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Abstract: In order to compare the differences in nutritional quality and volatiles of Xuehua pear decoction pre-
pared by two thermal processing technology. The decoction was prepared from Xuehua pear using two thermal pro-
cessing methods, namely stewed and roasted, and the sensory quality, physicochemical properties, antioxidant ca-
pacity, and volatile composition of the decoction were analyzed. The results showed that roasted pear decoction
with a yield of 67.24% had higher sensory score, solid—acid ratio and higher hydroxyl radical scavenging ratio,
and lower browning and turbidity values; stewed pear decoction with a yield of 74.41% had bright color and larger
L" and a" value. There was no significant differences between the two pear decoctions in soluble sugars components,
total phenols, total flavonoids content and 1,1-diphenyl-2—picrylhydrazyl (DPPH) radical scavenging ratio. Elec-

tronic nose test results showed that the odor of two types of pear decoction could be completely separated. Elec-
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tronic tongue test showed that the acidity, bitterness, astringency, saltiness, and sweetness played a major role in

the distinction of the taste. A total of 52 volatiles were detected in the two pear decoctions, including 8 esters, 11

aldehydes, 9 alcohols, 19 alkanes, 2 ketones, two other types of substances and a—farnesenes, among which, the

roasted pear decoction possessed the more varieties of volatiles (43) and higher total contents (38.00 pg/mL). There were

some differences in the sensory quality, physicochemical properties, functional and active components of pear decoc-

tion prepared with two thermal processing method, and the flavor characteristics and volatile components were obvi-

ously different.
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Table 1  Sensory evaluation criteria of Xuehua pear decoction
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Table 2 Physicochemical indexes of Xuehua pear decoction

Febr Sl 247 AESY]
15%/% 74.4120.05 a 67.2420.05 b
pH 5.17£0.02 b 5.28+0.01 a
SSC/% 2.73+0.03 a 2.80+0.00 a
AL E TR i/ % 0.48+0.02 a 0.35+0.01 b
[ 722 L 5.70+£0.28 b 8.10+£0.24 a
AL E (OD g ) 0.25+0.01 a 0.22+0.01 b
M (ODggy ) 0.13+0.01 a 0.10+0.01 b
L' 50.3720.04 a 50.32+0.04 a
o 18 0.20+0.01 a 0.16+0.01 b
b i -0.07+0.04 b 0.0620.01 a
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Table 3 Soluble sugar content of Xuehua pear decoction

Fekr PeilE RS

RS/ (mg - ml) 12.67£0.28 a 13.37£0.22 a
1AL A/ (mg - mL™) 8.51£0.21 a 8.34+0.15 a
A/ (mg - mL) 5.00£0.13 a 5.4120.13 a
TR A E/(mg - mL™) 0.35+0.05 a 0.35+0.02 a
AR/ (mgemL ) 26.530.59 a 27.47+0.50 a
H 29.42+0.63 a 30.87+0.54 a
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Table 4  Antioxidant active and functional component of Xuehua
pear decoction
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Fig.1  Electronic nose test results of Xuehua pear decoction
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Fig.2 Electronic tongue test results of Xuehua pear decoction
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Table 5 Comparison of volatile components of Xuehua pear

decoction BAfT . pwg/mL
Ak A QO] VO]
IS TR H g 0.74+0.03a  0.84+0.13a
2-HIEL TR B 1.10£0.04a 1.4120.15a
LR TG 0.05+0.01 —

T W 0.10£0.01a  0.06+0.04a
R R 0.11+0.01 —

TR TP 0.14£0.01a  0.08+0.04b
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A 2T M 0.10£0.01a  0.05+0.01b
R 5.14+0.18a  4.31+0.14b
B — 0.10+0.03
B 1.66+0.17a  1.24+0.12b
(E)-2-PimE — 0.03+0.01
i 0.13+0.09 —
R -2,4-28 I 0.08+0.01
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/N 7.44+0.50a  5.93x0.33b
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3-Z K3 0.33£0.01a  0.2420.01a

3k 3- T 0.19+0.01a  0.1420.01a

1,5-C M — 2.02+0.05
Z—a— R A~ TR — 0.0320.01
/N 1.63+0.13b  2.78+0.15a
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HgRs5 SWRFEXERDILE ten pear (Pyrus communis L.) cultivars in relation to the content
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