IR EREHY Modern Food Science and Technology 2024, Vol.40, No.5

AR RN T A RABIE 5 A R UK SR e

ZEH", =AM, TRE°, AFE, TRE', BKmiE
(1. %M RUAF IR L BFFFFT, M 550006) (2. %M K FHEFR, F M5
550031) (3. 55 K BieE R e R E), STMEd 550600)

RE: HHRTMNFEOHMR L=, ZXATMNARF=HMH H 25X, AR T A RR A =75 X4
MR G SR, EEMET kAKX C (Ve), LEF, S8, EHFABKRM 2,2- B3R -1- A8 (DPPH)
Fa 2,27 BERAL (3- TR FoE ok -6- 5%ER ) —4 ¢ (ABTS) BME T A 64 AL b, Fad Rk RAEL A,
ST T TR, EREW, RABEOKGHESLT Ve, LEF, BB, £5W, 2FELABNHHTEH
M # A4t (Polypropylene, pp) #£. ZEMHAM, VoAt &3k pp #& 126.50% F= 37.36%, £FBF. LBEHEMHMSH
DPPH 5% B ABTS iE R E MR T pp 4, &FHFAAR T, BHRokAA—2, £125K 120 d B AABFlEL LT £,
SRERAE R MRS a- BATHIR pp % 16.09%, o fikFhkuk ) F pp s, L, BEOEEH AT HEDCRER
RIS R A HEH G A T e TR A M, AR IR, R R IR F.

KR I F X BHEH; WBAH; Kok, &k

EHS: 1673-9078(2024)05-212-220 DOI: 10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2024.5.0539

Comparison of Antioxidant and Flavor Quality of Bayberry Soup Produced

by Two Different Processing Methods
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Abstract: Bayberry soup is a unique processed product from Guizhou province. The quality of bayberry soup produced
by two different processing methods was investigated. The contents of vitamin C, total phenols, flavonoids, anthocyanins,
and the antioxidant properties of bayberry soup were determined using the 2,2-biphenyl-1-picrylhydrazine (DPPH) and
2,2 ‘- diazobis (3-ethylbenzothiazolin-6-sulfonic acid) diamine salt (ABTS) methods. Additionally, the flavor and volatile
components were preliminarily explored. The results showed that the contents of vitamin C (Vc¢), anthocyanins, total phenols,
and flavonoids in bayberry soup packaged in aluminum cans were higher than those in polypropylene (pp) cans during
storage. At the end of storage, Vc and anthocyanin levels were 126.50% and 37.36% higher, respectively, than those in pp
cans, with statistically significant differences. The DPPH and ABTS clearance rates of bayberry soup in aluminum can were

higher than those of pp cans. The electronic nose flavor showed that the two flavors were basically the same, and the odor
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characteristics completely overlapped after 120 days of storage. Levels of a- caryophyllene in aluminum cans were 16.09%

greater than in pp cans, but the types were slightly less than pp cans. In summary, aluminum can packaging is more conducive

to improving the storage quality of bayberry soup. This study provides theoretical parameters are provided for the production

and processing of Yangmei soup and offers theoretical guidance for improving quality and extending shelf life.

Key words: processing methods; bayberry soup; antioxidant properties; flavor; quality
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Table 2 The types and contents of volatile components in bayberry soup
ok A3 ﬁfﬂi _ FE MRS : . Tﬁé\fé‘/% _
F L LA 4o 4 pp
PR TS 1 18.13 Undecane Et - 0.3£0.03
o PR AT Acetic acid N 020003 105:0.14
Bk 3 24.15 Nonanal =] 0.17+0.02 0.30%0.03
4 24.43 3-Nonenoic acid 3- HER 0.27 £0.04
------------ 5 11.95 3-Hexen-1-ol vt B2 084’_r 0.05 -
6 12.29 1-Hexanol 1- TEF 0.65 £0.06 —
7 18.46 1-Octanol EFER 1.01£0.03 1.01£0.16
8 19.34 Linaloo SAREE 0.24+0.03 0.16%0.01
9 20.82 3-Nonen-1-ol 3- LHnBE — 0.17+0.01
10 21.33 L-(-)-Menthol L- B 0.1£0.03 0.24+0.02
B2k 11 21.74 Terpinen-4-ol 4- 7 M B 0.12+0.02 0.14%0.01
12 3336 Pogostole JEARE 1.55+0.08 0.85+0.02
13 34.90 Caryophyllenyl alcohol T A B 6.75+0.11 3.16+0.01
14 35.74 (-)-Globulol 15 A B2 1.59+£0.07 1.12£0.02
15 36.80 Isolongifolan-8-ol F Kokt -8- BE 20015 0.99+0.18
o 16 20.03 Benzene,1,2,3,5-tetramethyl- AW o 105i022
17 28.06 Aristolene +HRE W — 0.40 +0.03
18 2884 (-)-p-Bourbonene B- W 020%0.02 0.24+0.03
19 29.59 p-Caryophyllene B- B Ak 4.52+£0.25 3.00+0.04
20 30.11 a- Caryophyllene a- B H b 63.13+0.67 54.38%0.99
21 32.35 a-Farnesene a- ik R 0.27 +0.03 —
BHE 2 3246 a-Guaiene o WO 0.75+0.03 0.47+0.03
23 33.17 d -Cadinene O - AAN K 0.30+0.02 —
24 37.74 Caryophyllene oxide BB AT K 2.51£0.04 0.99+0.08
25 37.30 Longipinene Kkt 0.73£0.07 0.37£0.01
26 19.90 9-Octadecenoic acid (Z)- b B F B 0.08+0.03 0.64=0.04
<k sphenylmethylester " — = 77
27 3418 2’2;252233‘12?6‘;“ 2.5- "_";?é;&@ﬁ 0.55+0.06 0.20+0.05
o 28 16.54 Octanal EFEE 0.16£0.02 040%002
29 19.44 Nonanal S 0.70+0.05 3.08%0.22
30 22.31 Decanal S 0.26£0.05 0.58%0.01
31 13.36 Heptanal hy: 33 — 0.29+0.03
w32 17.54 Cyczlor‘r’z:}tl?/?e;a;i‘;ﬁi}gﬁgyde 7 T B — 0.30 £ 0.02
33 2568 Undecanal T o 039:002
3 ora 20 H)'F“ri)‘;i?;idihydm's ) T8 — 1.15+0.01
%7‘5‘ 35 29.4% Isoaromadendrene epoxide ~ FAHHEMHILAMNY 0. 181r 0.03 035i002
LTS 36 20.65 2,4-Dimethylstyrene 24- — WA KM — 0.32+0.03
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LA 20110 H 102 e i 8 & 10 ML
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DTHROK /N, A B TR B AR 1, DTRRA K
T 3T SR A AR AR, T 2R R BT R R N e
W, S FERUr ESTERE R T 50% KR IERER WSS
FW2W, WIS 7528 = F il I o1k %K T 80%
(Bl 6a). WA, 25— hoimkR s KR
WIW, TiikFE L 70%, HKH W2w, TTEkE
i 40%. 25 R WSS TTERRHE 90% (K 6b).
FHUL PN, PR LSS AR TP U = AR B
WG PR KA, A R4 R SE .

2.4 R o7 XM 1R b A BY

PR R0 T AR 77 0 v i A Wt e )
BRSPS, WM. BRI, SR, T HIRERE R,
336 Mk & . W& PR AS TR N L5 20 Ak
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WL g RRAL, B EEERER S RN a- A
& (63.13%). F 171 M BE (6.75%) B- £ 17 ¥
(4.52%) T pp SEH FIFEZN a- AH7TIE (54.38%)
FTIGEE (3.16%) AILEE (3.08%). 46T a-
BTG S B pp BEZ 16.09%. BEAEKRE, pp b
L3 M 3 R Ve Fl R 2 RAEBETEA S, H
F IR a- AVTIBIERRGE T & BB .

R TR, Wi, SRS I L
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Ji, BT LLES] 99% . X 5 AR L 45 2%
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— IR FE LA PR

3 g
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. MG T a- HTIGKS R pp # K1
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W, TE M7 00 AR e 0 A e, s I T e
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