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Abstract
Porridge is one of the most popular staple food eaten by many people in some developed countries, most especially African 

countries. This study was aimed at exploring the potentials of compositing maize with wheat to produce porridge. Composite 
flours in ratios of 10:90%, 20:80%, 30:70% and 40:60% (maize:wheat) were formulated to produce composite porridge 
while 100% wheat flour was used as the control sample. The nutritional compositions of the composite flour produced were 
evaluated. Organoleptic evaluation of the composite porridge produced was also conducted using a 7-point hedonic scale; 
results obtained were subjected to inferential and descriptive statistics. Results from this study revealed that the protein content 
of composite flour ranged between 6.14% to 15.10%, with the control sample having the highest protein content 15.10% and 
composite flour, which contains 40% maize had the lowest protein content of 6.14%. However, the composite flour had a higher 
percentage of fat, ash, crude fiber, moisture and carbohydrates content than the control sample. Furthermore, organoleptic 
results showed that there existed no significant difference between the 100% wheat porridge and porridge with 10% and 20% 
maize flour. Findings from this study established that compositing 10% to 20% maize with wheat flour to produce porridge 
concealed its nutritional as well as organoleptic qualities, which competed favorably with 100% wheat porridge. Therefore, 
commercial production of 10% to 20% composite porridge flour can be encouraged globally.
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Introduction
Maize (Zea mays) is one of the highest produced grain crops with 

an annual production of about 875 million tons, which is a major staple 
food containing about 80% of the total calories [1]. It is known to be 
a traditional staple diet, especially to families with a very low income. 
Maize majorly supplies starch and its flour is used in home cooking as 
well as processed food products [2]. Sweetener and high fructose syrups 
can also be produced from fermented maize. Maize flour can be made 
into a thick porridge known with different names such as Ugali or 
Ogi (Nigeria), meal pap (South Africa), Polenta (Italy), Angu (Brazil), 
Mamaliga (Romania) [3].

Wheat, another popular crop is known to contain higher nutritional 
value among other cereal crops grown as staple foods. It is a very rich 
source of minerals, fiber, essential amino acids, phytochemicals and fat-
soluble vitamins [4]. Wheat flour has about 14% moisture content and 
good amylase activity with attractive appearance [5]. Alternatively, flour 
produced from oats, cassava, and maize has been used to supplement 
the use of wheat flour in food processing because of the high demand, 
cost of buying and geographical scarcity of wheat flour [6].

Concerning composite flours, they are mixtures of flours from 
cereals (e.g. rice, maize, and millet), roots and tubers crops such as 
peanut, sweet potato and cassava with or without wheat flour [6]. This 
helps in managing costs associated with the importation of wheat flour 
in some countries where wheat is not grown due to climate change [7]. 
There are so many advantages to the use of composite flour in developing 
countries, some of which are: better overall usage of domestic agricultural 
products, reduction in the cost of money spent on foods, availability of 
more protein-rich foods and promotion of indigenous crops. Moreover, 
the protein quality of maize is deficient in Tryptophan and Lysine while 
that of wheat lacks essential amino acids Threonine and Lysine. Hence, 
the need for compositing these two cereal crops to produce porridge 
flour, this will enhance the nutritional qualities of these cereals protein, 
promote utilization of maize and also reduce complete reliance on 

imported wheat in many countries [8]. This present study was therefore 
aimed at investigating the influence of compositing maize with wheat 
in the production of porridge flour and evaluating the organoleptic 
attributes of porridge meal produced from flour blends of wheat and 
maize. This was with a view to promote further utilization of maize and 
reduce total dependence on wheat in foods production, thus improving 
the lives and income of local farmers.

Materials and Methods
Procurement of raw materials

Wheat and white maize varieties were procured from a local market 
in Kwa Dlangezwa area. Kwa-Zulu Natar province, South Africa. 
All chemicals and reagents of analytical grade were procured from a 
registered laboratory. 

Maize flour production

Figure 1 depicts the maize flour production.

Production of wheat flour: Figure 2 depicts the production of 
wheat flour.

Formulation of composites: Composite flours in ratios of 10:90, 
20:80, 30:70 and 40:60 w/w for maize and wheat flour were formulated 
to produce composite porridge while the control sample used was 100% 
wheat flour. 

Process Technol 10: 798.

mailto:maryoluyinka2@gmail.com


Citation: Ajifolokun OM, Basson AK, Osunsanmi FO, Zharare GE (2019) Nutritional Composition and Organoleptic Properties of Composite Maize 

Page 2 of 4

Volume 10 • Issue 6 • 1000798
J Food Process Technol, an open access journal
ISSN: 2157-7110

Porridge preparation: A clean tap water (600 ml) was poured in a 
saucepan and brought to boil after which 250 g of the composite flour 
produced was added to the pan while stirring. A pinch of salt added 
to all samples and stirred consistently for about 7 mins. The mixture 
was heated while stirring continuously to avoid the formation of lumps 
until it got boiled for 5 mins [9]. The procedure was repeated for all 

other composite flours, using 100% wheat flour as the control. Porridge 
was served in a flat plate and ready for sensory evaluation. 

Proximate analysis of the composite porridge flour

Protein content determination: Crude protein was determined 
following the Kjeldahl nitrogen method described by AOAC [10] and 
calculated using:

0.28% Nitrogen   
Weight of sample in gram

=

			   ×

Fat content determination: Fat content was determined as 
described by Adeyeye and Akingbala [11] and AOAC [10] using the 
Soxhlet extraction method and calculated as:

Final weight of flask-Initial weight of flask% Ether extract    100
Sample weight

= ×

						                    (2)

Moisture content determination: The moisture content of 
composite flour produced was determined using the oven as described 
by AOAC [10] and calculated as:

Loss in weight of sample% Moisture content    100
Original weight

= × 	              (3)

Ash content determination: About 2 g of each sample was ignited 
at 600°C in a muffle furnace for 6 hours while the residue was cooled in 
a desiccator and weighed [10].

 Weight of Ash% Ash    100 
Original weight of sample

= × 		               (4)

Crude fiber content determination: The crude fiber was also 
determined by AOAC [10] method and calculated as:

 Weight of Residue-Weight of Ash% Crude fiber    100
 Weight of sample

= ×         (5)

Carbohydrate content determination: The carbohydrate content 
of each of the sample was calculated as: 

% Carbohydrate=100%-(%crude protein+%crude fat+%crude 
fiber+%ash+%moisture) 				                  (6)

Sensory evaluation of composite porridge: The sensory 
evaluations of the composite porridges produced from the different 
blends were conducted. Parameters evaluated were texture, aroma, 
taste, colour/appearance, and overall acceptability using a 7 point 
hedonic scale (1 represented dislike extremely and 7 represented like 
extremely). 

Statistical analysis

The results from this study were subjected to statistical analysis to 
determine possible differences among samples by Duncan’s multiple 
range test using the SPSS programme [12]. Significant differences were 
expressed at p<0.05 [13].

Results and Discussion
Proximate analysis

The results of the proximate analyses on the composite flour 
produced are presented in Table 1. A significance difference (p ≤ 0.05) 
was observed in the protein content of the composite flour ranged 
between 5.96 ± 0.09% and 15.10 ± 0.45%, with Sample A having the 
highest protein content. However, the higher the percentage of maize 

Figure 1: Process flow for the production of maize flour. Source: Houssou and 
Ayemor.
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Figure 2: Process flow for production of wheat flour. Source: Houssou and 
Ayemor.
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flour, the lower the protein contents of the composite porridge as the 
least protein value was observed in the porridge containing 40% maize 
flour. 

The high protein content observed in 100% wheat flour indicated 
that wheat contained significant amounts of protein than maize. This 
higher protein content might be due to higher protein digestibility 
in the sample as well as the presence of total essential amino acids in 
wheat. The protein value recorded for the composite flours decreased 
with an increase in the percentage of maize composited with wheat. 

Moreover, the moisture content of all the composite flour ranged 
between 9.86 ± 0.01% and 10.91 ± 0.05% with sample E having the 
highest value. This result confirmed that maize had higher moisture 
content than wheat; which further indicated that wheat can stay longer 
during storage than maize. However, compositing wheat and maize 
can prolong the shelf life of maize [14,15] also observed a similar trend 
during the production of composite bread using wheat and sorghum. 

However, the fat, ash, crude fiber and carbohydrates content of all 
the composite flours were higher than the control (sample A). With 
that, the ash contents decreased with a decrease in the percentage of 
maize in the composite flour, ranged from 1.52 ± 0.02% for Sample 
A to 2.32 ± 0.09% for Sample E. This was within the specified range 
of ash content in foods as reported by Adelek et al. [16]. The range of 
ash contents observed in this study depicted that the composites flour 
produced are rich in significant amounts of mineral [17,18]. A similar 
increase in ash content in wheat-cassava composite flour was also 
reported by Masamba and Jinazali [19].

Similarly, the crude fiber content of the composite porridge flour 
significantly (p ≤ 0.05) ranged between (11.71 ± 0.09)% and (15.27 ± 
0.50)%. Whole wheat flour (Sample A) had the lowest fibre content of 
11.71% while the highest 15.27% was recorded for Sample containing 
40% maize flour. The increase observed in the crude fibre content of 
all the composite samples might be as a result of excess crude fibre in 
maize than in wheat. However, compositing maize with wheat resulted 
in composite porridge flour with a reasonable amount of crude fibre. 
In another finding, an increase in substitution level of maize flour 
contributed to the increased crude fibre content of the composite 

porridge, unlike the whole wheat porridge. Crude fibres are known 
to be indigestible to the digestive system of man, which are significant 
to colon and heart because they have the ability to delay the release 
of gastric juice, modulate inflammations of the intestines and also 
improve the bulk of food [20].

Moreover, fat content also increased with increase in the percentage 
of maize, ranged between 1.82 ± 0.04% and 2.48 ± 0.02% with Sample E 
having the highest value while Sample A had the lowest fat content. This 
might be because maize had a high content of fat than other cereals.

Sample A (100% wheat) had the lowest carbohydrate content of 
59.99 ± 0.03% whereas Sample E containing 40% maize had the highest 
content of 65.79 ± 0.12%. This confirmed that maize contained more 
carbohydrates and high satiety value than wheat [21] also observed a 
similar increase in carbohydrate content in composite cake because 
maize contained a high amount of starch.

Organoleptic evaluation of composite porridge

The mean results of the organoleptic analyses on the composite 
porridge are shown in Table 2. All the composite porridges produced 
competed positively with the control porridge (Sample A) in all the 
parameters evaluated. For taste scores, Samples B and C (10% maize: 
90% wheat and 20% maize: 80% wheat) had mean scores of 7.79 and 
7.42 respectively. This depicted that compositing maize with wheat 
to produce porridge positively affected the taste of the porridge 
significantly when compared to the control Sample A. Sample B and C 
also recorded higher mean scores for aroma, texture, and color whereas 
Sample D and E (30% maize: 70% wheat and 40% maize: 60% wheat 
respectively) had lower sensory scores in all parameters evaluated. 

Furthermore, the mean scores for Sample B in terms of appearance, 
texture, and aroma were 8.09, 6.65 and 6.73 respectively, these were 
not significantly different from Sample A. From the result, composite 
porridge containing 10% maize had the finest and best color. Samples D 
and E containing 30% and 40% maize respectively had lower scores in 
all the organoleptic parameters evaluated and not significantly different 
from each other. They were rated lower by the panelists probably due to 
their change in taste, color, and texture. 

Samples (Maize: 
Wheat) Protein (%) Fat (%) Moisture (%) Ash (%) Fiber (%) Carbohydrates (%)

     A 15.10 ± 0.45a 1.82 ± 0.04c 9.86 ± 0.01b 1.52 ± 0.02c 11.71 ± 0.09d 59.99 ± 0.03d

     B 10.39 ± 0.30b 1.94 ± 0.03c 10.09 ± 0.09a 1.69 ± 0.01c 13.28 ± 0.05c 62.61 ± 0.04c

     C 8.81 ± 0.12c 2.15 ± 0.09b 10.41 ± 0.03a 1.71 ± 0.03c 13.45 ± 0.04c 63.47 ± 0.06b

     D 5.96 ± 0.09d 2.48 ± 0.02b 10.76 ± 0.04a 2.06 ± 0.05b 14.93 ± 0.10b 63.81 ± 0.03b

     E 6.14 ± 0.06e 2.57 ± 0.01a 10.91 ± 0.05a 2.32 ± 0.0 9a 15.27 ± 0.50d 65.79 ± 0.12d

Sample A=100% wheat flour; Sample B =10% maize, 90% wheat; Sample C=20% maize, 80% wheat; Sample D=30% maize, 70% wheat; Sample E=40% maize, 60% 
wheat
The same superscript on the same mean column followed by is significantly not different at 5% level significance

Table 1: Proximate composition of composite flour.

Samples Taste Appearance Texture Aroma Overall Acceptability
A 7.81 ± 0.15a 8.25 ± 0.30a 6.73 ± 0.15a 5.97 ± 0.66a 6.79 ± 0.25a

B 7.69 ± 0.91a 8.09 ± 0.04a 6.65 ± 0.09a 6.73 ± 1.59b 6.70 ± 0.37a

C 7.42 ± 0.22a 7.87 ± 0.51b 6.49 ± 0.4a 6.68 ± 1.27b 6.52 ± 0.19b

D 7.01 ± 0.43ab 7.54 ± 0.27b 6.31 ± 0.67a 6.43 ± 0.47bc 5.31 ± 0.04c

E 6.54 ± 0.15b 7.21 ± 0.14b 5.84 ± 0.73b 4.85 ± 1.37c 4.86 ± 0.54c

Sample A=100% wheat flour, Sample B =10% maize, 90% wheat; Sample C=20% maize, 80% wheat; Sample D=30% maize, 70% wheat; Sample E=40% maize, 60% wheat
The same superscript on the same mean column followed by is significantly not different at 5% level significance

Table 2: Organoleptic evaluation of composite porridge.

Porridge. J Food Process Technol 10: 798.
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Considering the scores for the organoleptic qualities the overall 
acceptability of all the samples varied from 4.86-6.89, with Sample E 
having the lowest score while Sample A had the highest score. Porridges 
containing 10% and 20% (Samples B and C) had overall acceptability 
scores of 6.70 and 6.52 respectively. Sample B was preferred comparably 
to Sample A (6.79), this may be attributed to the similar taste, texture, 
appearance, and texture it had with Sample A. Similar results were also 
reported from the comparative study on composite bread with wheat and 
cassava [22,23] also had similar report on the organoleptic acceptability 
of composite porridge from sorghum and bean. Likewise, higher overall 
acceptability of maize-Bambara groundnut complementary food was 
reported by Mbata et al. [24]. Therefore, producing a composite wheat 
porridge containing 10% to 20% maize can compete favorably with 
100% wheat porridge in all organoleptic parameters [25,26].

Conclusion
This study concluded that different substitution level of maize flour 

with wheat does not have a significant effect on the nutritional value of 
the composite porridge flour produced. The overall acceptability of the 
composite porridge increased with a decrease in the percentage of maize 
added. Sample E containing the highest percentage of maize was not 
accepted by the panelists in all the quality attributes evaluated. However, 
Sample B was accepted in all the organoleptic parameters evaluated. 
Findings from this study established that the overall acceptability of 
the composite porridges was influenced by aroma, texture, color, and 
appearance. Therefore, 90% wheat with 10% to 20% maize composite 
porridge could be produced and commercialized without affecting any 
nutritional and sensory quality attributes. 

References
1.	 Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Statistics Division 

(2009) Maize, rice and wheat: area harvested, production quantity, yield. Rome. 
Rev J Cereal Sci 48: 243-257.

2.	 Thompson JL, Manore MM, Vaughan LA (2010) Nutrients involved in energy 
metabolism: In The science of nutrition. San Francisco, CA: Pearson Education. 
2nd ed., pp: 292-321.

3.	 Winkel-Shirley B (2001) Flavonoid biosynthesis: A colourful model for genetics, 
biochemistry, cell biology, and biotechnology. Plant Physiology 126: 485-493. 

4.	 Dewettinck K, Van Bockstaele F, Kuhne B, Van de Walle, Courtens T, et al. 
(2008) Nutritional value of bread: Influence of processing, food interaction and 
consumer perception. Journal of Cereal Science 48: 243-257.

5.	 Giami GY, Amasisi T, Ekiyor G (2004) Comparison of bread making properties 
of composite flour from kernels of roasted and boiled African bread fruit 
(Treculia africana) seed. J Mat Res 1: 16-25.

6.	 Mejía D (2003) MAIZE: Post-harvest operation, food and agriculture 
organization of the United Nations (FAO), p: 30.

7.	 Olaoye OA, Onilude AA, Idowu OA (2006) Quality characteristics of bread 
produced from composite flours of wheat, plantain and soybeans. Afr J 
Biotechnol 5: 1102-1106.

8.	 Berghofer E (2000) Bread as a functional food. Cereal flour bread 54: 175-179.

9.	 Owino VO, Sinkala M, Amadi B, Tomkins A, Filteau SM (2007) Acceptability, 
storage stability and costing of α-amylase- treated maize-beans- groundnuts-
bambara nuts complementary blend. J Sci Food Agri 87: 1021-1029.

10.	Association of Official Analytical Chemists (2005) Official methods of analysis 
of the Association of Analytical Chemists International. 18th ed. AOAC, 
Gaithersburg.

11.	Adeyeye SA, Akingbala JO (2015) Quality characteristics and acceptability of 
cookies from sweet potato-maize flour blends. Nutr Food Sci 45: 703-715.

12.	SPSS, Statistical Package for Social Sciences (1999) SPSS 1001 for windows. 
SPSS Inc., USA.

13.	Rao KV, Radhaiah G, Balakrishna N (2009) Tests of inference In: Auo, K.V. 
(Ed.) Biostatistics-A manual of statistical methods for use in health, nutrition 
and anthropology. Jaypee Brothers, New Delhi, India, pp: 126-168.

14.	Elleuch M, Bedigian D, Roiseux O, Besbes S, Blecker C, et al. (2011) 
Dietary fibre and fibre-rich by-products of food processing: characterisation, 
technological functionality and commercial applications. Rev Food Chem 124: 
4110-4421.

15.	Akhtar S, Anjum F, Rehman S, Sheikh M, Farzena K (2008) Effect of fortification 
on the physico-chemical and microbiological stability of whole wheat flour. Food 
Chem 112: 156-163.

16.	Oladunmoye OO, Akinoso R, Olapade AA (2010) Evaluation of some physical-
chemical properties of wheat, cassava, maize and cowpea flours for bread 
making. J Food Qual 33: 693-708.

17.	Alabi MO, Anuonye JC (2007) Nutritional sensory attributes of soy supplemented 
cereal meals. Nigeria Food J 25: 100-110.

18.	Adedeji OE, Oyinloye OD, Ocheme OB (2014) Effects of germination time on 
the functional properties of maize flour and the degree of gelatinization of its 
cookies. Afr J Food Sci 8: 42-47.

19.	Masamba K, Jinazali H (2014) Effect of cassava flour processing methods and 
substitution level on proximate composition, sensory characteristics and overall 
acceptability of bread made from wheat-cassava flour blends. Afr J Food Agri 
Nutr Develop 14: 2190-2203.

20.	Shittu TA, Raji AO, Sanni LO (2007) Bread from composite cassava-wheat 
flour: I. Effect of baking time and temperature on some physical properties of 
bread loaf. Food Res Int 40: 280-290.

21.	Eddy NO, Udofia PG, Eyo D (2007) Sensory evaluation of wheat /cassava 
composite bread and effect of label information on acceptance and preference. 
Afr J Biotechnol 6: 2415-2418. 

22.	Begum R, Rakshit SK, Mahfuzur-Rahman SM (2011) Protein fortification and 
use of cassava flour for bread formulation. Int J Food Prop 14: 185-198.

23.	Jose CJ, Lorraine W, Philemon L, Maurice B (2013) Sorghum bean composite 
porridge nutritional quality and acceptability. Nutr Food Sci 43: 453-461.

24.	Mbata TI, Ikenebomeh MJ, Ezeibe S (2009) Evaluation of mineral content and 
functional properties of fermented maize (Generic and specific) flour blended 
with Bambara groundnut (Vigna subterranean L). Afr J Food Sci 3: 106-112.

25.	Houssou P, Ayemor GS (2002) Appropriate processing and food functional 
property of maize flour. Afr J Sci Technol 3: 126-131. 

26.	Van Hal M (2000) Quality of sweet potato flour during processing and storage. 
Food Rev Int 16: 1-37.

Porridge. J Food Process Technol 10: 798.

https://doi.org/10.1787/888933134388
https://doi.org/10.1787/888933134388
https://doi.org/10.1787/888933134388
https://www.pearson.com/us/higher-education/product/Thompson-Science-of-Nutrition-The-2nd-Edition/9780321643162.html
https://www.pearson.com/us/higher-education/product/Thompson-Science-of-Nutrition-The-2nd-Edition/9780321643162.html
https://www.pearson.com/us/higher-education/product/Thompson-Science-of-Nutrition-The-2nd-Edition/9780321643162.html
http://www.plantphysiol.org/content/126/2/485
http://www.plantphysiol.org/content/126/2/485
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcs.2008.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcs.2008.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcs.2008.01.003
https://ci.nii.ac.jp/naid/10027497979
https://ci.nii.ac.jp/naid/10027497979
https://ci.nii.ac.jp/naid/10027497979
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/inpho/docs/Post_Harvest_Compendium_-_MAIZE.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/inpho/docs/Post_Harvest_Compendium_-_MAIZE.pdf
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajb/article/view/42980
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajb/article/view/42980
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajb/article/view/42980
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsfa.2799
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsfa.2799
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsfa.2799
http://www.worldcat.org/title/official-methods-of-analysis-of-aoac-international/oclc/62751475
http://www.worldcat.org/title/official-methods-of-analysis-of-aoac-international/oclc/62751475
http://www.worldcat.org/title/official-methods-of-analysis-of-aoac-international/oclc/62751475
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/abs/10.1108/NFS-03-2015-0020
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/abs/10.1108/NFS-03-2015-0020
http://www.academia.edu/1810729/SPSS_Statistical_package_for_the_social_sciences
http://www.academia.edu/1810729/SPSS_Statistical_package_for_the_social_sciences
http://www.jaypeebrothers.com/pgDetails.aspx?book_id=9788184480559
http://www.jaypeebrothers.com/pgDetails.aspx?book_id=9788184480559
http://www.jaypeebrothers.com/pgDetails.aspx?book_id=9788184480559
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2010.06.077
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2010.06.077
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2010.06.077
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2010.06.077
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=US201300884540
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=US201300884540
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=US201300884540
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-4557.2010.00351.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-4557.2010.00351.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-4557.2010.00351.x
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/nifoj/article/view/33658
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/nifoj/article/view/33658
https://academicjournals.org/journal/AJFS/article-full-text-pdf/739CD6042608
https://academicjournals.org/journal/AJFS/article-full-text-pdf/739CD6042608
https://academicjournals.org/journal/AJFS/article-full-text-pdf/739CD6042608
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajfand/article/view/109765
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajfand/article/view/109765
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajfand/article/view/109765
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajfand/article/view/109765
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=US201300784033
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=US201300784033
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=US201300784033
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajb/article/view/58087
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajb/article/view/58087
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajb/article/view/58087
https://doi.org/10.1080/10942910903160406
https://doi.org/10.1080/10942910903160406
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/10.1108/NFS-03-2012-0024
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/10.1108/NFS-03-2012-0024
http://www.academicjournals.org/app/webroot/article/article1380635508_Mbata et al.pdf
http://www.academicjournals.org/app/webroot/article/article1380635508_Mbata et al.pdf
http://www.academicjournals.org/app/webroot/article/article1380635508_Mbata et al.pdf
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajst/article/view/15297
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/ajst/article/view/15297
https://doi.org/10.1081/FRI-100100280
https://doi.org/10.1081/FRI-100100280

	Title
	Corresponding author
	Abstract
	Keywords
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods 
	Procurement of raw materials
	Maize flour production
	Proximate analysis of the composite porridge flour
	Statistical analysis
	Results and Discussion
	Proximate analysis
	Conclusion
	Figure 1
	Figure 2
	Table 1
	Table 2
	References



