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Investigation on the Composition Changes & Wine Body Stability
of Yellow Rice Wine Treated by Common Clarifiers
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1.Shaoxing Yellow Rice Wine Group Co. Shaoxing Zhejiang 312000 2. Chemistry Department of Zhejiang University
Hangzhou Zhejiang 310028 China

Abstract The main factors causing precipitate in yellow rice wine include proteins tannin Fe and external conditions
during storage such as temperature and oxygen etc.The auxiliaries to absorb proteins effectively include tannic acid re-
moval rate as 52.8 %  carrageenin removal rate as 33.5 % and Zhe No.1 silica gel removal rate as 33.2 % .The auxi-
liaries to absorb polyphenol effectively include Germany silica gel removal rate as 4.33 %  PVPP removal rate as 3.82
% and bentonite removal rate as 3.89 % . The auxiliaries helpful for wine heat stability include carrageenin U.S. silica
gel and active carbon. Tran. by YUE Yang
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#x1 BHPHFLCEREBEAPERESNSESHE
5 7 B (mg/L) ¥ (g/L) a ~EHEE (ng/L) % (mg/L) PREE(1-T)
' 5B EBRE® B  ERE® B EBRE®W® 58 EBE®) 0C(6h) 90C(1h)
R 854. 0 / 26. 32 / 589. 7 / 4.471 / 0. 267 0. 096
B 1 SRR 844.1 1.16 25.84 1.82 580. 6 1. 54 3.917 12. 4 0.263 0.112
YRR 840. 6 1.57 25. 36 3.65 582. 4 2.76 3. 867 13.5 0.233 0. 101
beodespiegivg 817.0 4.33 25. 40 3.50 572.4 2.93 3.776 15.5 0. 287 0. 081
EEER 845.3 1.02 24. 64 6. 38 573.8 2.70 4.322 3.33 0.235 0.070
TR 835. 4 2.18 25.12 4.56 589. 3 0. 068 4.274 4,41 0. 253 0. 064
PVPP 821. 4 3.82 24. 80 5. 78 589. 3 0. 068 4.123 6. 58 0.143 0. 086
B 1012.1  -18.5 25. 56 2.89 563. 1 4.51 1.157 74.1 0.236 0. 082
HEL 847.1 0.81 24. 00 8. 81 575.0 2.49 4.178 6.55 0.218 0. 085
EMER 832.4 2.53 25.12 4.56 587. 6 0. 36 4. 454 0.38 0. 227 0. 071
SN 840. 0 1. 64 27.23 -3. 46 576.9 2.17 1. 836 58.9 0.211 0. 102
B B 836.0 2.11 25. 56 2.89 580. 7 1.53 4.270 4. 50 0. 293 0.114
FEE 836. 4 2.07 25. 20 4.26 583. 6 1.03 4. 068 9.01 0.229 0.121
RIRBH 850. 5 0. 41 26. 29 0.11 567.7 3.73 4. 573 -2.28 0.219 0. 081
B4 820. 8 3.89 25. 80 1.98 584.7 0.85 4. 455 0.36 0.225 0. 091
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F2 BHNBEMEBEATESRSENSTRSGHEN
T E(x10Y
By # 450811 45~2525~1.01.0~0505LTF ﬁgg igi
‘y 0, 0, 0 0 ARy i N
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) %) %)
JR iR 0.19 441 1878 27.02 49.60 0.816  0.00
W1 ERK 005 375 139 248 575 0.545 332
B YR 0.09 3.81 18.5 269 507 0748  9.83
HEERER 0.15 435 19.1 267 497 0774 520
EEEER 0.03 3.97 197 276 487 0722 115
B 0.04 3.76 133 250 579  0.543. 335
PVPP 0.12 4588 216 269 465 0.745  8.67
B 0 0 260 213 761 0385 528
L 0 2.70 16.6 269 538 0.680 16.7
FEMER 0.18 442 19.2 262 500 0714 1250
TR 0.09 3.71 187 291 484  0.795  2.60
B 0.03 397 19.1 269 500 0690 155
FEE 0.02 3.48 18.0 270 515 0703 138
RRHA 021 4.79 200 255 495 0743 8.95 [1] Siebert K.J. Effects of protein—polyphenol interac—
2+ 0.10 3.90 167 258 535 0642 213 _ o _
tions on beverage haze stabilization, and analysis
[J]. J. Agri. Food. Chem. 1999 47(2) 353-362.
(2] . PVP
2 [J. 1997 4 24-26.
(3] [J].
pPVPP pPVPP 2001 5 28.
[4]
[J]. 2000 3 7-10.
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