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Abstract

:

Production of gluten-free bread (GFB) with good quality characteristics represents a technological challenge. Our study aimed to obtain nongluten bread from cereals and pseudocereals with applying single cultures of Pediococcus acidilactici, Pediococcus pentosaceus and Enteroccocus durans as sourdoughs. The effect of sourdoughs on the quality traits of gluten-free (GF) dough and GFB was explored. The structural and baking properties of GF dough composed of teff, rice, corn, and sorghum flours were improved by adding xanthan gum (0.6%), guar gum (1.0%) and carboxymethyl cellulose (1.0%). The tested strains reached 108 cfu/g in teff flour and produced sourdoughs with a pleasant lactic aroma. The sourdough-fermented doughs were softer and more elastic compared to control dough and yielded reduced baking loss. Strain Enterococcus durans ensured the best baking characteristics of GF dough and the highest softness of the GFB during storage. Strain Pediococcus pentosaceus had the most pronounced positive effect on aroma, taste and aftertaste. Pan baking was found to be more appropriate to obtain stable shape and good-looking products. A careful starter culture selection is necessary for GFB development since a significant effect of strain specificity on dough rheology and baking characteristics was observed.
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1. Introduction


The incidence of gluten intolerance, or so-called ‘celiac disease’ (CD), has increased significantly over the last 50 years, affecting approximately 1% of the world’s population. If untreated, it can cause a number of serious health complications. The only way to control celiac condition is to maintain a strict gluten-free diet throughout the affected person’s life [1,2,3].



In the literature, various strategies for improving the quality of nongluten dough are suggested. However, they are mostly focused on the composition of flour mixes and food additives that aim to reproduce the viscoelastic properties of the gluten network and hence increase the development of bread loaf volume [4,5,6,7]. Dairy, soy and egg ingredients have also been used to improve the quality of gluten-free bread (GFB), but with limited success [8,9,10,11]. The need to improve the nutritional profile, appearance, taste and aroma of gluten-free breads still represents a challenge for researchers [12,13,14]. The latest innovative technological approaches include the application of high hydrostatic pressure, new baking methods (Ohmic heating) and sourdough technology [15,16].



The use of sourdough is the oldest biotechnological process to leaven bakery goods and to improve bread texture, aroma, and shelf life [17,18,19]. A number of studies have shown that sourdough can be used successfully to improve the processing characteristics of gluten-free doughs [20,21,22,23]. In some cases, this effect may be attributed to the potential of lactic acid bacteria to secrete extracellular polysaccharides, which could be a beneficial alternative to conventional thickeners used to modify the viscosity, structure and stability of a wide range of gluten-free foods [24]. These extracellular polysaccharides may act as a substitute for hydrocolloids used as food additives and, therefore, the application of lactic acid bacteria could represent a cost-efficient approach to improving the rheology of gluten-free doughs. In addition, these extracellular polysaccharides have a beneficial effect on the intestinal microbiome by selectively stimulating the growth of bifidobacteria and other beneficial microorganisms [25,26,27,28,29,30,31,32].



Cereals such as oats, sorghum and teff and various pseudocereals (buckwheat, amaranth, quinoa), tubers (cassava, potatoes), legumes (chickpea, soy, pea, lupin), nuts (acorns) and oil seeds (rapeseed, sunflower, canola) are used for the production of non-traditional flour types [6,10,11,33,34,35,36,37,38,39]. In most cases, they are superior to traditional cereal-based flours in terms of protein, essential amino acids, dietary fiber and vitamins.



One of the most widely used gluten-free cereals is rice (Oryza sativa). It is rich in carbohydrates (75–80%) and minerals, but protein content is only 6–7%. Potassium, magnesium, phosphorus, calcium, manganese and zinc are commonly found in rice flour. However, it is poor in trace elements due to the specific process of grain milling. Compared to corn, wheat and potatoes, rice is a relatively good source of thiamine (pantothenic acid, folic acid and vitamin E [40]. Corn flour (Zea mays) is combined in most cases with other types of flour to make gluten-free bread. In bakery products, it contributes to obtaining a dense and moist bread crumb. Corn flour is rich in essential nutrients, such as choline (21.6 mg/100 g), folate (48 µg/100 g), vitamins B1 (0.25 mg/100 g), B5 (0.66 mg/100 g), B6 (0.37 mg/100 g) and especially in minerals—potassium (315 mg/100 g), phosphorus (272 mg/100 g) and magnesium (93 mg/100 g) [41,42,43,44,45].



Teff flour (Eragrostis tef) is found to have a number of valuable nutritional characteristics compared to flours from more common crops. Its starch is slowly digestible and, therefore, has a low glycemic index (GI). It has a favorable amino acid composition and does not contain gluten [46,47]. It is a good source of unsaturated fatty acids (1.66 g/100 g) and is high in minerals, especially iron (7.63 mg/100 g) and calcium (180 mg/100 g) [48]. In addition, the high content of protein (13.3 g/100 g) and dietary fiber (8 g/100 g) makes teff flour a desirable raw material for various functional foods, some of which may bear nutritional claims such as “rich in protein” and “source of fiber” [49,50]. Teff starch has a slow retrogradation tendency, which could have a potentially positive impact on the shelf-life of baked products [51]. In addition, some authors report that the addition of teff to cereal-based sourdoughs (rice and buckwheat) modified the aroma profile of the breads, increasing the fruity, toasty and cereal notes [52,53,54,55,56,57], which contributes to developing more diverse baking products with positive consumer acceptance.



Sorghum (Sorghum bicolor L. Moench) is the fifth largest crop in the world. Sorghum grain has a high protein content varying from 4.4 to 21.1% with an average value of 11.4% [33,58]. Sorghum grain is gluten free, high in resistant starch, a rich source of nutrients, and most importantly, contains a diverse range of bioactive phenolic compounds [59,60]. It has been proven safe for people with celiac disease, but literature on its use in gluten-free foods is relatively scarce compared to that for corn and rice.



Since none of these gluten-free crops has satisfactory bakery performance when used alone, appropriate combinations of raw materials and processing techniques should be sought to develop successful gluten-free bakery products. Therefore, the aim of the present study was to explore the application of teff-based sourdoughs in the development of gluten-free bread with improved sensory and quality characteristics.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Raw Materials


The flours used in this study were teff flour (Adan Village Ltd., Sungurlare, Bulgaria), rice flour (Bodpie Food Ltd., Varna, Bulgaria), corn flour (Lubeks Ltd., Asenovgrad, Bulgaria) and sorghum flour obtained by laboratory grain milling at the University of Food Technologies, Bulgaria. Compressed yeast was supplied by Lesaffre Ltd. (Sofia, Bulgaria). Guar gum (E412) and xanthan gum (E415) were supplied by Cargill (Minneapolis, MN, USA), and carboxymethyl cellulose (E466) was supplied by Dow Wolff Cellulosics GmbH (Bomlitz, Germany).




2.2. Flour Characterization


Crude fat, protein, moisture, fiber and starch contents in the flours were determined according to the American Association of Cereal Chemists (AACC) methods 30–10, 46–12, 44–15, 32–05 and 76–13, respectively [61]. Protein content was calculated with a protein factor of 6.25.




2.3. Lactic Acid Bacteria (LAB)


Three lactic acid bacteria (LAB) strains were used in this study: Pediococcus acidilactici 02P108 (PA), Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187 (PP) and Enteroccocus durans 09B374 (ED) from the culture collection of the department of biotechnology, University of Food Technologies, Plovdiv, Bulgaria. The strains originate from typical Bulgarian sourdoughs [62,63]. Starter cultures for the sourdoughs were prepared from stock cultures of each strain stored in Microbank™ (Pro Lab Diagnostics Inc., Richmond Hill, ON, CA) by cultivation in MRS broth (de Man–Rogosa–Sharpe, Merck KGaA, Darmstadt, Germany) at 37 °C for 48 h.




2.4. Sourdough Preparation


Teff flour was used to prepare a separate sourdough with each LAB strain. Equal weights of flour and sterile water were mixed to obtain a dough yield (DY) of 280. Each starter culture was added to a batch of teff dough at an inoculum amount of 5 log colony-forming units (CFU)/g of dough. The sourdough variants were then fermented in an incubator at 37 °C for 24 h.




2.5. Analyses of Sourdoughs


Active acidity (pH) was determined by a pH meter (FiveEasy FE20, Mettler-Toledo GmbH, Greifensee, Switzerland). Total titratable acidity (TTA) was determined by titration with 0.1 N NaOH to pH 8.4 and expressed as mL of NaOH/10 g of sourdough, as described in AACC 02-31 [61]. The measurements were performed in triplicate. LAB viable cell counts were determined on MRS agar plates at the beginning and the end of the sourdough fermentation. The identity of the starter cultures in each sourdough batch was confirmed by colony morphology and microscopic observations.




2.6. Bread Preparation


In order to select the most appropriate formulation of a nongluten dough, gluten-free flours were mixed with an equal amount of baker’s yeast and different combinations and ratios of xanthan, guar gum and carboxymethyl cellulose. The formulations of the three tested dough variants (A, B and C) are presented in Table 1.



After selecting the most appropriate dough variant, test gluten-free breads with sourdoughs and control bread with baker’s yeast were prepared. Their formulations are presented in Table 2.



Kneading was performed by a single-phase process of dough preparation to obtain a dough with a homogeneous mass and an initial temperature of 25–26 °C. The dough was left to rest for 20 min and was then divided into pieces of 230 g—for floor bread and 440 g—for pan bread. After shaping, the dough was subjected to a final fermentation at 33 °C for 60 min in a fermenting chamber (Tecnopast CRN 45-12, Novacel Rovimpex Novaledo, Italy). The dough was then baked in an electric floor oven Salva E-25 (Salva Industrial S.L.U., Lezo, Spain), preheated to a temperature of 220–230 °C, for 17–18 min for floor bread (plain bread, baked by placing the loaf directly on the floor of the oven) and 22–25 min for pan bread (the loaf is baked in a pan). After baking, the breads were allowed to cool for 3 h at room temperature [64].




2.7. Degree of Immersion of the Doughs


The degree of immersion of the prepared doughs was measured by an automatic penetrometer AP-4/2 (Steinmeyer Mechatronik GmbH, Dresden, Germany). Each dough was divided into pieces of 13 g and placed in the sleeve of the penetrometer, which was then placed in a thermostat at 35 ℃ for 60 min. The immersion of the calibrated body in the dough for 5 s was automatically measured and expressed in penetrometer units (PU).




2.8. Rheological Properties of the Doughs


The following dough characteristics were determined by a farinograph (Brabender GmbH&Co. KG, Duisburg, Germany): water absorption (%), development time (min), stability (min), degree of softening (farinograph units (FU)) and consistency (FU), with modification of AACC Method 54-21.02 [61]. Farinographic analysis is only applied for wheat flour doughs where the reference value is 500 FU. In the present study it was used for nongluten flour combinations, with which the highest values achieved for FU were much lower (Table 3). Flour samples of 300 g were analyzed using the ICC standard method 115/1 [65]. Water absorption (WA) of the formulations was first adjusted to 65%, and then the other parameters of the doughs were measured.




2.9. Bread Quality


2.9.1. Physical Properties


The quality of the prepared breads was assessed by the following characteristics. Bread loaf volume was determined after baking and cooling the breads for 3 h at room temperature by a rapeseed displacement method [61]. The specific volume was calculated by the ratio between volume (cm3) and mass (g) of each sample. Bread height and diameter were measured by a caliper, and the shape stability (height/diameter) was calculated [66]. Bake loss (%) was determined following weighing each loaf before and after baking [67]. The bread loaves were wrapped in plastic bags and stored at room temperature (27 ± 2 °C) to determine the storage time (in days) until mold growth became visible [68,69].




2.9.2. Crumb Elasticity


Total and plastic deformation were measured by an automatic penetrometer and expressed as penetrometric units (PU) [69]. A 4-mm thick crumb sample was cut from the bread and placed on the flat surface of the lifting table, which was raised until the upper surface of the sample lightly touched the lower end of the immersion body. The value of penetration of the immersion body in the sample after 5 s represented total deformation. The steel disk was removed and the immersion system unloaded. Then the measurement was repeated for 10 s, and the recorded value in PU represented plastic deformation. Elastic deformation was calculated as the difference between total and plastic deformation.





2.10. Sensory Analysis


Sensory analyses of the obtained breads were performed by a descriptive panel consisting of 25 panelists (52% women and 48% men) aged 22–60 years, who were familiar with sensory analysis of foods but not specifically trained in the evaluation of sourdough breads. The analyses were carried out according to ISO 6658:2017 [70]. The panelists were asked to score eight parameters, namely shape, crust color, crumb color, porosity, aroma, chewability, taste and aftertaste. They expressed the intensity of each attribute on a 9-point hedonic scale (9—extremely good; 1—extremely bad).




2.11. Statistical Analyses


All analyses were conducted in triplicate. The obtained data were subject to one-way ANOVA using XLSTAT version 2019.1.2 (AddinSoft Inc., New York, NY, USA). Comparison among least-squares means were performed by Tukey’s test; differences were considered significant at p-value < 0.05 [71].





3. Results and Discussion


In recent years, there has been an increased interest toward using nonconventional raw materials for sourdough preparation, including both fermenting matrices and starter cultures [72,73,74,75,76,77]. In this line, the benefits of nongluten flours and lactic acid bacteria as well as applied sourdough technology were studied with the goal of developing gluten-free breads with improved nutritional and quality characteristics.



3.1. Flour Composition


Four types of nongluten flours were selected as raw materials for gluten-free bread preparation: teff, rice, sorghum and corn. The raw materials selection was based on literature data for the cultivars’ chemical composition. Table 4 shows the detailed chemical composition (content of moisture, protein, fiber, starch and lipids, in dry-matter (DM) basis) of the nongluten flours used in this study.



The obtained data shows that protein and fiber content of teff and sorghum flour are much higher compared to the values of these parameters for rice and corn. Protein content of sorghum was 12.49%, and in teff it was 10.20%. Furthermore, fiber content was 12.39 and 9.56%, while the values for corn and rice flour were very low—3.74 and 1.47%, respectively. These results confirm that teff and sorghum are excellent sources of protein and dietary fiber as reported by other authors [48,78,79,80,81], and could, therefore, be preferred raw materials for the development of nongluten breads with additional functionalities (rich in protein and fiber). Other authors reported approximately 11–13% of protein, approximately 80% of complex carbohydrates, and 2.4–3.0% of fat for teff [34,82]. Sorghum and teff are also generally characterized by good technological properties [83]. Apart from fiber, teff is also an excellent source of iron and contains far more calcium, potassium and other essential minerals than other grains [34,84,85,86,87,88,89]. Except for rice flour (0.59% fat), the other three studied flours contained relatively high amounts of crude fat (3.09–4.54%). It is important to point out that teff contains fat that is not easily oxidized—which results in a longer shelf-life of teff flour compared to other nongluten flours [72]. Our analyses showed that starch content was of similar levels for teff, sorghum and corn—viz., 74.5, 72.2 and 73.4%, respectively, while starch in rice flour amounted to 84.7%, which was more than 10% higher compared to the other nongluten flours. Other authors report similar results for starch content of the analyzed raw materials [72,73,81,90,91].




3.2. Formulation of the Control Gluten-Free Dough Matrix


To develop a gluten-free bread with good nutritional and quality characteristics, the initial step of the study was to formulate a flour blend based on the functional chemical composition as well as the technological characteristics of nongluten cereals and pseudocereals. Based on the available literature data and preliminary trials, four types of flour were selected to formulate the bread matrix—teff, rice, sorghum and corn flour.



A technological challenge with developing nongluten bakery products is that the doughs do not have an adequate structure consistency (elasticity) to retain the gas formed during fermentation. Therefore, it is necessary to use other ingredients/food additives such as proteins, starches, gums and hydrocolloids with water-binding and structure-building properties, which are able to compensate for the lack of gluten in the dough [92].



The appropriate combination of structure-forming additives and their amounts depends on the type of the nongluten flour or the specific flour combination, since these have a significant effect on the quality characteristics of the baked products. Ćuric et al. (2007) [93] supplemented a nongluten flour mix (rice flour, corn starch) with 1, 2 and 3% of xanthan, guar gum, pectin or cellulose as stabilizing additives toward the improvement of the structure of the obtained gluten-free bread and found that 3% guar gum had the best structure-forming effect.



In the present study, different combinations of xanthan, guar gum and carboxymethyl cellulose at different ratios to the nongluten flour base were tested aiming to find the most efficient gluten-replacement strategy (Materials and Methods, Section 2.6). Dough and baking characteristics of the three formulations are presented in Table 5 and Table 6.



The obtained results show that Variant B yielded a significantly higher specific volume of both floor bread (1.40 cm3/g) and pan bread (1.85 cm3/g) compared to Variants A and C (Table 6). These values were positively correlated with the highest values of the degree of immersion before and after fermentation of Variant B (Table 6) and with low bake loss—that is, 20.87% for floor bread and 17.72% for pan bread of dough variant B (Table 6). Variant C had a significantly lower shape stability (height/diameter = 0.36) compared to Variants A and B, which did not differ in this parameter. These results clearly show that the higher hydration of the nongluten dough enables a more active fermentation, but the appropriate combination of structure-forming additives is of key importance for the baking characteristics of the nongluten breads. Based on the obtained results, Variant B was selected as the control nongluten dough formulation for the next steps of the study. In terms of baking method, pan breads showed better baking characteristics, and to commercialize such nongluten formulations, pan baking would be more appropriate to obtain good-looking products.




3.3. Sourdough Fermentation


The sourdoughs applied for leavening of the main gluten-free flour mix were prepared only from teff flour with the addition of the three different cultures of lactic acid bacteria. The kinetics of sourdough fermentation was monitored by the changes in pH, TTA and the total viable counts of the respective starter culture. Results from these analyses are presented in Table 7.



The obtained results clearly indicate a good capacity of the three tested strains to ferment teff flour, while increasing their biomass and producing organic acids, which resulted in sourdoughs with a pleasant lactic acid aroma. Indeed, the genera Pediococcus and Enterococcus are homofermentative or homolactic bacteria, thus releasing solely lactic acid from fermentation—and known as hexose fermentation pathway or Embden–Meyerholf–Parnas (EMP) pathway. Data analysis showed no statistical differences in the yielded biomass concentration at the end of the fermentations among the three tested LAB strains (8.72–8.83 log CFU/g). The lowest pH value (3.88) was reached in the sourdough with strain Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187, but it was not significantly different compared to the other two sourdoughs. One of the strains used to prepare sourdough was of Enteroccocus durans species, which is not commonly found in sourdoughs. It was interesting to observe that this strain yielded a final TTA value of 18.4, which was significantly higher compared to the other two LAB strains and indicated the highest capacity of strain Enteroccocus durans 09B374 to produce organic acids.




3.4. Development of Gluten-Free Bread with Sourdough


3.4.1. Degree of Immersion in the Nongluten Sourdoughs


Three nongluten doughs were prepared by using as a matrix the preselected dough variant B (Section 3.2) without yeast and by adding equal amounts of teff sourdoughs prepared with the three selected lactic acid bacteria strains—Pediococcus acidilactici 02P108, Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187 and Enteroccocus durans 09B374. Dough variant B with yeast was used as the control. All nongluten doughs were kneaded according to the established methodology (Section 2.6). The results from analyzing the degree of immersion in the nongluten doughs are presented in Figure 1.



The initial degree of immersion of the control dough was significantly higher (195 PU) (p < 0.01) compared to each of the three samples with added sourdoughs (160–164 PU). However, the difference between these three samples was not significant. After 20 min of fermentation, the degree of immersion of the control sample increased by 87.7%, and for all sourdough-fermented doughs, the values more than doubled (335–345 PU). However, for all three sourdough-fermented samples, the degree of immersion was significantly lower than that of the control sample (366 PU). These results indicate that the sourdough-fermented doughs are more resistant and less elastic compared to the control dough fermented by baker’s yeast (Saccharomyces cerevisiae). These observations differ from the results reported by Wolter et al. (2014) [94], where sourdough addition led to decreased dough strength resulting in softer dough. Other authors also confirm that sourdough fermentation increased the elasticity and reduced the stiffness of doughs [95]. However, these teams studied wheat-based doughs, while with nongluten doughs this effect is the opposite, as observed in our study. The reduced elasticity could be attributed to the nongluten flour composition and the specific fermentation capacity of the tested strains. Other studies on the rheological properties of gluten-free sourdoughs prepared with lactic acid bacteria also found that the addition of sourdough reduced the elasticity of the dough and improved the dough strength [69,96,97].



In our study, after 20 min of fermentation, strain PP produced a significantly softer dough compared to the other two strains. Such findings confirmed that the reduced elasticity was attributed to the LAB fermentation and that strain specificity has an effect on nongluten dough stability.




3.4.2. Effect of Sourdoughs on the Rheological Characteristics of Nongluten Dough


The results from the rheological analysis of the nongluten doughs obtained with the addition of sourdoughs with different lactic acid bacteria are depicted in Table 3.



A farinograph is a useful tool for the determination of the optimal water content for dough preparation. In addition, it provides information about dough stability and dough development time [98]. In general, the water-absorbing capacity of flour depends on the protein content, the particle size, the amount of starchy grains with impaired integrity and some other factors. In the present study, the addition of hydrocolloids also contributed to the water absorption and to the improved and rheological properties. Our preliminary experiment with different WA values (55%, 65% and 70%) of nongluten flour basis showed that 65% provided best dough consistency as well as best specific volume and porosity of the bread (data not shown). Based on these findings, the WA of the formulations in the current study was first adjusted to 65%, and then the other parameters of the doughs were measured.



The consistency of the control sample was 20.69% higher than that of the experimental samples. No significant differences were observed in the consistency (290 FU) of the samples with added sourdoughs. Significant differences between the control and the sourdough-leavened doughs were also observed for the other tested parameters: dough development time (DDT), stability and relaxation of the dough. The DDT of the sourdough-added samples was reduced by 3 times (2 min) for sample PP and by 4 times (1.5 min) for samples PA and ED. These results are in contrast to the observations of Tafti et al. (2013) [99] who found no effect of spray-dried sourdough addition on wheat dough development time. Again, the difference might be attributed to the different kind of dough matrix.



In our study, the control sample had significantly higher stability (10 min) than the sourdough-fermented samples. However, the values of 6.5–7.5 min also indicated good stability of the doughs obtained with sourdough addition and with dough samples PP and PA showing significantly better effect compared to the sample ED. The degree of dough softening of the control sample was 10 FU, while the sourdough-fermented doughs showed a significantly higher value (30 FU), which is still not too high for this parameter and was the same for the three test samples. Tafti et al. (2013) [99] also observed that the degree of softening significantly increased with an increase in the sourdough level, whereas dough stability was significantly reduced. The results obtained in our study indicate that the use of sourdoughs requires some additional matrix optimization to achieve the same dough rheology as the yeast-fermented dough.




3.4.3. Quality Assessment of Gluten-Free Breads Leavened with Sourdough


To assess the baking characteristics of the gluten-free breads with added sourdough, two types of bread—floor and pan bread—were prepared from each sourdough-leavened bread variety. Fermentation and baking of all dough samples were carried out under equal conditions, according to the adopted technology. Results from the quality assessment of their baking characteristics are presented in Table 8.



The specific volumes of the floor bread samples prepared with strains PA and ED were significantly higher compared to the control and sample PP, with strain Enteroccocus durans yielding the highest value (1.70 cm3/g). Comparison of pan bread samples showed that samples PP and PA had significantly lower (20% for sample PP) specific volumes than the control sample and sample ED. These results indicate that strain specificity is important in terms of the generated specific volume of nongluten breads, and in our study, strain Enteroccocus durans gave the best performance in leavening the nongluten dough.



Literature data on the effect of LAB on the specific volume of gluten-free breads are diverse. According to some authors, the addition of sourdough to GF breads does not have a significant influence on the specific volume [100,101]. Cappa et al. (2016) [17] reported that sourdoughs have been effective in improving bread volume and softness, which confirms the positive effects observed in our experiments. Other studies also showed that sourdough gluten-free bread had a higher specific volume and was less firm than GF bread fermented with baker’s yeast alone [102,103].



In terms of shape stability (height/diameter ratio, H/D), strain ED gave a significantly higher value of 0.48 compared to the other three tested doughs. Similar to this result, Falade et al. (2014) [104] reported that the addition of lactic acid bacteria increased the bread height after baking.



It is interesting to note that all three LAB-leavened samples had significantly lower baking loss compared to the yeast-leavened control sample, with the lowest value (15.65%) among floor breads observed for sample ED, and the lowest among pan breads (12.25%) observed for sample PA. This positive effect could be attributed to the organic acids produced by the bacteria, which strengthen the structure of the gels in the gluten-free doughs. Therefore, the gas retention in the bread is greater. Our observations confirm the findings of Wolter et al. (2014) [94] and indicate that the application of sourdoughs does affect the baking characteristics of the gluten-free bread, mostly by a significantly pronounced reduction in baking loss. A strain-specific effect on the analyzed parameters was also observed, and this effect differed with respect to the type of bread—i.e., floor or pan.




3.4.4. Sensory Profile of Nongluten Breads with Sourdough


In general, the use of LAB-inoculated sourdough can improve the quality of bread with regards to various characteristics such as taste, staleness, odor, chewability, softness, moisture content, pH, acidity and texture [105]. In the present study, the gluten-free breads leavened with sourdoughs differed in appearance from the control mainly by a better color of the crust (Figure 2), especially of sample ED. The crust of the three samples was thin, smooth and soft.



Generally, all three strains reached biomass content at the level of 108 CFU/g, but the differences in the fermenting capacity showed variations in acid production as well as the composition of the produced organic acids. These differences resulted in variations in the sensory characteristics of the obtained nongluten breads (Section 3.4.4).



The ratio between lactic and acetic acids s an important factor affecting the aroma of bread [106], and its influenced by the fermenting microorganisms, the fermentation temperature and the type of flour or flours [107]. In the present study, the aroma, taste and aftertaste were found pleasant for all samples prepared from the nongluten flour mix. However, these characteristics were most pronounced in the sample with strain Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187 (PP), with a significant difference compared to the other samples.



According to Moore et al. (2008) [100], acidification during sourdough fermentation increases polysaccharide swelling that can partially replace gluten and improve the structure of gluten-free bread. In our study, the development of bread porosity in the sourdough-fermented bread samples did not differ from the control sample. The middle of all samples was soft and slightly moist, and slight sticking to the teeth was observed while chewing. Indeed, only sample PA gave a significant difference compared to control regarding this parameter. Data from the sensory analysis showed positive acceptance of the prepared nongluten breads. Some sensory characteristics were significantly influenced by the LAB strain specificity, with the most pronounced positive effect shown by strain Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187 (PP).




3.4.5. Shelf-Life Estimation of Nongluten Bread with Sourdough


Bourne (1978) [108] described the use of instrumental texture profile analysis extensively, using force, deformation, and work measurement to determine the texture parameters for hardness, fracturability, cohesiveness, adhesiveness, springiness, gumminess and chewiness. In the present research, estimation of the shelf life of the prepared gluten-free pan breads with sourdoughs was based on the time of occurrence of mold growth, and the analysis of the deformation characteristics—viz., total, elastic and plastic deformation—were measured by an automatic penetrometer of the bread crumb. Pan breads were selected to explore deformation characteristics since this method of baking showed better baking characteristics of the nongluten formulations. The total deformation of the breads leavened with lactic acid bacteria (33–35 PU) was more than two times higher than that of the yeast-leavened control sample (15 PU) (Figure 3). This trend was generally preserved until the end of the experiment (72 h), while total deformation gradually decreased for all samples.



It is interesting to note that the total deformation differences between the three samples with sourdoughs were not significant during the 48 h of fermentation, and only at the end of the process did samples PP and PA have a significantly lower total deformation (21 and 20 PU, respectively) compared to sample ED (26 PU).



The total deformation of the control sample was reduced by 53% for 72 h, while the average reduction for the breads with sourdough addition was 25%, with the largest decrease observed for sample PP (40%), and the lowest for sample ED (26%). These results clearly show that the application of LAB improves the softness of bread throughout storage time, with the strongest effect observed for strain Enteroccocus durans 09B374 (ED). In a study on the application of sourdough Lactobacillus strains to obtain gluten-free bread, Di Cagno et al. (2008) [103] also found that the addition of lactic acid bacteria resulted in lower hardness of gluten-free bread crumb during storage.



Results from analyzing the plastic deformation of sourdough-leavened nongluten breads are displayed in Figure 4.



The plastic deformation of the sourdough-leavened breads was considerably greater (around threefold more) compared to the control, and it gradually decreased until the end of the experiment. The crumb of sample ED retained its plasticity to the greatest extent, which was most pronounced at the end of the 72 h test. Plasticity of this sample decreased by 25% between the third and the 72nd hour compared to a 60% reduction observed in the control. For the other two LAB-leavened samples, plasticity decreased by an average of 44%. After 24 h storage, the plastic deformation of sample ED became significantly higher compared to sample PA, and this trend was maintained until the end of the experiment, when plastic deformation of sample ED was significantly higher than sample PP as well. The difference between samples PP and PA was not significant during the course of the entire duration of the experiment. These results indicate that the microbial strain specificity affects the plastic deformation of nongluten breads during storage, and in this study strain Enteroccocus durans 09B374 (ED) provided the highest softness of the nongluten bread in terms of total and plastic deformation.



The third analyzed shelf-life parameter for the nongluten breads prepared with the additions of sourdoughs was elastic deformation (Figure 5).



Elastic deformation measurement at 3 h of storage showed the same average values (5 PU) for all tested samples. The relaxation capacity of the gluten-free bread samples PP and PA did not change after 24 h and remained at 4 PU at 48 and 72 h, while sample ED behaved similar to the control sample and also did not change between 48 and 72 h. Results for samples PP and PA were significantly different (p < 0.01) compared to control and sample ED, which indicates the effect of strain specificity on the elastic properties during storage.



Many other studies also demonstrated that sourdough gluten-free bread was less firm than gluten-free bread leavened with baker’s yeast alone [101,103,109,110]. Shelf-life rheological tests made by Moore et al. (2008) [101], however, showed that the addition of sourdough to a gluten-free mix led to increased firmness and elasticity overtime, which indicated that a LAB strain could be used to produce gluten-free bread with increased quality and shelf life. A study of Moroni et al. (2009) [24] also showed that the use of sourdough in nongluten bread development had positive effects on the crumb structure. Staling was delayed and longer shelf-life was achieved. These effects are mostly associated with the production of lactic and acetic acids, as well as exopolysaccharides during fermentation with lactic acid bacteria. In addition, the use of LAB-inoculated sourdoughs in bread preparation may contribute antifungal properties, thereby increasing the shelf-life of the bread even at a reduced salt content [111].






4. Conclusions


The selected combination of nongluten flours and additives was adequate for obtaining nongluten bread with good quality characteristics. The three tested LAB strains demonstrated good capacity to ferment teff flour into sourdough, reaching different levels of acidification. The application of teff-based sourdoughs had a positive effect on various technological and sensory characteristics of the nongluten doughs and breads. The sourdough-fermented doughs were softer and more elastic compared to the control dough fermented by baker’s yeast. The application of sourdoughs resulted in a significantly pronounced reduction of baking loss. A strain-specific effect on the analyzed quality parameters was observed, and this effect also differed with respect to the bread type—floor or pan bread. Pan baking resulted in better bread characteristics and proved to be more appropriate for commercialization of nongluten bread formulations.



The obtained nongluten breads had positive sensory acceptance. Strain specificity had a significant effect on some sensory characteristics of the products and on bread softness during storage.



The study demonstrated that the application of sourdoughs in the nongluten flour matrix is a successful approach for gluten-free bread development. Strain specificity is significant for dough rheology and the baking characteristics, and it is, therefore, important to perform a careful starter culture selection.
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Figure 1. Degree of immersion in nongluten doughs prepared with the addition of sourdoughs with single cultures lactic acid bacteria. Note: PU—penetrometric units; PA—sample with Pediococcus acidilactici 02P108; PP—sample with Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187; ED—sample with Enteroccocus durans 09B374. Different small letters for each time measurement indicate significant difference between mean values (p < 0.01). 






Figure 1. Degree of immersion in nongluten doughs prepared with the addition of sourdoughs with single cultures lactic acid bacteria. Note: PU—penetrometric units; PA—sample with Pediococcus acidilactici 02P108; PP—sample with Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187; ED—sample with Enteroccocus durans 09B374. Different small letters for each time measurement indicate significant difference between mean values (p < 0.01).
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Figure 2. Sensory profile of nongluten pan breads with sourdough. Note: Pediococcus acidilactici 02P108 (PA); Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187 (PP); Enteroccocus durans 09B374 (ED). 
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Figure 3. Effect of the different LAB strains on the total deformation of nongluten bread. Note: PU—penetrometric units; PA—sample with Pediococcus acidilactici 02P108; PP—sample with Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187; ED—sample with Enteroccocus durans 09B374. Different small letters for each time measurement indicate significant difference between mean values (p < 0.01). 
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Figure 4. Effect of lactic acid bacteria on the plastic deformation of nongluten bread. Note: PU—penetrometric units; PA—sample with Pediococcus acidilactici 02P108; PP—sample with Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187; ED—sample with Enteroccocus durans 09B374. Different small letters for each time measurement indicate significant difference between mean values (p < 0.01). 
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Figure 5. Effect of lactic acid bacteria on the elastic deformation of nongluten bread. Note: PU—penetrometric units; PA—sample with Pediococcus acidilactici 02P108; PP—sample with Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187; ED—sample with Enteroccocus durans 09B374. Different small letters for each time measurement indicate significant difference between mean values (p < 0.01). 
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Table 1. Composition of gluten-free bread formulations.
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Ingredients

	
Variants




	
A

	
B

	
C




	
Quantity, %






	
Teff flour

	
Gluten-free flour base

	
40

	
40

	
40




	
Rice flour

	
40

	
40

	
40




	
Sorghum flour

	
10

	
10

	
10




	
Corn flour

	
10

	
10

	
10




	
Other ingredients, g/100 g Gluten-free flour base




	
Water

	
65

	
65

	
65




	
Baker’s yeast

	
3.0

	
3.0

	
3.0




	
Salt

	
1.5

	
1.5

	
1.5




	
Xanthan gum

	
1.0

	
0.6

	
0.6




	
Guar gum

	
1.0

	
1.0

	
1.0




	
Carboxymethyl cellulose (CMC)

	

	
1.0

	
3.0
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Table 2. Composition of gluten-free breads with sourdoughs and control bread.
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Ingredients

	
Control Sample

	
Sample PP

	
Sample PA

	
Sample ED




	
Quantity, %






	
Teff flour

	
Gluten-free flour base

	
40

	
32.8




	
Rice flour

	
40

	
40.0




	
Sorghum flour

	
10

	
10.0




	
Corn flour

	
10

	
10.0




	
Other ingredients, g/100 g Gluten-free flour base




	
Water

	
65

	
52.4




	
Baker’s yeast

	
3.0

	
-




	
Salt

	
1.5

	
1.5




	
Xanthan gum

	
0.6

	
0.6




	
Guar gum

	
1.0

	
1.0




	
Carboxymethyl cellulose (CMC)

	
1.0

	
1.0




	
Sourdough (Teff flour + Water + LAB)

	

	
21.5
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Table 3. Effect of sourdoughs on the rheological characteristics of nongluten dough.
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Samples

	
Rheological Characteristics




	
Water Absorption, %

	
Consistency, FU

	
DDT, min

	
Stability, min

	
Degree of Softening, FU






	
Control sample

	
65 ± 3.56 a

	
350 ± 1.41 a

	
6.0 ± 0.82 a

	
10.0 ± 0.82 a

	
10 ± 0.82 a




	
Sample PP

	
65 ± 5.65 a

	
290 ± 1.83 b

	
2.0 ± 0.82 b

	
7.5 ± 0.08 b

	
30 ± 0.82 b




	
Sample PA

	
65 ± 0.82 a

	
290 ± 2.58 b

	
1.5 ± 0.22 b

	
7.5 ± 0.08 b

	
30 ± 0.82 b




	
Sample ED

	
65 ± 5.72 a

	
290 ± 0.82 b

	
1.5 ± 0.08 b

	
6.5 ± 0.29 c

	
30 ± 0.82 b








Mean values with different letter in superscript within the same column differ significantly (p < 0.05). Note: Pediococcus acidilactici 02P108 (PA); Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187 (PP); Enteroccocus durans 09B374 (ED). DDT, dough development time.
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Table 4. Chemical composition of the nongluten flours.
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	Flour
	Moisture Content, %
	Protein Content, % (d.m.)
	Fiber Content, % (d.m.)
	Crude Fat, % (d.m.)
	Starch Content, % (d.m.)





	Teff
	10.18 ± 0.16 a
	10.20 ± 0.13 a
	12.39 ± 0.13 a
	3.09 ± 0.16 a
	74.5 ± 0.80 a



	Rice
	10.00 ± 0.14 a
	6.99 ± 0.10 b
	1.47 ± 0.16 b
	0.59 ± 0.09 b
	84.7 ± 1.07 b



	Sorghum
	11.04 ± 0.24 b
	12.49 ± 0.46 c
	9.56 ± 0.08 c
	4.54 ± 0.12 c
	72.2 ± 0.92 c



	Corn
	9.05 ± 0.16 c
	4.20 ± 0.09 d
	3.74 ± 0.12 d
	3.73 ± 0.08 d
	73.4 ± 0.77 d







Mean values with different letter in superscript within the same column differ significantly (p < 0.05).
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Table 5. Fermentation characteristics of nongluten dough formulations.
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	Dough

Variant
	Preliminary Degree of Immersion, PU
	Degree of Immersion After 20 min, PU





	A
	70 ± 1.63 a
	117 ± 3.74 a



	B
	195 ± 4.55 b
	366 ± 0.82 b



	C
	118 ± 1.63 c
	190 ± 3.46 c







Variant A—xanthan 1.0% and guar gum 1.0%; Variant B—xanthan 0.6%, guar gum 1.0% and CMC 1.0%; Variant C—xanthan 0.6%, guar gum 1.0% and CMC 3.0%. Mean values with different letter in superscript within the same column differ significantly (p < 0.05).













[image: Table] 





Table 6. Baking characteristics of nongluten dough formulations.
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Dough Variant

	
Height/Diameter

	
Specific Volume, cm3/g

	
Bake Loss, %




	
Floor Bread

	
Floor Bread

	
Pan Bread

	
Floor Bread

	
Pan Bread






	
A

	
0.45 ± 0.03 a

	
0.90 ± 0.08 a

	
1.12 ± 0.09 a

	
22.61 ± 0.07 a

	
20.68 ± 0.09 a




	
B

	
0.45 ± 0.02 a

	
1.40 ± 0.06 b

	
1.85 ± 0.09 b

	
20.87 ± 0.11 b

	
17.72 ± 0.05 b




	
C

	
0.36 ± 0.01 b

	
0.95 ± 0.05 a

	
0.88 ± 0.09 c

	
21.30 ± 0.64 b

	
16.14 ± 0.67 c








Variant A—xanthan 1.0% and guar gum 1.0%; Variant B—xanthan 0.6%, guar gum 1.0% and CMC 1.0%; Variant C—xanthan 0.6%, guar gum 1.0% and CMC 3.0%. Mean values with different letter in superscript within the same column differ significantly (p < 0.05).
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Table 7. Fermentation kinetics of teff sourdoughs.
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Strain/Time

	
Pediococcus acidilactici 02P108 (PA)

	
Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187 (PP)

	
Enteroccocus durans 09B374 (ED)




	
pH

	
TTA

	
log CFU/g

	
pH

	
TTA

	
log CFU/g

	
pH

	
TTA

	
log CFU/g






	
0 h

	
5.92 ± 0.06

	
4.2 ± 0,25

	
3.00 ± 0.11

	
5.92 ± 0.18

	
4.2 ± 0.29

	
2.95 ± 0.19

	
5.92 ± 0.18

	
4.2 ± 0.40

	
2.90 ± 0.57




	
4 h

	
5.48 ± 0.10

	
4.6 ± 0.26

	
3.08 ± 0.21

	
5.40 ± 0.23

	
4.7 ± 0.31

	
3.04 ± 0.18

	
5.26 ± 0.14

	
4.6 ± 0.31

	
2.95 ± 0.38




	
8 h

	
5.26 ± 0.10

	
5.8 ± 0.13

	
4.63 ± 0.64

	
5.32 ± 0.18

	
5.6 ± 0.26

	
4.62 ± 0.31

	
5.12 ± 0.36

	
5.9 ± 0.26

	
4.71 ± 0.59




	
12 h

	
4.88 ± 0.14

	
9.6 ± 0.31

	
6.26 ± 0.35

	
5.02 ± 0.28

	
8.8 ± 0.25

	
6.75 ± 0.21

	
4.65 ± 0.26

	
10.0 ± 0.26

	
6.86 ± 0.67




	
16 h

	
4.32 ± 0.15

	
13.2 ± 0.25

	
6.79 ± 0.49

	
4.64 ± 0.19

	
13.4 ± 0.38

	
6.95 ± 0.47

	
4.28 ± 0.35

	
15.3 ± 0.29

	
7.00 ± 0.71




	
20 h

	
4.12 ± 0.10

	
14.9 ± 0.45

	
8.15 ± 0.24

	
4.04 ± 0.38

	
14.2 ± 0.28

	
8.28 ± 0.26

	
4.15 ± 0.12

	
17.1 ± 0.31

	
8.53 ± 0.49




	
24 h

	
4.02 ± 0.10

	
15.2 ± 0.26

	
8.72 ± 0.59

	
3.88 ± 0.27

	
14.6 ± 0.33

	
8.81 ± 0.51

	
4.10 ± 0.21

	
18.4 ± 0.34

	
8.83 ± 0.27




	

	
a

	
a

	
a

	
a

	
a

	
a

	
a

	
b

	
a








Mean values of the same parameters with different letter within the same row differ significantly (p < 0.05).
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Table 8. Baking characteristics of nongluten breads with sourdough.
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Dough Samples

	
Specific Volume,

cm3/g

	
Height/

Diameter

	
Baking Loss,

%




	
Floor Bread

	
Pan Bread

	
Floor Bread

	
Floor Bread

	
Pan Bread






	
Control sample

	
1.49 ± 0.01 a

	
1.55 ± 0.01 a

	
0.36 ± 0.01 a

	
20.86 ± 0.06 a

	
17.72 ± 0.05 a




	
Sample PP

	
1.55 ± 0.06 a

	
1.24 ± 0.03 b

	
0.30 ± 0.04 a

	
18.90 ± 0.06 b

	
13.02 ± 0.03 b




	
Sample PA

	
1.59 ± 0.01 b

	
1.46 ± 0.01 c

	
0.36 ± 0.03 a

	
16.70 ± 0.01 c

	
12.25 ± 0.17 c




	
Sample ED

	
1.70 ± 0.03 c

	
1.56 ± 0.02 a

	
0.48 ± 0.04 b

	
15.65 ± 0.04 d

	
12.59 ± 0.07 d








Mean values with different letter in superscript within the same column differ significantly (p < 0.05). Note: Pediococcus acidilactici 02P108 (PA); Pediococcus pentosaceus 12R2187 (PP); Enteroccocus durans 09B374 (ED).
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