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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine ratio of pumpkin flour in substituting wheat flour for
pumpkin tart development. The ratios of pumpkin flour to wheat flour were 0:100 (control), 30:70, 50:50
and 70:30. The result showed that Aw of control tart (100% wheat) was higher than all pumpkin tarts’. The
Aw of pumpkin flour tart ranged from 0.77 - 0.81. L* value (lightness) of pumpkin flour tart was significant
lower than 100% wheat tart, while a* and b* values were higher (p < 0.05). According to ranking test,
pumpkin tart contained 30% pumpkin flour had the highest ranking in all attributes; appearance, color,
odor, flavor, texture and overall acceptance. Therefore, the 30% pumpkin flour recipe was chosen for
frozen study (-18 °C at 0, 5 and 15 days). The frozen pumpkin flour tart stored for 5 days exhibited the

lowest Aw and moisture content (0.66 wag 11.97%, respectively), highest L* and b* values. However, the
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crispness and hardness of pumpkin flour tarts significantly decreased during storage time. Sensory evaluation
of frozen pumpkin flour tarts at 0, 5 and 15 days were conducted using 9-point hedonic scale. The
organoleptic test revealed that frozen pumpkin flour tart stored at 0, 5 and 15 showed no significant
difference in odor, flavor, texture, and overall acceptance. This study presented the possibility of
substituting wheat flour with pumpkin flour in tart development, and potential approach of extending shelf

life of pumpkin flour tart in freezing condition.

Keywords: Pumpkin flour tart, wheat flour substitution, frozen, shelf-life
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Figure 1 Sensory evaluation of tart samples using ranking test.
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Table 1 Physicochemical properties of tart samples.

VANYAANSINENS

(P:wW) %M.C Color Crispness Hardness
Aw  (dry basis) (No. of ()
L* a* b*
peaks)
0:100 0.88" 15.40° 75.80" 1.50°  28.47°  453+14.6"  7500+1988"
30 : 70 0.80° 17.224 53.74°  9.49  3557%  24.0+11.1"° 6109+599"
50 : 50 0.77° 14.40¢ 48.60° 10.00® 31.37° 11.0+4.6°  6145+1017"
70 : 30 0.81° 13.95¢ 46.65° 11.37"  28.16° 8.0+2.05  5384+1729"

Treatments indicated ratio of pumpkin flour (P) to wheat flour (W). Treatments sharing different

subscriptions in the same column are significant different (P < 0.05).

Table 2 Physicochemical properties of frozen pumpkin tart (P30:W70).

Storage %M.C Color Crispness Hardness
(day) Aw  (dry basis) (No. of (9)
L-)(- a* b*
peaks)
0 0.80% 11.54" 4774 949 3076  23.7+10.9"® 6012+592"
5 0.66° 11.97° 56.11%  7.19 402" 6.3+3.1" 1965+1158
15 0.71% 13.58° 51.01% 756%  36.11° 1.3+0.5° 1391+67°

Values in the same column sharing different subscriptions are significant different (P < 0.05).

Table 3 Sensory evaluation of frozen pumpkin tart P30:W70 using 9-point hedonic scale.

Storage Color odor Flavor Texture Overall
(days) acceptance
0 6.1+1.5% 6.2+1.3" 6.3+1.6" 5.7+1.7" 6.3+1.4"
5 6.9+1.4" 5.9+1.4" 6.5+1.4" 6.2+1.5" 6.5+1.4"
15 6.3+1.2"° 6.3+1.2" 6.0+1.8" 5.8+1.8" 6.3+1.5"

Values are mean + standard deviation (n=3). Mean values in the same column sharing different

subscriptions are significant different (P < 0.05).
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