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Comparative Analysis of Flavor Quality of Chrysanthemum Tea (Chrysanthemum morifolium cv. ‘Fubaiju’)
Processed by Different Drying Methods

LU Qi, XUE Shujing. YANG De, WANG Shaohua, LI Lu™
(Institute of Agro-products Processing and Nuclear Agricultural Technology. Hubei Academy of Agricultural Sciences,
Wuhan 430064, China)

Abstract: In order to explore the effect of different drying methods on the flavor quality of “Fubaiju’ chrysanthemum tea, this
study compared the color, bioactive ingredient contents, antioxidant capacity and sensory characteristics of chrysanthemum
teas processed by hot air drying (HD), vacuum drying (VD) and nature drying (ND), and their flavor components were
analyzed by gas chromatography-mass spectrometry (GC-MS) and electronic nose (E-nose). A total of 67 volatiles were
detected in the three chrysanthemum tea samples, of which VD sample contained the highest content of volatile components,
while ND sample contained the largest number of volatile components. The odor and volatile components of the three
chrysanthemum tea samples were significantly different as revealed by analyzing the E-nose and GC-MS data using principal
component analyses (PCA). ND chrysanthemum tea showed the highest total phenolic and flavonoid contents and strongest
antioxidant capacity, as well as abundant and well-balanced volatile components, and it had a mild aroma and pleasant
mouthfeeling, but its drying efficiency was low. VD retained the original color and aroma of chrysanthemum flowers,
and the tea infusion had the highest amino acid content. Although the tea infusion had a strong aroma, its mouthfeeling
was undesirable. HD drying displayed the highest drying efficiency but it seriously affected the color, shape and aroma of
chrysanthemum flowers, and was also destructive to volatile components and antioxidant ingredients in chrysanthemum tea.
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Table 1  Criteria for sensory evaluation of dried ‘Fubaiju’
chrysanthemum flowers
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Table3  Comparisons of the appearance, color, bioactive ingredients
and antioxidant capacity of three chrysanthemum tea infusions
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Fig.1  PCA scatter plot of volatile compounds in three chrysanthemum teas
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