. REfRSAX 2020 4% 9
RLR#A Food Research And Development 541 B 18

79 —

DOI:10.12161/j.issn.1005-6521.2020.18.014

U A AL B SR £ LA T A5 )

= BRIEIR, BE L, BB, = KIRE,
(LWL BE B bRl HoR 2B SRPUALIL G A e £ ahBIF 5T Ir , i3 4L 3EFH 4410535
2. AT TR AR R A B, B 1105 832000)

H OE . EIR RS AT A R ROR R e Rt AIRALIE AR & E Rk A itk S Y AR AT Ry TRAL 2R O X )
LT ARE Fo R F e BRI, RTE R W 4 ROE B AR R B R & (P<0.05), T R R B L RIE o AR b AAR S A
KM i aF REHE(P<0.05) 45 B3 WIC W3C Fre WSC(39 335 A £ 4 JR F 480 s R 3 K B 4 B vy vy AR B 2 3
BT H e X (P<0.05), MGk ARG EIR )T Gk B e Eek) ZILH MBI R 2 E RO DA RESH
Fo % 7 2RI, R B TRAL 22 77 KBk R K BE G 40 BB d Ji £ 73 AR E (P<0.001 ). bbb 7T L, dy R K BEGY
21 RGE Fo F AR

AR AR AR e TF S W TF £

Effect of Pretreatment Methods on the Quality of Jun jujube Wine

LINa', CHEN Yao—yao', SHAN Chun—hui?, CAI Wen—chao?®, LI Teng', ZHANG Zhen—dong', GUO Zhuang""
(1. Northwest Hubei Research Institute of Traditional Fermented Food, College of Food Science and
Technology, Hubei University of Arts and Science, Xiangyang 441053, Hubei, China;
2. The Food College of Shihezi University, Shihezi 832000, Xinjiang, China)
Abstract: Jun jujube was pretreated as jujube pulp, jujube paste, jujube pieces and jujube juice. The effects of
pretreatment methods on the quality of Jun jujube wine were discussed in terms of physical and chemical
indexes, chromaticity, flavor and taste. The results showed that juice fermented jujube wine had high alcohol
content (P<0.05), while the a" value, b" value and aromatic substance content of pulp fermented jujube wine
were significantly higher(P<0.05 ). The sensor W1C, W3C and W5C (all were sensitive to aromatic substances )
had higher response value to pulp fermented jujube wine (P<0.05), aftertaste A (astringent aftertaste ) and
aftertaste B (the bitter aftertaste) showed the opposite trend. Through principal component analysis, cluster
analysis and multivariate analysis of variance, it was found that the quality of jujube wine fermented by different
pretreatment methods was very significant (P<0.001). It could be seen that jujube wine fermented by jujube
pulp had the best quality.
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Fig.2 Color histogram of red jujube wine with different treatments
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Table 1 Difference analysis of response value of different sensors to different processing methods of jujube wine
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Continue table 1 Difference analysis of response value of different sensors to different processing methods of jujube wine
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Optimization of Extraction Process of Total Phenolic Acids from the Peristrophe Baphica (Spreng.) Bremek by
Response Surface Methodology and Its Antioxidation
WEI Zheng, LAT Hong—fang,, PENG Li—juan, QIN Guo-le, HUANG Xiu—xiang’

(College of Chemistry and Bio—Engineering, Hechi University, Yizhou 546300, Guangxi China. )
Abstract: This study mainly discussed the extraction technology of total phenolic acids from the Peristrophe
baphica (Spreng) Bremek (PB) and its antioxidation. Combining with the single factor investigation results,and
the optimum extraction condition of total phenolic acids from the PB was determined by the response surface
methodology, such as solution and material ratio for 28 : 1 (ml./g), ethanol concentration for 71%, extraction
temperature for 70 “C, extraction time for 90 min, and extraction yield of total phenolic acids from the PB
reached 31.574 4 mg/g at this condition, and the predictive value of 31.860 6 mg/g. The total phenolic acids in
vitro antioxidant activity evaluation, found with the increase of concentration, its removal ability strengthens
gradually, but clearance was less than Ve. The total phenolic acids from the PB exhibits certain antioxidant
capacity.

Key words: Peristrophe baphica (Spreng.) Bremek; total phenolic acids;extraction; antioxidation; response

surface methodology
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