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Effects of Raw Materials and Yeast on Brewing of Cider
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1.Shandong Provincial Wine Brewing Research Institute Ji'nan Shandong 250100 2.Tai’an Health and Epidemic Prevention Station Tai’an
Shandong 271018 3. Food Science & Engineering College of Shandong Agriculture University Tai’an Shandong 271018 China

Abstract Apple Trademark Red Fuji and concentrated fruit juice were used as raw materials to produce cider. SO, 120 mg/L in
form of sulfurous acid was added into apple juice. 24 h later more than 90 % dissociated SO, transformed into cider SO, and the situ-
ation just fluctuated slightly thereafter. The research indicated that 1.5 %o bentonite addition had the best clarifying effects. Wine yield
of fresh juice was evidently higher than that of concentrated juice. Besides  smaller amount of soluble solids and reducing sugar con-
tained in cider produced by fresh juice. Compared with other microbial species  No.l wine yeast had the highest wine yield and the
smallest amount of residual sugar and volatile acids. In addition the change range of titration acids and pH values was smaller. Com-
pared with cider produced by concentrated juice cider produced by fresh juice contained more amount of flavoring components such as
active amylalcohol + isoamyl alcohol n—hexyl alcohol and ethyl phenylacetate etc. Tran. by YUE Yang
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