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Abstract
as demulsifier, on the basis of the single factor experiment, the total amount of enzyme, the concentration of ethanol, the ratio of material to

(College of Life Science, Northwest Normal University, Lanzhou,
Objective | To optimize extraction condition of wild almond oil and analyze its components. | Method | By using aqueous ethanol
) P y: p y g aq

liquid and the time of enzymolysis were selected as the factors. The extraction rate of wild almond oil was the response value, and the extrac-
tion condition was optimized by response surface method. [ Result] The best extraction condition of the wild almond oil was as follows: total
enzyme was 2.00% , ethanol concentration was 20.00% , time was 130 min, the ratio of material to liquid(g/mL) was 1:7, the extraction
rate of the wild almond oil was 49.86% ; The contents of oleic acid and linoleic acid were 65.68% and 24.78% , respectively, and the content
of unsaturated fatty acid was more than 90% . [ Conclusion] Ethanol played a good demulsification in the extraction process and improved the
extraction rate of oil. And ethanol could be recovered to solve the problem of water pollution, which can provide reference for oil extraction.
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Table 4 Regression model coefficient of moisture from pure tobacco to

mixed tobacco in autumn and winter
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variable oeterent g andard error
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RATHRE K5 -0.728 31 0.02722 -26.76  0.000

Moisture of mixed tobacco
in autumn and winter
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Table 6 Model coefficient of moisture from moistening leaf to raw to-

bacco in autumn and winter
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