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Enzymatic Preparation of Soluble Dietary Fiber from Soybean Hull and Evaluation of the
Physicochemical Properties
ZHAO Wei
(Jilin Economic Management Cadre College, Changchun 130012, Jilin, China)
Abstract: Soluble dietary fiber (SDF ) was prepared with soybean hull via cellulase and hemicellulase. Single
factor test and response surface design were used to optimize the enzymatic preparation process with the yield of
SDF as evaluation index. Then, the water—holding capacity, swelling capacity, and oil-holding capacity of the
yielded SDF were measured. The optimum enzymatic hydrolysis process was as follows: solid—liquid ratio of
1:20 (g/mL), enzyme addition of 0.85%, enzymatic hydrolysis time of 5 h, temperature of 45 °C,, and pH4.6.
Under these conditions, the yield of SDF stood at 12.17%. The prepared SDF has strong water—holding capacity,

swelling capacity, and oil-holding capacity.
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Fig.1 Effect of different feed liquid ratio on the yield of soybean
skin SDF
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Fig.2 Effects of different enzyme additions on the yield of
soybean skin SDF
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Fig.3 Effect of enzymatic hydrolysis time on the yield of
soybean skin SDF
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Fig.6 Response surface diagram of the influence of the

interaction of various factors on the yield of soybean skin SDF
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