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ABSTRACT: Objective To establish a comprehensive and multi index method for quality grading of flowering
Chinese cabbage. Methods After the convening and training of sensory personnel, a professional sensory team for
evaluating flowering Chinese cabbage was formed. The sensory evaluators described and analyzed the different
samples of flowering Chinese cabbage, and established a descriptive vocabulary of flowering Chinese cabbage. The
M value method was used to screen the description words and the corresponding reference materials was confirmed
for quantitative description. The weight of 6 indexes of fresh, tender, sweet, fragrant, powdery and appearance were

calculated by 0-6 method, and according to the 6 weight values, the weighted scoring method was used to obtain the
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quality score of flowering Chinese cabbage. Results Fifteen sensory description words including sweet, green and

juicy were obtained, and the 5 grades of flowering Chinese cabbage evaluation references were constructed. The 6

indexes of fresh, tender, sweet, fragrant, powdery and appearance were given the weights of 0.2623, 0.2459, 0.0984,

0.0820, 0.1148 and 0.1967 respectively. The formula for calculating the total quality score was obtained by

combining the weight and score of each index. The application of real samples showed that the reference and equation

could be well applied to the quality evaluation of flowering Chinese cabbage in the market, and the flowering Chinese

cabbage could be successfully divided into different grades according to its quality. Conclusion This study has

established a multi index evaluation method for the quality of flowering Chinese cabbage, which can divide flowering

Chinese cabbage into 5 grades according to the quality, and accurately reflect the differences between different

quality flowering Chinese cabbage.
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Table 4 References for quality evaluation of flowering Chinese cabbage
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Table 5 Sensory evaluation results of real samples
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