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Properties of Dried Apple Jeonggwa according to Apple Varieties
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Abstract

Dried apple jeonggwa, a traditional Korean dessert, was made using various apple varieties, such as Jonathan, Fuji,
and Hongro. After making the dried apple jeonggwa, the physical and sensory properties of the dessert made using
different apple varieties were compared. The apple varieties had no differences in moisture content, weight loss, or
sugar content. Chromacity differences were observed depending on the varieties, but AE was small. Hardness was
highest in Jonathan, while resilience was highest in Fuji, but there was no significant difference in hardness. In the
sensory evaluation, appearance, color, sweetness, hardness, chewiness, and overall acceptability were highest in Jon-
athan, while there was no substantial difference among the varieties in terms of flavor, sourness, or adhesiveness.
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Aol AWaly FFo] wor L7} 14-15°Brix B
|32 AF=7F 0.4% W Qo A2 A gellA 5-6714d 7k
Aol 7hsste] Aol Hold FEo|th(Park et al.,
2017; Kim et al., 2019; KREI, 2022; Park et al., 2022).
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2000; Jeon & Jeong, 2009). g3}l &3t AyE= AW FEE
gelste] whE AR A, FAEH, A, A S
(Song et al., 2010; Kim et al., 2014b; Jo et al., 2015; Lee
et al, 2017) &°] U, Fo] H7te Gelste] FAHA
Aol EAS Feles AT (Bae et al, 2019)¢F A% W
WS e A7(Cho et al.,, 1984; Paek et al., 2006; Lee
et al, 2009; Shin et al., 2012; Lee et al., 2013; Kim &
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Kyoto, Japan)E ©]-83} W= Zi(lightness, L), 2= 7k
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Azxd A FEE FA7] A8t Kim et al
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(Jeonju University Institutional Review Board)9] <12 ®F
o} 8 =] I THIRB No.: jjIRB-2023-0602).
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BE A¥Ae 33 wkE At W EFUAE
SPSS (IBM Version 26, SPSS Inc., Armonk, NY, USA)S
o]-g&sto] FAX AL, oAb 78-S AAuA] ELAHEA
S 3 F p<0.05 A Duncan T 9145 (Duncan’s
multiple range test)H S AF8-3} T}
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Table 1. Water content, weight lose, color, sugar content and texture of dried apple jeonggwa according to apple varieties

s

Varieties
Hongro Fuji Jonathan
Water content Apple 183.15+0.49*" 81.82+0.66" 77.13+0.77°
(%) Jeonggwa 6.06+0.433N8 6.63+0.90 7.35+1.35
Weight loss (%) 47.6246.46" 42.45:6.76 48.57+2.82
L 81.56+0.15" 78.73+0.30° 81.37+0.24*
Apple a ~3.85+£0.56" 2.65+0.20° —4.55+0.43"
Col b 24.01£1.49N 26.56+1.22 25.94+1.13
olor
L 60.95+4.53* 58.16+2.51° 63.87+1.70°
Jeonggwa a 0.16+0.43° 1.34+0.61%® 1.95+1.30°
b 23.21+£2.13* 20.96+1.00° 20.59+0.69°
Sugar content Apple 13.87+0.12° 14.13+0.12° 12.90+0.10°
(“Brix) Jeonggwa 8.36+0.74™¢ 8.70+0.49 9.04+0.27
Texture Hardness (kg) 6.13£0.45N 6.45+0.33 6.54+0.01
Resilience 0.04+0.01° 0.06+0.03* 0.05+0.01%
YmeanSD.

2)a-c

NS+ not significant.

superscriptive letters in a row indicate significance at p<0.05 by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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o} oF7F o] FRATHp<0.05). a FS TE7F -3.85+0.56,
AF7F =2.65£0.20, &L-0] —4.55+0430. 82 HAL7 T2}
TSHET Ao o7k o ke AS IR ‘F °iE}
(p<0.05). b S 24.01-26.560. % “—%oﬂ w}
o]7] ¢ko} TK0] TA}EE} FEA 7} =l
wHA B A5S 7RIt A —% gl
Ate &5 SRR O Hi =T9Y S
& AdT AxE At AR A M= TR L g
o] 60.95+4.53, &L-0] 63.87+1.70, A7} 58.16£2.51%
Z5o] TR vy 9z o kAL, FARR TS
o&A W AL T 5 AATHp<0.05). a S o -4
0.16£0.43, &= 1.95+1.30, F-A7} 1.34£0.612 Z-Lo] 7}
2 =UTh b 3 TR} 23.21+2.13, B-L0] 20.59+0.69,
HA}7F 20.96£1.000.2 T27F 71 =90 L3 BAls
Hl=gh g Bk A Az 5 BAM ¥ L 32 &
3 #AAglol 20 71 TAE e a 7 FUkst] #F
o] WE jo|7} Zo]EUL b FHe HAe B& EE
5-6 7t 7raste] mgtdlo] o7k ZolEs BHES B
L e W3l7F ZI=H Hong et al. (2018)°] Al w2
H PAle] Ao A Foa gk b gho]l B ATl fA}
g FEolAo Y L e w8t v 38 5 Ao R
Q3 L gro] Rolxlttal ®yste] 7AFA= e $9] a
3 b e GAVEI L e e B Ao Aol o
1U Fe grolsr 2= Atk Kim et al. (2020)8] Aol =
ZAZ T g9 L o] T2Ut FAlET A et
g sl 5] MY =2 L #S Ueille A2
& AA 7 FujAo) 7] wEoz A 2 g 2
AtE T F&o] Ao] o o} o]t AAE UERH Zo=
HRAth FFWH At 18] AEAE d9l P& o &
2o} FALE vrE AR He] M= 1.96, 353 FAL
244, 3L} 22 WE AARFY] MEaHE 14582 BT
1.5-3.0 AFo]dS ER1E 4 AUATh M=A7F 05-1.5 5
243k ZfolE YERlE Aolal, 153.02 AT
AE9 zpo], 3.0-6.0> FAG 2po| 2 HAL Qo] F
AR e Awates AA T S A= Aol
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At AR o] Az A, T AT TEE Table 19 Y
BRI A g AEE 9E AAY e 27}
13.87+0.12°Brix®| 213, F-AF7} 14.13+0.12°Brix® 7H3 =
ko, &80] 12.90+0.10°Brix2. 2 7} v& e B
t}. Kim et al. (2006)¢] S7-o] W= RAl7d 2| 7k 7}
&4 THE T W7} 1143-13.10BrixE 2 A7A3}
Hu} OF7F SRAIRE o= A X G FEA 7| o] mE 2}

o] A7tEW, T&L 1]153-12.52°BrixE ¥ A9} H]S:

@ A%e Rtk A9 A= F EF2Y gEE T2}
8.3620.74°Brix, F-AF7T 8.70+0.49°Brix, €-2-°] 9.04+0.27°Brix

2 J—Z_oﬂ Lq-‘:—’ O_JXJO 21-0]7]' L]—FA—L}X] %}»}‘:}([KO 05)

AukzA o Z A=A o) o3t A AAoME dEH F
o] = Folol] os|A AEo| Fio] Ao §
S ol FH o] d=ofl AT T skl FY

9

=232 3= 3L AXA QE}(Yoon 1998). ©] ]
Z A At 4= G Aole Aoy Ax =
m o ALk AR o] G ARl Ax A A
Bl 4] JPOR Az T Frrt 4
= wolrt

O koo o wlo mN Y
X

rﬁ m o
lo é

74 I=(hardness)2} BH& A (resilience)S =74 3131
om I e Table 191 YEMTE Hardnesss 27t
6.13£0.45 kg, F-AH7F 6.45+0.33 kg, &30 6.54+0.01 kg=
FEo WE FoAQ Aol YEREA] 2% TH(p<0.05).
Resilience= ZE7} 0.06£0.02% 73 &3, FA7} 0.04+
0.01= 7Hg %%Otﬁ 3L0] 0.05£0.01% FZ9} FAL
FTHAE FE3 AR A8 IR1E 4 Ak Oh
& Oh (2020)«1 AEAZ AFHY Az AT w2 Az
27101]_‘;_ AL7} 71—_/;\_3};}7} AZA|7F ]2/\]7]— O AR E =
A A=7F S7bskadvhal Barskglon Az g ella At
o] Afd FF o] FEEAAN IA Bof AEg 27 0]
PAE o] ol e Ay YERETHAL stk & A
EHol MRS 29 7Ax37] wdol Aol AshA o
(Lee et al, 2000)2 3t FHA AL A ZEF(Kim et
al,, 2011; Kim, 2016)ET} & AE7} Vehd Aoz A
Zhe|m A 3ke] FigHro] F5o mE xfol7t glo] 73
T EgE FFo| e 2po|7F UERA] e Ao E BRIt

7|3% "ot
713 % 37} A= Fig. 13} Table 20 YEFASH £
i, 3, ©ut, Alut, B2, A, M348, ARl 7

=5 Hrhetah 932 271 5.63+1.56, FAE
4.61+1.640] 3 B-L0] 673+1.642 7P HS HEE A9
THp<0.05). A& T&7} 585+1.9, F-A} 5.05+1.88, <
o] 7.07+1.542 &20] 78 HFE do] 71 J|Z e
7 =g zm 3 5 ,\loj\\:]'(p<0 05). & T27} 517+
1.38, AL} B-8-0] 717} 4.83+1.41, 5.24+1 4602 H|S=2%)
HA4E oA E} PU}% T2 FAE 5954295, 595+
183°i H|=Fom F2o0] 7051612 M & 7|5
5 BHAHp<0.05). A8t 27} 524+1.88, FALL
5.83i2.28, Z-50] 6.07+1.860.F HI=S 7S RO &
o] 7t wL V|ZEE Hole AL FAFT 5 9l
RRAHLe T2I) 6.02+1.78, F-AMF 5244228, TS
6.1042.100.2 T 29} T2 7|37} FAIRT =94}



426 o] - A - At

Table 2. Sensory properties of dried apple jeonggwa according to apple varieties

Hongro Fuji Jonathan
Appearance 5.63+1.56*° 4.61+1.64° 6.73+1.64°
Color 5.85£1.90° 5.05+1.88¢ 7.07£1.54°
Flavor 5.17+1.383N8 4.83+1.41 5.24+1.46
Sweetness 5.95+2.06" 5.95+1.83° 7.05+1.61%
Sourness 5.2441.88™ 5.83+2.28 6.07+1.86
Adhesiveness 6.02+1.78™% 5.24+2.40 6.10£2.10
Hardness 5.78+1.78° 4.88+2.16° 6.10+1.84°
Chewiness 5.63+1.88° 4.98+2.31° 6.56=1.737
Overall acceptability 5.66+1.84° 5.78+£2.26° 6.88+1.78°

Ymean+SD.

2=esuperscriptive letters in a row indicate significance at p<0.05 by Duncan’s multiple range test.

NS+ not significant.

Appearance

Overall acceptability

’
’
Chewiness d' Flavor
(4
{l
\‘\
& 8
Hardness Sweetness
Adhesiveness Sourness

Fig. 1. Sensory properties of dried apple jeonggwa according to
apple varieties. O Jonathan, A Hongro, (] Fuji.

Ams R} 5.78+1.78, AL} 4.88+2.16, &-50] 6.10+
1842 F50] 7| 857 7wkt TR} AR

o3

, FARE A S 7P e 15 E B THp<0.05).
2 Z 29l 380] 563+1.88, 6.56+1.74F FALSH 7]
B FAF 49842312 oF7F e 71357} U
B th(p<0.05). AukEQl 71T e T &7} 5.66+1.84, A
7} 5784226, 5-0] 6.88+1.78% F 29} FAl= FARRILS
H E5o] 784 ke AFE =2 VIEEE BHAT
(p<0.05). ZF A&} AAZR] 7S E AugS o FA
g e gEo] gokon 2= 19} BstAY oF

7F 2o £FS YT 7|E% HE AWEYS 1 &
2 FEA M =2 7|E=E YER Akt A3
HE TE W F50] AFsiotal AztE

A{g

bl 3@
Mo ox R

o (]
) =

Fool mE At A FESAS Slsid

ki3

G Az Hole F5E Zol7F ARy Az o
6.06-7.35%= 2121 Zfol7t EA| A e¥al HlsEt
o] HUN FHLAEE 4245-4857%=2 EFO|
o] ZQl ZpolE HolA] FUrt AR HL] M= L 3
20] 63.87£1.702.F 7} ¥IQkT a4 e T20] 195+
3002 7H E=dt)h b 3+ T EUF 2321421302 7P
At T Ak AHA ] Gt AR AR Fo] &
= I3t} Al AAe] GEs 271 13.87+0.12,
AL7F 14.13£0.120] 322 §20] 12.90+0.100.2 713 vhe
B Ax Fo| FrE ZTE7} 836+074, FA}
70+£0.49, 8-L-0] 9.04+027% EFo] W& §2F el 2}o]
WERA] exskth. 744 #+9] Hardness= 6.13-6.54 kg
EZ5o W2 F40 AFol= HolX| UL Resilience
22 0.06£0.02, F-AF 0.04£0.01, &5 0.05+0.01 = }
Byt 7135 B{7F 35 F o3 50| 6.73+1.64%
7 =9k, e 580 7.07+1.54%2 7} mko, 3F
S 483-524E BT B[ AEAN, @ F50]
7051612 7 =& 7|35E BTl Age T80
6.07+1.86°] 7F¢ =gty 2 A, QA 2% &
$-0] 6.10£2.10, 6.10£1.84, 6.56£1.742 7} =kc}. Auk
20 7135 = ZTRE7} 5.66+1.84, FA} 5.78+2.26, 32
o] 6.88+1.78% T=9 FALE FAMEIoH F8o] 79
IS AR M 22 715 EE BATH(p<0.05).
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