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Abstract: The color, taste, odor, and volatile flavor compounds of four dried and preserved mango varieties (Jinhuang, Guiqi, Tainong,
and Yumang) were examined using a colorimeter, an electronic tongue, an electronic nose, and gas chromatography-mass spectrometry.
Preserved Jinhuang, Tainong, and Yumang mangoes retained their original color better than Guiqi mangoes, whereas in terms of flavor, dried
Jinhuang, Tainong, Guiqi, and Yumang mangoes and preserved Guiqi mangoes were the best performers. Electronic nose analysis showed that
preserved and dried Tainong mangoes retained the odor of the original fruit better than the others, followed by preserved and dried Yumang
mangoes. The main volatile flavor components identified in fresh, preserved, and dried mangoes of the four varieties were alcohols, esters,
ketones, alkanes, olefins, and aromatic hydrocarbons, among which olefin predominated. The relative olefin content of preserved and dried
Yumang mangoes was higher than that of the others, at 81.09% and 77.52%, respectively. Preserved Jinhuang and Yumang mangoes and dried
Jinhuang, Guiqi, and Yumang mangoes retained the volatile flavor components of the original fruit well. Considering the original flavor and
quality of different varieties of preserved and dried mangoes, Yumang was the most suitable overall.
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Table 1 Performance description of electronic nose sensors
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HiLFRERR 70 eV, FLIHTIREE 250 °C, B YRR 200 °C,
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14 HEi
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Table 2 Effect of different mango varieties on the color of

dehydrated mango
A oh L* a* b*
AIEEER 612842707 824£257%  54.05+3.80%
AIeERM 62.08£1.50°  1248+1.31°  51.10£3.42°F
AIEERTF 54.06£1.83"  159120.81°  47.67+4.05
ALEE 68.17+141%  10.14£1.85¢  58.33+2.25%
AHLERM  59.06£1.47%  18.46+0.56°  54.51+2.36%
HERF 57462332 18.61+2.11°  50.68+2.77
SREEE 72012124 7.13+1710  62.19+4.02°
SRR 71.22+1.05° 10612050 65.13+2.20™
SAREF  6230£081°  11.21£0.93°  58.77+2.90%
EFEHE 69.58£091%°  12.48+0.79°  61.00+1.56*
LRI 68.74+0.88°0  11.9542.16°  62.82+4.19™
EEEF 66712093 1531x028°  67.16£0.94°

E: R PRI A AR FE A HIEZ 0 £ {23 (p<0.05),
HAANE FEYHIBEZEFREFE (p>0.05); FR.
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Table 3 Response analysis of electronic tongue to fresh fruit, preserved fruit and dried fruit of different mango varieties

i Bk Hok AN FRIR ok
AYeEE R -11.8040.03°  10.7040.37°  -4.85+0.141  0.06£0.04°  2.64+0.06°  5.35+0.06
AIEERME 2.671023° 77440060 -4.14+021"  -1.08+0.07°  1.14+0.13°  0.79+0.03
AIERTF -1245£068°  632+0.07™  -3.80+0.38  1.11+0.04°  3.11+0.03*  5.90+0.29'
HEERE 257040.04%  13.1340.12°  5.35+0.01°  -3.18+0.03"  -5.44+0.01%2  10.59+0.02°
LR -155340.03°  10.35£0.10°  3.2440.10°  -2.20+0.04%  -6.58+0.04"  7.21+0.02¢
HEEF 265140.05™  6.76+0.13%  2.40+0.097  -4.61+0.04  -1.21+0.02¢  11.73+0.04°
GRSEE 20.17+0.00"  15.75£0.00° 8.44+0.00° -2.96+0.00¢  -8.58+0.00  8.81+0.00°
SREME  8.64+0.18  7.68+0.09  -5.67+043  1.03£0.19° -10.9740.15™ -3.26+0.05™
SREF 25260120 9.48+0.06° 5.52+022° -5.62+027  -329+0.07°  9.98+0.08°
EEHE 214240000 13.69+0.00°  4.1240.00° -2.67+0.00°  -6.86+0.00°  9.15+0.00°
EERM 161240077  12.88+0.04¢  3.64+0.03¢  -2.3240.01¢  -8.34+0.04'  7.03+0.02"
EERF -1846+0.03°  9.16+0.18"  2.45+0.08° -2.50+0.03°  -4.75+0.05"  8.53+0.01°

E: RPHEFPA RRFEHGHEZREZFRE (p<0.05), FHMRAFENHEZRNEFREE (p>0.05); TF.
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Fig.1 Cluster analysis of fresh fruit, preserved fruit and dried

fruit of different mango varieties
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Fig.2 Cluster analysis of fresh fruit, preserved fruit and dried
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fruit of different mango varieties

CAZ LI RS I, BRVR Wk 25 09-13.00,
JRIREITER 15 9-6.00,  HARBLVRITCHE 53049 0.00, A
PRI AN AR AR L U SR AT AR
T 3, ERRUR. BHOR. ROAIEERT T, DOF
AN AR R EEIR . R S R Z IR A B %
F (p<0.05); AT, HERT5 BRI,
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Fig.3 PCA analysis of electronic nose
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Table 4 Main volatile flavor compounds in fresh fruit, preserved fruit and dried fruit of different mango varieties

Y PR B 1) AAXTBE/%
5 bty ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
/min  AJEFEERE AIEERM AIEERT LR LR BLRT SRR SKREM S4KRET EEHE ZEEM EZERT
1 . 2-4-FHFRE)2-REE 1743 - - - - - - 1.99 - 1.86 - - -
B2 R ¢ L)
2 rai:3 1.97 - 425 - - - - - 8.35 - - - -
3 Bs X T8 LEg 4.66 - 491 - - - - - 7.76 - - - 11.60
4 BR A4 1-F A -2-7A B 1.93 - - 295 - 77.34 - - - - - - -
o 133- =¥k =3

5 R o 11.01 - - 9.11 - - - - 6.26 3.26 - - -

[2.2.1.0Q2,6)) 5}
6 o~ 8.41 - - - - - 2.81 - 1.82 0.85 1.50 8.25 -
7 A 11.32 - - 3.69 - - - - 6.50 2.05 - 4.82 -
8 T i e 13.84 - 1.75 16.68 - - - 28.76 47.01 58.66 - - -
9 3-H 11.04 - 1.57 - - - - - - - - 9.40 9.86
10 o Z b 12.42 - - 0.73 9.88 9.59 21.52 - - - 0.66 - -

ik ‘

11 AR 12.86 - - 0.51 - - 297 - - - 13.99 1.55 1.51

(R)-1-F A&-5-
12 ) 11.69 - - - - - - - - - 42.50 11.07 8.51

Wiz FA oM (1-F R TH IR TH
3-¥ 3 -6-
13 13.91 - - - - - - - - - 19.08 3833 36.48
(1-F R LT HIR O
14 1-% A % 25.38 - - 0.66 - 0.57 2.65 - - - - - -
15 a-FEF s 26.47 - - - - - 1.29 - 0.64 0.37 - - -
16 1&F ik B-ZE MM 27.52 - 0.30 7.50 - - - - 455 1.83 0.26 1.54 0.85
17 a- 7 F W 27.77 1.71 - 3.57 - - - - - - - - -
18 a-FSA) A 25.72 - - - - - - - - - - 1.11 0.35
19 FE R FAA Y 4 AT R 14.00 - - - - - - 3.09 2.70 - - - -
DR § o

L8T
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Table S Comprehensive comparison of evaluation indicators
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Fig.5 Relative content of olefins in fresh fruit, preserved fruit

and dried fruit of different mango varieties
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Fig.6 Cluster analysis of fresh fruit, preserved fruit and dried
fruit of different mango varieties
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