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Instrumental and Sensory Analysis of Fruit Quality in Relation to

Storability of ‘Niitaka’ Pear Fruit
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ABSTRACT Quality of ‘Niitaka’ pear fruit was evaluated by instrumental and
sensory analysis in relation to storability. Fruits harvested at commercial
maturity were stored in a common storage room or in a cold storage at 27T.
During storage, fruits were sorted by instrumental measurement of soluble
solid content (SSC) and flesh firmness. Then, overall acceptability was eval-
uated by organoleptic test. Critical storage period was determined by sensory
evaluation index for different storage methods. After 60 days of storage, eating
quality was acceptable when flesh firmness was higher than 3.3 kg/8mm@. As
for soluble solid contents, high eating quality was obtained when pear fruit
contained soluble solids higher than 13.0 °Brix. In ‘Niitaka’ pears, however,
changes in soluble solid content seemed not to be an appropriate parameter to
determine storability since SSC increased during both common and cold
storage. Data of organoleptic test and postharvest changes in flesh firmness
suggested that storability of 'Niitaka’ pear fruit seemed to be 30 days in a
common storage and 120 days in a refrigerated storage.

Additional key words: eating quality, flesh firmness, organoleptic test, soluble

solid contents
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Table 1. Sensory evaluation index as influenced by flesh firmness in ‘Niitaka’ pears 60

days after harvest.”

Firmness Sensory
(kg/8mm) evaluation index”
2.2 2.0 ¢
2.4 50 b
3.0 53 b
3.3 8.0 a
3.6 71 a

“Fruits showing similar soluble solid contents around 12.0 °Brix were sorted by the

firmness.

YEating quality: scale 1 to 3 = poor, 4 to 6 = moderate to acceptable, 7 to 9 = good

to excellent.

*Mean separation within a column by Duncan’s multiple range test at 5% level.

Table 2. Sensory evaluation index as influenced by soluble solid contents in ‘Niitaka’

pears 60 days after harvest.”
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Fig. 1. Changes in flesh firmness in ‘Niitaka’ pears during common storage and refri-
gerated storage at 2°C. Bars indicate standard deviation.
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Fig. 2. Changes in soluble solid content in ‘Niitaka’ pears during common storage and
refrigerated storage at 2C. Bars indicate standard deviation.
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