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Table 1 types of pouch used in this study

Sous-vide pouch Retort pouch

Structure Nylon/LLDPE PET/Al-foil/CPP
Outer size 20.0cm x 12.0cm  18.0cm x 13.0cm
Inner size 17.0cm x11.5cm  14.0cm % 12.0cm
Capacity 285 ¢g 285¢g
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Table 2. The proximate compositions of yam and yam bulbils

Water Carbohydrate,
Variety Part Protein  Fat total (incl. Fiber  Ash
content
fiber)
(%) % dry basis
Hualien No. 3 .
(D. batatas) Bulbil  63.46 8.78 0.60 87.38 2.85 3.23
D. batatas** Tuber  72.98 16.36 0.49 78.43 5.07 4.72
931~ 0.24~ 2.56~ 227~
sksk ~ ~
D. alata L Tuber 61~71 1174 0.32 82.64~87.61 308 303

A6k £% @ g/100gDB
** from PFEEHE 5 2001
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Fig 1. Change in polyphynoloxidase (PPO) activity during incubation of yam bulbil within 16 hr.
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Table 3. The effect of blanching treatment on PPO activity and color of yam bulbils

Hot brine blanching ~ Microwave blanching
(857C, 60s) (7w/g, 60s)

Attribute Control*
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K3k

PPO 23.67+4.53 0.75%+0.57 1.25+0.42
L 42.19+0.15 38.59+0.09 34.18+0.04
a 6.65+0.03 4.13£0.08 4.53+0.09
b 19.33+0.10 15.17+0.05 14.43+0.05
W.IL 38.68+0.17 36.61+0.09 32.46x0.04

*  Meanststandard deviation(n=4)
** Polyphenol oxidase (PPO) activity: unit g tissue x 0.1
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Table. 4. Results of triangle test on soup adding Chinese herb to products with yam bulbils

Treatment No. of No. of correct  No. of correct judgments necessary
comparison judgments  judgments to establish significances(P=0.05)
BO* vs. HZ* 40 18 20

BO vs. AS* 50 31 24

AS vs. HZ 46 33 22

*BO : Soup with yam bulbils only

HZ : soup with yam bulbils adding hairy root of ginseng and radix angelicae sinensis(RAS)
AS : soup with yam bulbils adding radix angelicae sinensis

Fo I R A BT  E HY

Table. 5 Results of triangle test on soup adding Chinese herb to products with yam bulbils
No. of correct

Treatment No. of Hedonic  scale
. . Judgments .
comparison judgments comparison
preference
BO vs. HZ 40 9/8! 6.28/ 5.94*
BO vs. AS 50 8 /207 5.16*/6.03°
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AS vs. HZ 46 21/12 6.39%/5.58°

* 1. There is one panelist gave the same scale for both product
* 2. There are two panelists gave the same scale for both product
* Hedonic scale comparisons containing the same letter are not significantly different (a=0.05) from
each other.

*The definitions of BO, HZ, and AS are the same as table 4.
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Table 5. Quality evaluation of canned Chinese yam bulbils”
Solid  Liquid  Total Bulbils ppt Broken

(g/can) (g/can) (g/can) (#/can) (ml) (%)
Average  129.73  96.67 226.40 85 11.67 5.45
Std Dev. 2.61 3.42 4.70 2 2.08 2.38

1.59% Salt

* Average of 12 can
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Table 6. Quality evaluation of pouch packaged Chinese yam bulbils’
Solid  Liquid  Total  Broken Turbidity

Items .
(g/pk)  (g/pk)  (g/pk) (%) (OD)
Retort pouch ~ 34.75 2123  247.1 39.0 0.9
Sous-vide 3595 2128 2488 45 0.2

* Average of 3 packages
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Table. 7 Sensory evaluation, preference test of pouch packaged Chinese yam bulbils'

Apbearance Texture of Texture Taste Overall
pP bulbls  of meat preference’
Retort pouch 5.4% 6.1 55 59° 5.8°
Sous-vide 6.3 6.0° 6.1°>  6.0° 5.9°

1. Total number of panelist = 50
2. Nine point hedonic scale (1=dislike extremely, 9=Like extremely)

3. Values in the same letter are not significantly different (P>0.05)
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