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TPA textural properties change of wet dough with ethanol during storage

SUI Miao-miao', JIANG Xiu-xue?, JIN Tie'*
(1. Agricultural College of Yanbian University ;2. Xiaobangzi Noodles of Yanji:Yanji Jilin 133002,China)

Abstract: In order to determine whether wet dough deterioration during storage by Texture Analyzer
quickly and accurately, the variation of texture properties of wet dough with ethanol at room temperature
(23+£1) C and refrigeration 4 “C conditions were studied. The hardness, adhesiveness, cohesiveness,
springiness and gumminess variation characteristics were measured during the storage of fourteen day cy-
cle. The results showed that wet dough deterioration deteriorated under normal temperature conditions,
but under refrigerated conditions had not deteriorated. Hardness, adhesiveness and springiness decreased
with the extension of storage time, cohesiveness and gumminess showed upward trend. The hardness val-
ue as an example, stored at room temperature conditions,the wet dough without adding ethanol deteriora-
tion occurred on the fourth day,the hardness value decreased 48. 75%. The wet dough adding 5% ethanol
deterioration occurred on the seventh day,the hardness value decreased 36.56%. The wet dough adding 7 %
ethanol deterioration on the ninth day. the hardness value decreased 43. 89%. However, all the wet dough
without adding ethanol, adding 5% ethanol and 7% ethanol under refrigerated conditions did not deterio-
rate in the fourteenth day, but the hardness values decreased 30. 07 %, 26.89% and 17. 75% ,respectively.
From the results,the changes of hardness more than 30% that may deteriorate. Therefore, by measuring
the changes of texture can determine whether the wet dough deterioration initially.

Key words: wet dough;ethanol;texture properties



