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Study on the Texture Properties of Carmine Radish
SUN Zhong-lei, XIONG Yue, LI Yu
(College of Life Science and Technology., Yangtze Normal University, Chongging 408100, China)

Abstract: The texture properties of carmine radish from Fuling, Chongqing are investigated by food
texture analyser. The correlation of texture indexes is analyzed, the representative indexes that can
evaluate the texture properties of carmine radish is found out, and the correlation with the sensory
evaluation is analyzed. The results show that the best test conditions are test speed of 100 mm/min,
sample shape variable of 70% , TMS 25. 4 cylindrical probe, trigger force of 0.2 N, and return height
of 15 mm. In the analysis of texture properties, the correlation between hardness and brittleness of
carmine radish reaches 0. 961, which is significantly correlated. The correlation between chewiness
and cohesiveness and resilience is 0. 959 and —0. 893 respectively, which are significantly correlated,
while there’s no significant correlation between the other texture properties. The correlation analysis
between sensory evaluation and texture properties show that the correlation coefficient of sensory
hardness and texture properties such as hardness and brittleness is 0. 943 and 0. 905 respectively, and
the correlation coefficient between overall taste and chewiness is 0.933, which are significantly
correlated. The hardness, brittleness and chewiness can reflect the sensory texture of carmine radish
and they are used as the representative indexes of texture properties of carmine radish. The results
will be helpful for the texture analysis and further development and utilization of carmine radish.
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Fig. 1 Texture characteristic curve of carmine radish TPA test
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