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Fig.1 The changes of decay rate of blueberry
during storage time
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Fig.3 The changes of soluble solids content (a) and titratable acid content (b) of blueberry during storage time
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Fig.6 The changes of pectin methylesterase activity (a) and pectinase activity (b) of blueberry during storage time
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Effects of Salicylic Acid on the Storage Quality and Fruit Softening of Blueberry

Cao Sen', Ba Liangjie', Zhang Peng’, Li Jiangkuo®
(!School of Food and Pharmaceutical Engineering, Guiyang College, Guizhou Engineering Research Center
Jor Fruit Processing, Guiyang 550005
Tianjin Key Laboratory of Postharvest Physiology and Storage of Agricultural Products, Key Laboratory of Storage
of Agricultural Products, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, National Engineering and Technology Research Center
for Preservation of Agricultural Products (Tianjin), Tianjin 300384 )

Abstract To study the effects of salicylic acid on the storage quality and fruit softening of blueberry. ‘powderblue” was
as the experimental materials, the blueberry was treated with different concentrations of salicylic acid (1.0,2.0,3.0 mmol/
L) before harvest. The storage quality and fruit softening changes of blueberry were studied under the condition of (0.5%
0.5) C cold storage. The results showed that pre—harvest salicylic acid treatment could reduce the decay rate of fruits,
especially the decay rate of fruits treated with 2.0 mmol/L salicylic acid was 21.88% lower than that of the control group
after 80 days of storage. Compared with other treatment groups, 2.0 mmol/L. salicylic acid treatment group effectively
maintained fruit firmness, soluble solids, titratable acid, total phenol, vitamin C and anthocyanin content at a high lev-
el, and could effectively delay the increase of pectin methylesterase activity (PME), polygalacturonase activity (PG),
galactosidase activity (B8—Gal) and cellulase activity (Cx), thereby effectively inhibiting the hydrolysis of fruit protopectin
and reducing the accumulation of water—soluble pectin. Conclusion: Preharvest treatment with 2.0 mmol/L salicylic acid
can effectively reduce the occurrence of fruit softening by regulating the cell wall metabolism of blueberry fruit, and can
better maintain the storage quality of fruit.

Keywords blueberry; salicylic acid; storage quality; fruit softening



