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Fresh-keeping Effect of Compound Sodium Alginate-Lysozyme Coating on Malu Grapes

HU Xiao-liang, ZHOU Guo-yan

Abstract: Malu grapes were coated with distillated water and 0.1% lysozyme solution alone or mixed solutions containing
different concentrations of sodium alginate and 0.1% lysozyme, respectively and then stored at (4 &= 1) “C. The effects of alginate
concentration on sensory quality, decay index, weight loss, hardness, respiration intensity, VC content, soluble solids content
and SOD activity of Malu grapes were analyzed during the storage. Malu grapes treated with 1% sodium alginate-0.1%
lysozyme showed the best sensory quality. After 25 days, the decay index, weight loss rate, VC content and soluble solids
content were 0.17, 9.34%, 3.2 mg/100 g and 12.1%, respectively, and the respiration intensity was significantly lower than those
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of other treatment groups, suggesting the best fresh-keeping effect of 1% sodium alginate-0.1% lysozyme treatment.
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Table 1 Different treatment protocols for postharvest Malu grapes

REAN A4 B4 CH DA E4

e e 0-5% MRSRRREY, 1% SRR, 1.5% I HMH,
BEERIRS K 01opsik (oo, 196 MRS, 1.5% A
0.1% WHEE  0.1%WHEE  0.1% AR

13 fRbsill
131  EEEmnY

7 NI T VEE /AN, AR T A A AP S
Ry i FERERR LR AT R O IME . B e
brdfE: 5 4y WRIMLE, AMESEL, HURFR KRR

Wk, BEREOR, TGEKE: 4 Jre RORLECHING, AMIBLE,
AR AR, SRR 3 40 RSk, 4k
R 2 Jr: RSN KW AE, W RAEEFEE, L
VERWR: 140 RS, AREREATK.

JEREARE: AR RS I 4 Fe 0 %% To
JEREs 1 G FERETAN TR KM 10% ;s 2 P J
PATHIRR Y SR 10%~30%; 3 6 JERLHALR TR
ST 30% .

X (R0 X PR 5 E)
RS E X e

JE R R K =

132 JEEBIKE

FERE 5d, 43 T s 5 A B A A 2 S S A R R
K, LA B SR AR R AR A B AT
3, FIFEIEBUKE,

(Wo - Wn')

Vi/%= X 100

Ao Vo OO EE nd J5 RS TTERIRE; Wo b
I 8 2 (1) JL 46 BB Mg W' DA OREFE nd i 1 Joi 7 5 T /g o
133 M

K TPA VAR, AFHIE AT 6mm [ B A B4R 3k,
7t Compression-Distance [{#/ERIT, A4 kb F 41
I R AR . AP AL BEECRE 5 IR, HE 5 K, ML
VI
134  WPHRSREE

KB E VLR, W i E O 20°C, 453 CO.
mg/kg « h FRox. B i A 2 AR TN PR = 2 AL B AR
by RIS A AN, 24 2h (LR RERR 30min ik
U L IR) Jo B 15 7 MLAE RS N et b (it 4 ~5 1K),
It An BaCl: SmL FHMEY KR 7571 2 ¥, F SRR 3 T o
ESRAR St s PN LI DR 3 W | Ve Sl S W IRF W = 2T Dred iy
MR SR = T 8. BFRP AL BREURE 3 7R, I
23 K.
135 VC&E

2,6- " SUEEMY I VAL, BRI 3 Ik, EHE
3 W, WA .
136 A%k B (total soluble solid, TSS)&

FReAPTBGER, FERALBRECR: 5 Ik, HE 5K,
WP )M .
1.3.7  SOD WgiF T

SKHINBT Sk Jsikun, HeffiFRE(S £ 0.01)g Lyl
ERA, A 10mL pH7.8 (KRR S% 0P, VKIS HIT IS ik
AJ%, VAR RS0 10min, B EEIIE] SO AE 40001x
HOGH F(25°C) ) 30min Jim A S wE £k K v,



86iltl=

2011, Vol. 32, No. 20 273

ODseo, LA NBT YAt it J5l 50% b 1 AN ) By o
FREE R . RERI AL BRI 3 Ik, EE 3R, BCFIME.
14 HEALEE

F Excel 2003 # A0 a5 B 2 AT i il ek oy
Mk Ak SPSS 11.5 XHAS B EAT 73 B 3 H] LSD kAT %
RN 3 TR

2 HRESW
21 EE AR

£ 2 RAEREEFCE R SRR AN BT e
Table 2 Effect of coating composition on sensory evaluation of Malu
grapes during storage

I /d 5 15 25
A 41(CK) 4,00 £0.18%  2.86 +1.48° 1.43 +1.24¢
B 41(0.1% Lys) 429 +0.36c 3.29+0.92° 2.00+1.13¢
C Z1(0.5%Alg, 0.1%Lys) 4.71 +£0.12*  4.00 + 0.45° 2.71 + 1.65°
D 41(1.0%Alg, 0.1%Lys) 4.86 £0.00° 4.14 +0.16* 3.14 +1.87*
E 41(1.5%Alg, 0.1%Lys)  4.57 £0.21°  3.86 +0.87° 2.43 +1.68°
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Fig.1 Effect of coating composition on decay index of Malu grapes
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Fig.2 Effect of coating composition on weight loss of Malu grapes
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Fig.3 Effect of coating composition on hardness of Malu grapes
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Fig.4 Effect of coating composition on respiration intensity of
Malu grapes
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Fig.5 Effect of coating composition on VC content of Malu grapes
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Fig.6 Effect of coating composition on soluble solids content of
Malu grapes

2.7  SOD 754k,

S

* +CK ‘é&ﬁﬁhx
.,

90 [ #0.1%Lys  w. e TEe

30,405%Am,Oi%tw;ftEQ:Mw;::ii

70 | #1.0%Alg, 0.1%Lys —*—— 8%
+1.5%Alg, 0.1%Lys TR

0 5 10 15 20 25
e 1) /d

B 7 NRREERIN D% SOD S MW
Fig.7 Effect of coating composition on SOD activity of Malu grapes
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