counts as with control samples [55]. This inhibitory effect
may be attributed to the chelating activity of Na2EDTA which binds trace metals valuable
for fastidious LAB growth while in the presence of E. coli. As compared with substrate
metallic trace elements, the chelator exhibits a higher affinity for the outer membrane
ions of Gram-negative strains [55]. In the study of Chaillou et al. (2014) [56], a L. sakei
cocktail of three strains showed an effect against S. Typhimurium and E. coli under vacuum
or modified atmosphere packaging. Real-time quantitative PCR showed that the three
inoculated L. sakei strains had different growth patterns and that the association of these
three strains indeed impaired the growth of pathogens [56].

Table 2. The use of diverse combinations of non-starter protective cultures against different target
microorganisms.

Mixture Meat System Target
Microorganism(s) Synergism Occurrence References

Supernatants from Pediococcus
acidilactici, Lacticaseibacillus
casei, and Lacticaseibacillus

paracasei

Frankfurters and
cooked ham L. monocytogenes

No significant
difference with

the control sample

Amézquita &
Brashears
(2002) [54]

Cultures of
bacteriocin-producing strains

of Latilactobacillus curvatus
CRL705 and Lactococcus lactis

CRL1109

Frozen ground-beef
patties Escherichia coli O157:H7 Yes Castellano et al.

(2011) [55]

Six strain combinations
containing three different

strains of Latilactobacillus sakei

Vacuum-packed or
modified

atmosphere-packed
ground beef

Salmonella enterica
Typhimurium,

Escherichia coli O157:H7,
and

Brochothrix
thermosphacta

The growth of indicator
strains was variable

and depended on both
the storage conditions

and the amount of
indigenous microbiota

Chaillou et al.
(2014) [56]

Neutralized cell-free
supernatants from

Latilactobacillus sakei
CWBI-B1365 and

Latilactobacillus curvatus
CWBI-B28

Raw beef and poultry
meat Listeria monocytogenes Yes Dortu et al.

(2008) [57]

Cultures of Lactobacillus
acidophilus LA5,

Lacticaseibacillus casei 01 and
Lacticaseibacillus rhamnosus

HN001

Marinated meat
L. monocytogenes, E. coli

O157:H7, and S.
Typhimurium

No Gargi et al.
(2021) [58]

Postbiotics from
Latilactobacillus sakei and

Staphylococcus xylosus
Chicken drumsticks

Listeria monocytogenes,
Salmonella

Typhimurium, TVC,
psychrotrophic bacteria,

and LAB

Yes Incili et al.
(2022) [59]

Latilactobacillus sakei 27, 44 and
63 strains Lamb meat General anaerobic

bacteria Yes Jones et al.
(2010) [60]
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Table 2. Cont.

Mixture Meat System Target
Microorganism(s) Synergism Occurrence References

Latilactobacillus sakei CECT
4808, and Latilactobacillus

curvatus CECT 904T

Vacuum-packaged
sliced beef

Enterobacteriaceae,
Pseudomonas spp.,

Brochothrix
thermosphacta, yeasts
and molds, and LAB

No Katikou et al.
(2005) [61]

Three LAB strains
(Lactiguard®)—La51

(Ligilactobacillus), M35
(Lactobacillus amylovorus), and
D3 (Pediococcus acidilactici) in
combination with their CFS

Frankfurters Listeria monocytogenes Yes Koo et al.
(2012) [62]

Supernatants from Lactobacillus
acidophilus CRL641 and
Latilactobacillus curvatus

CRL705

Bovine meat discs

Latilactobacillus sakei
CRL1407

(exopolysaccharide
producer)

Yes Segli et al.
(2021a) [63]

Supernatants from Lactobacillus
acidophilus CRL641 and
Latilactobacillus curvatus

CRL705

Bovine fresh lean
meat

Latilactobacillus sakei
CRL1407

(exopolysaccharide
producer)

No Segli et al.
(2021b) [64]

Latilactobacillus sakei,
Pediococcus pentosaceus,

Staphylococcus xylosus, and
Staphylococcus carnosus in

various combinations

Lamb meat

Brochothrix
thermosphacta,

Pseudomonas spp., and
Enterobacteriaceae

Yes Xu et al.
(2021) [65]

Mixed culture containing
Staphylococcus carnosus and

Latilactobacillus sakei
Beef mince

Aerobic counts, LAB,
Enterobacteriaceae,
Pseudomonas spp.,

Brochothrix
thermosphacta

Yes Xu et al.
(2023) [66]

Finally, Jones et al. (2010) [60] inoculated fresh commercial lamb meat with a cocktail
of three L. sakei strains and proved that the protective culture is capable of developing into
dominant components of stored meat bacterial flora under standard commercial chilled
storage conditions without reducing sensory acceptability [60].

Currently, bacteria are used in food in two different forms: (1) the incorporation of
living bacteria into the matrix of foods, as well as (2) the use of purified antimicrobials
obtained from major strains. There is no doubt that both methods have their strengths
and weaknesses, depending upon the type of food and the nature and characteristics of
each strain of bacterium [83]. Viable microorganisms cells can be used directly in food,
but there are limitations since their growth and survival are influenced by external factors
such as food type, temperature and pH. On the other hand, there are some limitations
to the use of bacteriocins. Proteins and lipids appear to interact with bacteriocins in
fresh meat and meat products. Bacteriocins and bacteriocin-like inhibitory substances
(BLIS) may be also inhibited by proteolytic enzymes [84]. There is also a high risk of
contamination of food by Gram-negative bacteria, which are naturally resistant to the
action of bacteriocins produced by Gram-positive bacteria, that are widely explored in
foods [85]. On the other hand, bacteriocins are costly substances due to the expensive and
laborious purification process [86]. The application of postbiotics can be an alternative to
reap the benefits of all these natural bacterial antimicrobials. The word “postbiotics” is
used to refer to the “preparation of inanimate microorganisms and/or their components
that confers a health benefit on the host” [87]. Practically, postbiotics are bioactive soluble
factors, products, or metabolites produced by food-grade microorganisms during their
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growth and fermentation in complex microbiological cultures. On that account, they are
sometimes called cell-free supernatant (CFS). Postbiotics are credited with exerting health
benefits to the host equivalent to probiotics [88]; however, in this context, there has been
discussion of the latest applications of postbiotics in terms of food safety. The inhibitory
effects exhibited by postbiotics include producing antimicrobial agents that fall into the
category of low molecular weight compounds (i.e., hydrogen peroxide, carbon dioxide,
and di-acetylene) or high molecular weight compounds (i.e., bacteriocins and bacteriocins-
like substances) [89]. According to recent studies, postbiotics derived from lactic acid
bacteria exhibit inhibitory properties toward different groups of microorganisms including
Listeria monocytogenes, Staphylococcus aureus, Escherichia coli, Salmonella spp., Yersinia spp.,
Aeromonas spp., Bacillus spp., viruses, yeast, and molds [83]. Nevertheless, most of those
studies have been conducted in vitro, whereas studies on food matrices are relatively
rare [84]. On the other hand, data on the use of postbiotic cocktail combinations for
the biopreservation of food, including meat and meat products, are limited. Six studies,
identified in the following review, aimed to apply antagonistic postbiotic combinations in
a meat model to inhibit meat potential spoilage or pathogens [54,57,59,61,63,64] (Table 2).
In the study of Segli et al. (2021a) [63], the effect of postbiotic extracts from L. acidophilus
CRL641 (BE-1) and L. curvatus CRL705 (BE-2) against the exopolysaccharide producer
L. sakei CRL1407 in vacuum-packaged meat discs was evaluated. The postbiotics mixture
led to a greater growth reduction of 3.31 log CFU/g compared to the control, while the
supernatants applied individually reduced bacterial growth by 2.11 and 1.35 log CFU/g,
respectively [63]. Interestingly, the inhibition of L. sakei CRL1407 was significantly higher
even at lower concentrations of each supernatant (MIC) in the postbiotics mixture than
those used on postbiotics added separately (2-fold MIC) [63]. Another study by Segli et al.
(2021b) [64] was conducted under aerobic conditions at 4 and 10 ◦C using the same strains
from which the postbiotics were obtained and the same spoilage strain contaminating the
meat. It was shown that the postbiotics from L. acidophilus completely inhibited the spoilage
strain, whereas the postbiotics from L. curvatus CRL705 and a combination of both extracts
exhibited a bacteriostatic effect [64]. Thus, a lack of synergistic interaction was found, since
there was a weaker inhibitory effect of the postbiotics mixture compared to the supernatant
obtained from L. acidophilus CRL641 used individually [64]. Similarly, in Amézquita and
Brashears (2002) [54] study, an antilisterial effect of the combined supernatants of three
LAB strains (Pediococcus acidilactici, L. casei, and L. paracasei) was observed in commercial
frankfurters and cooked ham under refrigeration (p > 0.05).

In a study by Incili et al. (2022) [59], the antimicrobial effect on the meat matrix of a
combination of postbiotics (mix of L. sakei and S. xylosus) was compared with postbiotics
obtained from Pediococcus acidilactici, instead of comparing to single postbiotics. The com-
bination of postbiotics was characterized by the lowest ability to reduce S. Typhimurium
relative to all tested antimicrobial agents (p < 0.05) [59]. Throughout the storage period,
L. monocytogenes counts in the postbiotics mixture and P. acidilactici postbiotics samples
were found lower than the control, while the difference from the control was found insignif-
icant (p > 0.05) in both cases [59]. In turn, the study by Dortu et al. (2008) [57] obtained
different results for L. monocytogenes growth inhibition depending on the meat matrix tested.
Neutralized cell-free supernatants from L. sakei and L. curvatus applied either separately
or in combination exhibited antilisterial activity in raw beef, whereas, in poultry meat,
the inhibition of L. monocytogenes could only be achieved by a combined application of
these bacteriocin-producing strains, probably due to the activity of proteases produced by
proteolytic spoilage strains present in chicken meat [57].

An interesting result was obtained by Koo et al. (2012) [62], who evaluated the an-
tilisterial activity of a combination of three LAB strains (L. animalis, L. amylovorus, and
P. acidilactici) in ready-to-eat (RTE) meat. In addition, an antimicrobial preparation consist-
ing of a mixture of the three strains was combined with their cell-free extract [62]. The
combination of the LAB was inhibitory to L. monocytogenes inoculated onto frankfurters
(0.6 log reduction compared to L. monocytogenes control after eight weeks of refrigerated
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storage), and when postbiotics were added to the LAB preparation even more inhibition
was obtained (1.2 log reduction compared with L. monocytogenes) [62]. The authors attribute
the increased antimicrobial activity after the addition of postbiotics to the supernatant
content of various biologically active substances that had a synergistic effect when used in
combination (potentially, the effect could be due to a bacteriocin—pediocin, secreted by
P. acidilactici) [62].

4.1.3. Combination of a Variety of Secondary Microbial Metabolites
Combination of Bacteriocins

One of the most widely described biopreservation methods involving bioprotection
focuses on bacteriocins. The term “bacteriocins” refers to ribosomally synthesized antimi-
crobial peptides produced by bacteria and capable of exhibiting a narrow spectrum of
activity (targeting members of the same species), while others display a broader spectrum
of activity (targeting other species and genera) [90]. Bacteriocins can inhibit the growth
of foodborne pathogens or spoilage organisms, and some of these compounds may serve
as biopreservatives in the food industry. The popularity of bacteriocins in the food sector
is mainly due to (1) their inhibitory properties against pathogenic bacteria C. perfringens,
E. coli, Salmonella enteritidis, B. cereus, and L. monocytogenes [91]; (2) non-resistance of most
foodborne pathogens and spoilage microorganisms to bacteriocins; (3) safety—since most
bacteriocins can be degraded by enzymes in the human body, they are safe for the human
microbiome, and they also inhibit only sensitive bacteria while leaving beneficial bacteria
intact [92]; (4) lack of effect on the nutritional and sensory properties of food.

However, there have only been a limited number of bacteriocins approved for com-
mercial use out of those discovered and preserved in the laboratory: (1) nisin A produced
by Lactococcus lactis—the most extensively studied bacteriocin and the only product ap-
proved as an additive to food by regulatory agencies (WHO, FDA, EFSA); (2) pediocin PA-1
produced by Pediococcus acidilactici—FDA-approved bacteriocin-containing metabolites;
(3) starter/protective cultures containing a mix of bacteriocin-producing strains—they
can improve both flavor and safety, providing fermentation and preservation simultane-
ously [93]. There are some difficulties in the wide dissemination of bacteriocins in food
technology. (1) Firstly, it is known that some bacteriocins have an antibacterial spectrum
that is relatively narrow; (2) cytolysin, a cytotoxic compound produced by some strains of
Enterococcus faecalis, is associated with acutely fatal outcomes in humans [94] and Gram-
negative bacteriocins may also produce some endotoxins that can have a deleterious effect,
thus requiring rigorous purification protocols; (3) there may be interactions between bac-
teriocins and other components of the food matrix (its pH, enzymes, etc.); (4) there are
some reports that strains of L. monocytogenes and S. aureus could become nisin-, plantaricin
C19- and sakacin A-resistant [95]; (5) finally, obtaining bacteriocins is associated with very
high costs.

There has been considerable interest in the hurdle technology approach, however,
involving use of bacteriocins to expand the antibacterial spectrum, reduce usage, enhance
the antibacterial effect, and avoid resistance. A synergistic effect between bacteriocins, alone
or in combination with other microbial hurdle technologies, may facilitate the adjustment
of bacteriocins to maximize the viability loss of the target bacteria and also minimize
the development of resistance. Among the microbial hurdles associated with the use
of bacteriocins are combinations with (1) other bacteriocins [70,71] (Table 3), (2) BLIS
(bacteriocin-like-substance) [72] (Table 4), (3) non-starter protective cultures [67,68] (Table 5),
(4) reuterin [74] (Table 6) and (5) the surface layer protein [73] (Table 7).

The lantibiotic nisin has been the subject of several antimicrobial combination studies
aimed at targeting L. monocytogenes, often connected with the consumption of ready-to-eat
(RTE) meat products; this notorious foodborne pathogen causes listeriosis and has the
potential to cause opportunistic infections, which may result in meningitis or sepsis in
severe cases [96]. It was found that a combination of more than one LAB bacteriocin
may be more effective in preventing the spontaneous emergence of bacteriocin-resistant
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Listeria in fresh lean meat than when used individually [71]. A significant antilisterial
effect was observed when bacteriocins from among lactocin 705, enterocin CRL35 (both
in the concentration of 17,000 AU/mL) and 5000 IU/mL of nisin were combined in pairs;
maximal inhibition was reached when nisin was involved [71]. Moreover, in a study by
Castellano et al. (2018) [70], it was shown that a significant reduction in L. monocytogenes
growth was observed when antimicrobials were combined in the dipping solution. A
combination of semi-purified bacteriocins (L. curvatus CRL705 (533 AU/mL) + L. sakei
CRL1862 (266 AU/mL)), organic acids, and nisin (2.500 IU/mL) has a 100% of anti-listeria
effect on frankfurters, from day 6 to the end of the storage [70]. The authors suggest that it
is more effective to prevent Listeria in foods by using a mixture of bacteriocins that belong to
different classes, such as nisin, lactocin, and enterocin, which are, respectively, lantibiotics
(class I), a two-peptide bacteriocin (class IIB), and pediocin-, lactocin- or sakacin-like (class
IIA). The effectiveness of separately used bacteriocins may be weakened by many factors
acting simultaneously (adsorption on meat components and/or degradation by proteolytic
enzymes) [71]. In contrast, the mixture would probably be bactericidal to more bacterial
cells since cells resistant to one bacteriocin would be killed by another [70].

Table 3. The use of diverse combinations of bacteriocins against different target microorganisms.

Mixture Meat System Target
Microorganism(s)

Synergism
Occurrence References

Bacteriocins from Latilactobacillus
curvatus and Latilactobacillus sakei,

in combination with nisin
Frankfurters

L. monocytogenes and
psychrophilic

microbiota
Yes Castellano et al.

(2018) [70]

Bacteriocins nisin, lactocin 705,
and enterocin CRL35 in

combinations
Fresh lean meat Listeria monocytogenes

FBUNT Yes Vignolo et al. (2000)
[71]

By combining bacteriocins, the antimicrobial effect is enhanced and reduced dosage is
practicable, lowering the cost of food preservation. Moreover, the bacteriocins will produce
synergistic effects if they act in different modes.

Combination of BLIS with Bacteriocin

All bacteria can produce antimicrobial peptides (AMPs), but not all of these peptides
are defined as bacteriocins. The non-ribosomally synthesized AMPs are known as BLIS,
bacteriocin-like inhibitory substances. BLIS are also defined as antimicrobial peptides that
have not been fully characterized in terms of their amino acid sequences and biochemical
properties [97]. BLIS have the potential for use as biopreservatives, acting as antagonistic
substances, with bactericidal or bacteriostatic potential against Gram-positive and/or
Gram-negative bacteria, as well as being innocuous to the producer strain [97].

Sant’Anna et al. (2013) [72] (Table 4) tested the ability of BLIS produced by Bacillus
sp. strain P34 in combination with nisin to control L. monocytogenes in chicken sausages.
Combining P34 with nisin (64 AU/g BLIS P34 + 6.5 µg/g nisin) reduced viable counts
of L. monocytogenes more effectively than P34 alone in an amount of 128 AU/g [72]. The
synergistic antimicrobial activity of the bacteriocin and BLIS is particularly important in the
context that the activity of bacteriocins can be reduced in a fatty environment, including
meat. The use of bacteriocins in the food matrix is ineffective with increasing fat content [98].
Bacteriocins usually contain a high concentration of hydrophobic amino acids [99]. In this
regard, binding by bacteriocins to charged and hydrophobic macromolecules in food is a
significant disadvantage when they are to be used as food biopreservatives [72].
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Table 4. The use of a combination of bacteriocin with BLIS against a target microorganism.

Mixture Meat System Target
Microorganism(s)

Synergism
Occurrence References

Bacteriocin-like substance (BLIS)
from Bacillus sp. strain P34 and nisin Chicken sausage Listeria monocytogenes Yes Sant’Anna et al.

(2013) [72]

Combination of Non-Starter Protective Cultures with Bacteriocins

Based on reports of a synergistic effect of antimicrobial substances when used in
combination, in two studies it was decided to check whether the antibacterial effect would
be enhanced when bacteriocins were combined with non-starter protective cultures in the
form of a cell-free supernatant [67,68] (Table 5).

Table 5. The use of diverse combinations of bacteriocins with non-starter protective cultures against
different target microorganisms.

Mixture Meat System Target
Microorganism(s)

Synergism
Occurrence References

Nisin with neutralized cell-free
supernatant obtained from

Pediococcus pentosaceus
ATCC 43,200

Pork meat Latilactobacillus sakei
ATCC 15521 No

de Souza de
Azevedo et al.

(2019) [68]

Latilactobacillus sakei C2 and
sakacin C2

Sliced cooked pork
ham

L. monocytogenes
CMCC 54002 Yes Gao et al. (2015) [67]

The combination of nisin with the neutralized cell-free supernatant, obtained from
Pediococcus pentosaceus ATCC 43,200 culture at the same concentration (50%, w/v), was
not superior to nisin alone in reducing pathogenic bacteria in a meat matrix, probably
due to a negative interaction that may have occurred between them as a result of the
environment [68]. The effectiveness of bacteriocins could be influenced by environmental
factors such as pH and temperature, interactions with food components, preparation,
inactivation, or uneven distribution of bacteriocin in the medium (e.g., agar medium,
liquid medium, food) [100]. In addition, there are considerable differences in sensitivity to
bacteriocins among Gram-positive bacteria, and the extent of inhibition appears to vary
according to the species, genus, and strain type [101]. All this could have contributed to
the lack of synergistic effect observed in this study [68].

On the other hand, Gao et al. (2015) [67] investigated the effect of cell-free supernatant
from L. sakei C2 (0.2 mL of culture) and partially-purified bacteriocin sakacin C2 (concen-
tration of 640 AU/mL), individually or in combination, on the growth of L. monocytogenes
during the storage of sliced cooked ham at refrigeration temperature for 60 days. When
L. sakei C2 and sakacin C2 were used in combination, the entire elimination of the cells of
L. monocytogenes was observed at 30 days of storage and the mixture had no negative effect
on the quality of the meat product [67].

Combination of Reuterin with Bacteriocin

The antimicrobial compound reuterin (β-hydroxypropionaldehyde) is produced by
certain strains of Limosilactobacillus reuteri during the anaerobic fermentation of glycerol.
It exhibits a wide spectrum of antimicrobial activity against foodborne pathogens and
spoilage bacteria. There have been several studies that demonstrate the antimicrobial
properties of reuterin solutions against Gram-positive and Gram-negative bacteria, yeasts,
and molds [102]. Reuterin is thought to cause depletion of free thiol groups in glutathione
(GSH), proteins, and enzymes, resulting in an imbalance of the cellular redox status; in
turn, this leads to the death of bacterial cells [103]. The efficacy of mixtures of antimicrobial
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compounds, namely reuterin (2 mM), microcin J25 (0.03 µM), and additionally lactic acid for
reducing the viability of Salmonella enterica serovar Enteritidis and total aerobes on broiler
chicken carcasses were evaluated [74] (Table 6). The results of in vitro study indicated that
the combination of reuterin + microcin J25 was synergic, making these compounds effective
at four times lower concentrations than those used alone. The mixture sprayed onto chilled
chicken carcasses reduced Salmonella spp. counts by 0.83 CFU/g (p < 0.05) and applied as a
post-chill spray, could contribute to food safety by decreasing Salmonella counts on chicken
carcasses while limiting the number of single metabolites used [74].

Table 6. The use of a combination of bacteriocin and BLIS against different target microorganisms.

Mixture Meat System Target Microor-
ganism(s)

Synergism
Occurrence References

Reuterin
(produced by

Limosilactobacil-
lus reuteri) and

microcin J25
(produced by E.

coli MC4100)

Chicken
carcasses

The mixture of
Salmonella
Enteritidis,
Salmonella

Heidelberg,
Salmonella

Newport, and
TVC

Yes Zhang et al.
(2021) [74]

Combination of the Surface Layer Protein (S-Layer Protein/SLP) with Bacteriocin

Surface layer proteins belong to the group of microbial secondary metabolites. The
S-layer proteins are monomolecular crystalline arrays composed of a single homogeneous
protein or glycoprotein that ranges in size from 40 kDa to 200 kDa [104]. Lactic acid bacteria
S-layer proteins have poorly understood biological functions, but their presence can be
associated with probiotic-relevant properties such as promoting bacterial adhesion to host
cells or extracellular matrix proteins [105]. It has also been demonstrated that S-layer
proteins inhibit the growth of some pathogens. According to Meng et al. (2015) [106],
the SLP derived from Lactobacillus acidophilus damaged the cell walls and membranes of
Escherichia coli, inhibiting their growth. A study by Sun et al. (2017) [73] aimed to determine
the effect of the combination of SLP and nisin against the foodborne spoilage bacterium
S. saprophyticus P2 in chicken meat and to clarify how SLP acted synergistically with nisin.
It has been demonstrated that SLP alone had a controlling effect on total viable counts
in the meat model, although to a lesser extent than nisin [73]. It was found that SLP
significantly enhanced nisin’s ability to control microbial growth. By using nisin + SLP and
0.5 nisin + SLP combinations, the microbiological shelf life was extended by six days [73].
As for the mechanism of action, the mode of action of SLP/nisin applied individually
was different from the combination of SLP and nisin. The authors reported that, in the
combination condition, SLP bonded to the cell wall through electrostatic interactions, which
not only reduced cell wall integrity in vegetative bacteria and intensified the access of
nisin to form a stable pore on the cell membrane but also influenced plasma membrane
permeabilization [73]. As a result of these actions, cell content was released fiercely from
the damaged cells, preventing them from producing energy and ultimately leading to the
death of the damaged cells. The cell lysing effect was not observed when SLP or nisin was
used separately [73]. Therefore, in the food industry, nisin + SLP may prove to be a new
antibacterial combination that can be utilized to preserve food (Table 7).
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Table 7. The use of a combination of bacteriocin and surface layer protein against a target microor-
ganism.

Mixture Meat System Target
Microorganism(s)

Synergism
Occurrence References

Surface layer protein isolated from
Lactobacillus crispatus K313 (SLP) and

nisin
Minced chicken meat Staphylococcus

saprophyticus P2 Yes Sun et al.
(2017) [73]

Combination of PgAFP with Protective Cultures

Certain molds produce proteins which inhibit other molds and some yeasts, while
the activity against prokaryotes is quite limited [69]. PgAFP protein from Penicillium
chrysogenum is a molecule that belongs to the group of small, cysteine-rich, and basic
proteins with fungistatic activity [107]. Molds that produce aflatoxins can grow on food,
especially fermented ones. The use of antifungal proteins produced by molds represents
a novel and promising biopreservation strategy. The search identified one study that
investigated the antifungal capability of PgAFP in combination with protective cultures
of Debaryomyces hansenii and/or Pediococcus acidilactici against A. parasiticus in, inter alia,
dry-fermented sausage [69] (Table 8). The combination of these two agents was chosen
because the presence of calcium in the environment abolishes the inhibitory effect of PgAFP
on certain Aspergillus spp. [69,108]. The effect of calcium on PgAFP fungal inhibition may
be counteracted by lactic acid bacteria. At the same time, combining this protein with
protective cultures may maximize its antifungal effect. PgAFP and D. hansenii were found
to effectively inhibit A. parasiticus growth and aflatoxin production in sliced dry-fermented
sausages that had been ripened for up to 15 days [69]. A. parasiticus growth or mycotoxin
production was not substantially inhibited by the addition of P acidilactici as an additional
protective culture in meat products. The contribution of P. acidilactici thus appears to be
insignificant, probably due to the poor ability of the bacteria to grow on dry-fermented
sausage. The authors suggest that the highest inhibition reached by Pg + Dh treatments can
be attributed to the combined effect of the different mechanisms of action. A consequence
of ROS (reactive oxygen species) is the induction of permeability, the loss of membrane
integrity, and the induction of apoptosis by PgAFP [69]. In contrast, the inhibitory effect
of D. hansenii is attributed to its volatile compounds and competition for nutrients and
space [109]. The results of this study indicate that PgAFP in combination with D. hansenii
can successfully control the aflatoxigenic population in dry fermented foods, most likely
due to complementary mechanisms of action and overcoming the limitations associated
with the inhibitory effect of the calcium-rich environment on the antimicrobial activity of
the PgAFP protein.

Table 8. The use of a combination of PgAFP with protective cultures against different target microor-
ganisms.

Mixture Meat System Target
Microorganism(s)

Synergism
Occurrence References

Small, basic, cysteine-rich antifungal
protein PgAFP from Penicillium

chrysogenum combined with
Debaryomyces hansenii and/or

Pediococcus acidilactic

Dry-fermented sausage
Mold, yeast, LAB,
aflatoxin B1, and

aflatoxin G1
Yes Delgado et al.

(2018) [69]

4.2. Mode of Synergistic Action

The studies published over the past two decades were reviewed in order to gain
a more comprehensive understanding of whether there are advantages of combining
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microbial hurdles in the biopreservation of meat and meat products. It was decided to
search the literature systematically, although this is not a popular method for environmental
research. A systematic review can deliver a clear and comprehensive overview of available
evidence. As is well known, in vitro results do not necessarily predict the success of various
combinations applied in a food matrix (in situ), therefore it was also decided to discuss
the combination of microbial hurdles as combined antimicrobial agents in a meat matrix
extensively. As opposed to in vitro assays, which are much simpler, a food matrix is an
environment in which a number of microbial populations interact and influence the overall
structure of the community. Including studies based on the experiments designed to be as
close as possible to real industrial conditions seems to be the most appropriate.

The synergistic effect of two antimicrobial agents can be measured using the fractional
inhibitory concentration (FIC) index. The FIC is determined by dividing each agent’s
minimum inhibitory concentration (MIC) when used in combination with each agent’s
MIC when used alone. MIC is the lowest concentration of an antibacterial agent expressed
in mg/L (µg/mL) which, under strictly controlled in vitro conditions, completely prevents
visible growth of the test strain of an organism [110]. The fractional inhibitory concentration
(FIC) index is commonly used to determine the interaction of the two agents in combination,
ranging from 0.5 to 4. The parameter may indicate: (i) full synergy (FIC ≤ 0.5), (ii) partial
synergy (0.5 ≤ FIC ≤ 0.75), (iii) additive effects (0.75 ≤ FIC ≤ 1.0), (iv) indifferent effects
(1.0 ≤ FIC ≤ 2.0) and (v) antagonistic effects (FIC ≥ 2.0) [111]. Systematic review can
highlight methodological concerns in research studies that can be used to improve future
work in the topic area [112]. In this case, attention should be drawn to the fact that the
possibility of synergistic action should be investigated in each included study. In only
one [74] of the forty-five studies found in this review, was there an attempt to establish
an FIC index. The literature describes a variety of methods for assessing antimicrobial
synergy in laboratory conditions. Checkerboard assays and e-tests to evaluate synergy are
some examples of these tests [113]. As mentioned above, using the checkerboard method,
it is possible to determine the fractional inhibitory concentration (FIC) index. There is one
primary disadvantage to the checkerboard assay, which is that it can only examine two
antimicrobials simultaneously. On the other hand, the multiple combination bactericidal
test (MCBT) allows the evaluation of up to four antimicrobial combinations at a time [113].
It is suspected that the lack of an appropriate parameter to examine this synergism in
most of the included studies may be due to the fact that the synergism may have arisen
completely by chance because it was not the original intention of the authors. In addition,
methods that study synergism, such as FIC or MCBT, are not widespread among studies
relating to the use of antimicrobial agents of bacterial origin in the food system. These
methods are found more frequently in the study of drugs, especially antibiotics [114].

In the included studies, the effect of preventing the development of foodborne
pathogens and spoilage bacteria was obtained in the majority of the cases. Thus, the
results indicate that microbial hurdles in combination may find application in the meat
industry as one of the biopreservation techniques. However, the combination of microbial
hurdles was not always compared with these agents used separately. Thus, it is difficult to
say unequivocally whether the synergism effect has occurred, and to what extent. Accord-
ing to [30–33,35–53,55,57,59,60,62,63,65–67,69–74], the combination of microbial hurdles
predominantly enhanced the antimicrobial effect. However, there is a need for further
investigation of the mechanism that caused those combinations. According to Liu et al.
(2022), the efficiency of bacteriocins, as well as other antimicrobials, can be reduced by the
action of the real food matrix complex, which in turn protects foodborne pathogens and
spoilage bacteria [15]. Understanding the interactions and mechanisms between microbial
hurdles could help find more precise and optimal approaches for overcoming these chal-
lenges. Interestingly, no antagonistic effect was observed in any of the included studies,
i.e., biopreservative agents used in various combinations did not annihilate each other. A
summarizing of the synergistic effects of applied solutions is presented on Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Starter cultures, non-starter protective cultures, or other microbial metabolites can be
applied in diverse combinations to meat to gain advantages related mainly to foodborne pathogens
and spoilage bacteria inhibition (primary benefit) and lowering the dosage of antimicrobial agents
(secondary benefit). Created with BioRender.com (accessed on 27 February 2023).

In the case of starter cultures, it often happens that they are used together in mixtures
of different strains and/or species. A combination of starter cultures seems to have a
greater inhibitory effect on foodborne pathogens and spoilage bacteria, probably due to the
rapid decrease in pH value. Fast acidification and growth of starter cultures are desirable
to minimize the risk of spoilage and process failure.

Other types of natural antimicrobials that can be used for biopreservation are non-
starter protective cultures, which are microorganism cultures that can inhibit the growth of
pathogens or spoilage microbiota without changing the sensory, nutritional, and techno-
logical properties of food. The combination of protective cultures exerts its antimicrobial
effects in various ways, including by competing for resources and generating antagonistic
compounds (e.g., bacteriocins and organic acids).

Currently, the mechanism of action of bacteriocins is primarily envisaged in terms of
disrupting the cytoplasmic membrane by causing pores or degrading the cell wall. Yet,
the mechanism of action of bacteriocins, particularly those that act against Gram-negative
bacteria, is still not fully understood [99]. For example, nisin has a limited antimicrobial
effect on Gram-negative bacteria while exhibiting strong antimicrobial activity against
an extensive range of Gram-positive foodborne pathogens. A pore is formed by nisin in
the membrane of the target cell, resulting in the leakage of small molecules and abrupt
cell death [15]. On the other hand, pediocin shows extremely strong inhibition activity
against L. monocytogenes and acts similarly to nisin but the formation of pores is carried
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out in a different manner [15]. In the case of enterocins, the matter is more complicated,
because different enterocins can belong to completely different classes of bacteriocins.
Thus, Liu et al. (2022) [15], for example, found that enterocin AS-48 exhibits its action by
weakening the membrane to disrupt the bacterial electron transport system, thereby causing
cell death. Concurrently, other enterocins enable certain cations such as Na+, K+, Li+, or
H+ to pass through the membranes of their targets [15]. Consequently, combining the
two bacteriocins could be beneficial since their different modes of action might exhibit
synergistic and complementary effects against the target microorganism.

A variety of secondary microbial metabolites with other microbial hurdles were also
used as biopreservatives in included studies. Each of them may have a different mechanism
of action, and act in combination with another agent to enhance its effect.

In most of the articles, bacterial cultures in the form of starter cultures and non-starter
protective cultures were directly incorporated into meat products. Fresh or lyophilized
agents were used in either case. Different methods of biopreservative agents’ incorpo-
ration into meat products have been employed, ranging from direct addition to fresh
meat batter and dipping methods to surface spraying on fresh or ready-to-eat products.
Direct incorporation into meat was also used in cases where the antimicrobial effect of
purified/semi-purified secondary microbial metabolites was assessed within combined
microbial hurdles. Yet another way of applying biopreservatives can be through incorpora-
tion in an active packaging structure or microencapsulation but such solutions were not
used in the studies included in this review. Nevertheless, such methods could be valuable
alternatives to the direct application of biopreservatives to overcome the weaknesses asso-
ciated with this technique, through preventing degradation during storage and gradual
release of the antimicrobial agent, for example.

Combining the knowledge gathered in the included studies and the available research
data, it is concluded that the mixture of microbial hurdles for meat biopreservation may
have a potential synergistic effect (Figure 2), mainly through increased antimicrobial activity.
The combination of microbial hurdles could induce a stronger antimicrobial effect, expand
the spectrum of antibacterial action, and prevent the regrowth of foodborne pathogens and
spoilage bacteria. Due to this effect, reduction of the dosage of antimicrobial agents used
may be possible, for both microbial or also chemical additives. Fewer additives will reduce
the chance of adverse effects such as toxicity or unacceptable sensory properties of meat
products caused by their high number or concentration. It will also allow for cost savings
in food biopreservation. The approaches presented here thus qualify as an energy-saving
and environment-friendly operation.

5. Conclusions

The review aimed to find the answers to three questions/problems, which were
identified at the beginning of the work. Firstly, a positive effect of using a combination
of various bacterial antimicrobials in inhibiting the growth of pathogenic and spoilage
bacteria in meat products was shown in the majority of included studies. Secondly, the main
mechanisms of action and/or compounds with the potential to be used in biopreservation
have not been not clearly identified and require further investigation. Modern proteomic,
genomic, and transcriptomic tools may prove to be a great help in discovering the basic
mechanisms behind the combined effect of various microbial hurdles. Although the use of
various starter or bioprotective cultures in combination is not a new antimicrobial approach,
as they have a long history of combined use, it is still necessary to seek to understand the
mechanism behind such combined antimicrobial action, because it is not simply the sum
of the effects of two separate factors. Thirdly, the application of the discussed solutions
in the meat products industry is possible. Biopreservation is one of the most dynamically
developing sustainable and promising approaches to enhance food safety, in particular,
because it allows for reduction in or elimination of the use of chemical preservatives in
food processing. However, the methods and doses of applications should be individually
determined. This requires optimization and approvals from the authorities.
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To sum up, there has been an increase in consumer demand for “clean label” products
over the past few years. Microbial cultures and their bioactive metabolites used in various
combinations are promising candidates as green and innovative strategies, providing
several benefits—inhibition of food spoilage, minimizing food safety risk, satisfying the
consumers, and maintaining economic and environmental resources, that can lead to a
sustainable food industry, especially for meat and meat products.
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Properties, Shelf-Life and Microbiological Safety of Industrial Sausages Produced with Autochthonous and Commercial Starter
Cultures. Food Technol. Biotechnol. 2014, 52, 307–316.

36. Iacumin, L.; Cappellari, G.; Colautti, A.; Comi, G. Listeria monocytogenes Survey in Cubed Cooked Ham Packaged in Modified
Atmosphere and Bioprotective Effect of Selected Lactic Acid Bacteria. Microorganisms 2020, 8, 898. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Kaban, G.; Kaya, M. Effect of starter culture on growth of Staphylococcus aureus in sucuk. Food Control 2006, 17, 797–801.
[CrossRef]

https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/topics/topic/qualified-presumption-safety-qps
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2022.154058
http://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-384731-7.00134-3
http://doi.org/10.1155/2021/6653190
http://doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2020.1835818
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33089698
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2019.00853
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods11040542
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35206018
http://doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2020.1754755
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32319303
http://doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2016.1206845
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27438696
http://doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X.JFP-16-203
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods10102418
https://environmentalevidence.org/cee-critical-appraisal-tool/
https://environmentalevidence.org/cee-critical-appraisal-tool/
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-014-0579-0
http://doi.org/10.5195/jmla.2018.283
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11274-010-0439-y
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2006.11.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22064299
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2011.09.026
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fshw.2020.05.012
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13197-018-3541-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30906039
http://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms8060898
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32549230
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2005.05.003


Foods 2023, 12, 1430 24 of 26

38. Lahti, E.T.; Johansson, T.; Honkanen-Buzalski, T.; Hill, P.; Nurmi, E. Survival and detection of Escherichia coli O157:H7 and
Listeria monocytogenes during the manufacture of dry sausage using two different starter cultures. Food Microbiol. 2001, 18, 75–85.
[CrossRef]

39. Lee, S.Y.; Lee, D.Y.; Kim, O.Y.; Hur, S.J. Analysis for change in microbial contents in five mixed Kimchi starter culture and
commercial lactic acid bacterial-fermented sausages and biological hazard in manufacturing facilities. Food Sci. Biotechnol. 2018,
28, 787–794. [CrossRef]

40. Mafra, J.F.; Cruz, A.I.C.; de Santana, T.S.; Ferreira, M.A.; Araújo, F.M.; Evangelista-Barreto, N.S. Probiotic characterization of a
commercial starter culture used in the fermentation of sausages. Food Sci. Technol. 2021, 41, 240–246. [CrossRef]

41. Muthukumarasamy, P.; Holley, R.A. Survival of Escherichia coli O157:H7 in dry fermented sausages containing micro-
encapsulated probiotic lactic acid bacteria. Food Microbiol. 2007, 24, 82–88. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

42. Najjari, A.; Boumaiza, M.; Jaballah, S.; Boudabous, A.; Ouzari, H. Application of isolated Lactobacillus sakei and Staphylococcus
xylosus strains as a probiotic starter culture during the industrial manufacture of Tunisian dry-fermented sausages. Food Sci. Nutr.
2020, 8, 4172–4184. [CrossRef]

43. Olaoye, O.A.; Onilude, A.A. Investigation on the potential application of biological agents in the extension of shelf life of fresh
beef in Nigeria. World J. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 2010, 26, 1445–1454. [CrossRef]

44. Olaoye, O.A.; Onilude, A.A.; Idowu, O.A. Microbiological Profile of Goat Meat Inoculated with Lactic Acid Bacteria Cultures and
Stored at 30 ◦C for 7 days. Food Bioprocess Technol. 2011, 4, 312–319. [CrossRef]

45. Olaoye, O.; Onilude, A.; Ubbor, S.C. Control of Brochothrix thermosphacta in Pork Meat Using Lactococcus lactis subsp. lactis I23
Isolated from Beef. Appl. Food Biotechnol. 2015, 2, 49–55. [CrossRef]

46. Pavli, F.G.; Argyri, A.A.; Chorianopoulos, N.G.; Nychas, G.-J.E.; Tassou, C.C. Effect of Lactobacillus plantarum L125 strain with
probiotic potential on physicochemical, microbiological and sensorial characteristics of dry-fermented sausages. Lebenson. Wiss.
Technol. 2020, 118, 108810. [CrossRef]

47. Pidcock, K.; Heard, G.; Henriksson, A. Application of nontraditional meat starter cultures in production of Hungarian salami. Int.
J. Food Microbiol. 2002, 76, 75–81. [CrossRef]

48. Sun, Q.; Chen, Q.; Li, F.; Zheng, D.; Kong, B. Biogenic amine inhibition and quality protection of Harbin dry sausages by
inoculation with Staphylococcus xylosus and Lactobacillus plantarum. Food Control 2016, 68, 358–366. [CrossRef]

49. Sun, Q.; Sun, F.; Zheng, D.; Kong, B.; Liu, Q. Complex starter culture combined with vacuum packaging reduces biogenic amine
formation and delays the quality deterioration of dry sausage during storage. Food Control 2019, 100, 58–66. [CrossRef]
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terization of lactic acid bacteria postbiotics, evaluation in-vitro antibacterial effect, microbial and chemical quality on chicken
drumsticks. Food Microbiol. 2022, 104, 104001. [CrossRef]

60. Jones, R.; Wiklund, E.; Zagorec, M.; Tagg, J. Evaluation of stored lamb bio-preserved using a three-strain cocktail of Lactobacillus
sakei. Meat Sci. 2010, 86, 955–959. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

61. Katikou, P.; Ambrosiadis, I.; Georgantelis, D.; Koidis, P.; Georgakis, S. Effect of Lactobacillus-protective cultures with bacteriocin-
like inhibitory substances’ producing ability on microbiological, chemical and sensory changes during storage of refrigerated
vacuum-packaged sliced beef. J. Appl. Microbiol. 2005, 99, 1303–1313. [CrossRef]

62. Koo, O.-K.; Eggleton, M.; O’Bryan, C.A.; Crandall, P.G.; Ricke, S.C. Antimicrobial activity of lactic acid bacteria against Listeria
monocytogenes on frankfurters formulated with and without lactate/diacetate. Meat Sci. 2012, 92, 533–537. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1006/fmic.2000.0373
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10068-018-0510-2
http://doi.org/10.1590/fst.12120
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2006.03.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16943098
http://doi.org/10.1002/fsn3.1711
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11274-010-0319-5
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11947-010-0343-3
http://doi.org/10.22037/AFB.V2I3.7993
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.lwt.2019.108810
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1605(02)00002-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2016.04.021
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2019.01.008
http://doi.org/10.3390/app11030904
http://www.ifrj.upm.edu.my/18%20(02)%202011/(32)%20IFRJ-2010-238.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodres.2020.109247
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32527474
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2011.03.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21458169
http://doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X-65.2.316
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2011.02.018
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2013.08.009
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-765X.2008.02468.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2021.108624
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2022.104001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2010.07.023
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20800371
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2672.2005.02739.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2012.05.023


Foods 2023, 12, 1430 25 of 26

63. Segli, F.; Melian, C.; Muñoz, V.; Vignolo, G.; Castellano, P. Bioprotective extracts from Lactobacillus acidophilus CRL641 and
Latilactobacillus curvatus CRL705 inhibit a spoilage exopolysaccharide producer in a refrigerated meat system. Food Microbiol.
2021, 97, 103739. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

64. Segli, F.; Melian, C.; Vignolo, G.; Castellano, P. Inhibition of a spoilage exopolysaccharide producer by bioprotective extracts from
Lactobacillus acidophilus CRL641 and Latilactobacillus curvatus CRL705 in vacuum-packaged refrigerated meat discs. Meat Sci. 2021,
178, 108509. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

65. Xu, M.M.; Kaur, M.; Pillidge, C.J.; Torley, P.J. Evaluation of the potential of protective cultures to extend the microbial shelf-life of
chilled lamb meat. Meat Sci. 2021, 181, 108613. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

66. Xu, M.M.; Kaur, M.; Pillidge, C.J.; Torley, P.J. Culture-Dependent and Culture-Independent Evaluation of the Effect of Protective
Cultures on Spoilage-Related Bacteria in Vacuum-Packaged Beef Mince. Food Bioprocess Technol. 2023, 16, 382–394. [CrossRef]

67. Gao, Y.; Li, D.; Liu, X. Effects of Lactobacillus sakei C2 and sakacin C2 individually or in combination on the growth of Listeria
monocytogenes, chemical and odor changes of vacuum-packed sliced cooked ham. Food Control 2015, 47, 27–31. [CrossRef]

68. Azevedo, P.O.D.S.D.; Converti, A.; Gierus, M.; Oliveira, R.P.D.S. Application of nisin as biopreservative of pork meat by dipping
and spraying methods. Braz. J. Microbiol. 2019, 50, 523–526. [CrossRef]

69. Delgado, J.; Rodríguez, A.; García, A.; Núñez, F.; Asensio, M.A. Inhibitory Effect of PgAFP and Protective Cultures on Aspergillus
parasiticus Growth and Aflatoxins Production on Dry-Fermented Sausage and Cheese. Microorganisms 2018, 6, 69. [CrossRef]

70. Castellano, P.; Peña, N.; Ibarreche, M.P.; Carduza, F.; Soteras, T.; Vignolo, G. Antilisterial efficacy of Lactobacillus bacteriocins and
organic acids on frankfurters. Impact on sensory characteristics. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2018, 55, 689–697. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

71. Vignolo, G.; Palacios, J.; Farías, M.E.; Sesma, F.; Schillinger, U.; Holzapfel, W.; Oliver, G. Combined effect of bacteriocins on the
survival of various Listeria species in broth and meat system. Curr. Microbiol. 2000, 41, 410–416. [CrossRef]

72. Sant’Anna, V.; Quadros, D.A.; Motta, A.S.; Brandelli, A. Antibacterial activity of bacteriocin-like substance P34 on Listeria
monocytogenes in chicken sausage. Braz. J. Microbiol. 2013, 44, 1163–1167. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

73. Sun, Z.; Li, P.; Liu, F.; Bian, H.; Wang, D.; Wang, X.; Zou, Y.; Sun, C.; Xu, W. Synergistic antibacterial mechanism of the Lactobacillus
crispatus surface layer protein and nisin on Staphylococcus saprophyticus. Sci. Rep. 2017, 7, 265. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

74. Zhang, L.; Ben Said, L.; Diarra, M.S.; Fliss, I. Inhibitory Activity of Natural Synergetic Antimicrobial Consortia against Salmonella
enterica on Broiler Chicken Carcasses. Front. Microbiol. 2021, 12, 656956. [CrossRef]

75. García-Díez, J.; Saraiva, C. Use of Starter Cultures in Foods from Animal Origin to Improve Their Safety. Int. J. Environ. Res.
Public Health 2021, 18, 2544. [CrossRef]

76. Vignolo, G.; Fontana, C.; Fadda, S. Semidry and Dry Fermented Sausages. In Handbook of Meat Processing; Wiley-Blackwell:
Oxford, UK, 2010; pp. 379–398.

77. Krockel, L. The Role of Lactic Acid Bacteria in Safety and Flavour Development of Meat and Meat Products. In Lactic Acid
Bacteria—R & D for Food, Health and Livestock Purposes; Kongo, M., Ed.; InTech: London, UK, 2013. [CrossRef]

78. Laranjo, M.; Elias, M.; Fraqueza, M.J. The Use of Starter Cultures in Traditional Meat Products. J. Food Qual. 2017, 2017, 9546026.
[CrossRef]

79. Landeta, G.; Curiel, J.A.; Carrascosa, A.V.; Muñoz, R.; de Las Rivas, B. Characterization of coagulase-negative staphylococci
isolated from Spanish dry cured meat products. Meat Sci. 2013, 93, 387–396. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

80. Flores, M.; Toldrá, F. Microbial enzymatic activities for improved fermented meats. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2011, 22, 81–90.
[CrossRef]

81. Shiling, L.; Xianna, H.; Yanbin, Y.; Baokun, L.; Chengjian, X.; Qingling, W. Proteolytic effect of starter culture during ripening of
smoked horse sausage. Food Sci. Biotechnol. 2017, 26, 1363–1369. [CrossRef]

82. Stavropoulou, D.A.; De Maere, H.; Berardo, A.; Janssens, B.; Filippou, P.; De Vuyst, L.; De Smet, S.; Leroy, F. Species Pervasiveness
within the Group of Coagulase-Negative Staphylococci Associated with Meat Fermentation Is Modulated by pH. Front. Microbiol.
2018, 9, 2232. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

83. Moradi, M.; Mardani, K.; Tajik, H. Characterization and application of postbiotics of Lactobacillus spp. on Listeria monocytogenes
in vitro and in food models. Lebenson. Wiss. Technol. 2019, 111, 457–464. [CrossRef]

84. Hartmann, H.A.; Wilke, T.; Erdmann, R. Efficacy of bacteriocin-containing cell-free culture supernatants from lactic acid bacteria
to control Listeria monocytogenes in food. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2011, 146, 192–199. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

85. Prudêncio, C.V.; dos Santos, M.T.; Vanetti, M.C.D. Strategies for the use of bacteriocins in Gram-negative bacteria: Relevance in
food microbiology. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2015, 52, 5408–5417. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

86. Landete, J.M. A review of food-grade vectors in lactic acid bacteria: From the laboratory to their application. Crit. Rev. Biotechnol.
2017, 37, 296–308. [CrossRef]

87. Salminen, S.; Collado, M.C.; Endo, A.; Hill, C.; Lebeer, S.; Quigley, E.M.M.; Sanders, M.E.; Shamir, R.; Swann, J.R.; Szajewska, H.;
et al. The International Scientific Association of Probiotics and Prebiotics (ISAPP) consensus statement on the definition and
scope of postbiotics. Nat. Rev. Gastroenterol. Hepatol. 2021, 18, 649–667. [CrossRef]

88. Hernández-Granados, M.J.; Franco-Robles, E. Postbiotics in human health: Possible new functional ingredients? Food Res. Int.
2020, 137, 109660. [CrossRef]

89. Moradi, M.; Kousheh, S.A.; Almasi, H.; Alizadeh, A.; Guimarães, J.T.; Yılmaz, N.; Lotfi, A. Postbiotics produced by lactic acid
bacteria: The next frontier in food safety. Compr. Rev. Food Sci. Food Saf. 2020, 19, 3390–3415. [CrossRef]

90. Cotter, P.D.; Ross, R.; Hill, C. Bacteriocins—A viable alternative to antibiotics? Nat. Rev. Genet. 2013, 11, 95–105. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2021.103739
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33653518
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2021.108509
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33857706
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2021.108613
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34218124
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11947-022-02948-4
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2014.06.031
http://doi.org/10.1007/s42770-019-00080-8
http://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms6030069
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13197-017-2979-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29391633
http://doi.org/10.1007/s002840010159
http://doi.org/10.1590/S1517-83822014005000004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24688506
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-00303-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28325944
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2021.656956
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18052544
http://doi.org/10.5772/51117
http://doi.org/10.1155/2017/9546026
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2012.09.019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23273441
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2010.09.007
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10068-017-0163-6
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2018.02232
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30283431
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.lwt.2019.05.072
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2011.02.031
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21411169
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13197-014-1666-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26344957
http://doi.org/10.3109/07388551.2016.1144044
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41575-021-00440-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodres.2020.109660
http://doi.org/10.1111/1541-4337.12613
http://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro2937


Foods 2023, 12, 1430 26 of 26

91. Yang, E.; Fan, L.; Jiang, Y.; Doucette, C.; Fillmore, S. Antimicrobial activity of bacteriocin-producing lactic acid bacteria isolated
from cheeses and yogurts. AMB Express 2012, 2, 48. [CrossRef]

92. Dicks, L.M.T.; Dreyer, L.; Smith, C.; Van Staden, A.D. A Review: The Fate of Bacteriocins in the Human Gastro-Intestinal Tract:
Do They Cross the Gut–Blood Barrier? Front. Microbiol. 2018, 9, 2297. [CrossRef]

93. O’Connor, P.M.; Kuniyoshi, T.M.; Oliveira, R.P.; Hill, C.; Ross, R.P.; Cotter, P.D. Antimicrobials for food and feed; a bacteriocin
perspective. Curr. Opin. Biotechnol. 2020, 61, 160–167. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

94. Cox, C.R.; Coburn, P.S.; Gilmore, M.S. Enterococcal Cytolysin: A Novel Two Component Peptide System that Serves as a Bacterial
Defense against Eukaryotic and Prokaryotic Cells. Curr. Protein Pept. Sci. 2005, 6, 77–84. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

95. Gálvez, A.; Abriouel, H.; López, R.L.; Ben Omar, N. Bacteriocin-based strategies for food biopreservation. Int. J. Food Microbiol.
2007, 120, 51–70. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

96. Holley, R.; Cordeiro, R. Microbiological Safety of Meat|Listeria monocytogenes. In Encyclopedia of Meat Sciences; Elsevier: London,
UK, 2014; pp. 348–356. [CrossRef]

97. Leite, J.A.; Tulini, F.L.; dos Reis-Teixeira, F.B.; Rabinovitch, L.; Chaves, J.Q.; Rosa, N.G.; Cabral, H.; De Martinis, E.C.P. Bacteriocin-
like inhibitory substances (BLIS) produced by Bacillus cereus: Preliminary characterization and application of partially purified
extract containing BLIS for inhibiting Listeria monocytogenes in pineapple pulp. Lebenson. Wiss. Technol. 2016, 72, 261–266.
[CrossRef]

98. Bizani, D.; Morrissy, J.A.; Dominguez, A.P.; Brandelli, A. Inhibition of Listeria monocytogenes in dairy products using the
bacteriocin-like peptide cerein 8A. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2008, 121, 229–233. [CrossRef]

99. Pérez-Ramos, A.; Madi-Moussa, D.; Coucheney, F.; Drider, D. Current Knowledge of the Mode of Action and Immunity
Mechanisms of LAB-Bacteriocins. Microorganisms 2021, 9, 2107. [CrossRef]

100. Figueiredo, A.C.L.; Almeida, R.C. Antibacterial efficacy of nisin, bacteriophage P100 and sodium lactate against Listeria monocyto-
genes in ready-to-eat sliced pork ham. Braz. J. Microbiol. 2017, 48, 724–729. [CrossRef]

101. Kaur, G.; Singh, T.P.; Malik, R.K.; Bhardwaj, A.; De, S. Antibacterial efficacy of nisin, pediocin 34 and enterocin FH99 against L.
monocytogenes, E. faecium and E. faecalis and bacteriocin cross resistance and antibiotic susceptibility of their bacteriocin resistant
variants. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2014, 51, 233–244. [CrossRef]

102. Asare, P.T.; Zurfluh, K.; Greppi, A.; Lynch, D.; Schwab, C.; Stephan, R.; Lacroix, C. Reuterin Demonstrates Potent Antimicrobial
Activity against a Broad Panel of Human and Poultry Meat Campylobacter spp. Isolates. Microorganisms 2020, 8, 78. [CrossRef]

103. Schaefer, L.; Auchtung, T.; Hermans, K.E.; Whitehead, D.; Borhan, B.; Britton, R.A. The antimicrobial compound reuterin
(3-hydroxypropionaldehyde) induces oxidative stress via interaction with thiol groups. Microbiology 2010, 156, 1589–1599.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

104. Pum, D.; Toca-Herrera, J.L.; Sleytr, U.B. S-Layer Protein Self-Assembly. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2013, 14, 2484–2501. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
105. Klotz, C.; Goh, Y.J.; O’Flaherty, S.; Barrangou, R. S-layer associated proteins contribute to the adhesive and immunomodulatory

properties of Lactobacillus acidophilus NCFM. BMC Microbiol. 2020, 20, 248. [CrossRef]
106. Meng, J.; Gao, S.-M.; Zhang, Q.-X.; Lu, R.-R. Murein hydrolase activity of surface layer proteins from Lactobacillus acidophilus

against Escherichia coli. Int. J. Biol. Macromol. 2015, 79, 527–532. [CrossRef]
107. Rodríguez-Martín, A.; Acosta, R.; Liddell, S.; Núñez, F.; Benito, M.J.; Asensio, M.A. Characterization of the novel antifungal

protein PgAFP and the encoding gene of Penicillium chrysogenum. Peptides 2010, 31, 541–547. [CrossRef]
108. Delgado, J.; Owens, R.A.; Doyle, S.; Núñez, F.; Asensio, M.A. Quantitative proteomics reveals new insights into calcium-mediated

resistance mechanisms in Aspergillus flavus against the antifungal protein PgAFP in cheese. Food Microbiol. 2017, 66, 1–10.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

109. Núñez, F.; Lara, M.S.; Peromingo, B.; Delgado, J.; Sánchez-Montero, L.; Andrade, M.J. Selection and evaluation of Debaryomyces
hansenii isolates as potential bioprotective agents against toxigenic penicillia in dry-fermented sausages. Food Microbiol. 2015, 46,
114–120. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

110. Kowalska-Krochmal, B.; Dudek-Wicher, R. The Minimum Inhibitory Concentration of Antibiotics: Methods, Interpretation,
Clinical Relevance. Pathogens 2021, 10, 165. [CrossRef]

111. Orhan, G.; Bayram, A.; Zer, Y.; Balci, I. Synergy Tests by E Test and Checkerboard Methods of Antimicrobial Combinations against
Brucella melitensis. J. Clin. Microbiol. 2005, 43, 140–143. [CrossRef]

112. Eagly, A.H.; Wood, W. Using Research Syntheses to Plan Future Research. In The Handbook of Research Synthesis; Russell Sage
Foundation: New York, NY, USA, 1994; pp. 485–500.

113. Mathur, H.; Field, D.; Rea, M.C.; Cotter, P.D.; Hill, C.; Ross, R.P. Bacteriocin-Antimicrobial Synergy: A Medical and Food
Perspective. Front. Microbiol. 2017, 8, 1205. [CrossRef]

114. Meletiadis, J.; Pournaras, S.; Roilides, E.; Walsh, T.J. Defining Fractional Inhibitory Concentration Index Cutoffs for Additive
Interactions Based on Self-Drug Additive Combinations, Monte Carlo Simulation Analysis, and In Vitro-In Vivo Correlation Data
for Antifungal Drug Combinations against Aspergillus fumigatus. Antimicrob. Agents Chemother. 2010, 54, 602–609. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.1186/2191-0855-2-48
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2018.02297
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.copbio.2019.12.023
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31968296
http://doi.org/10.2174/1389203053027557
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15638770
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2007.06.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17614151
http://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-384731-7.00039-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.lwt.2016.04.058
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2007.11.016
http://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms9102107
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bjm.2017.02.010
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13197-011-0500-3
http://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms8010078
http://doi.org/10.1099/mic.0.035642-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20150236
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijms14022484
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23354479
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12866-020-01908-2
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijbiomac.2015.03.057
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.peptides.2009.11.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2017.03.015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28576356
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2014.07.019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25475274
http://doi.org/10.3390/pathogens10020165
http://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.43.1.140-143.2005
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2017.01205
http://doi.org/10.1128/aac.00999-09
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19995928

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Focus Question 
	Protocol and Selection Criteria 
	Search Methods 
	Selection of Articles 
	Risk of Bias Assessment 
	Search for Heterogeneity 

	Results 
	Study Selection 
	Risk of Bias 
	Main Findings 

	Discussion 
	Combination of Various Microbial Hurdles against Foodborne Pathogens and Spoilage Microorganisms in Meat and Meat Products 
	Combination of Starter Cultures 
	Combination of Non-Starter Protective Cultures 
	Combination of a Variety of Secondary Microbial Metabolites 

	Mode of Synergistic Action 

	Conclusions 
	References

