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Abstract: The polysaccharide was extracted by compound enzyme
method from the Indian truffle. Through single factor and uniform
design experiments. the effect on the yield of truffle polysaccharide
were investigated, including the enzyme ratio, zymolytic time and
temperature, enzyme dosage, material/ liquid ratio and pH value.
According to Uj(10%) experiment, the effects of six single factors
as well as their interactions on the yield of polysaccharide were stud-
ied. The optimal process parameters were predicted and verified. The
results showed that the best extraction conditions of truffle polysac-
charide was as follows: dispase and cellulase ratio of 1 : 7 (g/g), zy-
molytic time 48 min, zymolytic temperature 41 “C, enzyme dosage
3.6 % . material/ liquid ratio 1 : 29 (g/mL) and pH 4.8. The yield of
polysaccharide was up to 14.50% , and the content of polysaccharide
could reach 75.96%. The confirmatory tests proved that the optimal
conditions were reliable and suitable for extracting truffle polysaccha-

rides.
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Figure 2 Effect ofenzymolysis time on polysaccharide yield
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Table 1 Factors and levels of uniform design

K X (g/g) Xo BB /min XoBEEEE/C  X.MHE/ % X5 pH{H Xo BHE L (g/mL)
1 41 45 41 0.8 4.3 1:20
2 301 54 44 1.1 4.5 1:25
3 201 63 47 1.4 4.8 1:30
4 1:1 72 50 1.7 5.1 1:35
5 1:2 81 53 2.0 5.4 1:40
6 1:3 90 56 2.3 5.7 1:45
7 1:4 99 59 2.6 6.0 1:50
8 1:5 108 62 2.9 6.3 1:55
9 1:6 117 65 3.2 6.6 1:60
10 1:7 126 68 3.5 6.9 1:65

x2 BHARTABER

Table 2 The results of uniform experiment design

wEs X Xz Xs X Xs Xy  ZHIRER/%
1 1 2 3 5 7 10 11.50
2 2 4 6 10 3 9 11.58
3 3 6 9 4 10 8 11.77
4 4 8 1 9 6 7 11.81
5 5 10 4 3 2 6 11.57
6 6 1 7 8 9 5 12.23
7 7 3 10 2 5 4 12.13
8 8 5 2 7 1 3 12.81
9 9 7 5 1 8 2 12.16
10 10 9 8 6 4 1 12.79

T 5 SRl A R L BETR A s U S T IS PR U i &
B T E&AF AT L.

XA O R BT A 08 L 25 2R IL3R 3. BR XT A IR AR 4L
S XM EEREGLX S X R IR X 5 X 32 H 0
FRX 5 XIWLEIAR. X, 5 XML AR X5
Xs A2 B IR B IR B 7B K (P<<0.0D) BA B3
WIGETHA T . R WY 2 A5 2 5 4% DR 3% J) Jf: AR ] B A
LRMERR MRAERAWZE/EM . R H AR EREMR
MERFEIER DTS W A W R W STk APEEY

K3 BEXRYRABER

Table 3 Correlation coefficient and test result

LIPES iR AH O Z2 8 t {8 P {H
r(y.X1) 1.003 9 90.443 7 0.000 1
r(y, XD 0.987 0 8.079 8 0.018 0
r(y. X1 X3) —1.035 3 40.711 4 0.000 7
r(y. X1 X5) —1.034 7 61.111 8 0.000 3
r(y.X;Xy) —1.000 4 17.848 8 0.003 7
r(y.X;X5) 1.003 6 53.169 6 0.000 4
r(y,.XiX5) 1.063 6 29.734 7 0.001 3

F/INE] AT o YT 2208 45 325 0 1 KONF S X > X X >
XX >X X, > X, X >X, X, >XE,

[ B . F DPS R 45 40 AT 49 B 2 A R L R B i 2
W) R L & E N B L 1 0 7.03 (g/g). BE % A
47.60 min, fEAE I 41.29 °C MR MK YR BB 3.62%,
pH {H4.79, 81 1t 1 1 29.08 (g/mL) B . 318 2 0 1 3L i 15
Ky 14.98%
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HEAET B, W ERERR L E&MG R WL 107
(g/g)  BEAR I (8] 48 min, BEAFIRBE 41 °C B 1T 0 I YR B2
By 3.6% .pH {8 4.8, B L 11 29 (g/ml), % bk &t
TIE, LI E R 3 K.

ZEIIE Ak 25 AR T SR B HL T 2 M S0l 14.50%, L
Bome iy 10 X0 45 R # . i WL 4 R B oA 48 =
B, H S SRR TN 14.98 %0 — & MR 22, A
SRR 3.3% .. FEMAMT Bl 2B & R Ak 75.96 %,
SR ORI ST LY L 2 B A 22 W B ST AR e O
2.4 AERRAEMILR

AR T e O o BRI R LAY B T 2 AR ER AL 9.45 %,
AL S Z MR R T 53.44 % 5 2 — i F b v 2K A i AN
LT Z W 2 RS AN 10.87 % F1 11.43% , BRBI I A) K
b 2RO R e, HARE /T &, ol ] T2 & 16
AR 20
3 &5

AT 5 38 2o P R AN AT 5 L A9 S B 2 b A
PRI 4N BB L 10 7 (g/g) BRI F] 48 min, 1%
W 41 °CL G R 3.6%, i pH fH 4.8, B L 1 1 29
(g/mL), BB £ B 19 13 % 7T 35 14.50% ., £ B & &t 7l ik
75.96 % . Jof FH M S 1 4 OB T 22 W R s T B BB )
W RRUCHE . ] O R 2RI R MRS, B K
W5 J7 15 0 45 YL T8 22 B 0 4l b 45 4 % e B HL AR v 1 SR 1R
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