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Effects of temperature and shape on drying of osmo-dehydrated fig
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ABSTRACT

This research is aimed to study effects of temperature and shape of fig on drying. Whole,
pressed and half fruits were dried at temperatures of 55, 60, 70 and 90 °C. Before starting hot-air
drying, the fruits were soaked in osmotic solution of 1.0 % (w/v) sodium chloride and 60.0 % (w/v)
sucrose. Then, fruits samples were dried with a tray dryer at air velocity of 0.5 m/s. Osmotic
pretreatment resulted in reduction of water activity (a,) and moisture content but increased TSS
contents. Increasing of drying temperature could increase drying rate. Shape of fig influenced drying
rate significantly. Drying rate of half fruits was higher than those of the pressed and whole fruits,
respectively, due to size or surface area per unit volume, thickness and peel of the samples. Therefore,

drying time was decreased with increasing of drying rate.
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1989)

Table 1 Physicochemical property of fresh and osmo-dehydrated fig fruit

Samples Moisture content a TSS (°Brix) WL (%) SG (%)

w

(% wet basis)

Fresh fig 86.44 £ 1.40 0.996 £ 0.002 148+ 0.6 - -
Osmo-dehydrated fig 80.61 + 0.84 0.974 £ 0.009 16.4+£1.0 14.46 + 1.93 0.82+0.22
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Table 2 Effects of temperature and shape on a,, and moisture content of osmo-dehydrated fig fruit

Drying temperature a, Moisture content (% wet basis)
‘c) Whole Pressed Half Whole Pressed Half
55 0.490 £ 0.038 0.482+0.001 0.455+0.036 18.60+1.70 17.98+0.64 14.16+0.98
60 0.488 +0.002 0.455+0.003 0.436+0.001 19.63+0.88 18.10+0.62 14.50+0.45
70 0.353+0.007 0.404 +£0.003 0.324+£0.020 12.66+1.34 14.37+0.61 11.56%0.21
90 0.347 £0.021 0.385+0.003 0.320+0.004 9.24x0.52 10.66+0.18 9.40+0.09
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Table 3 Surface area per unit volume (cm'1) of osmo-dehydrated fig fruit

Parameters Whole Pressed Half

Surface area per unit volume 1.03 +£0.09 2.02+£0.31 570 £2.03
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Table 4 Drying time of fig until the moisture content was less than 18% (wet basis)

Drying temperature (°C) Drying time (h)
Whole Pressed Half
55 54 48 30
60 57 33 27
70 27 24 15
90 15 15 9
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