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Fresh—keeping effect of two kinds of preservative treatments
on fresh—cut wax gourd
LIU Cheng-hui'”  MA Tao' ,HU Wen-zhong”* ,BAI Lu-lu’, WANG Yan-ying’

(1.College of Food Science,Shenyang Agricultural University,, Shenyang 110161, China;
2.College of Life Science,Dalian Nationalities University , Dalian 116600 , China)

Abstract; In order to compare fresh-keeping effect of two kinds of preservative treatments on fresh—cut wax gourd
treated with 0.1% citric acid and 0.5% V. under 4 °C was studied by measuring the illumination, hardness, relative
electrical conductivity, content of MDA and total phenol,the activity of PPO and POD, and the dynamical variation
of microbial community.The results dedicated that both of two preservative treatments slowed down illuminations
L = ,hardness reduction speed, retarded eleavation of MDA, relative electrical conductivity and total phenol,
inhibited the activities of PPO and POD, in turn, allevated the production of the enzymatic browning. They also
inhibited microbial growth and delayed decline of the quality of the product. By comparison, the effect of
preservative 0.1% citric acid treatment was better than that with 0.5% V, in postpone of browning,and the effect of
preservative with 0.5% V. was better than that with 0.1% citric acid in inhibing the microorganism growth.Two kinds
of preservative treatment could prolong the shelf life of fresh—cut wax gourd.
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Fig.1 Effects of various treatments on luminance

of fresh—cut Wax Gourd
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Fig.2 Effects of various treatments on

hardnessof fresh—cut Wax Gourd
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Fig.3 Effects of various treatments on
relative electrical conductivity of fresh—cut Wax Gourd
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Fig4 Effects of various treatments on MDA content

of fresh—cut Wax Gourd
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Fig.5 Effects of various treatments on total phenols content
of fresh—cut Wax Gourd
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Fig.6 Effects of various treatments on PPO activity
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Fig.7 Effects of various treatments on POD activity

of fresh—cut Wax Gourd
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Fig.8 Effects of various treatments on total bacterial counts of
fresh—cut Wax Gourd
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Fig.9 Effects of various treatments on fungal counts

of fresh—cut Wax Gourd

223 BERFRRE DB BEUTREE LRERE TR
14 A R R R TR B, DT A T 7 A R S I
Ll 10 Frow , = A B U] A TR RS RO I
R P 2y S M . P 0~2 d,0.5% V. .0.1% F¥
BIRBCA K N BE BB . DR 3 d JT 4R, 0.1% FrAsiR
AL BRAGAE SRR TR OOT AR 251G ,0.5% Vo ARTRAE 5 0 19
BERIAEE 4 d IFipA e BRI E] ,0.5% V., Ab
FHAE S B PR TR AR G T 0.1% #7482 R A B4 1 £ R 2E
Ktash g, Or ff 57 A BRAE G 00 192 B TR B v 8 B
TXF REAE A
3571
301
2571
201
1.5¢
1.0

0 2 4 6

—— X1
—8—0.5% V..
—a— 0. 1% R

g3

P RETRT T Vi B /Mg (cfu/g)

10 12 14 16 18 20

0 2 4 6 8
B (1] (d)

P10 AN [a) Ak TR 7] 28 TR B T BT 7 A 5P 52 )

Fig.10 Effects of various treatments on Yeast counts

of fresh—cut Wax Gourd
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