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Studies on the Juice Manufacturing Properties of Various Tomato Varieties

Sang-Wook Park
Dept. of Food and Nutrition, Sookmyung Women's University, Seoul 140-742, Korea

Abstract

For the elucidation of some informations on juice manufacturing properties of tomato, physical, chemical and
sensory characteristics were analyzed for two groups of cultivation pattern-nonproped cultivation (5 varieties)
and proped cultivation (4 varieties). The proped cultivation showed higher sugar content of juice than the
nonproped one. Among the proped jeokpung and Master 2 showed high value of sugar content. The lowest
value of sugar content was observed in 79078xARC of the nonproped. There was no difference in acidity
between cultivation groups but high value was observed in TM103, Jinhong from the nonproped and Jeokpung
from the proped. There was no difference in pH between tomoto juice. High content of vitamin C was observed
in 79078xCL1561 from the nonproped and 76Moll-3-2-2 from the proped. High viscosity was observed in
79078xCL1561 from the nonproped and Horgju from the proped. The nonproped showed greater value in
dominant wavelength than the proped. Good Hope showed the greatest value in dominant wavelength, color
score of panel test and yield. It was found that Good Hope from the nonproped and Jeokpung from the proped
were suitable for juice processing. But better quality of juice can be possibly made by using various varieties
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rather than using single variety because each variety has each goodness of juice preparation separately.
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~ Table 1. Comparison of chemical properties of tomato juice prepared with various varieties of tomatos

Cultivation Tomato Sugar Total pH Vitamin C Viscosity
- type variety (Brix index), acidity(%) (mg %) (Poise)
Non-proped®  79078>ARC. 35 0.35 4.50 2.68 163.3
79078 X CL1561Fs 4.0 0.39 4.45 1.79 264.0
Jinhong 4.0 0.58 4.42 1.02 233.6
Good hope 4.0 0.47 4.73 20 258.8
™ 103 4.0 0.58 4.22 2.0 256.4
Proped Jeok pung 5.0 0.58 4.50 1.79 196.0
Hong Jho 4.6 0.47 4.43 1.62 258.4
Master 2 ‘5.0 0.47 4.32 1.79 256.7
76Moll-3-1-2-2 4.0 0.43 4.40 4.47 248.4
Mean Non-proped 3.906 0.474 4.464 1.898 235.2
Proped 4.65 0.488 4.413 2418 2399
F-Value * NS NS NS NS
*Significant at p<0.05 NS : not significant
Table 2. Colors of tomato juice prepared with various varieties of tomates
Cultivation Tomato % ¥ Y% Dominant %Chroma
type variety wavelength(nm)
Non-proped 79078 X ARC 0.50 .35 8.4 600 60
79078 x CL1561Fs 050 0.34 79 603 58
Jinhong 0.50 035 8.1 600 61
Good hope 0.50 0.34 7.1 603 58
™ 103 ©.49 0.36 8.6 596 60
Proped Jeok Pung 0.47 035 8.3 598 52
Hong Jho 0.48 0.35 7.7 599 55
Master 2 0.47 0.35 8.2 598 52
76Moli-3-1-2-2 0.47 0.37 9.4 593 57
Mean Non-proped 0.498 0.348 0.802 600.4 59.4
Proped 0.473 0.355 0.840 597.0 54.0
F-Value b NS NS NS h
**Significant at p< 0.01 NS : not significant
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Table 3. Comparison of juice yields of tomato prepared with
various varieties of tomatos

Table 4. Sensory evaluations of tomato juice prepared with -
various varieties of tomatos

Cultivation Tomato Yield Waste rate Cultivation  Tomato Col fl T
type variety (%) (%) type variety olor avor  Taste
Non- 79078 x ARC 75.54 24.46 Non- 79078 x ARC 7.0 53 53
proped 79078 x CL1561Fs 77.77 22.23 Proped 79078 X CL1561Fs  7.5° 53 5.8
Jinhong 77.86 22.14 Jinhong 7.3° 5.5 5.8
Good hope 86.19 13.81 Good hope 8.0° 5.3 5.0
T™M 103 ’ 82.65 17.35 ™ 103 4.8 4.8 5.3
Proped Jeok Pung 83.42 16.58 F - value b NS NS
Hong Jho 80.56 19.44
Master 2 80.21 19.79 Proped J:"k P”h"g 4.8 6'2 : 'g
76Moll-3-1-2-2 74.00 26.00 ong Jho 4.8 5. :
Master 2 4.8 4.0 4.5
Mean Non-proped 80.00 19.99 76Moll-3-1-2-2 3.5 4.3 4.3
Proped 79.55 20.45 F-value NS NS NS
F-Value NS NS
Mean Non-proped 6.92 5.24 5.44
NS : not significant Proped 4.48 5.03 4.90
F - value hd NS NS
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