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Firmness Parameters for Evaluation of Apple Freshness
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A - gale] A FEIFAdE AW 5o A&HE AEY B0z e F4A)
He EA&AReln. a3y H4A - a9 FA HHE NEAHLEZ HrtEr] Ytd Be
A7 B YL E BRI, AME(freshness)d &5 AME HE7 B2 YW
vlste) AFH Frirp v FE AAR g A Aok

Arthey(1975)= AXEE 8% FAEA dddvta HGAom, Adel(state) et Al
Htme)o) #HAA siME 4 Uz &t day, AHAEG £8F Lujxirt Fuid
7k2] ZAg AZHE 9u)Ey, £ F8F SA AvHA FFoR Qs ANEC] AF
o2 A3ty A= #Hol Avkn A3

Ben-Arie 5(1979)2 Ab#29] %A (ripening) FAAAM Yelb= AE ZnAFFRe] W3
E #ES A, d3st u$ FAdE dAdME AESG AEE A AE FH(middle
lamella)®] &2]7F FH3HA Jebstoha 8t Bolin® Huxsoll(1987)2 Abaket 25te] 4
Ax A wE& z=A7e d3 AxE AFE Fix SEM/IA(scanning electron
microscope/image analyzer)E AH&3t MES] FJHFA W E BN UHE LA
o Abge] S, EFg0) 2% TAIAE W ARxe FFEH L AYErt FAsA g2
el stdg. 20197 A AXe EHzARE Fedu A g4HEE o) &3t
o AFHoz Hrlee 7HE AAlEn, AX EHF Al Aty AXEe AR BA
7} vk s

ojg} o]l Mx& AEe e AFF FAE 71AA H9, B3] AEHY Fx W3
o] BFE A we AR EHA At B HEAD A5 A, AR JAH FEE
AEeol wxo o JTFg oA HY, AFYoe] BHHFE2 A8 JAH FxE A
He Ao A de o, MESY AR FEE AME AP FAE JIRE Aoz ¥
obx) 3 gl

L REAENLATY
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a9, #4 - DAY GSEHE o WS AT F¥=e F eHA Yok
Mohsenin(1986)& #Z1EAl(Mcntosh) AFztol thaid ol =g o|% Asd Afe) o
2 42248 249 b SRUYE YEZE, IVAYF, FVLE 5ol AT 84
At 2esE A RS Be ARLSYG TED 4% AYBUAS HATD SHG
2 5019920 Atk vle) Y-A8 B B AN A A% £BAF 4F WY
d We Zed B4 BN Aw, Ade Exg FAe ERAE 24 deto Ay
B 43 Pg) YSUYYH GSPEE TPl A Fo@ A0E BAGR A
o zo H(1998)e ME B/E A% 2AREY AXNE YA A, A% AT Buz
A3 Fge) FEAL Az 4B BAS AT AR

aeu AAE ZEE B - Ba)e) EZo)Y EFo gely 18y B4 sbAE
AAH FEs} BAE A& TN AEste ABAe Pt AFE wl$ PN YHo)
.

mehd, B AFNE Ane E3d 4% B4 BASd QMg A¥Hoz wt
Fe o fee AAE B2 FAY.

2. Alg 2 Py
7t APAR

Atahe 27hR] EF o) AHEH AT 271F (Tsugarws 7] AX0A AiE Aoz 1997
d 99 19 FEHUT. FEF ARE A2 FHA 15U BFHoR 16718 FRH=
Adbate] Ago] AL AT FA(Fuje 29 £HdAAM A48 Aoz 19974 104 314
of AT} 27Fg T 2A9X 1008 FAHZ Adste] AP AHE3IAT

v 45 A9

& APdE AE smme Ad9y FdAH(plunger)7t Z3d A E A (Sun Rheometer
Model COMPAC-100, Sun Scientific Co., LTD., Japan)& AM&3lt. AEFEAF L
(bio-yield deformation), A & 35 & (bio-yield force), =3 ¥ & F(rupture deformation), =3+
& (rupture force), 27| @A E @A A< (initial tangent modulus), Z& 1 271 H 3 3E A4
g &4 &4 AT (secant modulus)E FA3AT. A A8d AxAE AR g4
Adyro] &FeE FHEA AW o]$& == Smm/min® 3t

3.483 9@ 3%
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7ho Abge] J-wy 54

I¥ 1& 27189 32 A%Y -3 F4E ved Rold T 7hx 3 dsA
HFEE7 Smm/ming] FHF GHFAMNP 2SN FEHFA o] mF AWGsA 4
Btk 22y, dudd dEESES s 25 2AAME gEH] 2AHRA @
ok mEA, ASAPA FEHE BFI7) AMME £ 2ol 2THE A #AY
T AN
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Fig. 1. Curves of force-deformation for tsugaru and fuji

apples.
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S, 23 1A BEFEH ojul FIHAAN At FFo wel -¥y FHd9 Y
7} E}Eﬂ | ettt &, 230 vy JAQYA 2UMF AH#Y A FA49 FEHIE SAQ
vt Bja A ZzZo] gud x| Alge] AFfoe P-¥wy FHo| A s7tE BUE
Heo

4. Al BE 27179 4% 54
E 1& 271% A% $8F Aol BE GEEH TUENE Uy Rl
Holq 2E uig Po] BRYEY, IVY, 2/|GAE BYAS £ & 3

AR M EALDOZ 15T $93 WIS Hgo AESFENYY
< foAdol eErA Zutt

Table 1. ANOVA of compressive properties regarding time for Tsugaru

apple.

Compressive property F value Pr>oF R?
Bio-yield deformation 1.85 0.0960 0.0924
Bio-yield force 25.62+* 0.0001 0.5850
Rupture deformation 1.20 0.3138 0.0617
Rupture force 63.70%= 0.0001 0.7781
Initial tangent modulus 13,114« 0.0001 0.4192
Secant modulus 23.55%+ 0.0001 0.5644

**. highly significant
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¥ 290 4& Azt ©E 2713 Abde) ¢4EEN S Yehd Aot a2y et
BEHE 16 UE HQA o) FFeolnh on] ¥ 19 FAH £ FAE $4 29 & ug 2
°l, 27HF Atze] £&F Azt Ho] g YFEAH A FoM HAYH AL w5
A= BEFEHF 339, J85 27184 E S AF) &4 BdASde g + gt
Wi, YSFEARNYFH SPAYFL AL Ao mel Ny Wbsg Bolx gt} 3
H, 271F Ao B4, 27|QHE @AATE @4 S4ASET 3 2 e AXE A
o2 Yeyt

2.5

Deformation (mm
— [\*]
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Fig. 2. Time versus compressive deformation of
Tsugaru apple.
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Fig. 3. Time versus compressive force of Tsugaru
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Fig. 4.

apple.
0 10 20 30 40 50
Time (day)

| —e— Initial tangent —a— Secant 1

Time versus modulus of Tsugaru apple.
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oeie AAE Ay B o FAEY AMEE A]{wauron weh o5t Wt £
A o183t WY 4 Yonme, 2T AT FE FEIYL o]§He] AHEF 3
FHoz Hrialr) PaE AEYRY Iae, 171%1415 edAs 2 84 S9RAS
249 & Jee ¢ 4 Uk

. Azte] mhe Ao 4B 54

E 2% X A3 $8F AR e ¢EEAH9) BARNS U Ao
A4 ®E wieh 2o X ATe) ASE 24E Ale] P9t Fe ATFRAY
BEYY, 2/ VAE BYAS R 24 @4ASE ANAT) dHN EAMOE 3
o WaE vdou, BEREYL 940 YA g3tk ¥W, IRPe wxo
F4e Holrlt POy AERRAYT U TIAYFY F-go) va WS e ge
AAE Aoz EAHYY,

1= .3
& F
=

Table 7-2. ANOVA of compressive properties regarding time for Fuji apple.

Compressive property F value Pr>F R
Bio-yield deformation 66,54 0.0001 0.8661
Bio-yield force 0.37 0.9176 0.0346
Rupture deformation 47,834+ 0.0001 0.8230
Rupture force 5.35%+ 0.0001 0.3421
Initial tangent modulus 57244 0.0001 0.8476
Secant modulus 62.10%* 0.0001 0.8578

*%. highly significant
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Fig. 5. Time versus compressive deformation of Fuji
apple.
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Fig. 6. Time versus compressive force of Fuji apple.
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Fig. 7. Time versus modulus of Fuji apple.

3" 5eA 7€ A WE FA AR 4FEAHE UEhd Aol ayd Y A
FE 10 WE A FFoloh E 29 RAELA ZFAE & A9 £ uls} o], 2 A}
# FEF ARA A WE GEFEAY WU FAN AEFEHY FAEL ARAF
et AFH WAEE Bolx @ vl YEYENUYF FIPAYF, aga 2U)UIE
@A G4 ATt FRE A¥HE RAY 3, T A A, 2I1F Abg
o Aege 2y 2718AE @A 84 SRAFE M2 AY 2L ge AE A
o2 yeiytth

Y F3E A3 2 o, FAE AHEE ANFH w2 FelaA Wete F29
Ag o83l WY F YomE, FA AR B¢ GE5HL o83 duEs 3%
oz Hrsy) A SEYRVYY, IUUYY, 270UE BHAS 2 2 ©y

A+t 84 5 d&e ¢ F U
4. 8%k 2 4&

FHEAN AN FEE A - BAY EBolU EFl GAN 24 EHE AN
o, 2 ATNME A 4F 54 BAse AHES A¥Hoz Yrls: o

~498 —



AAE F23az A

A7 5mme AVAY IH=E A& Smm/ming] £E2 ARE FFAEE At
RBEFEH ] F&s el

2o} AEHEAE o83y AHEE Hriaa ¥ o, FFo wEN dFELH B
W A7 e Aoz gyt F, 271%F FF9 Bpde AUEE A¥HoR H)
a7] fid AEFEY, S3Y, 2/|GAE @A 2 g4 @A 47T Ao £
Mg wde, 2 Algte) ZS- AEFHRUPY, FEUYY, 2VGAE @A 2 84
S AT AR AR —l‘f’i‘iﬂﬁiq. $H, A Ak gl 271 Ao B9-de
gz 27ERE g4ASe @4 gAAFE M2 A e g8 HAE AeE ey
=3
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