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Effect of Dehydration Ways on Storage Quality of Fresh—cut Cucumber
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Abstract: Fresh—cut cucumbers were treated by two ways of dehydration(natural drying and centrifugal dehydration).
The changes of quality of fresh—cut cucumbers during storage were studied by electronic nose technique coupled
with sensory and quality analysis. The results showed that during cold storage, the weight of fresh cut cucumber lost
slightly, the fruit firmness decreased and the respiration rate increased, and the quality of cucumbers in centrifugal
dehydration group was worse than natural drying group, the total bacteria counts increased significantly after 6 days
of storage. The signal PCA and LDA analysis results by using Airsense PEN3 electronic nose showed that there were
significant differences between the cucumbers in the centrifugal dehydration group at 6 days, in the natural drying
group at 10 days and the other different storage time. Which suggested that the shelf life of cucumber slices in the
natural drying group and the centrifugal dehydration group was 8~9 days, and 4~5 days, respectively.
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Fig.4 Effects of dehydration ways on total bacterial counts of

Fresh—cut Cucumber during storage at 5 °C
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Fig.7 LDA analysis of fresh—cut cucumber at 5 °C for different storage time
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