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Fig. 1 Purple yam and orange nutritional production process
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Table 1 Factors and levels of orthogonal experiment

KF K% Factor

Level A MR B FrERRYK B CHAER CHE D B i ]
ve Sugar concentration/ % Citric acid concentration/ % Vitamin C concentration/ % Precook time/min
1 29 0.08 0. 06 10
2 31 0.11 0.08 12
3 33 0.13 0.10 14
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Table 2 Sensory grading rules of
purple yam and orange nutritional can
WiH TR b
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THA RYRE
HRECRA IR BIR A R IL ARG TIA
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Table 3 Filling ratio and sensory evaluations of
purple yam and orange can
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yam and orange can
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Fig. 2 Effect of suger concentration on

sensory quality of nutrional can
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Fig. 4 Effect of vitamin C concentration on

sensory quality of nutrional can
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sensory quality of nutrional can
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Table 4 Results of orthogonal test
a8 , R Facer y , REWS
A WivkEE B PP RR vk B CHEAER CUeE D B i
Group . . . . . . . Sensory score/ 43
Sugar concentration/ % Citric acid concentration/% Vitamin C concentration/ % Precook time/min
1 1 1 1 1 75.13
2 1 2 2 76.61
3 1 3 3 3 74,21
4 2 1 2 3 75. 36
5 2 2 3 1 80. 83
6 2 3 1 2 78. 38
7 3 1 3 2 81. 67
8 3 2 1 3 76. 69
9 3 3 2 1 74.37
K1 75.32 77. 39 76.73 76.78 AzBz C3D2
Kz 78.19 78. 04 75. 45 78. 89
K3 77.58 75. 65 78. 90 75.42
R 0. 61 1.73 2.17 2.11
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Research and Sevelopment of Purple Yam and Orange Nutritional Can

WANG Yanping, WANG He, CHEN Yueying, SUN Ruilin
(Department of Food Engineering, Henan Vocational College of Agriculture, Zhengzhou, Henan 451450)

Abstract; Purple yam and orange were used as main raw materials, the optimum technology parameter
of purple yam and orange nutritional can was studied through the single factor test and orthogonal
experiment, mean while the general nutrient content of final products were determined. The results
showed that the optimum process parameters of purple yam and orange nutritional can, the filling ratio
of purple yam and orange 1 ¢ 1, solid content 55% — 65%, suger concentration 31%, citric acid
concentration 0. 11%, vitamin C concentration 0. 10%, pre cooking time of purple yam 12 minutes.
Under these conditions, purple yam orange nutritional can contained vitamin C 45. 22 mg » (100g)™*,
polysaccharide 0. 81 g » (100g) 1. The canned food had a certain nutritional function and the unique
flavor of purple yam and orange.

Keywords: purple yam;orange; nutrition; can



