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Abstract

This research studied the tolerance to compression of tangerine fruit cv. Sai Nam Peung. The information
would serve as basic data for transportation of the fruit. The compression test was carried out with texture analyzer
at the top and bottom positions of the fruit. Results showed that compression tolerance at the two positions were
not significantly different. In fruit bruising test at 0, 10, 20 and 30% deformation, electrolyte leakage and
respiration rate were measured to indicate the bruising. The 30% deformation test gave significantly higher
electrolyte leakage than the other deformations. Its electrolyte value was 47.5+3.8%, but the leakage of the 10%
deformation and the uncompressed fruits was not significantly different. Respiration rate of the tangerine was
measured at 1 and 2 hours after compression. Respiration rate of all compressed samples was similar in the first
hour, however, in the second hour the rate of the 20% and 30% deformation samples was found to be significantly
higher than all other. Respiration of uncompressed and the 10% compressed fruits were not different when
measured at 2 hours after compression.
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Table 1 Average of maximum breaking force and Young’s modulus of elasticity of tangerine fruit

Press position on fruit Maximum force (N) Young' s modulus of elasticity (N/mm2)
Top 120.7+19.9° 183.0+62.8"

Side 116.7421.0° 62.3+14.5°

LSD, 46 0.80 2.45

%CV 4.20 5.19

Mean values followed by different letter in the same column are significantly different at P < 0.05
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Table 2 Average percentage of electrolyte leakage of tangerine fruit when compressed at 4 deformations

Deformation Electrolyte leakage (%)
0% 35.2+2.8°
10% 38.9+2.1°
20% 45.8+3.1°
30% 47.5+3.8°
LSD, 4 1.7
%CV 3.9

Mean values followed by different letter in the same column are significantly different at P < 0.05
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Table 3 Average percentage of respiration rate of tangerine fruit when compressed at 4 deformations

Respiration rate (mICO,/kg.hr)

Deformation h on
our our

0% 23.71.5° 22.6£2.4°

10% 45.1£2.4° 24.8+0.4"

20% 50.04.4 30.03.5

30% 49.8+3.7° 32.9+4.0°
LSD0_05 43 39
%CV 73 8.0

Mean values followed by different letter in the same column are significantly different at P < 0.05
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