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Table 1. Operating conditions of HPLC for free
sugar analysis in cherry-tomatoes
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Table 2. Operating conditions of HPLC for organic
acid analysis in cherry-tomatoes

[tems Condition
Instrument Water model 600E
Column Sugar-PAK [
Column temp. 90C
Mobile phase Ca-EDTA 50mg/1L H:0
Flow rate 0.5ml/min
Injection volume 20ul
Detector Water Associates Differential

Refractometer RI 410

ltems Condition
Instrument Water model 600E
(300X 7.8mm)
Column Aminex column HPX-87H
Column temp. 65C
Mobile phase 0.005M-H2SOs
Flow rate 0.5ml/min
Injection volume 20 ul
Detector Water Associates Differential

Refractometer RI 410
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Table 3. Moisture and vitamin C content of fresh, osmotic-dehydrated and dried cherry-tomatoes with
different pretreatments and drying methods.

Vitamin C

Sample Moisture(% ) (mg/100g-wet basis)
Fresh 9141 297
oDV 81.10 9.28
AD. 1093 15.18
O-AD. 772 8.31
V.D. 11.64 2334
O-V.D. 8.30 1491
F.D. 1294 28.34
O-F.D. 989 26.98

VOD.: osmotic-dehydration, AD,:air drying with nontreatment, O-A.D.air drying after osmotic-dehydration, V.D.:vacuum drying
with nontreatment, O-V.D,:vacuum drying after osmotic-dehydration, F.D.: freeze drying with nontreatment, O-F.D.:freeze drying
after osmotic-dehydration,
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Table 4. L, a, b values and 4E of fresh, osmotic-dehydrated and dried cherry-tomatoes with different

pretreatments and drying methods.

Color vliaue
Sainple L viaue a value b value 4E
Fresh 34.93 16.73 18.92 =
oDy 40.31 17.70 19.12 547
AD. 30.46 2424 14.03 10,01
O-AD. 30.19 23.34 15.05 8.96
VD 37.14 2383 2123 779
O-V.D. 44.00 24.13 2292 13.37
FD. 4842 38.02 2983 2751
O-F.D. 41.59 35.31 2321 20.20

Y0.D.:osmotic-dehydration, A.D.:air drying with nontreatment, O-A.D.:air drying after osmotic-dehydration, V.D.:vacuum

drying with nontreatment, O-V.D.:vacuum drying after osmotic-dehydration, F.D.:freeze drying with nontreatment, O-

F.D.:freeze drying after osmotic-dehydration,

Table 5. Contents of free sugar in fresh, osmotic-dehydrated and dried cherry-tomatoes with different

pretreatments and drying methods.

Reducing sugar(mg/100g)

Sample Total
Glucose Fructose Sucrose
Fresh 590 750 tr?) 13.40
oDy 15.20 17.20 tr 3240
AD. 69.5 118.75 tr 188.25
O-AD. 106.25 139.50 0.03 24575
V.D. 116.75 157.50 tr 274.25
O-V.D. 241.00 314.25 tr 555.25
ED. 59.75 98.25 tr 15.80
O-FD. 12225 155.25 tr 27750

Y0.D.:osmotic-dehydration, A.D.:air drying with nontreatment, O-A.D.:air drying

after osmotic-dehydration, V.D.:vacuum drying

with nontreatment, O-V.D.:vacuum drying after osmotic-dehydration, F.D.:freeze drying with nontreatment, O-F.D,: freeze drying

after osmotic-dehydration

Itr ¢ trace,
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Table 6. Contents of organic acid in fresh, osmotic-dehydrated and dried cherry-tomatoes with different

pretreatments and drying methods.

Organic acids(mg/100g)

Sample Total
Citric acid Tartaric acid Malic acid Fumaric acid
Fresh 290 16.00 12.90 1.30 33.10
oDY 220 7760 62.50 290 14520
AD. 16.50 179.50 255.00 9.75 460.75
0O-AD. 750 332.00 338.00 14.50 692.00
V.D. 2250 269.50 280.25 14.00 586.25
0O-V.D. 775 40750 439.75 14.75 869.75
FD. 13.50 21845 27525 14.00 521.20
O-FD. 5.00 369.00 397.50 15.00 786.50

D0 D.:osmotic-dehydration, A.D.:air drying with nontreatment, O-AD.:air drying after osmotic-dehydration, V.D.:vacuum drying
with nontreatment, O-V.D.:vacuum drying after osmotic-dehydration, F.D.:freeze drying with nontreatment, O-F.D.:freeze drying

after osmotic-dehydration.
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Fig. 1. Structure of fresh, osmotic dehydrated and dried cherry-tomatoes with different pretreatments and

drying methods. (X 300)

Stage symbol: F:fresh, O.D.:osmotic-dehydration, A.D.:air drying with nontreatment, O-AD.:air drying after osmotic-

dehydration.
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Fig. 2. Structure of osmotic dehydrated and dried cherry-tomatoes with different pretreatments and
drying methods . (% 300)
Stage symbol: V.D.:vacuum drying with nontreatment, O-V.D.:vacuum drying after osmotic-dehydration, F.D.:freeze
drying with nontreatment, O-F.D.: freeze drying after osmotic-dehydration.
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Table 7. Sensory evaluation of dried cherry-tomatoes with different pretreatments and drying method.

Sourness Sweetness  Texture Color Appearance Overal’ ) Tomato-
acceptability like
ADY 27787 2333 2.778* 2.500° 2444 2722 24442
O-AD. 3.222%) 3.833 3.111¢ 3611¢ 3111% 3.111° 2,667
V.D. 21112 2.056° 2,667 2.722% 3111 21112 2.167°
O-V.D. 3.167° 3.667¢ 3.167¢ 32224 3.889° 2889 2.667°
FD. 2611 1.778 2.000¢ 1.889* 1.778 2111° 2.556°
O-FD. 2.500%° 29447 2.333® 2.722% 2389 2.500%° 2.944°

* Each values represents the mean of the rating by 18 judges using 5-point scale (1 : very poor, 5 : very good)

VAD.:air drying with nontreatment, O-AD.: air drying after osmotic-dehydration, V.D.:vacuum drying with nontreatment,
O-V.D.:vacuum drying after osmotic-dehydration, F.D.:freeze drying with nontreatment, O-F.D.:freeze drying after
osmotic-dehydration

“Means in a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at P{0.05 level by Duncan’ s multiple range test.

Table 8. Correlation coefficients from descriptive sensory of dried cherry-tomatoes with different
pretreatments and drying methods.

Overall Tomato-
Sourness  Sweetness Texture Color Appearane - )
acceptability like
Sourness = A4297** 3864%* 1319 0581 3876%* 2616
Sweetness ~ 4495%* 3642%* 2566 4319 1897
Texture - 3033%* 2999%* A377** 2467
Color = 7167+ 3546** 0276
Appearance - 3105%* 10363
Overall %
acceptability - 2495

Tomato-like -
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