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Abstract: To investigate the changes of flavor compounds of chicken liver by different deodorization methods, the volatile
flavor compounds of raw and cooked chicken liver samples were analyzed by sensory evaluation, electronic nose and
headspace-solid phase microextraction-gas chromatography-mass spectrometry (HS-SPME-GC-MS). The results showed
that deodorization methods of ginger juice/alcohol immersion, f-cyclodextrin embedding and yeast fermentation could
significantly reduce the odor value (P<0.05). The radar chart of electronic nose response value showed that the overall odor
of chicken liver was mainly sulfide, aromatic components, alcohols, aldehydes and ketones. Deodorization by immersing
liver into ginger juice/alcohol could change the original flavor contour of chicken liver, and principal component analysis
(PCA) could better distinguish each sample. A total of 124 volatile flavor compounds were detected by HS-SPME-GC-MS.
After deodorization process of ginger juice/alcohol immersion and yeast fermentation, the contents of aldehydes and many
odorous compounds in chicken liver decreased significantly. After the chicken liver was cooked, benzaldehyde was the
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main flavor of chicken liver. The ethanol content in ginger juice/alcohol immersion group was obviously higher than that of

control group and yeast fermentation group, which was the factor to maintain good flavor after cooking. The paper

suggested that ginger juice/alcohol immersion and yeast fermentation could better improve the flavor of chicken liver.

Key words: chicken liver; deodorization; electronic nose; headspace-solid phase microextraction-gas chromatography-mass

spectrometry (HS-SPME-GC-MS); analysis of flavor compound
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Table 1 Evaluation standard of odor value of raw chicken liver
samples by different deodorization methods
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Table 2 Sensory evaluation standard of cooked chicken liver
samples by different deodorization methods
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Fig.1 Effects of different deodorization methods on odor and
sensory of raw and cooked chicken liver samples
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Fig.2 Radar chart of electronic nose response value of raw and
cooked chicken liver samples with different deodorization methods
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Fig.3 PCA diagram of raw and cooked chicken liver samples
with different deodorization methods
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CK. GA F YF ZE2FE S (B e an & 3. B
2% 3 LA, T A AR PRI Y 124 FRE AR
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Table 3 GC-MS analysis of raw and cooked chicken liver samples with different deodorization methods

*y (eI : AT Bk (%) N
Zil] i (min) HERMAEY - - - - - - F MR
CK-r CK-c GA-r GA-c YF-r YF-c
1 1.631 L - - 7549  14.64 - - AR e Bk
2 3.921 SN 5.09 - 2.12 - 16.02 - FEIR B | R
3 11.060 1-FH-3- - 1.47 0.07 - 0.10 - BETSR . R
4 11.780 2-F 1.52 - 0.17 - 0.52 - IR LR
5 12.644 (E,Z)-3,6-T-—Js-1- - - - 1.14 - 0.98
6 12.728 FEE e - - 1.62 - - - [ SRR/
7 12.785 p - - - - 0.18 - JFEARIR
8 12.88 4-Z HIR O - 0.06 - - - -
9 12.919 3,5-3F M2 - - - - - 0.34
K 10 13.812 (B)-2-3Hi-1-% - 0.16 - 0.36 - 0.48 MRS I
11 14.898 1-FREA P 0.16 0.59 0.25 - - 3.21
12 14.963 KL 0.10 - 0.12 - 1.03 - THHTBEAS
13 16.290 T-hE 0.18 0.11 - - 0.08 0.11 AR PR
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