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maturity determination indices, mangoes harvested at different times and locations were analyzed for changes in physiological

postharvest ripening indicators, including flesh and skin color, texture (hardness, adhesion, elasticity, chewiness), soluble

solids, and titratable acidity. A systemic study of postharvest ripening physiological indicators was conducted using principal

component analysis and partial least squares methods. The results showed differences in physiological postharvest ripening

indicators among batches of “TaiNong No.1” mangoes harvested at the same initial maturity level. Using the partial least

squares and principal component analysis methods, flesh 5*, titratable acidity, and hardness were determined to be the first,

second, and third final indicators for evaluating fruit ripeness, respectively. The accuracy rates of maturity determination

for the three indicators were 94.34%, 87.21%, and 68.09%, respectively. In conclusion, by establishing a comprehensive

evaluation index system and determining the corresponding maturity level index values, theoretical guidance and practical

value for timely harvesting and sales of “TaiNong No.1” mangoes in different regions were provided.
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AL E R IR B BN 1.53%~1.73%, =HIahrilE
4 8 040.00~9 300.00 go FIEZEL N HwE, — 2%
PEHIFE AR S b* HUME N 20.00~33.00, 2R F5 kRl
T 5 TR B BN 1.22%~1.53%, = 2% 45 bp il JiF
N5 790.00~8 039.00 go FIAEE N = RmE, — 2%
PEHIFE AR A b* HUH N 34.00~48.00, 2R F5 kR ml
T 7 TR 7B BN 0.89%~1.22%, = 2R 45 b il JiF
N3 426.00~5 789.00 g ARG NI wy, —o
PEHIFE AR A b* HUME N 49.00~66.00, 2% F5 kR Al
T E R & BN 0.49%~0.89%, = IRHAEEE N
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Table 2 Principal component load matrix, eigenvalues, and variance contribution rate

o Hr 1 Hr 2 Hx 3
i EEA 1 EAm2 EAN1 ERA2  EAe 1 EAN2
& e -0.99 -0.05 0.74 0.52 -0.13 0.91
B 0.99 -0.03 -0.97 -0.01 0.98 -0.18
RK a* -0.98 0.01 0.96 0.07 0.66 0.64
wEL o 0.96 0.11 -0.29 0.94 0.97 0.11
A L* 0.95 -0.11 0.87 -0.35 -0.82 0.50
FH L* 0.95 -0.08 -0.85 -0.32 -0.97 0.14
RH a* -0.93 0.17 0.95 0.21 0.98 0.20
F I b* -0.855 0.33 -0.98 0.01 -0.97 -0.18
T E A 0.85 -0.26 -0.98 0.14 0.95 -0.22
R b* 0.79 0.57 0.92 -0.35 0.94 -0.30
ERCEE -0.02 0.82 -0.96 0.20 -0.97 -0.22
B 0.54 0.56 0.91 0.34 -0.97 -0.22
FAE(E 8.88 1.54 9.40 1.72 9.53 1.87
T ETIRE /% 12.87 74.00 14.31 78.32 15.59 79.41
BT ETARE % 74.00 86.87 78.32 92.63 79.41 95.00
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Table 3 Rapid determination index of mango maturity
AR R 4 3 2 1
IR R : : : :
FEAR BA BMa BMa B{E
—BABAT RIK b* 49.00~66.00 34.00~48.00 20.00~33.00 12.00~19.00
AR TR/ Y% 0.49~0.89 0.89~1.22 1.22~1.53 1.53~1.73
ZRAEAT B /g 456.00~3 425.00 3 426.00~5 789.00 5 790.00~8 039.00 & 040.00~9 300.00
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Fig.6 Analysis of consumer sensory evaluation results
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