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Effects of Different Concentrations of Apple Polyphenols on Quality of Fresh-Cut Taro (Colocasia esculenta (L.) Schott)
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Abstract: In order to control browning and prolong the shelf life, the effects of dipping fresh-cut taro in distilled water (CK)
versus different concentrations (0.3%, 0.5% and 0.7%) of apple polyphenols (APP) on its color, hardness, carbohydrate
content, total phenol and malondialdehyde (MDA) contents and browning-related enzyme activities during storage at
(10.0 £ 0.5) C were studied. The results showed that the browning process of taro slices was postponed by APP treatment
and the best effect was observed with an APP concentration of 0.5%. Compared with the control group, 0.5% APP treatment
maintained better color and hardness of taro slices, delayed the increase of phenylalanine ammonialyase activity and the total
phenol content, and inhibited the increase of peroxidase, polyphenol oxidase and lipoxidase activities and malondialdehyde
content, thereby delaying browning and keeping better storage quality of fresh-cut taro slices.
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Table1 Effect of APP treatment on color of fresh-cut taro slices
during storage
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CK 82732090 78.11E164" 68.924248" 67724075 64.161249° 62204145
03%APP  82.73+0.90 83.01+1.64" 77.83+155 73574156 6837161 67.68%1.03°
05%APP  82.73+0.90 83.04+1.09° 82.16+0.96° 80.62+0.81° 79.8241.22" 76.73%093"
0.7%APP  82.73+090 81.85+1.30° 72.56%1.31° 7041108 68.88+2.68" 65.25+1.21°

CK —034£009 228+037" 10.65£0.74' 1344£041° 13.10£0.90" 16.53+046'
03%APP —03420.09 037£008" 04.6820.82° 7.71£038 12324091" 12.70£0.69°
05% APP —03420.09 —0.800.13° 0.59£006" 2491035 3411093 5.07£025"
0.7% APP - —034+009 0.3620.08" 7.46+082° 11.04£107° 11731105 1374134
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03%APP  27.76+127 26774085 30.90+1.72" 3139127 34.85+£2.00° 36.66+1.39°
0.5%APP 27764127 2824+130° 28.80%1.56° 30.73£1.54° 33.53 231" 36.17+1.93"
07%APP  27.76+127 2923£127° 31.8610.77" 34862096 34.06:£0.62" 37.84+1.90°
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Fig.2  Effect of APP treatment on hardness of fresh-cut taro slices

during storage
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Fig. 3  Effect of APP treatment on reducing sugar (A) and soluble
sugar (B) content of fresh-cut taro slices during storage
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Fig.4  Effect of APP treatment on PAL activity (A) and total phenol

content (B) of fresh-cut taro slices during storage
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