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Abstract

Investigation of the quality characteristics of Takju brewing mashes prepared with several different yeasts was carried

out during the 42-day brewing process, including examination of titratable acidity, amino acid content, sugar contents,

alcohol contents, pH, reducing sugar, yeast population, lactic acid bacteria, and sensory evaluation. Fermivin yielded the
highest titratable acidity, while la parisienne had the lowest. Fermivin also had the highest value of amino acid content

(14.33%), while other yeasts shows period tended to increase over exclude Instaferm and Song chun.

The amount of sugars

in instaferm (11.33 °Bx) and instaferm red (10.53 °Bx) were higher than those in La parisienne red and Song chun (9.57
°Bx). The alcohol contents of instaferm was the highest value (15.20%) while the alchol content of the other yeasts tended

to increase the fementation period. Fermivin had the highest pH at 12" day among the yeasts(4.02),

Instaferm red had the

lowest pH among the yeasts (3.87) while safbrew wb-06 had the highest reducing sugar content(117.60 mg/mL). Instaferm

obtained the highest preference in the sensory evaluation for all items.
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Fig. 1. Changes in titratable acidity of Takju using different
kinds of yeast during fermentation period. A, mashes of
Takju fermented by Instaferm; B, mashes of Takju fermented
by Instaferm red; C, mashes of Takju fermented by La
parisienne; D, mashes of Takju fermented by La parisienne
red; E, mashes of Takju fermented by Fermivin; F, mashes
of Takju fermented by Safbrew wb-06; G, mashes of Takju
fermented by Safele s-04; H, mashes of Takju fermented
by Song chun
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Fig. 2. Changes in amino acid content of 7akju using
different kinds of yeast during fermentation period. A, B,
C, D, E, F, G and H: Refer to footnote of Fig. 1.

AL $FF2 Instaferm red2} Song chun©] 0.87 g/mL, Instaferm©|
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gmLE 2 Ao S Bol AL GSIAIT £E AHrte] 220
Instaferm red?} Fermivin, Safele s-047} 0.93 g/mLZ 7}3F =3
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Fig. 3. Changes in Brix of Takju using different kinds
of yeast during fermentation period. A, B, C, D, E, F, G
and H: Refer to footnote of Fig. 1.
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Fig. 4. Changes in alcohol contents of Talju using different
kinds of yeast during fermentation period. A, B, C, D, E,
F, G and H: Refer to footnote of Fig. 1.
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of| A 15.40%, La parisienne”} 15.10%, La parisienne red7} 14.77%,
Instaferm©] 14.63%=2 Safele s-047} 7} =9kl Instafermo] 714+
otk wha 790 4TS T2 8.03~10.27%2 LERG AL 3
0 1292 14.03~15.20%Z Instaferm®] 15.20%, La parisienne red
7} 14.60%, Fermivin®] 14.43%, Instaferm red®} Safele s-047}
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5.63%= Uehd Rof| H|sto] 42U9] 537~ 5.67%= F7FstaL
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o] pH 3.91, Instaferm red®] pH 3.872 Uelgtom vta 7|7k
¢t o a9 B]8| Fermivin©] %2 pHE= H ok A4
Z o= Fermivin®| pH 3.82~3.902. 2 7}%} &=3k31 Safbrew

4.2
40

38 ——A
—O-B

36

«=>6=D

pH

—¥—E

32 +

3.0

28

123 456 7 8 9 1011121518 21 24 27 30 33 36 39 42
Storage period(days)

Fig. 5. Changes in pH of Takju using different kinds of
yeast during fermentation period. A, B, C, D, E, F, G and
H: Refer to footnote of Fig. 1.
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Fig. 6. Changes in reducing sugar of Takju using different
kinds of yeast during fermentation period. A, B, C, D, E,
F, G and H: Refer to footnote of Fig. 1.



976 A - a4

1000

00 /'\ _.(}\ -

></ A -

/ 4 N\ v
j/

7.00
[
6.50

Yeast(Log CFU/mL)

6.00
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011121518 21 24 27 30 33 36 39 42

Storage period(day)

Fig. 7. Changes in yeast of Takju using different kinds
of yeast during fermentation period. A, B, C, D, E, F, G
and H: Refer to footnote of Fig. 1.
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7] 88 4= 6.74~7.46 log CFUmLZ 9ta 3 8.22~8.67 log
CFUmLE F7}st¢lom Wa 9dof 71 =2 A& UE
o] Instaferm©] 9.20 log CFU/mMLZ 7}&F #=%F31 Song chun
©] 9.19 log CFU/mL, Safele s-042} La parisienne redof| 4] 9.15
log CFU/mL, Instaferm red”} 9.11 log CFU/mL, Fermivin®]
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(2012)9] ATAA 27] BlYE 57t Zorehck 8wk
# A7oh AR A%E Uehigls 98 A2 Fo B
St fw FR0) Uet 24 G2 gk A ER 4
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Instaferm-2 7.67~8.36 log CFU/mL, Instaferm red+ 7.54~8.38
log CFU/mL, La parisienne+ 7.26~8.17 log CFU/mL, La parisienne
red+= 7.05~8.27 log CFU/mL, Fermivin< 7.39~8.12 log CFU/mL,
Safbrew wb-06-2 7.50~8.16 log CFU/mL, Safele s-04+= 7.23~8.21
log CFU/mL, Song chun-2 7.18~8.37 log CFU/mL=Z YE}ytth
o] Park(2004)3} Park(2012) So] ¥ 27| AR, AAF 5
o] ulgEo] Zrjettizl wha v|7to] Aol et ng @
o) ol ulWEE] 7} BolETh: Hie} AAlakolr

g5 W 2ARS el o3t e FS WAIskaL 4 ol
F2de =7 2 dol= o] WAE = 3o, &
7] &R ZAS A SIETHHu S 2012). 2HE
ot GAMF 4~2] H3l= Fig. 83} supplement 89f L}
FARE = Wa 27) 6.78~7.31 log CFUMLZ &
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Fig. 8. Changes in lactic acid bacteria of Takju using
different kinds of yeast during fermentation period. A, B,
C, D, E, F, G and H: Refer to footnote of Fig. 1.

71zko] Aol whek Z7Fsto] @ 122de] Song chuno] 8.65
log CFU/mL, Instaferm red7} 8.62 log CFU/mL, La parisienne
red7} 8.51 log CFU/mL, Instaferm©] 8.39 log CFU/mL, Safbrew
wb-060] 837 log CFU/mL, Safele s-047} 8.32 log CFU/mL,
Fermivin®| 821 log CFU/mL, La parisienne”} 8.15 log CFU/
mLE Cho 5(2012)9] A} AR AS Ue A4
3210 B AR FollA FastRA|TE o] F Fhste] 42
& Instaferm red”} 7.98 log CFU/mL, Song chun®] 7.93 log
CFU/mL, Fermivin®] 7.89 log CFU/mL, Safele s-047} 7.87 log
CFU/mL, La parisienne red7} 7.84 log CFU/mL, Safbrew wb-06
0] 7.82 log CFU/mL, La parisienne”} 7.70 log CFU/mL, Instaferm
o] 7.86 log CFU/mL9] &2 2 Eestth
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parisienne red”} 2.542 7} ‘;&'9,,}0 H EJ 7oA Safele
s-047} 2.8620.2 7} Y& A4S AQith FHule| tist 7|
Lo X Instafermo] 3.052 7}4+ %9,};_1_ La parisienne red7}
2587 7Hg W& 71525 Bon ANl 7|3 o=
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Table 1. Sensory evaluation of 7akju using different kinds of yeast during fermentation period

Yeast” Taste Flavor Sharpness After sallowing acc(z;tez:ggity
A 3.0240.97? 3.07+0.90° 3.26+1.09™ 3.05+1.11° 3.08+0.96°
B 2.90+0.97* 2.7240.98° 3.00+1.15 2.99:+1.03% 2.88+0.97%
C 2.83+0.94 2.80+0.90° 3.10+1.06 2.85+1.11%¢ 2.86+0.95%
D 2.57+1.00° 2.54+1.05° 2.9241.08 2.58+1.04° 2.58+0.99°
E 2.83+1.07° 2.71+1.13° 3.02+1.23 2.74+1.10% 2.75+1.02%
F 2.73+1.06® 2.76+1.00° 2.89+1.04 2.70:£1.04% 2.74+1.01%
G 2.82+1.00 2.63+0.93 2.86+1.09 2.70+1.07* 2.78+1.00"
H 2.91+1.12° 2.8241.05% 3.06£1.15 2.81+1.10% 2.90+1.10°

" A, mashes of Takju fermented by Instaferm; B, mashes of Takju fermented by Instaferm red; C, mashes of Takju fermented by La parisienne;
D, mashes of Takju fermented by La parisienne red; E, mashes of 7Takju fermented by Fermivin; F, mashes of Takju fermented by Safbrew
wb-06; G, mashes of Tukju fermented by Safele s-04; H, mashes of Takju fermented by Song chun

? MeantS.D.; Values with different superscripts within a row differ significantly by Duncan's multiple range test at p<0.05.

™: Not significant at p<0.05.
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