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Table 1. Comparison of Fuji fruit quality between

Korea and Japan,

Surface Fruit Yeight

-color firmness Brix (g)
Korea 3.10 6.10 14.1 259.0
Japan 4,08 6.38 12.7 262, 4

Notes: 1. Surface colors were evaluated by using a
"Standard chart” made at the Japan Fruit

Research Sta, for Fuji color,

2. These results were tested in Japan,



Table 2, Comparison of Fuji fruit guality between

Korea and America.

Fruit - Weight
firmmess  Brix (g) PH
Korea 6.13 13.3 238 5.28

America 6.38 16.7 300 5.65

Note : These results were tested in Taiwan,

Table 3, Comparison of Fuji fruit quality with

different packing patterns before and after

transportation.
Surface Fruit Weight
color  firmness Brix (g)

%\ % 3.50 6.18 13.33 * *

Carton box 3.67 6.13 13.33 | 227.4 227.5
Styro foam box 3.57 6.16 13.40 | 233.7 233.8
Co2,C2H4 Free  3.40 6.16 14,60 | 220.8 221.9
bag+carton box

Wrap-packing 3.50 6.20 13.50 | 221.3 222.0
+ carton box

% . Before transportation

% £ : After transportation
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Fig.1. Temperature and relative humidity in the container
of different packing types during storage and

transportation,
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Fig.2.  Comparison of Korean Fuji fruit with

Japanese by panel test in Japan,
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Fig.3. Comparison of Korean Fuji fruit with

American by panel test in Korea,
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Fig.4. Comparison of Korean Fuji fruit with

American by panel test in Taiwan.
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Fig.5 Sugar Composition Eate of Korean Fuji fruit
in comparison with Japanese.
J:Japanese Fuji fruit

S:8ucrose G:Glucose Fi:Fructose TS:Total Sugar
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Fig.6. Sugar Composition rate of American Fuji fruit
in comparison with Korean,
K:Korean Fuji fruit
S:Sucrose G:Glucose F:Fructcse TS:Total Sugar
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Fig,7. Changes in Sugar Composition rate of Fuji fruit
before and after transportation.
Before:Before transportation
After transport;tionzt
TA:Carton box * TB:Styro foam box #
TC:Co2,C2H4 Free baﬁ+carton box *
TD: Wrap-packing+carton box *
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