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Abstract; In order to study the factors that the influence of the cassa-
va stalk toughness. Orthogonal experiments were used to test cassa-
va stalk with MW-4 universal testing machine And the influencing H Lo 4UMS-390 [] o
factors were selected, for cassava stalk variety, placed time, and col-
liding parts. The results show that: effect of varieties on the impact
energy is the largest, while, the impact energy was the smallest
when the variety is SC6, placed for 12 days, and the the upper part ’
collision site. Effect of varieties A on the impact toughness is the lar-
gest. The impact toughness is the smallest when the variety is SC6,
the moisture content is placed for 0 days, and lower part collision po-
sition. The average impact energy and impact toughness of the lower 1.1
part of cassava stalk are higher than the upper part.
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Figure 1 Impact energy along with the change

of placed time
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Figure 2 Impact toughness along with the change
of placed time
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Table 1 Test factor in the level of the table
A B /d C
1 SC6 0
2 SC7 4
3 SC9 8
4 SC10 12
2 :D
A>B>C, A B C,, SC6 .,
12 d. . ©
A>B>C, AB G,
SC6 ., 0d., o
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Table 2 Test program and results

/ / /
A B C
mm mm cm? Ay/] ar/(J + em™?%)
1 1 1 1 13.20 8.800  0.7599  0.792 69 1.043 2
2 1 2 1 13. 40 8.000  0.9071  3.567 11 3.932 2
3 1 3 2 13.50 1.800  1.2498  3.170 76 2.537 0
4 1 4 2 16. 98 9.940  1.4877  3.963 45 2.664 1
5 2 1 1 18.65  11.930  1.6132  4.756 14 2.948 3
6 2 2 1 20.30  13.900  1.7182  7.926 90 4,613 5
7 2 3 2 23.15  13.050  2.8701  6.341 52 2.209 5
8 2 4 2 21,40  10.200  2.7783  7.134 21 2.567 9
9 3 1 2 19.95 9.870  2.3596  7.134 21 3.023 5
10 3 2 2 20. 22 9.220  2.5421  7.926 90 3.118 2
11 3 3 1 17.52 9.480  1.7041  9.115094 5.319 5
12 3 4 1 16. 61 8.770  1.5620  6.341 52 4,059 9
13 4 1 2 23. 96 0.040  4.506 5  25.554 22 5.670 5
14 4 2 2 22. 10 9.780  3.0832 15.824 65 5.132 6
15 4 3 1 15. 53 7.570 14434 7.926 90 5.491 7
16 4 4 1 11.53 5.510  0.8053  3.170 76 3.937 6
"""""""""" ki 287350 9.55982  5.44975
ky  6.53969  8.81139  9.631 24
By 7.62964  6.638 78
ki 13.11913  5.152 49
R 10.24563  4.406 83  4.181 50
ki 2.54413  3.17138  3.921 99
By 3.08480  4.199 13  3.365 41
ks 3.88778  3.896 93
ki 5.05810  3.307 38
R 251398  1.02775  0.556 58
A, B, C, A B, C,
A, B, C, 0.702 73], ’
1.093 2 J/em?; A, B, C, 0.947 44 ], ’
0.942 6 J/cm?, . A B, G ’
, A B C, \ \ ’
. .
SC6 12 d. .
SC6. 0d, ,2014,34(5) ;81~85.
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Figure 5 Comparison of the oil-off ratio of egg yolk

in different groups
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Table 2 Comprehensive sensory evaluation of

salted eggs (n=10)

( 35) ( 35) ( 300 ( 100)

28 32 25 85
32 33 28 93
. (20%
15~20 d, (
3.5% ), (3.5%)
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