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Table 3 Commodity quality of pepper by different dry methods
Cultivars Dry method Color Gloss Handle color Smoothness
< QH’
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Table 4 Nutritional quality of pepper by different dry methods
Crude protein Grude fat Crude fibre Capsanthin content
Cultivars Dry method
content/ % content/ % content/ % /(mg e+ g~ 1)
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Abstract:In order to choose a method suitable for pepper drying, improve the quality of the dried

‘QJH’ *LJ15” were used as materials. The commodity rate, commodity

pepper,two pepper cultivars
quality and nutritional quality of dried pepper were determined by electrothermal constant temperature
drying method and natural drying method. The results showed that the commercial rate of dried pepper
could be increased from 17. 80% to 27 19% on average. The color of hot pepper dried by
electrothermal constant temperature drying method was not as good as that dried by natural drying
method. The color of dried pepper by natural drying was brighter. In terms of nutritional quality, the
two dry methods had little effect on the content of pepper crude protein,crude fat and crude fiber. The
capsanthin content of the natural dried pepper was 143, 01 mg * g ', which was obviously higher than
104. 32 mg * g ' of the electrically heated constant temperature dried pepper .
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