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Table 1. Physical properties of Tomato Fruits

[ 219 A=A ]1/3: (abo)*?
T AA

a: EvfEFA 9] FHAol(cm)
b adl 3¢ FHAZHol(cm)
cla, bell £ HZZol(cm)

a

ut

FEEFL 105C 9 A2YPo 2 ZAPoH e
Abbe Refractometer(ATAGO Optical Works Co., Ltd. )2
Z248t91, e 0.1N-NaOHZ #HFste] FALg
Zo 2 339 en® pHE pH meter(TDA Model HM
58)2 &4 slg e} Vitamin C+ 24-dinitrophenyl hydra-
zine ¥ ARFEOoE FFHA

0x
A

HExH
Bookfield Viscometer(Stoughton, MA, USA)2 A&
3le] 25T oA &334k

MEEH
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o2 233 x, y, Y%, Dominant wavelength, %ch-
romaE F3Qck2 = CIE systemd] Y, X, Z2HH
chromaticity Coordinates x, y& W34 x=X/X+Y+

Cultivation Variety Fruit weight Fruit length Fruit width Fruit thickness
Type ® (mm) (mm) (mm)
Non Proped 79078 X ARC 69.30bc 52.30bc 49.8b 45.60a
79078 X CL1561F6 64.36a 50.42a 47.95a 46.35ab
Jinhong 80.08d 55.93d 53.28¢c 46.92ab
Good Hope 73.61c 52.62c 50.06b 50.62¢
™ 103 66.47ab 51.15ab 49.34b 46.98b
F-Value *k * % *% *k
Proped Jeok Pung 109.90b 65.14b 59.88c 4849
Hong Jho 97.30a 59.75a 56.05b 51.10
Master 2 124.0c 65.54b 61.48¢c 51.80
76Mo11-3-1-2-2 86.94a 58.08a 53.38a 48.28
F-value EE3 *3k £33 NS
Mean Non Proped 70.76 52.48 50.09 4727
Proped 104.54 62.17 57.70 49.89
F-value *% *k k% *%

Mean seperation within column by Duncan’s multiple range test at 5% level

%%, Significant at p<0.01; NS, Not significant
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Table 1. Continued
Cultivation Variety Specofoc Gravity Hardness Sphericity
Type ) (kg/10 mmo) (%)
Non Proped 79078 X ARC 0.97ab 0.61a 92a
79078 X CL1561F6 0.97ab 0.71b 93ab
Jinhong 0.98b 0.80c 92a
Good Hope 0.96a 0.81c 96a
T™ 103 0.98b 0.81c 95bc
F-Value %ok Kok K%
Proped Jeok Pung 1.01 0.73 89
Hong Jho 0.99 0.74 92
Master 2 1.03 0.71 92
76Mo11-3-1-2-2 0.99 0.69 91
F-value NS NS NS
Mean Non Proped 0.972 0.749 93.60
Proped 1.005 0.720 91.0
F-value * % NS *%

Mean seperation within column by Duncan’s multiple range test at 5% level

%%, Significant at p<0.01; NS, Not significant
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Fig. 1. Shapes of Tomato varieties. 1, 79078X
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Table 2. Color of Tomato Fruits

Cultivation Variety X y Y% Dominant % Chroma
Type Wavelength(mm)

Non Proped 79078 X ARC 0.50 0.35 99 600 61
79078 X CL1561F6 0.50 0.34 8.0 603 58
Jinhong 0.50 034 75 603 58
Good Hope 0.50 0.32 6.9 613 52
T™103 049 0.36 9.7 597 60

Proped Jeok Pung 048 0.35 83 599 55
Hong Jho 048 0.35 85 599 55
Master 2 0.49 0.35 86 599 58
76Mo11-3-1-2-2 0.48 041 9.7 536 71

Mean Non Proped 0.498 0.342 8.40 603.2 57.8
Proped 0.483 0.365 8.78 595.8 59.8
F-value %k NS NS NS NS

%%, Significant at p<0.01; NS, Not significant

Table 3. Chemical Properties of Tomato Fruits

Cultivation Variety Water content  Sugar Total pH Vitamin C  Viscosity
Type %) (Brix) Acidity(%) (mg) (Poise)
Non Proped 79078 X ARC 94.73 3.58 0.51 4.40 9.42 387
79078 X CL1561F6 94.38 4.0 049 4.25 8.68 716
Jinhong 94.91 4.0 0.56 4.35 8.62 453
Good Hope 95.08 4.25 0.59 4.50 6.24 463
- T™M103 95.75 401 0.60 4.20 5.50 386
Proped Jeok Pung 94.37 5.25 0.43 455 7.40 514
Hong Jho 94.46 5.0 044 4.35 8.62 242
Master 2 . 94.57 5.55 045 440 7.46 288
76Mo11-3-1-2-2 95.10 4.20 047 . 455 6.36 567
Mean Non Proped 94.97 3.97 0.55 4.34 7.69 481
Proped 94.63 5.0 0.45 446 7.46 403
F-value NS k¥ *% NS NS NS

%%, Significant at p<0.01; NS, Not significant
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Comparison of physicochemical properties of several tomato varieties
Sang-Wook Park (Department of Food and Nutrition, scokmyung Women's University,
Seoul, Korea)

Abstract : For the elucidation of some information on processing properties of tomato,
physicochemical characteristics of fruits were analysed for two group of cultivation pattern,
non-proped cultivation (5 varietes) and proped cultivation (4 varieties). Weight, length, wi-
dth, thickness and specific gravity were greater in the proped cultivation group than in
the non-proped. Among the proped varieties, Master 2 showed the greatest values and
76Mo011-3-1-2-2 the smallest. Among the non-proped, weight, length, width and specific
gravity were greatest in Jinhong and thickness was greatest in Good Hope and smallest
in 79078 X ARC. Hardness showed significant difference only among the non-proped resul-
ting in the lowest vlaue in 79078 X ARC. Fruit sphericity was greater in the non-proped
among which Good Hope was the greatest. In fruit color the non-proped showed greater
trend in dominant wavelength, especially in Good Hope. No significant difference between
group was found in lightness and % chroma. Sugar content showed higher trend in the
non-proped and highest in Master 2. Acidity was significantly higher in the non-proped
and highest in Good Hope. There was no difference in pH. Vitamin C was difference
between group but higher trend in 79078 X ARC. Viscosity was no difference between group
but higher trend in 79078 X CL1561F6 of the non-proped and 76Mo11-3-1-2-2-of the proped.



