2019 Vol.38 No.4

70+ Serial No.326 China Brewing Research Report
1 2 1 1 2 1k
1 441053
2 610066
P<<0.05 P<<0.05 . HPLC
N N P<<0.05 . WIC WsC
P<<0.05 W5S P<0.05 .
L* P<<0.05 a* P<<0.05 PCA .
CA MANOVA °
TS261 0254-5071 2019 04-0070-05 doi:10.11882/j.issn.0254-5071.2019.04.014
ol 2019 38 4 70-74.

Effect of different treatment processes on the quality of kiwifruit wine
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Abstract The kiwifruit wines were brewed by three kinds of processes (clear juice, without peel and with peel), respectively, and the quality of the wines
brewed by different treatment processes were evaluated. The testing of electronic tongue indicated that the umami and salty of kiwifruit wine ferment-
ed with peel were significantly higher (P<<0.05), while the sourness and bitterness showed the opposite tendency (P<<0.05). The testing of HPLC indi-
cated that the quinic acid, citric acid, malic acid and lactic acid contents in the kiwifruit wine fermented with peel were significantly lower (P<<0.05).
The testing of electronic nose indicated that the response value of sensor W1C and W5C on the kiwifruit wine fermented with peel were significantly
higher (P<<0.05), while the sensor W5S showed the opposite tendency (P<<0.05). The testing of colorimeter indicated that the brightness (L* value)
of kiwifruit wine fermented with peel was significantly higher than the kiwifruit wine fermented with clear juice (P<<0.05), and the red and green de-
gree (a* value) was significantly lower than the kiwifruit wine fermented without peel (P<<0.05). Through principal component analysis (PCA), clus-
ter analysis (CA), and multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), the quality of kiwifruit wine fermented with peel was better.
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Table 2 Difference analysis of relative intensity of each flavor indexes of kiwifruit wines fermented by different brewing processes

wiC 0.020+0.001b 0.02120.001b 0.022+0.001a
W5S 164.033+12.745a 132.838+3.467b 122.855+3.189¢
W3C 0.088+0.002a 0.087+0.003a 0.086+0.005a
W6S 3.226+0.214a 2.989+0.333a 3.048+0.209a
W5C 0.0910.006b 0.0940.004b 0.10320.005a
W1S 261.758+25.328a 277.927+9.853a 273.05+12.015a
WIW 81.041+0.973a 77.971£2.090a 79.622+2.414a
W2s 88.007+4.356a 83.765+7.966a 89.615+6.156a
W2wW 33.875+3.696a 35.67140.951a 36.722+1.942a
W3S 0.0200.001a 0.02120.001a 0.022+0.001a
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