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Studies on the Post-harvested Fruit Texture Changes of ‘Yali’ and
‘Jingbaili’ Pears by Using Texture Analyzer
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Abstract: To evaluate the formation and change of texture properties, fruit of Pyrus bretschneideri
Rehd. “Yali’ and Pyrus ussuriensis Maxin. ‘Jingbaili’ were taken as the materials to determine the
related-texture parameters by using Texture analyzer. The results showed that the texture-related
parameters, such as fracture, springiness, chewiness, adhesiveness and cohesiveness, could be used to
evaluate texture properties of pear fruit. For ‘Yali’ pear, the values of all texture-related parameters
changed weakly. The hardness was positive correlation of 0.01 levels with fracture, and these two
parameters were also 0.01 levels of positive correlation with chewiness. But no significant differences
were observed on the other texture-relate parameters. On the contrary, the value of each texture parameter
showed a greater change in ‘Jingbaili’ pear fruit. Also, there was 0.01 level of positive relationship between
the hardness and fracture. Both hardness and fracture had 0.05 level of negative relation with
adhesiveness, while had significantly positive relationship with springiness and chewiness, and the
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significant positive correlation was seen between chewiness and adhesiveness. All above results indicated
that the hardness, fracture, springiness and chewiness can be used as the main index to evaluate fruit
texture, while the parameters like adhesiveness and cohesiveness would response for the subtle texture
changes.

Key words: Pyrus; fruit; softening; texture property; texture analyzer
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Fig. 1 Changes of hardness and fracture during fruit storage in Yali and Jingbaili pears
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Fig. 2 Changes of adhesiveness during fruit storage in Fig. 3 Changes of cohesiveness during fruit storage in
Yali and Jingbaili pears Yali and Jingbaili pears

24 MERIRBRFXEEMEREL

FAVERARR LRI, AEEHIK N WEBUIRINAE S . B 4 B, SRR PSRN FUR S 5
PRI AR Fe WS AUR SR s PR R REOE S, (AR AU, st FALE
KJa 6d WAAEANK, 6d 5 ITEamI I, 9 d ke 5 ik AR

25 MERIFERFEEBMEEL

WELIEE L 0y 2 (A ML U R SR il I 5 S AR e, URERE . P SRIE ISR AAR, R e 7 2R S0
NELU SR PTRE o B 5 2R HT, TOALIR SR MH ML B FUo R MEARAAR AL, 1t (1 B SEAE IR d i
Bt RS Jn AL B R RS, (H 6 d e SO — B i #E, 12 d A b n SGRIE T B,
EHA—Hm AL,

8% Yali 18 AL :
03 . —e— B34 Yali 0.10 - —e— MBAY Yali
—a— X A3 Jingbaili —a— A Jingbaili
0.08
@ ’g @ [
9 F 6 006 §
-8 £ ]
& oS 0.04
0.02 e
0 0
0 6 12 18 24 30 36 42 48 54 60 0 6 12 18 24 30 36 42 48 54 60
TR HL / d TR HL / d
Storage days Storage days
B4 BROFARIALBEHTE E5 MSHRMEAZETEBERTE
Fig. 4 Changes of springiness during fruit storage in Fig. 5 Changes of chewiness during fruit storage in
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Table 1 Correlations analysis of textural parameters derived from TPA of Yali and Jingbaili pears
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