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Studies on the Dynamic Property and Preservative
Property of Apples

Kazuo Kojima and Yukio KimoTo
Laboratory of Agricultural Machinery, Faculty of Agriculture

.Abstract : Varying the preserving temperature and preserving days, the authors investigated
the dynamic property and the preservation of apples.

The results were as follows :

(1) There were not very much change of the dynamic property and the freshness of apples when
preserved at a temperature 2°C during 25 days.

Considering the freshness, it seems that the superior limit of preserving days were 15 days at a
temperature 20°C and 5 days at a temperature 30°C.

(2) There was the difference of intensity at the part of an apple.

The calyx end was most strong, the stem end and the cheek followed this.

{(3) The elastic modulus of apples decreased with increase of preserving days, and with increase
of preserving temperature.

{4) The volume of injury of apples that are caused by impact increased in proportion to height
of the ram. The Volume of injury (V cn?) was related to the absorbed energy by apples (E g * cm)
as follows : ‘
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(5) No particular volume change of injury that are caused by Impact was recognized for long

time.
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