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Table 1 Analysis of quality between domestic

and imported sorghum

KR HA/ % ER/ % BT/ %
Source Protein Starch Tannin
[ = 9.85+1.28a 69.78+3.90a 1.17+0.57 a
Domestic
piigs| 9.6140.39a 71.55+2.58 b 0.0340.01 b
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Fig. 1 Comparison of protein content of imported

sorghum with those of from major producing provinces
2.1.3 BREZAFEGRHH e[ REHNEZILEK
FH KT 2 TAT, B 5 M 48 T8 A 7 R e Tk 1 e SR
Gh T 7 A MR R E R & AT R R
TR SR TE A A, M 63. 9800,
2.1.4 BAZFRERSREE5#ZRETAHER
A W3 A, HE O SRR R LT E
A e o P = I e Sk i L Sl 0 N T I < A
BAGEMA mR ) RT SRR, s F
1.49% 1. 46 %1 1. 45%,
2.1.5 BAdLTHREEIERGGHERAILEK
Fie BER 3 277 A IXHURE L o A T s R
X GRIpITA HME L TE NS d L PEE)
100

7 B T X (BN A DI A VEE IR T .
2 2FNIEL 4 AR B PN R AL 5 B R B R OE
B R T R R ERENEER. WTEARS
HF PR 7 0. 63 T 48 . b7 A
-1 i 7 AR 2. 20 43 g AN TR X TR) R S
W B . BT R AL T R O (% 0. 50 B
Gr ks HLALTT ASTR] 7 X e 3 9 87 5 A 5 2
R . BEITAL D5 R S Bl TR T s R R
7 v SIS TR N T

Z;_ 71.55 71.90

70.22 70.23
704 69.81 70.04

68 - 67.39 67.67
66 1
64 1
62

TR RI%

Starch content

60 \
BEO ARG DTS EER PRRYL AT mI SR
72 Hl Producing area

2 EFEREBRSHEOERER SRR
Fig. 2 Comparison of starch content of imported

sorghum with those of from major producing provinces

1.601 145 1.46 1.49
1.40+ 33

1.204
1.00+
0.80+
0.60+
0.40+
0.20+

BT ER%
Tannin content

04
BEOWSEE T P Ak I S BRI ER
7 Producing area
B3 EFEaRET &R SHEOHR LK
Fig. 3 Comparison of tannin content of imported

sorghum with those of from major producing provinces
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Table 2 Analysis of quality of sorghum from
northern and southern China

KI5 BAW/ % TEM/ % /%
Source Protein Starch Tannin

Jt 75 The north 10.1641.20a 68.72+4.12 a 0.93+0.64 a

Fg /7 The south 9.53+1.30 b 70.9243.32b 1.43%£0.31 b
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Fig. 4 Comparison of four point map of protein,starch and tannin content of sorghum from northern and southern China
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Table 3 Analysis of appearance indexes between domestic and imported sorghum
b3 HARLE /g 100 g ! Kot/ Y% Fe T/ % IR/ Y%
Source 100-grain weight Unsound kernels Foreign matters Mixtures
[H 7* Domestic 2.35+0.66 a 5.0646.36 a 0.19+0.93 a 4.38+7.05 a
# 11 Imported 2.60£0.12 a 2.94+2.23 a 0.34740.40 a 0.95+0.49 b
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Table 4 Comparaison of appearance index of sorghum

E3 EoRH /g - 100 gt AR5EERL Fe T/ % HARKL/ %

Source 100-grain weight Unsound kernels Foreign matters Mixture
Jt 75 The north 2.80+0.52 b 7.094+8.09 b 0.29+1.27 a 6.99+8.94 b
7 The south 1.874+0.42 a 2.89+2.31 a 0.0840.24 a 1.61£1.83 a
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Table 5 Results of grading for industrial
sorghum
1%/% 2%/ % 3R/ % AN %
One grade Two grade Three grade Substandard
19 37 41 4
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Fig.5 Comparison and analysis of tannin
content in domestic sorghum
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Analysis of Present Quality of Sorghum in China

LAN Jing"*, YE Hong-hong'**, SUN Xiang-dong'**, ZHAO Lin"*, DU Ying-qiu'* ,ZHANG Rui-ying'*
(1. Quality and Safety Institute of Agricultural Products, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricul-
tural Sciences, Harbin 150086, China; 2. Laboratory of Quality and Safety Risk Assessment
for Agro-products(Harbin) , Ministry of Agriculture, Harbin 150086, China)

Abstract; In order to tap into the quality potential of domestic sorghum, the quality of sorghum cultivated in
China and imported from abroad was compared, and the quality of domestic sorghum obtained from different re-
gions and different production links was analyzed. The results showed that brewing quality of the domestic sor-
ghum was superior to the imported one. The average content of tannin of domestic sorghum was 39 times high-
er than that of the imported one,and the average content of protein was 0. 24 percentage point higher than that
of the imported sorghum. To compare the sorghum grown in the north and south of China,the protein content
of sorghum grown in the north was 0. 63 percentage point higher than that of in the south,and the starch con-
tent was 2. 20 percentage point lower,as well as 0. 50 percentage point lower of the tannin content. Test of sig-
nificance showed that significant differences existed between the quality of sorghum grown in the north and the
south. In comparison with the sorghum of different origins, the tannin content of sorghum in Chongqing and
Heilongjiang were higher (1.49% and 1. 46 % ,respectirely) , Liaoning and Inner Mongolia were lower(0. 81 %
and 0. 60% ,respectively) , while the starch content of sorghum in Guizhou was the highest (71.90%). On the
contrary.it was determined the lowest starch content in Jilin province (63. 98%). The protein content of sor-
ghum were higher(10. 18% and 10. 74 % ,respectively) in Shanxi and Inner Mongolia, while recorded the lowest
in Jilin (9. 15%).
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