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Influence of fruit size on quality of Marian Plum cv. Sawasdee
(Bouea macrophylla Giff. cv. Sawasdee)
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ABSTRACT: The purpose of this research was to study the effects of fruit sizes (small, medium and large) on physical
and chemical qualities of Marian plum cv. Sawasdee (Bouea macrophylla Giff. cv. ‘Sawasdee’). All Marian plum fruit
were harvested at 80% peel color turning from green to yellow. They were subsequently determined for fruit width,
fruit length, fruit weight, pulp weight, peel weight, seed weight, pulp thickness, peel thickness, seed size, peel color,
pulp color, firmness, percent dry weight of peel and pulp, vitamin C content, carotenoid content of peel and pulp, pH
value, total soluble solids (TSS) content, titratable acidity (TA) and TSS/TA ratio. The results showed that large size
fruit had the greatest fruit width, fruit length, fruit weight, pulp weight, peel weight, seed weight, pulp thickness and
seed size, followed by the values obtained from medium and small size Marian fruit, respectively. Notwithstanding,
small fruit Marian plum had higher TA and TSS content, however, lower in TSS/TA ratio than the large fruit.
Nevertheless, fruit sizes had no significant effect on peel thickness, peel color, pulp color, fruit firmness, percent dry
weight of peel and pulp, vitamin C content, carotenoid content of peel and pulp and pH of Marian plum cv. Sawasdee.
Keywords: Marian plum fruit, Fruit size, Physical and chemical qualities
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Table 1 Fruit width, fruit length, pulp weight, peel weight and seed weight of Marian plum cv. Sawasdee at

different fruit size

Fruit Size Fruit Width Fruit Length Fruit weight Pulp weight Peel weight  Seed weight
(cm) (cm) (9) (9) (9) (9)

Small 3.63+0.19° 5.48+0.03°  39.92+0.52°  24.07+0.39°  8.41+0.10° 5.92+0.12°

Medium 4.04+0.19° 6.18£0.03°  57.57x0.51°  36.32+0.38°  10.95+0.10°  8.07+0.11°

Large 4.51+0.19° 6.64+0.03°  69.79+0.50°  45.78+0.38°  13.02+0.10°  8.74+0.11°

F_test . . . . . .

CV (%) 4.37 5.16 11.13 14.12 4.82 22.20

Different capital letters indicate significant differences between fruit size at P<0.05

The values are means £ SE (n = 60)
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Table 2 Pulp thickness, peel thickness and seed size of Marian plum cv. Sawasdee at different fruit size

Fruit Size Pulp thickness  Peel thickness Seed Width Seed Length Seed Thickness
(cm) (cm) (cm) (cm) (cm)

Small 0.95+0.01° 0.14+0.01 1.78+0.02° 3.82+0.03° 1.02+0.02°

Medium 1.11£0.01° 0.13+0.01 1.9240.02° 4.34%0.03° 1.11+0.02°

Large 1.25+0.01° 0.14+0.01 2.02+0.02° 4.73+0.03" 1.12+0.02°

F-test * ns * * *

CV (%) 14.99 15.27 10.71 6.29 18.50

Different capital letters indicate significant differences between fruit size at P<0.05

The values are means + SE (n = 60)
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Table 3 Peel and pulp color of Marian plum cv. Sawasdee at different fruit size

Fruit Size Peel color Pulp color

L* chroma hue angle (°) L* chroma hue angle (°)
Small 65.10£0.29°  54.10%0.24° 66.72+0.43 48.31+0.31 43.74+0.45  72.00+0.42°
Medium 66.82+0.28° 54.81%0.23° 66.73+0.42 49.07+0.31 44 .45+0.44 70.120.42°
Large 67.91+0.28° 55.65+0.23° 66.78+0.42 48.12+0.30 44.10+0.43 69.15+0.41°
F-test * * ns ns *
CV (%) 2.68 3.76 4.62 8.33 10.98 7.66

Note: Different capital letters indicate significant differences between fruit size at P<0.05

The values are means £ SE (n = 60)
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G al a ol o £
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Table 4 Firmness peel dry weight, pulp dry weight, vitamin C content, total carotenoid of peel and pulp of

Marian plum cv. Sawasdee at different fruit size

Fruit Size Firmness Peel dry Pulp dry Vitamin C Total carotenoid (mg/100 g FW)
(kg) weight (%)  weight (%)  (mg/100 g FW) Peel Pulp

Small 0.90+0.02 18.65+0.33  22.62+0.48 13.57+0.40 3.30+0.08 1.22+0.05

Medium 0.97+0.02 17.59+0.30 22.57+0.45 13.87+0.38 3.03+0.05 1.27+0.03

Large 0.9340.03  17.74%0.34  21.72+0.50 14.69+0.41 3.12+0.07 1.28+0.07

F-test ns ns ns ns ns ns

CV (%) 14.84 1.01 3.97 17.44 4.96 6.70

Different capital letters indicate significant differences between fruit size at P<0.05

The values are means £ SE (n = 60)

7. AAnatunsma-Ae (pH)
mmL‘ﬂuﬂm-mwmL‘f':@u:m?m‘ummmj Y
Al ANANNAUNN94D R (Table 5) 48ARABIALINNT
Anelunaunananwas 1 (duinugudnansiian
N1 27 AALUAT) 1WAT 2 (27-38 NAALNAT) LAY
Wwag 3 (39-51 NaaLNA9) FInAN1INARBINLIAN

oA

AN LDTURID L AININTIRINULN AR AN L AN FN

A (Lu et al.,, 2002) asnglafimn DaudA1AINN
Flunse-AnsrenanzesTavaauanaLlduan
Finafuneada ustiuueliudnileresuauzesin
PN AENATHAAMNLTUNTA-ANITRE NI HANZEN
Farunnsed luaniidnanulunaa-sateaiie
uzm?ﬁmmmmium’ﬁﬂ'ﬁmnﬁzﬂm ABAAA BN
Usurnunsadlnmsaldaenausadafinudn
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8. Usuunsanlninsala (Titratable acidity:
TA)

HANITNAABINLI N NANTENTAIUIALANH
PFununsaninmnldunnign a9a9u1A WA
21NATRY LAZNATUNA TR (0.92+0.02, 0.80£0.04
LAY 0.70+0.01 MINA1FL) (Table 5) Hiailn1g

o . -
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. -~ - o .
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. 4 oY o v o
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Valencia Late, Malta Blood Red wag Jaffa) lemons

WNWNEAT 44 (1) 1 95-104 (2559).
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Kagzi) grapefruit (‘V‘Tuﬁ;r Duncan, Foster Way
Marsh) kaz pummelos (Wvuﬁ: Local, China wag
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(Boonyakait et al., 2012) way Jawandha et al.
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9. 1Bannnsudeiiazareninla (Total Soluble
Solids: TSS)
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Table 5 pH, TA, TSS and TSS/TA ratio of Marian plum cv. Sawasdee at different fruit size

Fruit Size pH TA (%) TSS (%) TSS/TA ratio
Small 3.83%0.20 0.92+0.02° 16.63+0.20° 18.26+0.60°
Medium 4.33+.022 0.80%0.04° 16.17+.022%° 20.46+0.62°
Large 4.40£0.17 0.70+0.01° 15.67+0.18" 22.600.65°
F-test ns * *

CV (%) 1.07 10.64 1.01 7.83

Different capital letters indicate significant differences between fruit size at P<0.05

The values are means £ SE (n = 60)
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