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ABSTRACT

A lot of different varieties of fresh pineapple have been developed in Taiwan. How
to adequately evaluate the quality for fresh pineapples and whether the variety attribute
satisfy with breading experts, producers and consumers' needs is therefore the one of the
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key successful factors for the industrial development.

This study uses fuzzy set theory and grey relation analysis to test the horticultural
characteristics of quality attribute for six varieties of fresh pineapples selling in market.
The weights of fuzzy number from the consumer preference are introduced into the grey
relation analysis system to distinguish the variety quality of fresh pineapples. Then the
value of grey relation is calculated based on the expected quality from the breeding
experts, producers and consumers.

The empirical results show that the rank order of quality evaluation for fresh
pineapples are listed as follows: TN No.11, TN No.16, TN No.13, Cayenne, TN No. 17
and TN No.6, respectively. The empirical results also suggest that consumer preference
and producers factors management have to be introduced into the future research and
development for the new variety of fresh pineapples.
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3. Grey Relational
Analysis
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