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Effects of Light Water Loss on Mechanical Injury and Quality of Actinidia arguta

YU Xinyu', WANG Qingxuan', WANG Jinyan', WEI Baodong',
CHENG Shunchang'”, SUN Yang®", LI Bin'

(1. College of Food Science, Shenyang Agricultural University, Shenyang 110866, China;
2. Liaoning Economic Forest Research Institute, Liaoning Dalian 116031, China)

ABSTRACT: The work aims to explore the effects of light water loss on mechanical injury and quality of Actinidia
arguta. The changes in sensory quality, nutritional quality, membrane lipid peroxidation and reactive oxygen metabolism
of Actinidia arguta during storage were determined by comparing the effect of water loss on mechanical injury of fruit
under simulated transportation vibration with the fruit under simulated transportation vibration without water loss as a
control. Compared with the control group, the 4% light water loss treatment was beneficial in maintaining fruit sensory
quality, reducing decay rate by 10% and increasing the total phenolic content by 18.2%. Water loss also inhibited the
increase of malondialdehyde (MDA) content, and relative conductivity and maintained the activities of catalase (CAT),
peroxidase (POD) and ascorbate peroxidase (APX) during storage. The 4% light water loss may have reduced the rate of
decay by decreasing fruit hardness, maintaining a high scavenging capacity of reactive oxygen species and inhibiting the
ripening process, thus facilitating the alleviation of mechanical injury occurrence in postharvest transportation of
Actinidia arguta and maintaining fruit quality.
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Fig.1 Effect of water loss treatment on sensory
quality of Actinidia arguta
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Fig.2 Effects of water loss treatment on color difference L*(a), a*(b) and b*(c) of Actinidia arguta
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Fig.3 Effect of water loss treatment on skin hardness (a) and
decay rate (b) of Actinidia arguta
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Fig.4 Effect of water loss treatment on soluble solids (a), ascorbic acid (b) and
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Fig.5 Effect of water loss treatment on the relative conductivity (a) and
malondialdehyde (b) of Actinidia arguta
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Tab.2 Correlation analysis results
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