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Abstract
Background and Objective: Nowadays, due to the lack of lactose and cholesterol, demand
for consumption of non-dairy probiotic products is increasing. Probiotic drinks mixed with
medicinal plant have great beneficial effect on human health. The main problems of non-dairy
probiotic drinks are lack of nutrients for the growth of probiotics and bad taste of the product.
The aim of this study was to produce a probiotic medicinal plant drink with favorable
physicochemical, viability and sensory properties.
Material and Methods: Probiotic drink prepared by Pussy willow and Echium amoenum
extract (0.5 % w v-1, for each extract or together), Lactobacillus casei and Lactobacillus
rhamnosus (108 CFU ml-1), individually and their combination. Glucose and whey powder
(0.2%) were used as a source of nutrition for the probiotics, and apple juice (20 and 30%) was
added to improve the taste of drink. The level of glucose was adjusted to reach the brix of
13 g100 g-1. Ascorbic acid (0.05%) was used to improve micro-aerophilic conditions. The pH,
acidity, glucose and viability of probiotic bacteria as well as the sensory properties of the
prepared drink were investigated during 28 days at 4° C.
Results and Conclusion: Based on the results, the treatment containing L. casei, Pussy
willow, Echium amoenum and 30% apple juice due to the highest probiotic viability and the
treatment containing Lactobacillus rhamnosus, Pussy willow, Echium amoenum and 30%
apple juice because of higher total acceptance score, proper pH and acidity values were
selected as the best treatments.
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1. Introduction
Probiotics are known as living microorganisms that in
sufficient amounts balance the microbial flora of host. It
has been documented that foods containing probiotic
microorganisms help the survivability of indigenous
intestinal microbes and balance its micro flora, thereby
providing many health benefits [1]. The current highly
marketed probiotic products are commonly milk and
yogurt, which have some limitations in consumption by
people for having high blood cholesterol content [2,3]. In
recent years, demand for non-dairy probiotic products has
been growing leading to production of products including
probiotic drinks. Fruit- and vegetable-based drinks are rich
in functional nutrients including minerals, vitamins, fiber
and antioxidants [2]. In addition, most juices contain
oxygen inhibitors such as ascorbic acid, which improve
micro-aerophilic conditions for the growth of probiotics
[4]. The problems of non-dairy probiotic drinks are

undesirable taste and lack of sufficient nutrients for the
growth of probiotic microorganisms. By using juices with
strong flavors and fragrances such as mango and pineapple
juices, unfavorable taste of non-dairy probiotic drinks
could be covered [5]. Sugar and whey could be used in
order to enhance the nutrients of probiotics [4,6]. Apple
and apple juice are known as health promoters due to their
bioactive components such as polyphenols, pectin and
organic acids [7]. Pereira et al. investigated probiotic apple
juice fermented by Lactobacillus (L.) casei. The results
showed that L. casei grows during the refrigerated storage.
Viable cell counts were higher than 8 log CFU ml-1
throughout the storage period (42 days) [8]. A mixed juice
of apple, pear and raspberry was inoculated with L.
rhamnosus, and its viability was measured during storage
at 2-7° C for 2-4 w under the consumption conditions.
Their results showed good viability of L. rhamnosus [9].
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Whey is one of the most important compounds for
promoting the growth of probiotics. Since the amount of
essential amino acids in whey proteins is higher than
casein, probiotics possessing proteolytic activity (e.g. Lactobacillus) use directly nitrogenous sources. The addition of
whey protein concentrate improves the survivability of
Lactobacillus. It is known that free amino nitrogen
provides the nutrients required by probiotics and activates
decarboxylase for Lactobacillus [6]. Another important
growth promoter for probiotics is glucose. Marhamatizadeh et al. studied the manufacture of probiotic apple
and orange drink with L. acidophilus and Bifidobacterium
(B.) bifidum. Milk, maltose, lactose and glucose were then
added to the drink. The results depicted that glucose and
lactose had significant effect on its extended storage life
[10]. The amount of viable cell count of probiotics in the
product should be 106-107 (CFU g-1) to be able to exert the
healthful effect [11].
L. casei is an important type of probiotics. It is also
used for industrial production of lactic acid derived from
whey by cell immobilization on supports such as agar and
polyacrylamide. This bacterium illustrates suitable vancomycin resistance and the highest viability in dairy fermented products. L. rhamnosus is another important probiotic
widely used in food products for its acid resistance in the
digestive system [12]. The most commonly used probiotic
bacteria include L. casei, L. rhamnosus, L. acidophilus and
L. plantarum [13]. According to Champagne, L. casei, L.
rhamnosus and L. plantarum enjoy better viability in
vegetables containing drinks during fermentation [14].
Today medicinal plants, including Pussy (P.) Willow
and Echium (E.) amoenum are in wide use, and because of
negative side effects of chemical medicines, people are
increasingly interested in herbs [9]. Pussy willow contains
salicin mostly in its bark. The P. willow extract may reduce
blood sugar and have a laxative effect. It may enhance the
function of heart and nervous system and reduce pain and
cerebral disorders [15]. Human body is unable to
synthesize essential fatty acids, so they should be supplied
through foods and supplements. Iranian E. amoenum oil
may be introduced as a potential source of fatty acids such
as alpha-linolenic acid (ALA) and gama-linolenic acid
(GLA) [16]. Jahandideh et al. studied an E. amoenumbased drink fermented by four strains of Lactobacillus. The
results revealed that E. amoenum extract was a suitable
medium for the growth of lactic bacteria and production of
functional drinks [17].
Unfortunately, the information about the survival of
probiotic microorganisms in ideal substrate and the sensory
properties of non-dairy drinks, especially medicinal plants
drink are not sufficient. Therefore, the objective of this
study was to produce a probiotic medicinal plant drink
using P. willow extract, E. amoenum extract, glucose,
ascorbic acid, whey powder and apple juice through

inoculating with L. casei and L. rhamnosus. The pH,
acidity, glucose and viability of probiotic bacteria and the
sensory properties of the prepared drink were investigated
during 28 days at 4° C.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Materials
L. rhamnosus (PTCC 1637) and L. casei (PTCC 1608)
were purchased from Iranian Research Organization for
Science and Technology (Tehran, Iran). To produce the
probiotic drink, apple juice concentrate manufactured by
Behnoush Iran Co. (Tehran, Iran) with brix 69 (g 100 g-1)
was used. The glucose (Brix 80.08 g 100 g-1) used in this
study was obtained from Glucozan Company (Tehran,
Iran). Whey powder was obtained from Maybe Company
(Turkey). All chemical materials and media were purchased from Merck (Germany) P. willow and E. amoenum
extract were supplied from Iran Golab (Kashan, Iran).
2.2. Methods
2.2.1. Lactic Acid Bacteria Cultures
The strains were added to MRS-broth, and the test
tubes containing both strains were incubated. L. casei and
L. rhamnosus were incubated at 30 and 37°C, respectively,
for 48 h. Then microbial suspension was prepared to obtain
a bacterial dilution. To do so, MRS–broth containing the
bacteria was centrifuged (1792× g, 20 min). The bacteria
were enumerated by pour plate method [18].
2.2.2. Preparation of Probiotic Drink
Probiotic drink was prepared by the method of Marhamatizadeh et al. with some minor variations [10]. Apple
juice concentrate (in 20 and 30% concentrations) with no
preservatives was mixed with distilled water. Glucose was
added to all the treatments to bring the brix of the product
to 13 g 100 g-1. Next, whey powder (0.2% w w-1) and
ascorbic acid (0.05% w w-1) were added to all the
treatments at the same concentrations, and then Pussy
willow and E. amoenum extracts (0.5% w v-1, each or
together) were added (level of extracts accepted by
consumers considering the pre-tests conducted by Iran
Behnoush Iran Co). Finally, all the treatments were
pasteurized at 95° C for 5 min and cooled down to 4°C
followed by 108 CFU ml-1 or (100%) inoculation of L.
casei, and L. rhamnosus individually, and (104+104) CFU
ml-1 or (50%+50%) inoculation of L. casei, and L.
rhamnosus in combination. After inoculation of the
medicinal plant drink with probiotic bacteria, the samples
were incubated at 37° C for 48 h.
2.2.3. Analysis
The pH value and acidity (g 100 g-1) were measured
according to Daneshi et al. method [19]. Glucose (mg dl-1)
was measured by glucose kit (Pars Azmoon, Iran) by the
GOD-PAP method (enzymatic colorimetric test) using
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spectrophotometer (Lange Hack, USA) [20]. Sensory test
including total acceptance was conducted by 9-point
hedonic method on 28 days by a group of trained panelists
including 10 members [21]. Probiotic bacteria were enumerated by pour plate method with the use of MRS agar
according to the method of Nematollahi et al. [22]. Mold
and yeast were measured according to Alexopoulos and
Mims [23].
2.2.4. Treatments Design
The treatments were performed in full factorial design
(FFD). Three variables including A: kind of microorganism(s) treatment (in 3 subgroups (levels) including A1:
100% L. rhamnosus, A2: 100% , L. casei and A3: 50% L.
rhamnosus + 50% L. casei), B: kind of extract treatment
(in 3 levels including B1: 100% Pussy willow, B2: 100%
E. amoenum and B3: 50% Pussy willow + 50% E.
amoenum), and C: apple juice concentration (in 2 levels

including C1: 20% of product and C2 : 30% of product)
were selected based on our preliminary study. Consequently, 18 treatments (3×3×2) were developed by Minitab
14 software for variable evaluation. In addition, 6 control
treatments (without probiotic bacteria) were compared
with the FFD developed treatments. All treatments (18
runs) and controls (6 runs) are shown in Table 1.
2.2.5. Statistical Analysis
The data obtained from the measurements were
subjected to analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine
the significant differences among the samples, and the
values were compared using the Tukey’s test defined at
p≤0.05. All measurements were carried out in triplicate
and reported as the mean±SD. The data analysis was
performed using MINITAB 14 (MINITAB Inc., State
College, PA and USA).

Table1. Experimental design for the production of probiotic medicinal plant drink
Run

Kind of microorganism

Kind of extract

Apple juice concentration

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

A1
A1
A1
A2
A2
A2
A3
A3
A3
A1
A1
A1
A2
A2
A2
A3
A3
A3
-

B1
B2
B3
B1
B2
B3
B1
B2
B3
B1
B2
B3
B1
B2
B3
B1
B2
B3
B3
B1
B2
B3
B1
B2

C2
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2
C2
C1
C1
C1
C1
C1
C1
C1
C1
C1
C2
C2
C2
C1
C1
C1

.

A1: L. rhamnosus (100%): inoculated with 108 (CFU ml-1)
A2: L. casei (100%): inoculated with 108 (CFU ml-1)
A3: L. rhamnosus + L. casei (50%+ 50%): inoculated with (104+ 104) CFU ml-1
B1: 100% P. willow (0.5% of product)
B2: 100% E. amoenum (0.5% of product)
B3: 50% Pussy willow +50% E. amoenum (0.5% of product)
C1: Apple juice concentration (20%)
C2: Apple juice concentration (30%)
0.2% whey, 0.05% ascorbic acid have been added to all samples.
Glucose has been added to all samples to bring the brix of the product to 13 g100 g-1
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3. Results and Discussion
3.1. pH and Acidity
Results from pH and acidity measurement on 0, 7, 14,
21 and 28 days are shown in Tables 2 and 3, respectively.
During the storage time, the acidity increased and pH
decreased in all the treatments but the change of pH was
not statistically significant. The trend of these changes in
the control treatments (without probiotics) was milder than
the probiotic samples. The reason could be sugar
consumption by the probiotic bacteria resulting in more
acid production and increased acidity. A significant
difference in pH and acidity was clearly seen amongst all
the probiotic samples with different probiotic species and
formulation. Treatment 18 had the lowest pH and the
highest acidity during storage time, possibly due to the
different ability of the probiotic cultures to metabolize
glucose. Mousavi et al. investigated the fermentation of
pomegranate juice by L. casei, L. delbrueckii, L. plantarum
and L. paracasei, and concluded that variation of pH
during storage period was not insignificant (p>0.05) [24].

Yoon et al. produced tomato probiotic drink by using L.
acidophilus, L. plantarum, L. casei and L. delbrueckii, and
reported that L. plantarum’s consumption of sugar is faster
than that of other species, thus it produces more acid [25].
Another reason for pH drop and acidity increase in T18
can be its higher glucose content that is used more by
probiotic bacteria, leading to more bacterial activity and
acid production, thereby increasing acidity and reducing
pH. Similarly, Karbasi et al. fermented date syrup by L.
rhamnosus and L. acidophilus, and concluded that pH was
dropped and acidity was increased over 50-h fermentation
[26]. Probiotic bacteria can extend the shelf life of product
through increase of acidity and production of antimicrobial
compounds such as organic acid, hydrogen peroxide, and
other bacteriocins. The probiotic bacteria existing in the
intestine produce organic acids, which lead to increasing
acidity and reducing pH with inhabitation effect on
pathogenic bacteria [27].

Table 2. Results of pH in probiotic medicinal plant drinks and controls during storage
Days
Treatments
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

0

7
abcdA

3.50±0.19
3.45±0.29abcdA
3.42±0.09abcdA
3.42±0.09abcdA
3.41±0.14abcdA
3.34±0.09abcdA
3.39±0.04abcdA
3.40±0.19abcdA
3.29 ±0.09abcdA
3.35±0.04abcdA
3.34±0.14abcdA
3.32±0.18abcdA
3.32±0.09abcdA
3.33±0.04abcdA
3.31±0.18abcdA
3.23±0.13cdA
3.24±0.18bcdA
3.22±0.18dA
3.83±0.05aA
3.82±0.16abA
3.82 ±0.10abA
3.75±0.21abcdA
3.80±0.05abcdA
3.81±0.05abcA

14
abcdeA

3.42±0.19
3.38±0.28abcdeA
3.32±0.09abcdeA
3.35±0.09abcdeA
3.33±0.14abcdeA
3.24±0.09abcdeA
3.28±0.04abcdeAB
3.28 ±0.18abcdeA
3.19 ±0.09deA
3.28 ±0.04abcdeA
3.23 ±0.13bcdeA
3.21±0.18cdeA
3.26 ±0.09abcdeA
3.25±0.04abcdeAB
3.20±0.18cdeA
3.18 ±0.17deA
3.19±0.18deA
3.17±0.17eA
3.81±0.05 aA
3.80±0.16 abA
3.80±0.10 abA
3.73 ±0.21abcdeA
3.75±0.05abcdA
3.77±0.05abcA

21
abcdefgA

3.32±0.18
3.31±0.28abcdefgA
3.23±0.09bcdefgA
3.29±10.29abcdefgA
3.25±0.25abcdefgA
3.19±0.19defgA
3.23±0.04bcdefgAB
3.20±0.18defgA
3.12±0.08gA
3.22±0.04cdefgA
3.18±0.13efgA
3.16±0.17fgA
3.21±0.09defgA
3.20±0.04defgAB
3.11±0.17gA
3.09±0.13gA
3.13±0.17gA
3.08±0.17gA
3.80±0.05aA
3.79±0.16abA
3.78±0.10abcA
3.72±0.21 abcdefA
3.74±0.05abcdeA
3.75±0.05abcdA

28
abcdeA

3.27±0.18
3.24±0.27abcdeA
3.20±0.09bcdeA
3.21±0.09abcdeA
3.19±0.13bcdeA
3.17±0.08cdeA
3.20±0.04bcdeB
3.19±0.18bcdeA
3.10±0.08eA
3.19±0.04bcdeA
3.15±0.13deA
3.14±0.17eA
3.15±0.08deA
3.17±0.04cdeAB
3.06±0.17eA
3.07±0.13eA
3.11±0.17eA
3.05±0.17eA
3.76±0.05aA
3.74±0.15abA
3.73±0.10abA
3.70±0.20abcdA
3.70±0.05abcdA
3.71±0.05abcA

3.24±0.18abcdeA
3.21±0.27abcdeA
3.18±0.08bcdeA
3.15±0.08cdeA
3.16±0.13bcdeA
3.15±0.08cdeA
3.18±0.04bcdeB
3.13±0.17deA
3.09±0.08eA
3.17±0.04bcdeA
3.13±0.13deA
3.11±0.17deA
3.11±0.08deA
3.12±0.04deB
3.03±0.17eA
3.05±0.12eA
3.09±0.17eA
3.02±0.17eA
3.74±0.05aA
3.71±0.15abA
3.71±0.10abA
3.65±0.20abcdA
3.69±0.05abcA
3.69±0.05abcA

1- The results were expressed as mean ± SD.
2-a-g Means shown as small letters in each column are significantly different (p≤ 0.05).
3- A-B Means shown as capital letters in each row are significantly different (p ≤ 0.05).
4- Design of treatments and controls is shown in Table 1.
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Table 3. Results of acidity (g100 g-1) in probiotic medicinal plant drinks and controls during storage
Days
Treatments

28

0

7

14

21

1

0.134±0.007fB

0.143±0.008fB

0.168±0.009hAB

0.191±0.010iA

0.193±0.010gA

2

0.134±0.003fC

0.151±0.004efC

0.175±0.004ghB

0.199±0.005ghiA

0.210±0.005fgA

3

0.140±0.002efD

0.161±0.003efC

0.182±0.003fghB

0.201±0.004efghiA

0.210±0.004efgA

4

0.140±0.005fD

0.180±0.007deC

0.209±0.008cdefBC

0.228±0.009 defghAB

0.248±0.010 cdeA

5

0.140±0.005fD

0.181±0.007deC

0.203±0.008defgBC

0.238±0.010cdeAB

0.255±0.0010 bcdA

6

0.149±0.004defD

0.193±0.005cdC

0.212±0.006cdefBC

0.236±0.006cdefAB

0.240±0.006defA

7

0.166±0.002bcdeD

0.231±0.003abC

0.260±0.003abB

0.268±0.003abcAB

0.276±0.003abcdA

8

0.179±0.010bcB

0.194±0.010cdB

0.220±0.012cdeAB

0.251±0.014bcdA

0.263±0.014 bcdA

9

0.172±0.004bcdC

0.199±0.005cdB

0.221±0.006cdeB

0.257±0.007 bcdA

0.264±0.007bcdA

10

0.156±0.002cdefD

0.178±0.002deC

0.192±0.002efghB

0.192±0.002hiB

0.209±0.002fgA

11

0.158±0.006cdefB

0.177±0.007deAB

0.196±0.008efghA

0.201±0.008fghiA

0.207±0.008fgA

12

0.171±0.009bcdB

0.214±0.012 bcAB

0.225±0.012cdeA

0.232±0.013cdefgA

0.250±0.014cdA

13

0.170±0.004bcdD

0.212±0.006 bcC

0.235±0.006cdBC

0.257±0.007abcdAB

0.278±0.007abcA

14

0.169±0.002bcdE

0.217±0.003 bcD

0.234±0.003bcdC

0.251±0.003bcdB

0.270±0.003abcdA

15

0.180±0.010bcC

0.230±0.013abBC

0.271±0.015aAB

0.281±0.015abAB

0.291±0.016abA

16

0.186±0.007abC

0.217±0.009 bcBC

0.238±0.010abcAB

0.268±0.011abcA

0.271±0.011abcdA

17

0.174±0.009bcC

0.211±0.011bcBC

0.239±0.013abcAB

0.257±0.014bcdAB

0.272±0.015abcdA

18

0.210±0.011aB

0.253±0.014aAB

0.271±0.015aA

0.294±0.016aA

0.307±0.017aA

19

0.079±0.001gC

0.080±0.001hBC

0.082±0.001iABC

0.084±0.011jAB

0.085±0.001hA

20

0.079±0.003gA

0.081±0.003hA

0.083±0.003iA

0.084±0.003jA

0.085±0.003hA

21

0.079±0.002gB

0.081±0.002hAB

0.085±0.002iAB

0.089±0.002jAB

0.089±0.002hA

22

0.099±0.005gA

0.112±0.006gA

0.116±0.006iA

0.119±0.006jA

0.121±0.006hA

23

0.095±0.001gC

0.108±0.001ghB

0.112±0.001iAB

0.115±0.001jA

0.118±0.001hA

24

0.095±0.001gD

0.108±0.001ghC

0.112±0.001iBC

0.117±0.001jAB

0.119±0.001hA

1- The results were expressed as mean±SD.
2-a-j Means shown as small letters in each column are significantly different (p≤ 0.05).
3- A-E Means shown as capital letters in each row are significantly different (p ≤ 0.05).
4- Design of treatments and controls is shown in Table 1.

Saw et al. produced tropical fruit drink using L.
acidophilus, L. casei, L. delbrueckii and L. bulgaricus, and
showed greater pH value drop at lower concentrations of
the drink [28]. Also Guo et al. reported that water-based
probiotic products showed greater and faster drop in pH
value. Additionally, pH drop and acidity increase depend
on the used probiotic species and are associated with the
higher rate of growth in lactic fermentation, as the
combination of L. casei and L. rhamnosus resulted in
greater pH drop and acidity increase [29]. In agreement
with our results, Jahandideh et al. produced an E.
amoenum-based fermented drink using L. paracasei, L.
acidophilus, L. delbrueckii and L. plantarum. The results
showed that L. paracasei caused the most significant
changes in pH and acidity [17].

3.2. Glucose Content
Glucose content was measured during 28 days at a 4ºC,
and the results are shown in Table 4. The glucose content
decreased during the storage time in all treatments.
Samples inoculated with probiotics showed more dramatic
decrease in glucose content than blanks, due to the use of
glucose by the probiotic bacteria. In addition, bacterial
strain has effect on glucose usage. Mousavi et al.
fermented pomegranate drink using L. casei, L.
delbrueckii, L. plantarum and L. paracasei, and measured
the glucose content. The results revealed that L. plantarum
and L. delbrueckii decreased the pH value at the initial
hours of fermentation, and the consumption of glucose
obviously increased [24]. Also Jahandideh et al. worked on
a fermented drink based on E. Amoenum by L. paracasei,
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L. acidophilus, L. delbrueckii and L. plantarum. Their
results showed that all strains consumed glucose followed
by fructose and saccharose as carbon source [17]. Wang et
al. reported that glucose is an excellent energy source for
Lactobacillus and Bifidobacteria [30]. Kun et al. studied
fermentation of carrot juice by Bifidobacteria (B. lactis
BB-12, B. bifidum. B 7.1, B. bifidum. B 3.2). During the
fermentation, glucose and saccharose contents decreased
significantly. However, fructose content did not change
significantly [31]. According to the results, the highest and

the lowest glucose contents were found for T22 (control)
and T9, respectively. This could be due to different ability
of the microorganisms in sugar consumption.
Tantipaibulvut et al. investigated the fermentation of
Roselle (belonging to Okra family) by lactic acid bacteria
(L. casei and L. plantarum). They found out that glucose
was more suitable than galactose as a carbon source for
fermentation, since it showed faster acid production [32].
Thus, it could be said that the presence of glucose has a
significant impact on the activity of probiotics.

Table 4. Results of glucose content (mg dl-1) in probiotic medicinal plant drinks and controls during storage
Days
Treatments

7

1

0
9300±395efghA

14

8470±359

2

9240±392fghA

3

28

7720±328

21
7520±319cB

7240±307cB

8410±357defAB

7660±325bcdB

7370±313cB

7200±305cB

9430±133defghA

8610±122defB

7950±112bcdC

7570±107cC

7530±106cC

4

9250±523fghA

8450±478defAB

7780±440bcdAB

7390±418cB

7120±403cB

5

9200±390fghA

8390±356defAB

7720±328bcdB

7330±311cB

7060±300cB

6

9300±263efghA

8470±240defAB

7790±220bcdBC

7380±209cC

7100±201cC

7

8250±117hA

7450±105fB

7110±101dBC

7000±99cC

6940±98cC

8

8610±478ghA

7760±439efA

7410±419dA

7140±404cA

6990±395cA

fAB

dB

6890±195

6780±192

cB

6650±188cB

hA

defAB

bcdB

9

8060±228

7400±209

10

11080±157abcdA

10390±147bcB

9020±128bC

7840±111cD

7790±110cD

11

10940±464abcdeA

9700±412bcdAB

8780±373bcBC

7300±310cCD

7250±308cD

12

10530±596bcdefA

8610±487defB

7790±441bcdB

6830±386cB

6760±382cB

13

10940±309abcdeA

8750±247defdB

6950±197dC

6830± 19cC

6730±190cC

14

10940±155abcdeA

8890±126cdefdB

6950±98dC

6800±96cC

6720±95cC

15

10390±588cdefA

8890±503cdefA

6970±394dB

6800±385aB

6720±380cB

16

10670±453abcdefA

9300±395cdA

6910±293dB

6800±288cB

6710±285cB

17

10670±604abcdefA

9160±518cdeAB

8060±456bcdBC

6820±386cC

6710±380cC

18

10120±572cdefgA

9300±526cdAB

7650±433cdBC

6820±386cC

6710±380cC

abcA

10790±153

10730±152bA

11110±471aA

11020±468abA

10970±465abA

11050±313abA

10950±310aA

10900±308abA

10790±305bA

12330±696aA

12260±694aA

12230±692aA

12130±686abA

12080±683aA

23

12170±172abA

12130±172aA

12060±171aA

11980±169abA

11910±168abA

24

12320±174aA

12150±172aA

12060±171aA

11980±169aA

11930±169abA

11060±156

abA

19

11150±158

20

11240±477abcA

11200±475abA

21

11160±316abcA

22

10940±155

aA

bA

1- The results were expressed as mean ± SD.
2-a-h Means shown as small letters in each column are significantly different (p≤ 0.05).
3- A-D Means shown as capital letters in each row are significantly different (p ≤ 0.05).
4- Design of treatments and controls is shown in Table 1.
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3.3. Viability
The results of viability of microorganism in probiotic
medicinal plant drinks are shown in Table 5. There is a
great challenge to find suitable microorganism and matrix
for the growth of probiotics in non-dairy products.
Probiotic viability depends on the type of probiotic
bacteria, incubation temperature, food formulations,
presence of live competitors, pH, oxygen levels, inhibitors,
storage time, and temperature [2]. The number of initially
inoculated probiotic bacteria (108 CFU ml-1) increased
during the incubation time (48 h, 37°C); therefore,
significant differences were observed between the viability
of probiotic bacteria in the medicinal plant drink on day 0.
These differences may be due to the ability of probiotic
microorganisms to grow on the medium during the
incubation time. The highest and the lowest viabilities after
28 days of storage were observed on T6 (8.62 log CFU ml1
) and T18 (7.70 log CFU ml-1), respevtively, with 2.28 and
0.75 log cycle decreases as compared to day 0. This could
be due to the more resistance of L. casei to the acidic
medium as compared to L. rhamnosus, as well as the
appropriate medium of E. extract for the growth of L.
casei. This finding supports the idea of Jahandideh et al.,
who reported that E. extract is a suitable medium for the
growth of L. paracasei [17]. Moreover, Fazeli et al.
observed that the viability of L. casei was greater than L.
acidophilus, L. fermentum and L. plantarum in watermelon
drink [33].

Decrease of the viability was due to the consumption of
glucose by the probiotic bacteria, resulting in increased
acidity and reduced viability. It is to be noted the viability
of probiotics after 28 days of storage was within the
effective range (106 CFU ml-1) in all the probiotic
medicinal plant drinks; hence, it can be concluded that the
Pussy willow and E. amoenum extracts were favorable
media for the growth of L. casei and L. rhamnosus, and
also for the resistance of L. casei and L. rhamnosus to
acidic conditions. Consistent with our results, Sheehan et
al. studied the resistance of lactic bacteria to acid as well as
their resistance to the drink media. They examined the
survivability of five species of Lactobacillus and Bifidobacterium in orange juice (pH 3.65), pineapple (pH 3.40)
and cranberry (pH 2.5), and reported that there were wide
differences between probiotic strains on acid resistance
[18].
Champagen et al. stated that L. rhamnosus can grow
properly in the mixture of different fruits [14]. In
agreement with the results of the current study, Mousavi et
al. observed good survivability of L. rhamnosus and L.
gasseri in orange and tomato drinks after four weeks [34].
Malganji et al. investigated the pasteurized grape drink
inoculated with three species of lactic acid bacteria (L.
delbrueckii, L. plantarum and L. rhamnosus) separately.
Based on their results, L. rhamnosus and L. delbrueckii
displayed longer survival time than L. plantarum during
the cold storage [11].

Table 5. Viability results of probiotics (log CFU ml-1) in probiotic medicinal plant drink during storage
Treatments
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

0
9.40±0.39bcdeA
8.91±0.54bcdeA
10.14±0.28abA
10.16±0.28abA
10.11±0.42abcA
10.90 ±0.30aA
9.18±0.13bcdeA
9.00±0.50bcdeA
10.00±0.28abcdA
8.69±0.12deA
8.78±0.37cdeA
9.60±0.54abcdeA
8.77±0.24cdeA
8.76±0.12cdeA
9.74±0.55abcdeA
8.55±0.36eA
8.65±0.48deA
8.45±0.47eA

7
9.04±0.38bcAB
8.67±0.49bcA
9.61±0.27abcAB
9.75±0.27abAB
9.73±0.41abAB
10.70±0.30aA
8.88±0.12bcAB
8.70±0.49bcA
9.56±0.27abcAB
8.57±0.12bcAB
8.58±0.36bcA
9.21±0.52bcA
8.56±0.24bcA
8.55±0.12bcAB
9.53±0.53abcA
8.45±0.35bcA
8.75±0.49bcA
8.35±0.47cA

Days
14
8.69±0.36bAB
8.40±0.47bA
9.03±0.25abBC
9.39±0.26abABC
9.30±0.39abAB
9.97±0.28aAB
8.62±0.12bBC
8.44±0.47bA
9.14±0.25abABC
8.43±0.11bAB
8.42±0.35bA
8.85±0.50abA
8.35±0.23bA
8.34±0.11bABC
9.32±0.52abA
8.30±0.35bA
8.59±0.48bA
8.26±0.46bA

21
8.30±0.35aAB
8.17±0.46aA
8.52±0.24aCD
8.94±0.25aBC
8.91±0.37aAB
9.25±0.26aBC
8.36±0.11aC
8.18±0.46aA
8.74±0.24aBC
8.22±0.11aAB
8.23±0.34aA
8.51±0.48aA
8.16±0.23aA
8.15±0.11aBC
8.95±0.50aA
8.15±0.24aA
8.45±0.47aA
8.10±0.12bA

28
7.93±0.33aB
7.92±0.44aA
7.96±0.22aD
8.61±0.24aC
8.52±0.36aB
8.62±0.24aC
8.20±0.11aC
8.02±0.45aA
8.30±0.23aC
8.18±0.11aB
8.11±0.34aA
8.11±0.45aA
7.96±0.22aA
7.95±0.11aC
8.51±0.48aA
7.80±0.33aA
8.20±0.46aA
7.70±0.13bA

1- The results were expressed as mean ± SD.
2-a-e Means shown as small letters in each column are significantly different (p≤ 0.05).
3- A-D Means shown as capital letters in each row are significantly different (p ≤ 0.05).
4- Design of treatments and controls is shown in Table 1.
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3.4. Sensory Evaluation
The results of the total acceptance of sensory
evaluation on 28 days at 4° C are illustrated in Figure. 1.
As shown, the highest and the lowest scores for total
acceptance were found for T1 and T24 (control),
respectively. This shows that there is a significant
difference, may be due to the development of a pleasant
sour taste, which was accepted by the panelists.
Nematollahi et al. reported that type of the applied
probiotic strains and fruit juices may cause different
sensory properties of the fruit drink [22].
According to the pre-tests conducted in Behnoush Iran
Co, the determined pH range was 3.1±0.1. Since the pH
value of control samples was within 3.7-3.8 range, the
probiotic drink sample with desirable pH was accepted by
the panelists. It means that bacteria have a positive role in
the development of a pleasant sour taste. In agreement with
our results, Luckow and Delahunty evaluated the consumer
acceptance for the odor, texture, aroma and taste of probiotic black grape juice. To sum up, they preferred probiotic
juice to control [35]. In contrast, Luckow and Delahunty
studied the effect of functional compounds (probiotic,
prebiotic, vitamins and minerals) on the aroma, taste and
flavor of probiotic orange drink. The sensory properties of
four probiotic orange drink samples and seven control
samples were measured by 100 trained panelists. The
produced probiotic drink was perceived as possessing dairy

and medicine odor, and the consumers preferred ordinary
orange juice [36]. Also Krasaekoopt and Kitsawa studied
the sensory parameters of probiotic orange and grape
drink. The results illustrated that 80% of the consumers
accepted the produced probiotic orange and grape drink.
However, less than 20% of the consumers did not like the
drink for its unsuitable mouth feel being, in agreement
with our results [37].
3.5. Mold and Yeast
Mold and yeast test was conducted during the storage
time. Only molds and yeasts can cause problems in these
products. However, they can be easily controlled during
the pasteurization period before adding probiotics. In this
study, no mold and yeast were found in any of the
treatments, probably due to proper pasteurization and
hygienic conditions during the storage time.
3.6. Significance of each independent variable
As shown in Table 6, components of medicinal plant
drink and storage time have significant effect on the
variations of pH, acidity, glucose content and viability of
probiotics in the medicinal plant drinks (p≤0.05). According to F factor, the effect of components of drink was
more significant than time on pH and viability, and also the
effect of storage time on acidity and glucose variations was
more significant than the components of samples.

6

total acceptance (score)

5

4

3

2

1

0
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
treatments

Figure 1. Results of total acceptance in probiotic medicinal plant drinks and controls after 28 days of storage.
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Table 6. Determination of significance of each independent variable by the use of p value and F ratio on pH, acidity, glucose and viability
Independent variables

Response

Components of medicinal plant drinks1

variable

pH

0.000*

0.000*

1

F ratio

30.36

14.38

0.08

R

86.41

p value

0.000*

0.000*

0.000*

F ratio

495.03

561.42

7.22

2

R

Glucose

99.17

p value

0.000*

0.000*

0.000*

F ratio

214.76

336.09

6.85

2

R

Viability

Interaction

p value

2

Acidity

Storage time2

98.29

p value

0.000*

0.000*

0.005*

F ratio

1546.28

60.48

1.65

2

R

99.67

*Significant differences (p≤ 0.05).
1: E. Amoenum, Pussy willow, apple juice, L. casei and L. rhamnosus.
2: 0, 7, 14, 21, 28 d.

4. Conclusion

References

In this study, a probiotic medicinal plant drink
containing apple juice, P. willow, E. amoenum, glucose
and whey powder was produced and stored at 4°C for 28
days, and the parameters including pH, acidity, glucose
and viability of L. casei and L. rhamnosus were
investigated. In all the treatments, pH was dropped, acidity
was increased, and glucose was decreased during the
storage. The results revealed that probiotic treatments had
the highest sensory scores throughout the 28 days of
storage. The probiotic viable cell of both strains reduced
significantly. However, their numbers were >106 CFU ml-1,
a sign of effective dose for exerting healthful effects. It
could be said that the produced drink containing apple
juice, P. willow, E. amoenum, glucose and whey powder is
a favorable medium for L. casei and L. rhamnosus to grow.
Accordingly, incorporation of medicinal plant extracts and
probiotics leads to provide multiple human health effects.

1. Shahbazi SH, Nateghi L, Aghababyan A. Effect of fatty acids
on hydrophobicity of the cell membrane of lactobacillus
species. Appl Food Biotechnol. 2016; 3(3): 194-200.

5. Acknowledgements
The authors are grateful to the Behnoush Iran Co. for
carrying out this work.

6. Conflict of Interest
The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest.

2. Granato D, Branco GF, Nazzaro F, Cruz AG, Faria JAF.
Functional foods and nondairy probiotic food development:
trends, concepts, and products. Comp Rev Food Sci Food Saf.
2010; 9(3): 292-302. doi: 10.1111/j.1541-4337.2010.00110.x
3. Peres CM, Peres C, Hernández-Mendoza A, Malcata FX. Review
on fermented plant materials as carriers and sources of
potentially probiotic lactic acid bacteria-with an emphasis on
table olives. Trends Food Sci Technol. 2012; 26: 31-42.doi:
10.1016/j.tifs.2012.01.006
4. Ding WK, Shah NP. Survival of free and microencapsulated
probiotic bacteria in orange and apple juices. Int Food Res J.
2008; 15(2): 219-232.
5. Luckow T, Sheehan V, Fitzgerald G, Delahunty C. Exposure,
health information and flavour-masking strategies for
improving the sensory quality of probiotic juice. Appetite.
2006; 47(3): 315-323. doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2006.04.006
6. Pescuma M, Hébert EM, Mozzi F, De Valdez GF. Functional
fermented whey-based beverage using lactic acid bacteria. Int.
J. Food. Microbiol. 2010; 141(1-2): 73-81. doi: 10.1016/j.ijfood-micro.2010.04.011
7. He X, Liu RH. Phytochemicals of apple peels: Isolation,
structure elucidation, and their antiproliferative and antioxidant
activities. J Agric Food Chem. 2008; 56(21): 9905-9910. doi:
10.10-21/jf8015255

Appl Food Biotechnol, Vol. 4, No. 3 (2017) ______________________________________________________________________________________163

Mahboobeh Eksiri, et al __________________________________________________________________________________________________________

8. Pereira ALF, Maciel TC, Rodrigues S. Probiotic beverage from
cashew apple juice fermented with Lactobacillus casei. Food
Res Int. 2011; 44(5): 1276-1283. doi: 10.1016/j.foodres2010.11.035
9. Akbarzadeh A, Jaimand K, Hemmati A, Khanjani Shiraz B.
Medicinal plants of gilan province and their applications. Iran J.
Med Aromatic Plants. 2010; 26(3): 326-347 [in Persian].
10. Marhamatizadeh MH, Rezazadeh S, Kazemeini F, Kazemi MR.
The study of probiotic juice product conditions supplemented
by culture of Lactobacillus acidophilus and Bifidobacterium
bifidum. Middle-East. J Sci Res. 2012; 11(3): 287-295.
11. Malganji S, Sohrabvandi S, Jahadi M, Nematollahi A,
Sarmadi B. Effect of refrigerated storage on sensory
properties and viability of probiotic in grape drink. Appl
Food Biotechnol. 2016; 3(1): 59-62.
12. Mortazavian AM, Sohrabvandi S. Probiotic bacteria and food
probiotic products; Based on dairy probiotic products. Tehran:
Eta Publication 2006 [In Persian].
13. Özer BH, Kirmaci HA. Functional milks and dairy beverages.
Int J Dairy Technol. 2010; 63(1): 1-15. doi: 10.1111/j.14710307.20-09.00547.x
14. Champagne CP, Raymond Y, Gagnon R. Viability of
Lactobacillus Rhamnosus R0011 in an apple-based fruit juice
under simulated storage conditions at the consumer level. J
Food Sci. 2008; 73(5): 221-226. doi: 10.1111/j.17-5038412008.00-775.x
15. Elhamirad A, Mohammadi AA. Formulation of Salix aegyptica
hydrolate carbonated drink and evaluation of its physicchemical and microbial changes during storage, Iranian food
sciences and technology research journal. 2006; 2(1): 27-39 [in
Persian].doi: 10.22067/ifstrj.v2i1.223
16. Hoseinpour Azad N, Nematzadeh GHA, Azadbakht M, Kazemitabar SK, Shokri E. Investigation on profile in two ecotypes of
Iranian Echium amoenum fisch and mey. J Med Aromatic
Plants. 2012; 27(4): 587-595 [in Persian].
17. Jahandideh F, Mousavi SM, Razavi SH. Utilization of Echium
amoenum extract as a growth medium for the production of
organic acids by selected lactic acid bacteria. Food Bioprocess
Technol. 2012; 5: 2275-2279. doi:10.1007/s11947-011-0564-0
18. Sheehan VM, Ross P, Fitzgerald GF. Assessing the acid
tolerance and the technological robustness of probiotic cultures
for fortification in fruit juices. Innov Food Sci Emerg Technol.
2007; 8(2): 279-284.doi: 10.1016/j.ifset.2007.01.007

Electron. J. Biotechnol. 2016; 21: 49-53. doi: /10.1016/j.ejbt.2016.03.001.
23. Alexopoulos KJ. and Mims CW. 1979. Introductory
Mycology. 3rd Edn. John Wiley and Sons Inc, New York,
USA.
24. Mousavi ZE, Mousavi SM, Razavi SH, Emam-Djomeh Z,
Kiani H. Fermentation of pomegranate juice by probiotic
lactic acid bacteria. World J Microbiol Biotechnol. 2011;
27(1): 123-128. doi: 10.1007/s11274-010-0436-1
25. Yoon KY, Woodams EE, Hang YD. Probiotication of tomato
juice by Lactic Acid Bacteria. J Microbiol. 2004; 42(4): 315318. PMID: 15650688.
26. Karbasi M, Yarmand MS, Mousavi M. Fermentation potential
of Lactobacillus rhamnosus and Lactobacillus acidophilus in
date syrup to develop a functional fermented beverage: A
Comparative Study. J Food Process Preserv. 2015; 39(6): 863870. doi: 10.1111/jfpp.12297
27. Ouwehand AC. Anti-allergic effects of probiotics. J Nutr.
2007; 137: 794-797.
28. Saw LK, Chen S, Wong SH, Tan SA, Goh KT. Fermentation
of tropical fruit juices by lactic acid bacteria. 12th Asian Food
Conference. 2011; Bangkok, Thailand.
29. Guo Z, Wang J, Yan L, Chen W, Liu XM, Zhang HP. In vitro
comparison of probiotic properties of Lactobacillus casei
Zhang, a potential new probiotic, with selected probiotic
strains. LWT-Food Sci Technol. 2009; 42(10): 1640-1646. doi:
10.1016/j.-lwt.2009.05.025
30. Wang YC, Yu RC, Yang HY, Chou CC. Sugar and acid
contents in soymilk fermented with lactic acid bacteria alone or
simultaneously with bifidobacteria. Food Microbiol. 2003;
20(3): 333-338. doi: 10.1016/s0740-0020(02)00125-9
31. Kun S, Rezessy-Szabó JM, Nguyen QD, Hoschke Á. Changes
of microbial population and some components in carrot juice
during fermentation with selected Bifidobacterium strains.
Process Biochem. 2008; 43(8): 816-821. doi: 10.1016/j.procbio.20-08.03.008
32. Tantipaibulvut S, Soontornsophan C, Luangviphusavanich S.
Fermentation of roselle juice by lactic acid bacteria. As J Food
Ag-Ind. 2008; 1(4): 213-222.
33. Fazeli MR, Amirmozafari N, Golbooi Nejad R, Jamalifar H.
Antagonistic action of watermelon juice probioticated using
different strains of Lactobacilli against Salmonella
typhimurium. Iran J Public Health. 2007; 36(4): 70-73.

19. Daneshi M, Ehsani MR, Razavi SH, Labbafi M. Effect of
refrigerated storage on the probiotic survival and sensory
properties of milk/carrot juice mix drink. Electron J Biotechnol.
2013; 16(5): 1-12. doi: 10.2225/vol16-issue5-fulltext-2

34. Moussavi MPH., Adams HO. A study on the survival of
probiotic lactobacilli in tomato and orange juice. Asia Pac
Journa Nutrition, 2008; 17: 141-142.

20. Trinder P. Determination of glucose in blood using glucose
oxidase with an alternative oxygen receptor. Ann Clin
Biochem. 1969; 6: 24-27.

35. Luckow T, Delahunty C. Which juice is ‘healthier’? A
consumer study of probiotic non-dairy juice drinks. Food Qual
Prefer. 2004a; 15(7-8): 751-759. doi: j.foodqual.2003.12.007

21. Larmond E. Laboratory method of sensory evaluation of food.
Publication No. 1637, Canada Department of Agriculture,
Ottawa, Canada, 1979: 30-41

36. Luckow T, Delahunty C. Consumer acceptance of orange juice
containing functional ingredients. Food Res Int. 2004b; 37(8):
805-814. doi: 10.1016/j.foodres.2004.04.003

22. Nematollahi A, Sohrabvandi S, Mortazavian AM, Jazaeri S.
Viability of probiotic bacteria and some chemical and sensory
characteristics in cornelian cherry juice during cold storage.

37. Krasaekoopt W, Kitsawa K. Sensory characteristics and
consumer acceptance of fruit juice containing probiotics
beads in Thailand. AU J T. 2010; 14(1): 33-38.

164______________________________________________________________________________________ Appl Food Biotechnol, Vol. 4, No. 3 (2017)

http://dx.doi.org/10.22037/afb.v4i3.16433
Research Article
pISSN: 2345-5357
eISSN: 2423-4214

APPLIED FOOD BIOTECHNOLOGY , 2017, 4 (3): 155-165
Journal homepage: www.journals.sbmu.ac.ir/afb

ﺗﻮﻟﯿﺪ ﻧﻮﺷﯿﺪﻧﯽ ﭘﺮوﺑﯿﻮﺗﯿﮑﯽ ﺑﺎ اﺳﺘﻔﺎده از ﻋﺼﺎره ﻫﺎي ﺑﯿﺪﻣﺸﮏ و ﮔﻞ ﮔﺎو زﺑﺎن
ﻣﺤﺒﻮﺑﻪ اﮐﺴﯿﺮي ،1ﻟﯿﻼ ﻧﺎﻃﻘﯽ ،*1اﻧﻮﺷﻪ رﺣﻤﺎﻧﯽ

2

 -1ﮔﺮوه ﻋﻠﻮم ﻣﻮاد ﻏﺬاﯾﯽ ،واﺣﺪ ﭘﯿﺸﻮا-وراﻣﯿﻦ ،داﻧﺸﮕﺎه آزاد اﺳﻼﻣﯽ ،وراﻣﯿﻦ ،اﯾﺮان.
 -2داﻧﺸﮑﺪه ﺻﻨﺎﯾﻊ ﻏﺬاﯾﯽ و ﮐﺸﺎورزي ،ﭘﮋوﻫﺸﮑﺪه ﺗﺤﻘﯿﻘﺎت اﺳﺘﺎﻧﺪارد ،ﮐﺮج ،اﯾﺮان.

ﭼﮑﯿﺪه
ﺳﺎﺑﻘﻪ و ﻫﺪف :اﺧﯿﺮاً ﺗﻘﺎﺿﺎ ﺑﺮاي ﻣﺼﺮف ﻓـﺮآوردهﻫـﺎي ﻏﯿﺮﻟﺒﻨـﯽ ﭘﺮوﺑﯿـﻮﺗﯿﮑﯽ ،ﺑـﻪ ﻋﻠـﺖ ﻧﺪاﺷـﺘﻦ ﻻﮐﺘـﻮز و
ﮐﻠﺴﺘﺮول ،رو ﺑﻪ اﻓﺰاﯾﺶ اﺳﺖ .ﻧﻮﺷﯿﺪﻧﯽﻫﺎي ﺣﺎوي ﮔﯿﺎﻫﺎن داروﯾﯽ اﺛﺮات ﻣﻔﯿﺪ ﺑﺴـﯿﺎري ﺑـﺮ ﺳـﻼﻣﺘﯽ اﻧﺴـﺎن
دارﻧﺪ .ﻣﺸﮑﻼت ﻋﻤﺪه ﻧﻮﺷﯿﺪﻧﯽﻫﺎي ﻏﯿﺮﻟﺒﻨﯽ ﭘﺮوﺑﯿﻮﺗﯿﮑﯽ ﻧﺪاﺷﺘﻦ ﻣﻮاد ﻣﻐﺬي ﺑﺮاي رﺷﺪ ﭘﺮوﺑﯿﻮﺗﯿﮏﻫﺎ و ﻃﻌﻢ
ﺑـﺪ ﻣﺤﺼـﻮل اﺳــﺖ .ﻫـﺪف اﯾـﻦ ﺗﺤﻘﯿــﻖ ﺗﻮﻟﯿـﺪ ﻧﻮﺷـﯿﺪﻧﯽ ﭘﺮوﺑﯿﻮﺗﯿــﮏ ﺣـﺎوي ﮔﯿﺎﻫـﺎن داروﯾــﯽ ﺑـﺎ ﺧــﻮاص
ﻓﯿﺰﯾﮑﻮﺷﯿﻤﯿﺎﯾﯽ ،ﻗﺎﺑﻠﯿﺖ زﻧﺪهﻣﺎﻧﯽ و ﺣﺴﯽ ﻣﻄﻠﻮب ﺑﻮدهاﺳﺖ.
ﻣﻮاد و روش ﻫﺎ :ﻫﺪف از اﯾﻦ ﺗﺤﻘﯿﻖ ﺗﻮﻟﯿﺪ ﻧﻮﺷﯿﺪﻧﯽ ﭘﺮوﺑﯿﻮﺗﯿﮏ ﺑﺎ ﻋﺼﺎره ﮔﯿﺎﻫﯽ ﺑﯿﺪﻣﺸﮏ و ﻋﺼـﺎره ﮔﯿـﺎﻫﯽ
ﮔﻞ ﮔﺎو زﺑﺎن) ﺑﺮاي ﻫﺮ ﻋﺼﺎره ﺑـﻪ ﺗﻨﻬـﺎﯾﯽ ﯾـﺎ ﺑـﺎ ﻫـﻢ  ،(%0/5 w v-ﻻﮐﺘﻮﺑﺎﺳـﯿﻠﻮس ﮐـﺎزﺋﯽ ،ﻻﮐﺘﻮﺑﺎﺳـﯿﻠﻮس
راﻣﻨﻮﺳﻮس ) (108 CFU ml-1ﺑﻪ ﺗﻨﻬﺎﯾﯽ و ﺑﻪ ﺻﻮرت ﻣﺨﻠﻮط آنﻫﺎ ﺑـﻮد .ﮔﻠـﻮﮐﺰ و ﭘـﻮدر آب ﭘﻨﯿـﺮ ) ،(%0/28ﺑـﻪ
ﻋﻨﻮان ﻣﻨﺒﻊ ﻏﺬاﯾﯽ ﺑﺮاي ﭘﺮوﺑﯿﻮ ﺗﯿﮏﻫﺎ و آب ﺳﯿﺐ ) 20و  30درﺻـﺪ( ﺑـﺮاي ﺑﻬﺒـﻮد ﻃﻌـﻢ ﻧﻮﺷـﯿﺪﻧﯽ ﺑـﻪ آن اﺿـﺎﻓﻪ
ﺷﺪﻧﺪ .ﻣﯿﺰان ﮔﻠﻮﮐﺰ ﺗﻨﻈﯿﻢ ﺷﺪ ﺗﺎ ﺑﺮﯾﮑﺲ ﺑﻪ  13 g 100 g-1ﺑﺮﺳﺪ .آﺳﮑﻮرﺑﯿﮏ اﺳﯿﺪ ) (%0/5ﺑﺮاي ﺑﻬﺒﻮد ﺷﺮاﯾﻂ ﮐـﻢ
ﻫﻮا دوﺳﺖ ﻫﺎ ) (micro-aerophilicﻣﻮرد اﺳﺘﻔﺎده ﻗﺮار ﮔﺮﻓـﺖ ،pH .اﺳـﯿﺪﯾﺘﻪ ،ﻗﻨـﺪ ﮔﻠـﻮﮐﺰ ،ﻗﺎﺑﻠﯿـﺖ زﻧـﺪهﻣـﺎﻧﯽ
ﺑﺎﮐﺘﺮيﻫﺎي ﭘﺮوﺑﯿﻮﺗﯿﮏ و ﺧﻮاص ﺣﺴﯽ در ﻣﺪت  28روز ﻧﮕﻬﺪاري در دﻣﺎي  4°Cﻣﻮرد ﺑﺮرﺳﯽ ﻗﺮار ﮔﺮﻓﺖ.
ﯾﺎﻓﺘﻪﻫﺎ و ﻧﺘﯿﺠﻪﮔﯿﺮي :ﺑﺮاﺳﺎس ﻧﺘﺎﯾﺢ ﺑﻪ دﺳﺖ آﻣﺪه ﺗﯿﻤﺎر ﺣﺎوي ﻻﮐﺘﻮﺑﺎﺳﯿﻠﻮس ﮐﺎزﺋﯽ ،ﺑﯿﺪﻣﺸـﮏ ،ﮔـﻞ ﮔـﺎو
زﺑﺎن و  %30آب ﺳﯿﺐ ﺑﯿﺸﺘﺮﯾﻦ ﻗﺎﺑﻠﯿﺖ زﻧﺪهﻣﺎﻧﯽ را داﺷﺖ و ﺗﯿﻤﺎر ﻻﮐﺘﻮ ﺑﺎﺳﯿﻠﻮس راﻣﻨﻮﺳـﻮس  ،ﺑﯿﺪﻣﺸـﮏ و
ﮔﻞ ﮔﺎو زﺑﺎن و آب ﺳﯿﺐ  %30ﺑﻪ ﻋﻠﺖ داﺷﺘﻦ ﺑﯿﺸﺘﺮﯾﻦ اﻣﺘﯿـﺎز ﭘـﺬﯾﺮش ﮐﻠـﯽ pH ،ﻣﻨﺎﺳـﺐ و ﻋـﺪد اﺳـﯿﺪي
ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺐ ﺑﻪ ﻋﻨﻮان ﺑﻬﺘﺮﯾﻦ ﺗﯿﻤﺎر اﻧﺘﺨﺎب ﺷﺪ.
ﺗﻌﺎرض ﻣﻨﺎﻓﻊ :ﻧﻮﯾﺴﻨﺪﮔﺎن اﻋﻼم ﻣﯽﮐﻨﻨﺪ ﮐﻪ ﻫﯿﭻ ﺗﻌﺎرض ﻣﻨﺎﻓﻌﯽ وﺟﻮد ﻧﺪارد.
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▪ ﻻﮐﺘﻮﺑﺎﺳﯿﻠﻮس راﻣﻨﻮﺳﻮس
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▪ ﮔﻞ ﮔﺎو زﺑﺎن
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