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BT M K 3 38 A 5 14 B g, BR g 2 Ak, 3L
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BENTE . AL S0 3 M R s A —E A
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F R 4 FLRAR E B AR e ORI o
T ERE R . 78 O/W S b, REZ 24
(soy soluble polysaccharide,SSP) ] DL FI 8 [ 55K
Oy FIRHT, B B s FLR R E PR AE N, PIE
AR TR Al 2 0 AR SRS LU 2
B

AR SPI-SSP &K &R, BFFT /KW
e FLWPIRICRAS T 45 STE (9 5 bR I RCR . LU
BVEI AR 6 R R AT SRS VA O RAE
BAL R0 RO Z | LUARBUR AR v iR &

1 MRERE
1.1 5

REHEA,IWAREH EASERARAA ;K
Z0E, LR RV RHECA R A s (2
JE=99%), IR ZFILEYRHHEARA A KA
EKM, AR =R ER R A RA A
Florisil 4 ¥-#i (60~100 H ) ,Sigma 2~ 7] ; 7K & B
g — & T KRG B A T, E 2GR Bk A
FIA PR
12 UFEHEE

FJ200-SH & 38 73 HE X Bpl, b i A A A Y
7 HL-2000 /& X AL, b1 o6 & s iat AR AL il
15 A PR 7] s Nano—ZS90 HOGRLAR 7 A {3, JE [ 1
IR AL 823 7] s NanoBrook90 Zeta—H #/3 #1 X, 26
el A v T SCANAR 24 ) 5 OCA =20 LU G 5 2 fih
FA I A, # [F] Data—physics 23 F ; Biofuge Stratos
EE BB DAL, 3 E Thermo 2 7 ; Turbiscan
Lab Expert 2 € £ 43 #14%, ¥ E Formulaction 2
i

1.3 REH*

1.3.1 o 00 g i R T 1

1.3.1.1 SPI-SSP-STE /K ¥ M Bl ¥ — 8 &
i) SPI SSP STE 43 % fi# T 10 mmol/L H ¥ % iz
ERZ b Q25 Ok 2h, ZJEE TIK
F (4 °C) it fr AL B LA SPL FE 4y kb,
JEREY a0 SR 43 ) e T AS ] 5T o 43 B8 LL 1) SPT-
SSP-STE 7K i #i , % 1 (25 °C) FHEFE 30 min ffi H:
PISJIRA AR5 0 R VR

1.3.1.2  SPI-SSP-STE FL M BCH] K —E
SPI.SSP STE 73 5l % f# T 10 mmol/L H % # 1R £k
Ze b P TEER (25 CHfFE 2 h, Z 5 & T UKAE
(4 C)HP AT R AL B, LA SPI 78430 K4k, #%3t
55 Jr e TC 1A [] 5 £ 43 208G LG Y SPI-SSP-STE &
AFLIARFR g A i A SO AR R 10%, B
J6 2 i AT B B ALY BT AR 3 (14 000 1/min, 3
min) , V)26 AL G 15 BRI B FLIR , FR280d 2 I &
Y505 4k B (50 MPa) J5 8 15 ZL pH (H 2= 4 15
S e AT R .

1.3.2 BCEMIFE bR BRI 56 R B 2R
B VT3 15 %0 3 i ) 5 7 T R R A TN, T A
JECE DU PE B A RS R R AT 1 h R AT B
HEEr, B AR U S R T Y £
W, PREE 10 45 Zead B0 0 N SO P FP I AR 2R 1
R AN SR = T AT ECE P JT AT 4 (il
530100 43 ) BOE S EAE R e APPSR, AR
T3 A% R 43 591 B 20 mL 735 0 PR35 T — Uk b
PR JECE T 5 AE AR 30 s ek il Bl S A
SRR W B ] IR AT OF T 25 Bk 1 Ak
WIS ERE S BB I s A] [8] B >4 20 min

F1 BEEKRREITER

Table 1 Sensory evaluation index of solution bitterness

IR Y

EER o

# ok (60 5°) 40~60 %
20~40 %
0~20 %

IRAL(20 4) 10~20 %
0~10 %

£ (20 &) 10~20 % AW A%k
0~10 0 A 5% ,STE A%k A 2

OB, R B ER S G L RERRA M ER AL T Rk

O B A A A BOB R A 1 B B SR R € Sk

O BRSO B KR B A R A W RS AR AR TR
KERKRZAZIEFENRES , RIWE A LKA AY—LaE A EALRE
K i P R R R T ILA R A SRR R RS ML B R ERAR




F22% oMW

KEnBEG-SHIRZATH A

Bk 0 IR AE R BB A SLIRAE TR R 155

1.3.3  EOKymmzifh 50 oA By ik B K AT
A & A Y 2% 1005 R R 3 56 4% SR 1 T, ik
55 T R 24k oK . 2% Gaonkar™ iz 45 v iy
PRI 7% B 4 g Florisil 43 7 9% il A %] 100 mL
Tk, A 120 min {f T K ol AT fETE
TE (R 15 5 ) Jo FE 43 00 F O B, 353 R A IR
B0 HL 10 000 t/min B0 4 4E 20 min 25 bR 24
B0 E R ORI 228 7 K ) A 5K S {H 30 min
ANRAAE R 1L, e A5 30 4640 K x4k
B S 5K F1 R (25.95+0.5)mN/m , H % & R 0.9169
glem’,
1.3.4 ZhA&FmsK I K% SPL.SSP STE F
i 0 A AR T 10 mmol/L M B R £k 2% vh
TEZE IR (25 CHPEFE 2 h, 2 )5 8 T VK46 (4 °C) v gk
Tt R Ab 3, DI SPL su 437K Ak, 8% SP1.SSP Fil
STE & W ¥4 17 pH {H 2 7.0 J5 YEA7 A [ it 4 %%
HiE BG4 TR A 1 M il 2%, Horh STE 1 SSP i e 4%
J 2y B0y 9 1 5E A 0.5% 1 0.3% ,SPT & /3 ¢
H0.1%~2.0% . &G W T %R T 4k 23 e 30
min, LA 3 B8 43 22 1] 04 A B 78 0 2
%% Wang SFH 5 | SR FIRR O 27 422 fik
£ A E STE A K STE-SSP-SPI(0.19%~2.0% )
BARR MK A b0 R sk T (y) , 5 ik
7 7P N R G A B IR sh 5 R A i R 22, K
HRE R IR I AT B P SF A 30 min ik 215
PR R E 25 °C, B shiESIT S 10 pL
B TR T2 AT 2l A R K R 6 2 B L @ AR
B E 180 min, = iE EAZ AL 180 min
T R AT 2 RS Y 048 3 3 SCA20 K
A7 0T, R A Young—Laplace J7 2 5 Il 12
FE R IET TR T (y) o FRTEE () R FE Sl A 3R 10T 7K
FHE (o) 5 W R 3h 52 W () 2 18 7K 1M (y) 1 2
18,
1.3.5 RARMME 2% Sun P )5 ik IEm LA
Wi, R O BE 43 B ASORT LR A R AR 2 A T
SE o I AT 2% T KO RE S AT AR R AL EE L) A
ZEICHUT G & R AT B A R it
PR TP, B & I3 55 58 X 2 JO o 4
min ., W HTACES - B (R Ry 120 s, BERRKAE
SR A ORI A WO T S SR E S 1331, A HE A
SEATINE 3 K,

1.3.6 Zeta—HL 7 M %E  Zeta—FEL A7 (mV) 7] LA
RAVPAL FLIR T R AT PE T . 2% Liang %20
Tk W HUE IR R 28 vl OB R R 30 £ 5 T fif 2L
W, 2% A 10 mL A il B R Zeta— HL A7 AR H
HL BB AT 0, IR B2 R 25 °C, A 2 15 U
E 3,

1.3.7  ZECEUHNE FLRCEATREM: Turbis-
can 2 BOGHUN 0 BT AL BE S AE AN IR | TG 4% fil A i
AR O X ZLWRE S AT A, S AT LA B
5] A8 Ak 5 4 >R £ 19 1% I % (transmission, TM ) DA K&
B 6 (backscattering, BS) 43 M7 45 21 £F i £
PEF AT B, BLAME AT LU AR i L7 BB AR
SE R IEAT AT, il T AR ) 0 3L R
SRR 2% | PRI 2 BT IR ' (BS) 48 5 % L W AR
SEPEHEAT 0T . B30 mL FLIRAEAE T2 EOLE
FHDN 0 X R AT 49 400 49 4 1) e 3
30 min, Sk THFLEAAHE 24 ho X6 6k 0D ] f
A 8 I — 45 2 B[] 0 LS e P A8 Al A B 3
14001, 83 T™M A1 BS #F— 25 40 #r 1+ 58 HAe e v
8l J1 24 ¥8 %X (turbiscan stability index,TSI), Hh £&
RGBT TSI {EBRAIR, FLIOBESE . HIHR K 4
R+ AN (R ESF [) [ — e Ak 451 0 A T B Y i AR
LRI YR =W ANETE S W /AW

TSI= M (1)
n—1
:—EEEF':xi %‘%ﬁ'ﬁ?&ﬁ’ﬂﬁﬂj{ﬁ, W\;ng X
B H41E 5 n HFE AL

1.3.8  Hdi o eI b AR i 24 A7
5E 3 UK, R origin 9.0 SPSS 19.0 #4465
SEREIEAT AT AR B, DL P<0.05 Sy i 35 M (0 4G 55 bk
i

2 HEREHSW
2.1 SPIRESHMARERNZM

m 1 RTAL, 4 E STE s 250k 0.5%),
SSP Jii & 43 B0 0.3% K}, SPL it & 43 BU7E 0.1%~
1.0% 5 Bl BB 27 5 VT A 3G ke 34, gkl
SPI Jii 1t /3 BUR T L2 A 1T 50 RO R B /K RS
T ,SPI R /0 KU T 1.0% I 35 98005 R 45l W i
e UL A7 5 24 SPL T it 43 B0 K & 2.0% 0, 7
W R T S B LA ORLER T RE R A T T
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TR A R A2 B — o R B, R T4
fiX . FLWCIRA T, SPL I 43 B0 AI% (0.19%~0.5% )
I 3 e L YA R B S 55 K VA, (EL IR L
e ERE, SEIMEH 5 EE P8R
SPI it 43 BGE 3] 1.0% 0 2L G Bk, H O
AR, BB PR AT 5 SPIJT 5 40 B0 1K 2.0% 5 L
WS R BEAT B, X ] g i TR KA e
2 I R Y U B A R R R B 4 S 3L
8-
2.2 SSP RE & #x A K E K0

M 2 a4 2 STE 4350 0.5%),
SPI JiT & 43 500 1.0%0F, HAE 0.1%~0.3% % & 47
BOEF N ELZ AW 2% 1 0.3%~
1.0% 5t 55 43 B30 6] 9 8% 25 4 VF 43 BT 3 i
o KRR AR it 4341 (0.19%~0.3% ) SSP
XA ZR (8 40 280 R kS B A 2 4 T, SSP T 4t 43 %K
IKE 0.3%F 17 W o R B 28 de fIK e J% B 25
B VRS fc ey ARELIG KO T & 438U 0.5%~1.0%
V0 FELET R V85 VR R B N 1 | TR WA o B SSP T 44t
SR I AS Wi g . FLWCIRAS TR, SSP & 43
AR (0.1%~0.3% ) B, AN AT LLHE 35 STE /9 7
WA [ B %ok 221 VR et M VA R S i) 5 > SSP T £
SRR T 0.3%0 L RS e PR Rl SSP 5 1 4 Y
B AT LR M B G K . X AT S R T SSP
J& TRV 2 0E, 0 aE 43 B0 R R M 32 B Y
Z FH,
2.3 STE RENHXBERE R

m 1 3 ATAT, Y EE SPL T ECh 1.0%,
SSP i i 43 £ °h 0.3% 0, T FP s W AS W 2
STE {753 ¥ U AR B E V43 B Wi R AIG . K ROk
AR ,STE I E: (0.02% ) B, 375 T A W 3l 6
HICH bk 24 STE it & 70 Bk (0.1%~0.25%)
B V8 YRR AR T 2 AR D G 9 I 5 STE Jo it 43 50k 3]
0.5% 5}, 1 075 R B B AT 78 1T 422 32 31 TRl A 5 4k
SLYE N A 1.0%0), IR RARE S AMELIE
FALWARET ,STE 1 it 73 B3I (0.02%~0.5% ) i},
FLB AR E Ve R Ay ELEITR | w0k B AN {22y
STE Ji 43 B0 i 2 1.0% A, FL IR & P AR HL
R
24 EE5EREH-KFEEHRMITH

AR R IR 56 UE 52, SPI-SSP & A 1 & 1k
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Sensory evaluation
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Xt & A R R e AR T AN ] 2
PRI, /Ny T2 NG PE R 5 8 T2 )
i 3 A B AR RDE R e R R, Bk
T1 () B R ZL I R e SR B 3 1), o] LAAE A 4 M L
Wk et EE S, SPI-SSP-STE & 41k & 1F
M=K ST oy (B BE B ) AR Ak A Gl an TN L (I
)R o Bl da AT LLUF Bl ] #EF% | SPT,SSP
e STE AN W7 W B 30 3 1 2%, 28 1 5K 7 (EAS T /s
UM o F IR R, 58 4 W B 21 3h K 21 2

—a— Pure STE & 0.1%SPI —— 0.25%SPI
[ v 0.5%SPl ¢ 1.0%SPI—<—2.0%SPI
by,

[TIE Y

—
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ARG T (EL ) 180 min) T A7 B A IR R il ¥ &
IR B AR AS . i BT LUE B SPL T
SHENAWIRE R, EA LA RS m K T T
R AR (& 4a), 180 min J& , 4l STE /KIF K
S 5K I (E AL T 10.82 mN/m, 24 SPI ¥s & 35 3
i KAH 2.0% 05, L1 5K I3 {8 FEAK R 3.55 mN/m(
4b) , B ICEE 3 2 I R 0 Y R e
14 L TH R B2
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Fig.4 Dynamic interfacial tension () for mixed solutions of SPI-SSP-STE emulsions at the oil-water interface (a);

The 7y values recorded after 180 min of adsorption (b)
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Fig.5 Particle size distributions (a) and Zeta potential (b) of SPI-SSP-STE emulsions
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W) FLACYE B dg B B FLICIR S e Aa e o il f
fie & fH T SPI-SSP-STE & £ 14 2 {fi 5t 5k J) {H %
Ry JEIA

Zeta—H 7 2= S W3 iR 18] W 51 07 5 HE e ¢
AW EIEAR , 2 Zeta—HL A 48 X (BRI D) 3%
BT T 5 R/ | ZLIBCIR A RS e ™, Ha (v 4
X {1 636 0K D0 23 FFT 9t 3% 1) VR 731 1 38 K AN B 2R 4
ROR R BFL A, B & S5 AT LU EE 30 2L 4
RN N T D5 T 0+ WY o W A I L R LR
() Zeta—HL (7 X5 R G (E, FLBE SP 5 2 43 509 34 Jn
(0.19%~2.0% ) , Zeta—HL {3 46 XF {5 B i 3 K Bhat-
tacharjee®™ gz 15 i 85 22 $2 21|, LR 4E A fR e R A
B, W5 H Zeta—HL 26 X fHAE 30 mV DA I, 24
SPI J5i 12 73 BUK T 1.0%0 , MU 52 A FLI Y Zeta—
HL 7 46 XHE K F 30 mV (31.6 mV) , 3IE B SPI Jii
YR T 1.0% 045 20 1) FLIRRS E .
2.6 FLiEMEEREMS

T A B R R S LIRS E PR S SPI-
SSP-STE =& Z A EAEHI MR, XA [[] SPI
i 0 G LR 2 O EO R A
(24 h) KK H1(30 d) P TSI AE A A o, TSI AE
/N TSI TR RIS | 3R W] LM AR e T8 kL
AR 53 TR s L, LV 2 3 3k VR 2R R R
R G0 ORI RN R AR LAY, B T AR

N
a
T

*—0.1%SPI

* 0.25%SPI »
+—0.5%SPI
v 1.0%SPI

+ 2.0%SPI >~

[N
o
T

3

b
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FLRAR X R (10% £ K1), #E D0 TSI E A9 35
IVES BRI TNE N XSS

K 6a E.n T SPI-SSP-STE & &1k & 54 & (1)
FLIAE S 24 h 9 TSHAE MR fR RS B, 24 SPI Jii &4
YR E, FLAAY TSI (R 5 B A A R R
#OXRME G IR E KRR, HR
H0.1%SP1 & & FL W i TSI 7E 24 h i 54 i 5]
23.26, i THE SPLBINENE AR ARER
FLW ., B SPI L& 7 B 3N (2.0% ) , TSI {HTE
24 h 5 R FEIRE 1.21, XEWRIMKLE SPI
A DL A A L VA T R M S DA R B 1Y
H G

Kl 6b iR B J2 ok FH 2 O B AU SPI-
SSP-STE & & FL U FE i 47K 35 30 d /9 52 1
W A5 R DL TSI RN o W INBAR T & 53 %K
0.1%,0.25%SP1 & & FLW R TSI AH 30 d J& 53 51134
In#] 66.79 F1 32.45 W 555 F 1.0%(3.99) Fl 2.0%
(2.51) M FLI TSI AH , X 2egh LB K0 4 4
SPI [ ZL A AE AT e vh R AR T 2B S, 5
V2 VTR P T A SR AR O AN RS T B, Y4 SPI i i
I EUR T 1.0%0 , SPI-SSP-STE %4~ % 4 FL ik 14
R 22 (6] 18 6 7K A FH s H 2 55 40 R S5 808 i
R (1 ST 2, DT o) 1 R 2R SRR LI
HeFFFEA R E RS T
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Fig.6 Influence of SPI concentration on global stability stability of SPI-SSP-STE emulsions in 24 h and 30 d

VRORG A M  J 0  f  FoF [F) 4) N DRI AEE K S o /0 i
SPI(0.1%) LI KLAZAE 30 d i DA 0.68 um 3 &
2.71 wm (& 7a), [ A HE 30 P HR AT U0 A 4 3 225 B 52
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(1 7b) . X AT i T 8 A s o BRIk ik 5 Wi T REJE i T A R TR LR AR A R

SSP-STE JE siAs /& iy A, i W R A7 5 i A
Wi & A RS, IR A FLIRAAR R A R PR
% RIS IIE B 50 % SP1(0.25%~0.5% ) it , K%
0.1% SPI &2 19 52 5 FLIBOR U, It I L WOkE 42
30 d Ji ik e AT B ARG, AELATS R BT PR HR T XL ) A
SYBEIE , AN 1.0% SPI I, 24 S AR 1R
WmEg R %S, H0.26 pm HME 0.72 um
(K 7a), H¥EA H IR AR AT UL 20 2R 00, B Ik
52 A FLIRR R A RR O, 3 B0 R 1 i
i SPI-SSP-STE JE W e e B2, >4 SPI it
OBk L N 2 2.0%0 ,30 d J5 2 A LR 1R
B R T 1.0% , 454 22 TGS e
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—=—0.1%SPI
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Inhibitory Effect of Soybean Protein Isolate—Polysaccharide System

on Stevia Glycoside Bitterness and Stability of Composite Emulsion

Xing Linlin,

Zhu Lijie”

(College of Food Science and Technology, Bohai University, Jinzhou 121013, Liaoning)

In order to explore whether soybean protein isolate (SPI) and soybean polysaccharide (SSP) system had in-
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hibitory effect on the bitter taste of stevioside (STE), this paper took the quality scores of SPI, SSP and STE as factors
and sensory comprehensive score as indicators to study the inhibitory effect of SPI-SSP composite system on STE. The
results showed that: When the mass fraction of SPI is 1.0% and the mass fraction of SSP is 0.3%, the mass fraction of
STE can reach 0.5%, and the inhibition effect of emulsion is better than that of aqueous solution. Further pain suppres-
sion effect of interfacial tension, the optimum emulsion system of the indices such as particle size, Zeta potential and
stability test, that with the increase of mass fraction of SPI, the interfacial tension values presented a significant decline,
shows that soybean protein isolated polysaccharide—stevia glycoside in oil-water interface combination form relatively stable
interfacial film. In conclusion, when the mass fraction of STE and SSP in the composite emulsion is 0.5% and 0.3%,
the SPI mass fraction higher than 1.0% can form a relatively stable O/W emulsion without adverse bitter taste.

Keywords soy protein isolate; soy soluble polysaccharide; stevia glycosides; bitterness; emulsion stability



