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B LA 2R E EA R (P<0.05), 5 ) EANEKEZREER

£ (P<0.05), @it 3 AKXKEPASMNFH I EHRE &
RERERNE S AWML Z A6 5T EEE 2R, 4

A kR F A4 A 0.983,0.993; 45 A 3 A A R 3 (P<C0.001)
PR RBR A A E RS ERALA 71 o BEAFAMAL A 70.3
o M AR B S FRAR % 5.938 kg B A FANAA K 6.050 kg, A
AT 80T 3 38 3T o & S BTN L ) AT 04 SRR B SR
KER: D E;SHREHXE; ZAKKES )

Abstract; In this study, five different varieties of Chinese wheats:
“Jimai 227, “Yannong 197, “Yannong 51587, “ Aikang 587,
“Lunxuan 988” from the main producing area in China: Shanxi, An-
hui and Henan were selected. The main physical and chemical charac-
ters, such as the content of protein, ash, starch, et al, as well as the
farinograph property of flour milled by those five different varieties of
wheats, were described, and the sensory evaluation and textural
properties (TPA) of fresh noodle made from those flour were deter-
mined. The correlation between wheat quality and farinograph prop-

erty and quality of fresh noodles were all analyzed. The result showed
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that the amylose and ash content of wheat had extremely significant
negative correlation (P<C0.01) with the sensory evaluation score of
fresh noodles, while, had extremely significant positive correlation
(P<C0.01) with the TPA parameters: hardness, gumminess and
chewiness; the contents of amylopectin, protein, ash and wet gluten
had extremely significant positive correlation with the sensory evalu-
ation score of fresh noodles, while had extremely significant negative
correlation (P<C0.01) with the TPA parameters: hardness, gummi-
ness and chewiness. However, the content of fat had significant neg-
ative correlation (P<C0.05) with the quality of fresh noodles. As for
the correlation between wheat flour farinograph property and quality
of fresh noodle made from those flour, we found that the stability
and quality number of wheat flour had extremely significant positive
correlation (P<C0.01) with quality of fresh noodle; the softening and
MTTI of wheat flour had extremely significant negative correlation
(P<C0.01) with quality of fresh noodle; the development time and
bandwidth at peak of wheat flour had significant positive correlation
(P<20.05) with the quality of fresh noodles; the water absorption of
wheat flour had significant negative correlation (P<C0.05) with the
quality of fresh noodles. Then, the multiple linear regression model
between the quality characters of wheat and the sensory evaluation
score of fresh noodles were along with the TPA parameter: hardness
was established by multiple linear regression analysis. The value of R
of those two models were 0.983 and 0.993, respectively; The signifi-
cance of those two models were all extremely significant (P<C0.001).
The verify experiment showed that the actual value of the sensory
evaluation score of fresh noodles was 71 with the predicted value from
model was 70.3; The actual value of TPA hardness was 5.938 kg with
the predicted value from model of 6.050 kg. The model can predict
the quality of fresh noodles by wheat quality.
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Table 1 Quality characteristics of five wheat varieties

INFE A HHEEVER/ Y SCHEVE R/ Y SIEHR/ % T T A7 / V% TR /g
W 22 17.46+0.162A 51.3540.17¢F 68.8140.33"8 32.3540.684° 42.1640.08
ek 988 11.63£0.27<F 54.4840.32°8 66.1140.594° 42.4740.86%A 43.9640.17°8
A 5158 15.07+£0.27"8 52.3840.139° 67.4540.40C 38.5540.62<C 42.1340.33<C
M4 19 13.85+0.174P 55.6440.20%7 69.4940.372A 40.0940.80PBC 42.3940.23<C
EPL 58 14.234+£0.11<¢ 52.8240.25¢ 67.0540.35 39.6540.52b8 48.5140.29*A

IINZE i Tl AHE/ (g LD W5y %% g5/ % EHB/ %
WA 22 825.83+11.81<¢ 0.9814+0.012A 1.70+0.042A 11.79+0.15
ik 988 846,834,588 0.8194+0.010¢P 1.48+0.0340 13.834£0.19*A
4 5158 844.83+11.05%8 0.907+0.012%8 1.624+0.048¢ 13.29+0.07<¢
M4 19 812.33+5.724¢ 0.863+0.0054¢ 1.64+0.03"8 13.59+0.05%8
L 58 862.17+12.142A 0.89240.055P 1.6040.08<¢ 13.4140.06¢

T TSN NG Ry R 28 573K B B F K P (P<C0.05) 5 [7] 51 AS 1) K 5 7 BE 7 22 5738 BRI 35 7K 7 (P<<0.01)

R2 SHMANESRBEERREEE

Table 2 Textural properties of fresh noodle made from five wheat varieties

i il R/ kg HiRVE/(g+ ) ol 2 1/ g WET1/g P/ %% R/ ke NH W/ ke
W 22 7.00940.371*  341.929+25.960** 20.9381.917"* 0.609-40.044*A 70.8507.076"% 4.46040.558*"  4.02140.369*"
ik 988 5.44640.356% 323.826+32.002*4 22.861+1.961** 0.64940.036** 85.53349.856*A 3.423+0.401C  2.90840.294<C
M4 5158 6.3244-0.357"F 313.9434:14.750"4 21.543+3.152** 0.606+£0.066** 72.004+7.501" 4.00640.411"  3.534£0.4748
M4 19 5.11340.308F  359.019+45.5014 22.5324:3.525*% 0.62440.035*" 82.4634-14.996% 3.19740.482<C  2.665+0.280C
i 58 5.94740.421  304.648+46.477% 22.18342.859** 0.63740.037*4 75.79848.196** 3.750+0.256"C 3.266+0.343C

T WA R NG TR 3R 28 5 75 3 i K (P<C0.05) 5 [l 51 R i) K5 57 B 7R 22 5k B i %7K 7 (P<<0.0D)
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24 NEMREGRSHEERRNEXES T

il 1L IBM SPSS 24.0 HfF X /I8 22 #3586 0 17 i 5T
B 5 AR B A TR AU AT Pearson HIRME AT 4R I 4OR
HH O BB bR R AE AR P8 D o A BTl 2R S W/ N
sl JOL 114 T RS R /N S JEURE HE AT B A 1 T K
P L INFE A T v R T K U 3 B T )
Y- T A7 5 R B A AT AT A o T A B e s A BE 5% W) TRT AT A4 T
TR PR AR JE 355 Al 2 o DR 158 1T TR B 077 0 8 583 5 % 22 48 KOS e T
3 119 58 B8 22 415 J3O R THT 9 i B2 BBEAER 5 H7 5 S I T AT BHE A
BRI/ 5 T ARG ) 0 sz ke T Ay T ik R v T 453 45 4 FE R
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Table 3 The correlative relationship between quality indicators of wheats and textural properties
along with sensory evaluation of fresh noodle
i Y T o5 JTT 96 A 5 TE R S E B HH KA fig 17 M TH A

i Ji 0.849 " * —0.912* —0.796 " * 0.909 * * 0.559" —0.794 " *

Zh g 0.806 " * —0.786 " * —0.685" % 0.873** 0.531" —0.681" "

JUEN R 0.819* * —0.820" * —0.693" % 0.879* * 0.523" —0.692" "

(EAES —0.760 " * 0.969* * 0.818**  —0.774" " —0.545" 0.806* *

EURINA —0.693" " 0.901* * 0.813**  —0.698" * —0.520" 0.806* *

R —0.895" % 0.947 " * 0.877** —0.895" —0.687" " 0.879 " *

ok —0.871** 0.963* * 0.833* * —0.881" " —0.640" * 0.834 " *

DI iRk —0.733" " 0.931** 0.795* * —0.723" " —0.502" 0.786 " *

Tk —0.825" % 0.922* 0.851** —0.822" " —0.613" 0.848* *

By —0.843 " * 0.966 " * 0.851** —0.848 " * —0.624" 0.849* *

T« FIRTE 0.05 K LM R » » FRIRTE 0.01 KF LAY M B 2,
x4 MNEMHRSHETRREXLE
Table 4 The correlative relationship between farinograph property of wheats and quality of fresh noodle
i 9 1T it 5T 4 B W 7K 4 & BB [ =yetingl] 554k BE NFETREL I P M6

g 0.558" —0.516" —0.927" 0.850* * 0.838* " —0.557" —0.960 " *
Zh e 0.546 " —0.374 —0.821 "~ 0.769* * 0.784* —0.563" —0.885" "
e 0.499 —0.354 —0.832" " 0.817* " 0.765* " —0.604" —0.890 ™" *
JERES —0.331 0.571" 0.882 " * —0.867 " " —0.690" * 0.506 0.862 " *
ZARE —0.391 0.677** 0.824 " —0.729" —0.683" " 0.507 0.816* *
TR A B —0.370 0.464 0.847** —0.849 " * —0.752" 0.571* 0.902 " *
Fh —0.324 0.447 0.858 " * —0.898" * —0.719" * 0.680 0.893 " *
DI R —0.258 0.529" 0.826 " * —0.834" —0.628" 0.594* 0.801 " *
Bk —0.310 0.503 0.795* —0.804 " " —0.687 " * 0.632 0.840 " *
By —0.336 0.508 0.863 " * —0.871"* —0.719* 0.559* 0.886 " *

T RIRTE 0.05 KV B MIOCHE R » » FRoRAE 0.01 K- LA G PE 3

W DA Ay T A A RGBS ) R B ] 5 4% O b A S TR A K
(P<C0.05) , T # 1 I 8 ) [] L A2 i 1sf 1] 5 TG 4% €599 L 36 0 R
75 R W M R W 2 4R A 56 (P<C0.05) , 594k BF 5 T 4% €0, 0% A
S 3 IE A 36 (P<C0.05) , 55 4k B 5 1 4% 40 4k L 1k 12 4
BEAMKP<C0.05), KHFFES O HEIINK /N ZE B # B
i1 2 v e I TR 2 BT S 00 i B A R S W T T A SR
HORBHSEEARN FEEHER PN EAR G EAM
PS8 B 1) JO R A IR a8 1Y L 5 T A A A B (P<C0.05)
MRSt . R BF 58 45 SR 5 AR 56 0F 95 45 SR A DL, e AR B
FEHR/INE B B RS R S B RD 3SR E L 22 3R B PR 4
6 b5 5 6 9 TRT o5 SB[ AH G P 247 35 B A% B 2 K P (P<0.01) 5
JINZE R R R K SRR S T LR TR] 3 A48 b 5 T
JB 1) AH 56 1 138 3] {8 25 K F- (P<<0.05)
25 NEENREEEFSRESTEMEERAEANET

2.5.1 IR Gh SRS AR A A JE A T A% SR ) LD A
5RO BT A5 A% 15 bR 4 0 R0 H IR A 0G4 20 AT 2R DL

5 TR 18] {1l A G T L B RE L BE SRk S (] A R B R
3B 3 1A G (P<C0.05, A5G R4 31 0.651,0.521) 5 11 & 14

FIP By 5 8 2 1F A0 9 (P<<0.05, 3¢ 22 %10.529) s 74 )& 5 1H
M S A% Sk 3 TE M 55 (P<<0.01 ., 1 55 2R 0.944) ; 31k 55 Hifh
SO N AR DG . AL S 8 R RE RN LI B R R T
M B S W B 2 A 56 (P<C0.01) L M1 58 R E 4y 51 —0.870,
—0.732,—0.771, A& R B0 K/ AT LS e A~ A8 i 22 [1]
ORE SRR B, SR AR 1 & LB A 5 8% B A 32 L OF 4 45
(B 7 T 22 5, W3k 48 o ) 25 000 B LA R VAN B SR
Ry VT 5 0 T 5 11
2.5.2  JNZEFE ARSI A% b B A b A) 22 00 48 Pk [l A R A ()
S g SPSS 22.0 Ry Sk e M 43 B RAR SC M 4 A R B
K2 40 T 46 5 5 06 10 T J% B 9T L 0 R0 T S 4R B
BRI TERE . T LA AT 22 50 2k o T80 03 43 A7 . T AR
FEM O E VAE, ??EE%YEEWEL¥V‘F"QE‘J%E’I$
F HTE B3 M M (P>>0.05) , Bt EHix 3 MAs s M £
PEENT o047 A Bk, 2% 85 5 DY I Jr ikl a3 SPSS
22.0 i [ Enter J5 5 X /INFE & & BT 6 A 40 S0l 5 6 0 T 170 J%
B IS *@ﬁ%%ﬂﬁfl_ﬁgm%%ﬁﬂ/*
ERCETE B 0 LA S5 R W AR 6, o R gl e R K
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AR LA /N i

JB 5 B 3 T P OG AR

x5 WEERWIE R REIRE T E 8L
Table 5 The correlative relationship between textural properties themselves and sensory evaluation of fresh noodle

fief 30 TR IO A (53 Rk Il 42 44 AP o Rz WEL NG
T 1.000
i 0.273 1.000
[l 45 0.290 0.615 1.000
NER T —0.031 0.408 0.529 * 1.000
P —0.121 0.394 0.394 0.378 1.000
BB 0.959* 0.521* 0.448 0.161 0.324 1.000
NP 0.968" * 0.469 0.441 0.169 0.279 0.944 % * 1.000
RES —0.845" 0.093 —0.021 0.319 0.492 —0.694"*  —0.732" "
FWR S —0.728" 0.200 —0.017 0.328 0.409 —0.553* —0.590"
B JiE —0.885 " 0.064 0.300 0.341 0.571* —0.763**  —0.801"
R —0.902**  —0.010 —0.027 0.352 0.561* —0.791" %  —0.822" "
S —0.775" 0.163 —0.170 0.525 0.628" —0.605" —0.660"
JEUR —0.799 "~ 0.168 0.031 0.490 0.595* —0.642**  —0.684" "
By —0.870* * 0.073 —0.012 0.350 0.632* —0.732* " —0.771* "

T RIRTE 0.05 KF B RIMISEHE R 2 5 » * FRoRAE 0.01 7K B RIEPE 3%

S 0.983 , B AR AN ] i R Y AR A 1.7 00 A A )
U 5R* 3 0.965, YL BT A A 748 1 5 8 E PR B A 19 R A G

P RE s OB Y 12 3 P Dy 0.000 AR 2 3% (P<C0.01) , 13 B 5 2
HABmEE,

55 0K S B B i L 25 SR L3R 7 JL R P R A
0,993, B B AU i B AR fE o 0.7 %6 BRI A BE U5 R®
A 0.987 Uk HH BT 1B 78 1 5 T 114 2 M 56 R B v s B Y
M 0.000 H% B # (P<C0.01), U B B %1 B A 4% w5 ]

R,
P BRI RE R B Y RS B R N Z (ke s

JINAE it ORA B L A SCRETERY R L K IR T 3 T
753 R X~ X o 0wl A 80 66 0 TR A B 0 S N A
JBUAR o 1) 22 SRk [0l 05 7 7«

Y=—4.903X, +8.717X, — 2.145X; +112.333X, +

2.424X;+0.013X;—397.10, D
Z=0.218X,—0.146X, —0.256 X; +0.561X, +3.953X; +
0.109X+2.913, €3]
(A S 5 Rl AR B —Ff O 4T 58), A 1.2

F R 7 R D R /N2 i TTRHE R DA % T 1 R D A A 0 MR
o R BE o5 H/ N 22 i AR AR A R A ST A8 B R
BT SEBRAE R 71 43 BRI TRAE R 70.3 43, AH 22 0.7 435
Fﬁfuﬁ?fr“%ﬁﬁﬁ 5.938 kg, BIBIHIM {2 6.050 kg, AH 22
0.112 kg, A WLEER A BIF T Rk,

s it
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Table 6
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Regression coefficient table of sensory evaluation

score and quality indicators of wheats

- 4#%7’@1&?:\4:& ff/ﬂ@h B
B s o 1R E¥ 44

B —397.101  25.015 — —15.874  0.000
HAEVER  —4.903  1.161 —0.647  —4.224  0.003
37 VE R 8.717  0.274 0.949 31.815  0.000
HE B —2.145 2.248 —0.118  —0.955  0.368
RSy 112.333  39.127 0.439 2.871  0.021
JIg i 2.424 6.338 0.013 0.382  0.712
15 T 75 0.013  0.549 0.003 0.023  0.982
R 0.983  R* 0.965 P 0.000
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Table 7 Regression coefficient table of hardness and

quality indicators of wheats

FrifEfe

e 1L R %

T = 2
B B Gk RM oo mEk
i 2.913 2.321 — 1.255 0.245
HAEVER  0.218 0.108 0.592 2.026 0.077
THEVER —0.146 0.025  —0.327  —5.743 0.000
FEHRE —0.256 0.209 —0.288  —1.228 0.254
KAy 0.561 3.630 0.045 0.154 0.881
g Wi 3.953 0.588 0.422 6.723 0.000
1 A5 0.109 0.051 0.540 2.144 0.064
R 0.993 R* 0.987 P 0.000
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