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Abstract: In order to search the plasticizers to increase the preservation effects‘of quaternary ammonium salt of chitosan (HTCC) coating

on blueberries, 2% glycerol, sorbitol and polyethylene glycol-6000 (PEG) were added to HTCC coating, respectively. The weight loss rate,
-

hardness, V¢ content, respiratory intensity and anthocyanin conte blueberries were detected. The results showed that the coating added with

glycerol could increase the weight loss and reduce the. ha s of blueberries obviously and had significant difference with other groups
(p<0.05). Therefore, 2% glycerol was-not, suitable for adding to HTCC coating. The coating added with could reduce the weight loss and
respiratory intensity of blueberries, and delay the changes of anthocyanin and total soluble solid (TSS), and had significant difference with other
groups (p<0.05). At 8 d, the weight loss.and respiration intensity of blueberries in the group of sorbitol addition were 80.71% and 80.16%,

respectively of the ones of the group processing:with.the coating adding with PEG , and 81.25% and 75.47% respectively of the ones of CK.

Therefore, 2% sorhitol can imp e preservation effect of HTCC, which is conducive to prolonging the shelf life of blueberries.
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Fig.1 Effect of different coating treatments on the hardness of

blueberry fruit
Z: BPad ot h A B LR AR B3 M £ 5 (p<0.05).

22 FRRBEFAEEXERNRHE

R E AR MTRIR G IR ACR I — N E SRR, £
RGOSR, KBBR8
JFA RS R, MBS PR, RN
IR A PRI A 8 AT LS A D9 Ho0 AT CO,, 3R
B, WP 2 PR, B4R E AR T EU (6] 4E



MK EmBHL

Modern Food Science and Technology

2018, Vol.34, No.12

Kimsgn, i A E s T Hed, B
AiREWZER (p<0.05), AFITIEREFIER: N
AL AR ERZH () R R T He 2, 558 d i, 40l
NESITH A, N PEG 4HF1 CK 4Hff) 60.67%.

80.71%#11 81.25%, HAEEMER (p<0.05), MIf
IR T WA IR . SERERE, AT A AR
i, Hl ILALEEA PEG #2221 EATRN
AN—J IS5 T e R EZ e b iR e i (B v, A
JERIEEREERS , TR IR o T 25 5 i o 2 T
P I IRy B & BA KN, AR
IR, R K 2Bk (22 20 S B ke T 95
XPFMER RN ATREERH AN PEG AHLL, 11Z4EE
IR T LV 55 52 SR WE TRk R o T A5 i B
(IFER, DR N LU AL Ab B 2H 2k B e fe /N HLAIG T
CK 4. Tt PEG k., FrLAiinHyhiabsRZa Al
TN PEG ACHEA AR )R E R m T CK 4.

15+  — )1 E P GEE A
IS Y (5 Pt

()
=3

RER /%

AN

—

fl A7) / d
F FEABAES R RN
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Fig.3 Effect of different coating-treatments on the V¢ content of

&

blueberry fruit
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Fig.4 Effect of different coating treatments on the anthocyanin

content of blueberry fruit
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Fig.5 Effect of different coating treatments on the total sugar
content of blueberry fruit
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Fig.6 Effect of different coating treatments on the respiratory
intensity of blueberry fruit
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