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Study on the osmotic dehydration of longan sarcocarp
enhanced by ultrasound field

ZHANG Ping-an, YE Sheng-ying, LI Yan, HUANG Wei, LUO Shu-can
(College of Food Science, South China Agric. Univ., Guangzhou 510642, China)

Abstract: The osmotic dehydration of longan sarcocarp enhanced by ultrasound was probed. The influence of
the main process variables, including the time of osmotic dehydration, the time of ultrasound field treat and the
intensity of ultrasourd field on water loss, solid gain, weight reduction and relative conductivity of sarcocarp
cell membrane were investigated. And the empirical dynamic model of osmotic dehydration of longan sarcocarp
enhanced by ultrasound field was set up. The results showed that: 1) ultrasound field could enhance the os-
motic dehydration process and accelerate the dehydration rate. 2) the empirical dynamic model adequately de-
scribed the experimental values. The root mean square (RMS) percentage deviation of the model from the ex-

perimental data was less than 5% .
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Fig. 3 Temperature of longan vs. ultrasound treat time
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Fig. 4 Weight reduction and relative conductivity vs. intensity
of ultrasound field
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Fig. 5 Water loss vs. square root of time
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