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f RN, Wang S5 H— A 206 5 v T
BRI AR S IriE, L GCxGC-TOFMS £
ARG G TE A D de /> 3 B ME A 4 0E 12 FhAR AR
Py, b 7 BB GERE 1, 1- T LR 1, 1=
CEEE-TRHRM 1, 1-Z O R -3- W H-T e 27
PR 2 A AR 19 B2 SR Zhang SEWESE &
B O~4 AF 3 N 2 8 R0 MR £ g 2 B 4 1Y) 54
— AR bR AR JF B EE DR TR (C<10) & i 75 A
Pod R AR AL G RS AR TR A ) )R
BRI R, BRI, LR Y B ] RO
K R HENR TR IS, 5 B N R] A4 S T 2
B, VAR, 44 R R IR 0 32 20 T A 1 A
{23 AR, R IHAR 2 A8 p gd i 2 0 07 U0
RIS AR, AT E TR EE T
LR TE b, MR E BN LR 29 13X FhoJr
XM B TEEVE ST AL b SRR e
R ity B Dk 0T BOR R 2 WL oK
AWFFELL 3 A 4F iy B e 7 BY 11 O 56 )
G, R TITRZS [ AR AR =0 (0 385 /o 335 6 452
A (head space—solid phase micro—extraction—gas

chromatography/mass spectrometry , HS—SPME -GC/

MS ) Xof P R 35 % Ve Ly EAT e M S 0 o A,
I A X AR TG BE A (relative odor activity value,
ROAV )L 3 A4 0009 RF 1 S5 F A 2
PEAE 3% R Ak &1, BRGaa TH IE 38k d5e /) —
e H1 51 43 A Spearman AH 5P F1 Bl HL AR AR AR AL 3
FhZoegeit 2 Mrrid, ik 3 kA A
AR 22 SR G W . LA 3 AN AR v B 0 E G A
AR R AL S W o B AR, R R OV B ik
BRI FE 22 S MR & IR d8 80 iz I Ch 25 68
TR SCEE AR EE PR FR 0 ) i S 4R s RS 1
BRI XS L I FR S EIE AT IR, BT A
AR SRR AR I B PEAN J k de fik E
WS,

1 MRlEFE*
1.1 R ORF S

2011.,2014 2015 45 i 7 29 1130 I A 1A B3
B529%) R R F T BUER I OC H 1 Hh S A A
BESD (WA 4 °C), v 22 ik BTl &
WK, BRI FEE LGB, RS S BLER
I,

1 BEEREER
Table 1 Liquor samples

SRR AL A A &R

2011 kAR 52 KA A RAR X B

2014 R A A 52 AR PRAR R A

2015 R A2 52 KA BAR e R A
P E =i 52 K AR Lk
2011 kAR =W iF=1:1 52 KA A B #l
2014 Sk AR W ig=1:1 52 R AR B
2015 Sk AR =W if=1:1 52 KA B %l
2011 F R AR =W ig=4:1 52 KA B 4
2014 F R AR W iB=4:1 52 A A B #l
2015 F Rk AR =W iF=4:1 52 KA A B

SAALEN (A all) , R RFRE AL 2 AT BR A WD
C7-C40 EA B S5 U i, 1 9 22 335 S 96 B B Ay
A PR A BB (0 B4l ) | 32 8 Bk LAY
MRAT]

Trace DSQ HY“UHH 435 - B3 K AL | T ¥
Triplus F sh 2%, 3£ E Thermo 28 H] ;50/30 wm
T L FE TR Ay 0 R T H 3 R 4| (divinylben-

zene/ carboxen/ polydime —thylsiloxane, DVB/CAR/
PDMS) # B3k , 32 [H Supelco A H] .

1.2 REHFZE

1.2.1 HS-SPME-GC/MS 43 #7414+

1.2.1.1 HS-SPME Zp#r A& S % ik W 4504
i, WU 52°WAF AL AW 1.6 mL 5 6.4 mL 255
FIKEEA 20 mL T HE T, A 1.6 ¢ AfLEN S 4



422 hoE

i oF i

2024 “F-55 9 #

mg UK BE N ARG % B, TERFL A M 50 CCF
7 30 min Ji , ¥ DVB/CAR/PDMS #% Hit 3k 4 A W Fff
30 min, 2R J5 7E 250 CHEFE L f#AT 15 min, #4175
LR RV I AE

1.2.1.2  GC/MS 53t %&4F  GC %M. i/ TG-
WAXMS B 4% (30 mx 0.25 mm,0.25 pm) , ¥
FE TR 250 °C, AN o T =X s AR AR THIR AR T
40 CAAHF 1 min,2 °C/min F+E 64 °C, %k J5 L 3 °C/
min FHE 2 160 °C, L4 10 °C/min FHE 2 250 °C,
HEFE 5 min; 285:99.999% i 4l B A, B TE
1 mL/min,

MS Z0F . EL B U8, 2 IR IR B 250 °CL

BHLECA 70 eV, #2 HR BN 250 °C, 1% i 2
260 °C, i f 1445 4 m/z 30~500,
122 Ytk Sttt WiEr. 4R%
TFEAHLA KGR (NIST 1) 2E 172 M54, Al i i
Xcalibur # A 2 45 56 BT 2 %t BEAG 28, 225K 1E i [
DEHE A 521K T 8005 R H C7-C40 B IEAG K k2 A
YE 4 R DL A 2300 5 4 5 1 £ B8 48 X (re-
tention index,RI), 35 54 % (http . //www.flavor-
net.org/flavornet.html ) o 25 1 | (1) {7 B8 48 Bk 17 L6
B0 5E (5 A (B AN 22 £109% DL N T $55%

— Tx_ ]Wn
Ri= T+1-T,

A RI AR dh B9 R B 48 8 T, T, T A
ah AERBERE C, IEABERS C, BYOR B INFE] min,

x100+nx100 (1)

PE . RS YR m AR L S E
BCIE L AT 43 A R A
C:AxxCox V (2)
A() Xm

Ao C I E W) BT BT 4 R me/kg; A, A
I W Jo i 0 1T AR, AU »min C R PRBR ) J5 2
J&  mg/mL; V A NERPI AR AR mL; Ao S ES Y
b A, AU - min;m A0 8 FF 5 & ke,
1.2.3  WBR¥BPEE Tk S 2% 005 5 SE R JF
2, A ROAV 127 5 F P A A% O B % M XU
Py o Bk A KR A AR Y B, R
=W /(1

C

OAV = T (3)

_ OAYV;
ROAYV; = OAV

x100 (4)

max

A C I E 5 R VD) BT & & me/kg; T
SR AR T 4 J5 %) XUBAS (1B, mg/keg o

PrA iR ROAV /8 F46F 100, #) i HY
ROAV {FL RO iy KUK 19 BTk AR  ROAV>1
18 ) JoE B A SR T G BT R i Y DG SR XUBR AR S 9
I>ROAV>0.1 FY 2 736 it B L A XU LA o 22
A 1R
1.2.4 WA B4R 0y 22 S 45 8 P45 W 1 i 8

K FH 1E 32 %/J‘:a@iljﬁljﬁ\*ﬁ(Orthogonal par-

tial least —squares discrimination analysis, OPLS —
DA) Spearman #H 1% 2 %4 (Spearman’s rank cor-
relation coefficient) , FEMLARFAELA! (random for-
est)3 M Z TG M7k X 3 MR e R AL
T RE AR RO HEAT 00T, A8 T R B Y
B, MHXRBLEXE, R EE T IH
(Min-Max Scaling) b | 8K J5 % B 2= /> 78 W0
Bl e AR i HOH A0 R SR A B 1Y
B WAE R AR 22 R AL B . H—1k
ARIE

X=X,
Xnom = min 5
X max_X min ( )

LN X WA — G ME X B W15 57
X FIZHAR 5 0 F KA X i M Z AT 20 v B
/MA
1.2.5 3 AF0 v B AU 0 45 SC RS ) i s T 3B
[FEAN
1.2.5.1  F5 S04 1y i 15 B JHL o 33 50908 22 1 4 37
FIH HS-SPME-GC/MS $7 ARG I 3 A~4F 173 e 77 74
FTP B 5 0 S T A PR BB LG 101 401
BN RS Y. o AR AR
3 e A TR I ) T A I [ A B 4 T i
BB 2 ARG W VR S de sr g | Tk 7 2 TR] 1.2.
475 o MR 1E B ) AR 22 AL S W FE NIST £
RFF LIS AMDIS DCEC (9508, b & 9 17
Y MR, HEST 3 AR A B Il R R
PEAL A TS B
1.2.52 fROUEE R E S Bk 0 48 Brig &
AMDIS %878 5, %15 2 1 635 1 (5 B 17 55 B fn
ST R R AR AL B AR B A (R 2k A
2 E AR AL P R 4 (2012.130723 fR) ), 155
25 B [B] B 15 B PR B 15 B, 4 il A ST 3
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AN U A Y O HE R VAL G W O BR IR
1253 By EIEMBHEEIE B EEEEN A
T AR B R % 2 B A B S A (Oh
24 £, 1% i 80 RS A L I M &R St (2012.130723
Fi) )55 BT ST ATy 1 X B BT AT LR
1.3 HBPLABRESTHITHF

T2 6 45 L DL S A A A D 257 s R
SIMCA14.1 #E47 1F 28 fi e /> e H 51 43 #r, R H
SPSS 26.0 4& it 73 M #4147 Spearman AH GV 7>
BT, A6 B AR S ARE A 53 BT 190 3l 320 4 B AL AR BACASE 75
4 % (https ;//www.metaboanalyst.ca) , 45 & 3 i 4
BT J7 ¥ O T E A A4 25 SRR S ) R LR 22
AL AW, K NIST AMDIS 32 B F i 22 S5
Py Joi i 24 B DR B[] 06 T AR CAS 45 MR
VC g B (M,RM), 2 NIST K& 2% (NIST 11)4R
A VCHCEE (MF) o R I 2 €8 335 4 20 18] 335 A B B2
TR R 50(2012.130723 ) Yz F6 s &, FILH
Office 2016 F1 Origin 2022 #EF7 #2441,

2 HREHMH
21 3N EMRERABEELEESWHIEMF
=

il

A FERE RS AR AR 10 0 BE R 5 IR
DAL 1 ST 5 AT 4 R PR BT, DL
Lo BN 3 ARy o B 70 (i e L 1 75 R,
AN N NN N D AU A
AR R RBREYI T, FREY R I R
T BT, H A A BR AL SO KR SO 4 e
B TR SO B A TR T I 80 25 P 018 3 AN 4Ry
AN 5k F 12 240.52 mg/kg (2011) 4 983.92
mg/kg (2014) .5 890.12 mgrkg (2015) , Fifi 7 5 B it
T2 P49 185 00 2 el 5 1A, e A R I 4
RN BT, HUOR B2 ) T, B2 ) Jo e ¥ P T
T4 AR XUBR 1) B ), [ I 3 2 R 2 ) Jo R
W) I B A F) W R0 TS R M) I O R
JRE Ao A DU 3 R YR, R 2 o W A e
PRI 25 55 b3k 3 ARy 5 B3 A B 2 272.97
mg/kg (2011) .1 665.87 mg/kg (2014) .1 840.60 mg/
kg (2015) , Fifi BAR TR s [ 3 i S s 20 J 34 0 12640
JBTAE PTG v 5 A /D I T I AR DS A R, Had
i D) 2 e A S R, DI BT P T

T 0.02 g/100 mL2, A< 356 I 2 fr) 2 AE X 5, B
DIARPELLER . 3 AN AEA I RESL S 5 Ry i,
HE B30 313.08 mg/kg (2011) ,229.49 mg/kg
(2014) 1 312.56 mg/kg (2015) , Fifi 2 B Fi B 0] fr) 384
INSEI A RN, AR 3 AR U A AL 1 v A
3R BT, i i 43.61 mg/ke (2014)
1 67.25 mg/kg (2015),2011 4F- A A6 HL i 254
Wi 5 TR T ST ) (8 84 g gk 2> R 2 R O B
KW 5 ) T JEORE LR P KU T R A R
S, 3 ARG RE LA 2011 ARG AEAG Y 1 A
CLRR, BN 198.59 mg/kg, BRI A I o 25
B/ AT i 5 K IR AR S DL R SR G EORE
i 2 A ANERMER , T EGEAG YR BA R
INGERE IR KU B — 2540 5 1, H X 1 XU
TR BTSSR R BE B I 3 AN AR RIS R IEAG 1 5 b
HAERBAGY, H& &SN 308.57 mekg
(2011) .189.50 mg/kg(2014) Fl 187.34 mgkg(2015),
i R R ST ) (0 285 o g 38 0m . AR 28 AR
A F &, B SR A B P A
PRIIBE, ©A R B 5T Al 78 I PR e
B 3 ARG RS 8 Rl IR 2k B,
HE B3 N 482.46 mg/kg (2011) ,191.90 mg/kg
(2014) 1 246.01 mg/kg (2015 ) , Fifi 2 A R B 7] £ 358
IS 5 g sk R T E ARG, B
Ao ZURY R HEE o A A SORRAE X 2R3
R AR RS — B, 3 AR IR
o b WA kSR BT, & a4 A 19.00 mgkg
(2014) F1 32.95 mg/kg (2015) ,2011 4F A Hi i 2
W, B AR R B T B e b AR B e
X WESS RIS F AR A Liu S0 S 4R
13 e A T L BT R S ) B R SR ), HR L
(G T SR G T 7 N [ A S DS I
JEAMESE HUOR T 025 [ A G4 R R HR LG 44
J MR B, T Lin 258 ROUR T T00 4 (1 AH i A B
TRV 2 VR 5 A A A6 55 22 iy Ak B R 12 i
fidet By, K 45 2R A% 5 R R 5 ¥ Rk AL 53 1Y)

B
22 ET ROAV ESHRERAEIGIERNIE
RELED

ALK ROAV 350 Ak 5 1y o 2 ik
117 30,3 MRy SR 3 17 FhOCHE S A7 H1 2B M
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(2= b kel ) |1 FOFEF G (Z8) 1 Bk
KT 1 Ak (2L EE R ) |

2011 4R 45 2014 4EF0 2015 4R AR AR 1L,
HA A A A K SRR E 2 F ) O AR, R
2 KF, 5 2014 F 2015 AEHE S AH EE L2011 AFAE A
P TR P S I R Bfe T 2 o e R G
Az — il ) W A1 L S B K S R A ) I R 2
Fi o FH T 5 G R TR B (AR I, B800 L JL A KUk

LA YH ROAV [E RS, N FEAEN 2011 4RHE 5
1) S T AT T BB A 1 XU AL 5
23 EFERXFHITHSMHINTREEABES
ERU &R

2% Zhang S )r ik i8I IE 38 0 B/ e
1 \Spearman A J&PE 3BT BEHLARPRAL Y XT3 A4~k
B U 45 R A S s B (R 1) b AT R
Y AR 2= A

x3 ZRFITLIWULENRS

Table 3 Compound scores based on multivariate statistical analysis

IE SRR D R Spearman #8 % # [ AL AR AR
et VIP et R A o4 TR
B A BB
1,1-=ZRE-3-FE 265328 2-K k% 0961 % 0.05684
T
AR = ak = T Bg 225793 % 0.943 T B 0.050261
6,10-=F & -5,9-+ 198004 K& 0.939 Tk 0.030419
— B =M -2—BR
+ % BR T BS 173396 % Wik 0.939 K8k H KA 0.024058
B B LB 1.6211 R B 5 B 0.924 R Pa: 0.021891
e T s 132814 . BE 5 .8 0.908  2-K kv 0.021718
2-+ — 4 B 129761 1,1-= R E-3-F AT 0.896 2-#k-4-WHAKEZE 0016713
e 126771 (=)-a— Z¥ 0.8905 T 2-% L7 0.016403
Tk OB 126585 F T # 0.804 .k L 0.015813
¥ R0 121996 4R = ¥ 8 = T B 0.872 + =%k g 0.01581
2,4-= BT A B 121746 6,10-=F &-5,9-+—a = 0847 K-tk 0.014501
W —2— A
2,6-=4 T A3} 7 & 1.18391 T 845 /5 By 0.846 T L 0.014188
K LR OB 1.17595 5 T 8 0.843 1,6-=Fh-4-(1-FAZ 0.013292
EDES
S 1.16077  2- 4 d: T 8% 0.843  AE 0.013022
T 115722 @7 T8 0843 T o= C# 0.012809
T % B 1.15219 &K 3#%H 0.843  2-+ AW 0.012173
ot 115181 *8 0.803 ¥k zE 0.011823
ek T B LI5117 & # 4 0.802 T =B 3-F AT 0.011685
T B F 5 B 1.14901 =4tk 0798 LA 0.011488
KB R 5 B 1.13685 EEBE 0.785 +—m T 0.011238

TE 28 i o /N e S — i £ PR A R X £ 1 AR
) [0 0= Ay s, AT ) Bt S R 2 T 4 e [0S A
7 T 1 BURA R B LR RS 7/ N €8 A
PEPE A3 (VIP) F4 2 i 5 /) —3fe i Y | ik % 5 AT o
VIP {1 20 FhAbL& VR e e bn iy Ho 1,1-
TR - T S AR HER TR .6, 10—

THIRE-5 9 Rk -2 ISR LB PEIR
LW BAT e i (9 T 5 A, VIP Rk 1.6
Ph L, Spearman 59 AH ¢ 3 R A i A8 1 1)
WO PE AR S E R bR, B AT 5 R PR A
Geit s R A OGS, PR 20 M A R
Spearman AH G 26 XE B9 5 & AL & W7 R ik
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PR, Horb 2ok ing (2% SR R (%%
P2 S N T 2 B A i e AR B2 XHELR I 5 N o
TR R Bk 0.92 LUE, BEVLARMOE — L5 2
AP I 73 28 8, AEVF 2 SR AT ) IZ ] 3
PR EEHE AT 20 AL S AR MRk bR S,
Z CRROHR SRR A S M IR R R

HARESEEMEWE S M, L 3 #artior
ALt T 65 Rk G VR I TE 25 AR R
L3 3, BRI ERNREYE AR ESR,
FI ] Min—-Max I — 1k Ab B s 9F — 25 0 1 |, >R A HE
F4 020 P LK 4,

R4 3N EMRFEABERUEYW Min-Max H—EES

Table 4 Differential compound scores of strong—aroma liquors of three vintages after Min—Max normalization

E AR R =R

Spearman 48 X M AU AR E RH

e F) 3 2 #7 VIP 44 B H b A He R A
ES 0.09 0.93 1 2.02
LLI-—ZRA-3-F ATk 1 0.74 0.14 1.87
ARK W BR =T B 0.76 0.64 0.07 1.47
2- 8 I kv 0.017 1 0.39 1.39
R BR Y %, B 0.08 0.85 0.43 1.35
R B 0.00 0.91 0.39 1.30
6,10-=F J£-5,9—+ — & =M -2 0.59 0.54 0.00 1.13
NS 0.00 0.91 0.20 1.11
TR B 0.19 0.00 0.88 1.08
T B 5t R B 0.00 0.78 0.19 0.97
(=)—a-+ FEH 0.00 0.73 0.14 0.87
5t T B 0.00 0.73 0.05 0.78
e 0.00 0.36 0.20 0.56
T A M 0.00 0.35 0.20 0.55
TR W B 0.00 0.00 0.54 0.54
T Bt R B 0.00 0.53 0.00 0.53
5+ T R T B 0.00 0.52 0.00 0.52
TER 5 T B 0.00 0.52 0.00 0.52
2-THiBR LB 0.00 0.52 0.00 0.52
KM 0.00 0.52 0.00 0.52
B — b5 B e A R 1540 0 L3 T R KT
W B 7 3 P bR 0 0 1 1R o 1 6 25 S 4 g » s
PRAEM . 21O R T RS S ‘
R TR 2ok R RIRER KW 6, B | % H
10- W -5, 0— | B R —2-F SLE o S 7
O SRR () -a-ii 2545 52 TR TRr o . V4
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3 ARG I AE G 22 A A . 3 =
S TR 5 R 0 AL 7 L 450930 R[] —

A 7y 9 7 L 1T Y 0 I AF 5 v A O % A AR il
Yy, A6 T A BT S b ac Py ORI % T A
FEIOPORGE BRI R AEE R 2 AN [ SRR
AT REJE TG IR i CRESE B %55 ) 5 PE 4 5

1 6
55— E W5 (83.5%)

The first principal component
E1 EFERURESUBEENIRS T
Fig.1  Principal component analysis based

on differential marker dataset
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AR, 2011 AT A B 5 — i T AR 4 A v AL

A P BRI S T E 1 S0 DLUEE ST 2011 AR FE 4R
griEliE 2014 F 2015 AR FE D 22 A/, BT LA
2014 K 2015 20 AE A [m] 55—l o g A 44 % P Ak
B VI ABCECYIE 45 i 1 48 S0 ST 8 SUEE T
B LR 3 AR R A B AR 22 SRR S
POk

2011 4F o A 8 G 5 i AR AR 8 3 Fhogy
B 754 (1 32 I e /N — 3 1 51 43 #r  Spearman AH 3¢
PEST AT BERLAR AR ) 05 18 /5 | 4 22 S5 PR O3
Min-Max IH—1k, BEHUH—fb)5 BA 8 & n s
G3IF B 2 DR R 7 R B A AR A A AR
2011 AV A B I 48 SO X 4R SO AT O vk
SEUIE, PR B S IE] RSD {HAK T 0.29% . T
RSD fHAK F 3%, H 23 % 5% , 745 78 NIST K %
FE T 0 1E 2 1) DE EC B 21K F 800, AMDIS K 141
VERCEE R T 80 My 4544, mT I Tt fe sl . B
R WL S

®5 2011 FREFEBBER - #HEEEELE Min-Max H—LEES

Table 5 Marker peak scores of Strong—aroma liquor in 2011 and Erqu liquor after Min-Max normalization

o IR b =k Spearman #8 % R A AR & 1% % n¥ 18] RSD/ % A2 RSD/
FI 3 57 VIP AL ER & R ] e % Y%
LB LB 0.54 0.10 0.69 1.33 0.23 2.05
I % B 0.00 0.15 0.25 0.39 0.20 1.85
7T B T By 0.00 0.15 0.79 0.94 0.29 1.24
5+ X% BR T B 0.00 0.12 0.23 0.35 0.28 1.53
i 0.00 0.12 0.54 0.67 0.36 2.57
B 0.00 0.06 0.12 0.19 0.13 2.06
KT B 0.00 0.14 0.40 0.54 0.12 1.39
Kot 0.05 0.15 0.54 0.73 0.12 1.84
F ik 3- AT g 0.03 0.00 0.21 0.24 0.06 1.62
¥ 0.06 0.15 1.00 1.21 0.07 0.31
K TR LB 0.06 0.14 0.70 0.90 0.07 1.30
2,6— =& T J At ¥ 0.08 0.00 0.31 0.39 0.03 1.21

2014 F1 2015 4F P A4S AF £y e 75 8 11109 48 S0
i 16 92 ) 2011 474 7 7Y 008 7 6y 12k, xR AL
W AT 7 2 B IE O BA ) [E] RSD {EAIK T 1% V&
1 B RSD {HAR T 3%, H 40t %652 |, 75 & 78 NIST
K 28 4 7 1Y IF 1) DR E BE 34 K T 800, AMDIS 4k
PERY VL LB KT 80 M 45, nIH T &7 48 gr il
i, HARYmEIL R 6.7,
242 3 AMFEMEER AR RERN @&

B 10 A5 &MY BT 55 B3k B —
BORBEIE S A 205 48 SUE TS AR L PE Y
F4:(2012.130723 R ) ), 15 5] 10 2 K35, [A i) 2
it E S RIS 2 U8 E 8 S0 VTG | AR
B RRRLUEE PEAN JUAS 209 | R F P 39 850045 21 ) IR
TR oG KA AR TSR A SR R . 5 B 6 18 T
G3R 3 A ARG v 2454 SR R AR ABLRE DF A A
ALY 10 ZH S R R 10 21 8] 3% 4 7 38 50k AR
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Table 6 Marker peak scores of strong—aroma liquor in 2014 and Erqu liquor after Min-Max normalization

P ER R  Spearman AKX R MALAMKE s #% 8 af 18] RSD/ 4 A2 RSD/
FI 3 5 #7 VIP 4 B R B % %
LB T B 0.59 0.00 0.58 1.17 0.57 2.70
NS 0.00 1.00 0.58 1.57 0.60 1.61
1,I-=ZaE-3-FE Tk 0.70 0.71 0.63 2.04 0.90 2.11
7T B 0.00 0.68 0.73 1.41 0.51 1.75
2- 8 ek vk 0.00 0.73 0.95 1.68 0.17 2.90
T B T B 0.45 0.70 0.00 1.15 0.11 1.60
TER T B 0.03 0.00 1.00 1.03 0.05 2.08
K et b 0.04 0.78 0.71 1.53 0.02 1.02
TR T B 0.15 0.00 0.84 0.99 0.03 1.66
ES 0.04 1.00 0.85 1.89 0.02 2.83
BB 5 %, B 0.00 0.71 0.62 1.33 0.02 2.58
2,6- =8 T &2 H B 0.06 0.82 0.00 0.88 0.02 0.26
ARCR W BR = T B 0.56 0.67 0.00 1.23 0.96 0.77

®7 2015 FREBFRBBER _#EEAR Mark 1 Min-Max 3 — 57

Table 7 Marker peak scores of strong—aroma liquor in 2015 and Erqu liquor after Min—Max normalization

iE AR Spearman 48

o —RHAN S EAK %; j; 4:’?: Pes if}j;’ﬂ i‘iz‘
’ o 0 N (9
#r VIP 14 2 3P A

L Bg TEg 0.59 0.00 0.58 1.17 0.87 1.80
SR B 0.00 1.00 0.58 1.57 0.98 1.97
1,1- =& A 3-F ATk 0.70 0.71 0.63 2.04 0.14 1.90
F T B2 0.00 0.68 0.73 1.41 0.66 1.52
2— %, Kk vk vl 0.00 0.73 0.95 1.68 0.05 2.46
TR LB 0.45 0.70 0.00 1.15 0.15 2.83
IE+ vk 0.00 0.68 0.67 1.36 0.05 2.49
TR T B 0.03 0.00 1.00 1.03 0.04 2.98
R 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 1.53
¥ et Hi 0.04 0.78 0.71 1.53 0.03 2.67
[ N 0.15 0.00 0.84 0.99 0.02 0.03
F'3 0.04 1.00 0.85 1.89 0.01 2.33
6,10-=% % -5,9—+ — 5 — M -2-R 0.37 0.69 0.00 1.06 0.01 0.95
BB %, B 0.00 0.71 0.62 1.33 0.02 242
2,6——# T kAT B 0.06 0.82 0.00 0.88 0.01 2.18
AR W R = T B 0.56 0.67 0.00 1.23 0.01 2.87
B X B S i (b 24 0k 8 S R TS AR AL BE PR & — B B AR EEAE 0.9~1.0 Z 18] EPIN AT

4 (2012.130723 W) YAL BHAS S 1 10 2H % 4F 1)y 1 BT IR E S K . AR 8 AT, KA 10
P8 W) I PR3 5 E o ST 10 R RS S0 TR 1) AR AL 2H E 3% 552 4F o Rk BRI FL AT B9 AR BLEE Y 7 1t
PELE R UL 8, 0 L A o AR RLEE DT g 5 SR e B | At 57 0 X BE 8 2 #]
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Fig.2 Superimposed total ion flow chromatograms of 10 groups of Strong—aroma liquors in 2011
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Fig.3 Superimposed total ion flow chromatograms of 10 groups of Strong—aroma liquors in 2014
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Fig.4 Superimposed total ion flow chromatograms of 10 groups of strong—aroma liquors in 2015

®8 ST EMRBFEAEERMYRELESZEMREEHEAUELREER
Table 8 Similarity matching results between chromatograms of strong—aroma liquor of three vintages

and their respective established reference chromatogram

By 3
B F AR S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 5 A
(R)
2011 S+ mygse @i 0993 0996 0997 0998 0996 0997 0999 0997 0.998 0.994 1
2014 4 18 45 L A 3% 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2015 FFmassE#E 0.999 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.948 1

®9 2011 EREFHABMNBEESBERERTILER
Table 9 Comparison results between the established reference chromatogram and adulterated samples
of strong—aroma liquor in 2011
2011 FRAR =W 2011 kAR =
f A BH=1:1 BH=4:1
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
2011 R E#(R) 0745 0739 0.782  0.806 0.819 0.825 0.998 0.998 1 0.605 0.627 0.606

2011 R B # oo = W B A S

*10 204 ERBFHABMNBEESBERERTILER
Table 10 Comparison results between the established reference chromatogram and adulterated samples
of strong—aroma liquor in 2014
2014 F R AR = 2014 F R AR =
# 5 H=1:1 H=4:1
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
2014 ¥ E#(R) 0152 0.161 0.154 0.237 0.245 0.238 1 0.998 1 0.465 0457 0.469

2014 & B # & — W B A
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Table 11  Comparison results between the established reference chromatogram and adulterated samples
of strong—aroma liquor in 2015
2015 kA A W iF= 2015 FRAFE: —hiF=
] 2015 J i # 5 = i A
A S 1:1 4:1
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
2015 *F B B (R) 0.161 0.166 0.159 0.607 0.611 0.609 1 1 0.999 0473 0475 0.481

3 it

K HS-SPME-GC/MS + AR 43 1 % 52 e 5 4
F1 G 0 48 R PR W) 5,3 A 4 0y vk 7 A 1 G 3k 0
75 PR PEY) T, A A RS 40 F EE2S 10 A
B2 5 Bh HAZE 3 Fh D5 A S PR ik IE S 8 B ik
S 2 Fp, lat ROAV 32 T 3 ME0 SCHE X
WAk A 1 Bt AR XU A T A i AR A B BB
Griz H IE 22 i e /N — 3 F 51 43 B VIP AH Spear-
man FH 3¢ R ECLE A | BEALARAR L HEF 3
FEAE (B0 18 1 14 Bl 3 AN 4F 003 e A 20 0 4F 0y 22
S AW, E 25 R O R O R Y 22 Rk A
R R 22 A B R R guige, il s
3 AN e A Y G X R AR SU R, B AR 45
10 A~ BEAR 5 322 47 43 XoF HE P13 AR 0L B 35 78 0.9 LU
b BIRAIESS R TE 0.9 LIT , R 4
PRI P S0 RE T , A A i R VR A A S
S B S B AE T —E R AR A R
S EL

2 % x M
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Analysis of Volatile Compounds of Strong—aroma liquors of Three Vintages
and Establishment of Their Fingerprints Based on Biomarkers

Ma Hedi', Xue Kang®?, Hu Jiangtao®*, Cheng Tieyuan*?, Chen Juan
(‘College of Food Science and Technology, Southwest Minzu University, Chengdu 610041
?Chengdu Customs Technology Center, Chengdu 610041
Key Laboratory of Food Safety Inspection of Sichuan Province, Chengdu 610041)

Abstract Volatile compounds of Strong—aroma liquors of three vintages (2011, 2014 and 2015) were analyzed by using
headspace solid phase microextraction combined with gas chromatography/mass spectrometry and multivariate statistical
analysis methods in this study. A total of 75 volatile compounds were identified in Strong—aroma liquors of three vin-
tages, including 40 esters, 10 alcohols, 5 aldehydes, 3 ketones, 5 aromatics, 8 terpenes and 2 furans. Relative odour
activity value (ROAV) method was used to identify 17 key flavor compounds and compounds that had modification effect
on overall flavor. In combination with orthogonal partial least squares discriminant analysis, Spearman correlation and
random forest model, 14 compounds were screened as differential compounds for vintage. Furthermore, 22 compounds
were selected as differential compounds for true and false, and used as biomarkers, and then fingerprint reference chro-
matography of Strong—aroma liquors of three vintages were established using these biomarkers respectively. The similarity
between the reference chromatography and the true sample chromatography of each vintage was above 0.9, and the simi-
larity between the reference chromatography and the adulterated sample chromatography was below 0.9. The results ob-
tained showed that the established reference chromatography is strong enough to differentiate adulterated wines and is re-
liable in quality control for Strong—aroma liquors.

Keywords strong —aroma liquor; headspace solid phase microextraction —gas chromatography/mass spectrometry — (HS -

SPME-GC/MS) ; multivariate statistical analysis; fingerprint



