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ABSTRACT: The work aims to study the effect of ethanol fumigation combined with ethylene adsorbent on the
preservation effect of blueberry. With 'powder blue' blueberry as research material, control (CK) and three treatments
(ethanol; ethylene adsorbent; ethanol + ethylene adsorbent) were used to preserve the blueberry at (1+0.5)°C, and the
change of blueberry quality caused by different treatments during storage was studied. Three treatments could delay
the physiological metabolism level of blueberry and keep the storage quality of blueberry fruit. The combination of
ethanol combined with ethylene adsorbent was more beneficial to reduce the fruit rot rate, respiration intensity and
ethylene production rate, could inhibit the decline of firmness, could effectively delay the reduction of soluble solids
content, titratable acid content and anthocyanin content and maintain the activities of superoxide dismutase (SOD),

polygalacturonase (PG), catalase (CAT) and peroxidase (POD) of blueberry fruit. The effect of ethanol combined with
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ethylene adsorbent on the preservation effect of blueberry is the best, which can better maintain the storage quality

of blueberry.
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Fig.1 Effects of ethanol combined with ethylene adsorbent on
decay rate of blueberry
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Fig.2 Effects of ethanol combined with ethylene adsorbent on
firmness of blueberry
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Fig.3 Effects of ethanol combined with ethylene adsorbent on respiration intensity and ethylene production rate of blueberry



B40HE F1oW

U RANGE: CBFHZRAE A SR W R 0F S 2 DR i R0CR 1 52 69 -

24 ARLAEMNEEFAEEREYESEMN
A ER =8

W L ST AT i I R P T E R T
RS PER I R S 5 171 B A i B B AR AR o H IR 4 1
B, LEREANE A (0~80d), W 4% 552 1Y 1) VA Pk [ E
YRR 5 R A A AR T R ke g R 4a AT
A, FENRCIET 20 d N, AS TR AL B AY 15 R 1T VA [ B
Ve EILREZESR (P>0.05), NI 40 d TG 2=
i 80 d, L+ IEWRIAEE®T CK 4 (P<
0.05), HHAMLIEH Y CK LREZS (P>0.05),

16T

=
5
Ulg
§ M ok
E - 20
* 13} —A— W B
iisi_é —o— Z B+ IR

12 : ‘ :

0 20 40 60 80

B )/

a

FEN I 80 d ih, CK 2. W4l . Z MWk B4
TS+ 20 W 96 750 2L 1 1 2 T 9 2k 1 T 90 o o o B
WA 13.37%, 13.77%, 13.59%, 14.13%. H1E 4b Af
AL, MIE K 40 d FFAR =0 80 d, LB+ W B 771
HMOBEHAM A ERTEYEEST CK 4
(P<0.05), HZIHWMAIAS CKATXEEEER
(P>0.05), FEN3# 80 d A, ZFELH | MW FfERI2H
T+ 2 W I 700 20 1 7 2 S 1) RT3 o TR % £ 3 il
CK ZHfY 1.53 f%. 1.30 {5541 1.69 5. Mt WL, B+
05 W BR300 25 AT O B S 2 S R AT Ak R
it AT I 2 R % T A BRI R

3.0
< 2.5
] i
ﬁ 2.0
4= 1.5
o ——CK
B o1o0F =2
E —&— O
FO05[ e ZEZ IR

0 20 20 60 20

#}1al/d
b

Bl 4 LS5 S0 W R0 Xk 3 6 mT 3 P I8 B 0 R T 5 4 114 52 1)

Fig.4 Effects of ethanol combined with ethylene adsorbent on soluble solids content and titratable acid content of blueberry
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Fig.5 Effects of ethanol combined with ethylene adsorbent on
anthocyanin content of blueberry
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Fig.6 Effects of ethanol combined with ethylene adsorbent on
SOD activity of blueberry
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Fig.7 Effects of ethanol combined with ethylene adsorbent on
PG activity of blueberry
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