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Effect of Lactobacillus plantarum on the Product Quality of Kiwifruit Wine
GE Dong-ying', LI Hua—jia?, LIU Xue-ting', YANG Cheng—cong', CHEN Xin-lei', GUO Zhuang""

(1. Northwest Hubei Research Institute of Traditional Fermented Food, College of Chemical Engineering and
Food Science, Hubei University of Arts and Science , Xiangyang 441053, Hubei, China; 2. Institute of Agro—
products Processing, Sichuan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Chengdu 610066, Sichuan, China)
Abstract: The quality evaluation of kiwifruit wine samples, which fermented by Saccharomyces cerevisiae and
39 strains of Lactobacillus plantarum respectively, were evaluated by electronic tongue, electronic nose, and
high —performance liquid chromatography (HPLC). The testing of electronic tongue indicated that sourness,
bitterness, astringency, saltness, and aftertaste A were significantly more abundant in the kiwifruit wine
fermented by L. plantarum, whereas richness showed the opposite tendency. The testing of electronic nose
indicated that the response value of sensor W1C, W6S, WIS, WIW, W3S, and W5C were higher in the
kiwifruit wine fermented by L. plantarum, whereas sensor W5S and W5C showed the opposite tendency. The
testing of HPLC indicated that the content of quinic acid and citric acid were lower in kiwifruit wine with better
flavor quality (P<0.05). Meanwhie, L. plantarum HBUAS52016 and L. plantarum HBUAS52017 had certain

potential to be used in the fermented of kiwifruit wine.
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Fig.1 Box diagram of the taste indicators of kiwi fruit wine (n=40)
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Table 1 Difference analysis of flavor indicators in kiwi fruit wine (n=40)

S JE L PEREHIA popisE| WML A
wiC 55 S I R A 0.017 0.019(0.019,0.016~0.024)
W5S TR R A 162.588 126.446(123.352,107.681~158.618)
W3C XI5  R 0.080 0.079(0.080,0.068~0.087)
W6S RS PR 3.027 3.167(3.103,2.6~4.044)
W5C XI5 I T R A 0.083 0.071(0.070,0.061~0.081)
Wis X FR e R AR 218.850 240.539(237.529,217.915~276.874)
WIW XA LR AL B ot R A 75.614 76.492(75.657,71.307~85.179)
w2s XF TR 118.096 99.999(97.383,83.605~133.562)
W2W XA LR ) R 42.380 41.397(41.361,38.865~45.49)
W3S X Beke 2 o R B 4.246 4.358(4.257,3.984~5.044)
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Table 2 Variance contribution rate of principal components
F Gy FIE(E FETTRE% B uiikR %
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PC4 0.20 4.77 83.78
PCs 0.17 4.11 87.89
PC6 0.15 3.65 91.54
PC7 0.10 2.42 93.96
PC8 0.07 1.73 95.70
PC9 0.06 1.53 97.23
PC10 0.04 1.06 98.29
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Fig.2 Factor load map based on PCA kiwi fruit wine quality
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Table 3 Difference analysis of four organic acids in kiwi fruit wine

P T T
(mg/mL) (mg/mL) (mg/mL) (mg/mL)

A2 9.24+0.22*  7.73x0.24*  0.50+0.57*  1.88+0.50°

B4H 9.12+0.43*  7.79+0.28*  0.71+0.43*  1.98+0.66*

[oF::: 7.9+1.13"  6.71£0.67" 0.56£0.49*  1.65+0.80"

D 9.09+0.78*  7.56+0.25*  0.79+£0.34*  1.84+0.37°
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