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HWE B8 KRR 5 54 (COS) 3R G MM BN AN RS L A vh . 7 % DA A 34 R KRR F R
JE#9(0.5,1.0,2.0 g/L)COS %A £ & R A1 BRI 4 & Fe i B IvE36, RBE W R FE TRE (1.0£1)°C AR E 90%~
95% %M TFI2i 90 d, B 15 d BUE 1 R, M A8 K 3547, 2R CRATTH6 COS 1 d9 4 R 52 18 N 3 A ) PR AT 48 & 09 AR | 7T 7
R TEREABHEE AL T ABECFLER REEKRTOMEREFRBERXER RE SRR WML TR,
H A 1.0g/L COS 4224015 3+ PR LAAR L AR & 57.24%, 7T % T BR4F % 115.38%, TIEH BB 4% & 19.38%, "FR 5% A
BeAk 22.09% , k& FAK 48.42% , MR AE, BB K AT 46 1.0 ¢/ COS 423t T A BEH Ak (GSH ) A= 3 3R s 8% (ASA)
AFURR ARG T EZAMNEAE(CAT) i BB (POD) A2 ALY HALER (SOD) |33 B it B ALY B (APX) BB H AR
TR B (GR) B AR T AREAM B F(0,+) F Ak E i AR (H,0,)094F, 7748 T A =B (MDA) &R R 5 @it
FRE LI, ik KA COS Akl id 847 T A8 R 52 e i 1) 69 L BT, SR L e il s R

K@ TR RATE; B RAAKM; BRSR
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VU, ) 45 BRI 2% (Prunus domestica L.) , 5
SERMRAT I B S AR B ORI B AT 4 G
HARER S RN A, P RS e e e 1 AR
T 7~9 ARETRET, MR VEHER)E 5 S
B, FoKAAE, R AP GE
0, R ECHEAR I 9 B G, ™ R I DY AR S
AT i (B 204 T 7 ] A2 P i 5 ke A 2 SR
SER AR, BBR G IR, A BRAEAS 2
SR PYMER ISR MG B, RRARPE RS2 A &
BRSO e el 2 R ECR
SR AN TS P aR B A BT, AR 9%
JSREAE) FIC I , it T E DR AN 247775 | ¢ BRI [
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FEHPTE, RJE AR A A AR A R mi Ak
FEXT RS R B SR A LR SR W it SR ]
T2 HHY T R A 2 S SR SR S I (] (R B 2 | T
(BB 40 R AT i TR et TS ST o 2 AR R R
SERYBIFTE AR, SR i i g T SE 2% SR S A
JEETEE N A5, 4 e R S RS BT PRI P AR 5
AR RS SR W ZE M R
IR KBENR TR AN =i 2R B, W AT AR
I SR SO ] 2R K, TRT R T 8 A e e
F YRR R IR T, SR COS AT k5 K R
Je D i A BN 1 71T S50 AR S 3 e o 22 114 18
N, 27 1 38 A SR A B T SR P AR SR S AR B
I, AR 0 B, S — A T AR
5C B M (Chitosan oligosaccharides, COS) X
FAFETENE | 2 5T SRR A 1T T B I SR , 558
RAMEAALL,COS HA R AR, /K IEPELF | UM 4L
2, Gy WA SR R0, COS AN A Ak
2l SR FTTHE T LASE i S0 B n B RE
SRIMAESRSE | COS 2 TR G Ab 3™, A5
FW] R JG COS Ak 3L 1 $170 1] 50 4 L [ i
PRIZRIR I R B e I R e, (K hr e
S AR | COS AbFHRAR AT Z% AT 1 )
FIHCIR AR 2 1 N R I6Ah RIS COS b P
REFT AR S H,0, 5 MDA 1Y R, SELEHE
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AE TR ), AR SE B COS i iR
DPPH ABTS J FRAP % AR T BRAE T, $7H]
FEERE i A AR R R SR IS 12 FE 1Y, COS iR BE
TR SRR (Monilinia fructicola) ¥ J5 I A4
K, AR08 DR R S0 FR S S A, AR
WF5E LAV S il g AR, SR i SR i it
COS AT P A5 2R 52 B[] (8 AH AR FH AL
il , PR EER R BTIR S

1 MBSFE
1.1 MRl5EE

PO A SR SR T 5 g B L 4 A A A SR
fEl,F 2023 4% 8 H 26 H RA, Phidk i, e
KN AR P TR RS 24 h G AT
e R eSO VA 1| EA G e P Y iy A AN A ST
YRR TR (1.021)°C FEXHE B
90%~95% 5514 F , U7 90 d, & 15 d BURE - &
FHCAER o

TR (My < 3 ku), L WEJRIMA= PR A R
ONHE]FACE 2R R R A LR N 2,6
TEEE TOK CBE AR AR OR AR
SIHTEEL

DF-D249072 £ W i B2 11, AR 5 Ak (At st )#h
HABRAT  PAL-1 & mok B FREB R T
& m s TR R A\ 5 LI-UV90 42 4h AT W53
HEET, AR Wi st F B A FRA 7] 3HBRI Y
R R B O, I P R PO AR R A A PR A ]
1.2 EFHZE
12,1 WAL HL 0.05 ¢ COS HimA 99.95
mL ¥ 7K 38 43R AT BE BT BT B MR B R 0.5 /L 1)
COS ¥, 43 FREL 5,10,20 g 5 5L BINE KA
Wrdi 1, BC o 1 L ZE SRR, P43 A 9 L
K, FEAHR S, Fe il BB 5 B2 43 5128 0.5, 1.0,
2.0 /L. ) COS ¥
122 HEWHE S EAR ARG iE,
1.3 MERERF*
1.3.1 @idbs  ME KRB (L' b7), B
My AR TE R )0 3 A s ATl e , B4 3 I, L
FEIE,

B 88 A R85 A B T 2.5 mm 3k , T UM
ARTE PR 2 A s A A2 | BT« kg/em?; AT

PEFFE ¥ & & (Soluble solids content,SSC) : P4 1
VISUR A58 0 Wb Je ok 0%, R T Tl vl
FETT B8, B 905 LA BN SE BRI BEALAL BE 10
AR AR 3 R BCOFHE,

A] % % MR (Titratable acidity, TA ) 5 W0 5% f
Z:IEH ARSI I . TA AL % s FFIR
JEHRA :mg/ (kg+h).

R E AR PRE LN E %R, A b B
1 kg, A 3 W IHRTEI AKX (1) PR

RER(%) = (me=m,)/mex100 (1)
K mo MW ETVILR T kg ;m, NS
it kg,

132 EWH B0 A T L AR
ek, e L TINGRBREPE R (B L& b
B0 BT X R B AL AR N AR A2
5 AT AT LR A Y

®1 ABRIRETSIRE

Table 1 Sensory evaluation criteria for plums

T FEOARE o

v RER#MTo 15~20
B 92 BR A BR ARHH SR AR BB 7~14
R £ B Rk 0~6

R RRAEFERH, TRFEE 15~20
R Ak BANK ik T 7~14
R AKS ks 0~6

ShUL REREERANY, RAAESE, L 15~20
2 2t St R

R m T, RAREHRDB 7-14
& HBERTAR
REZWae L FHEAY RAME  0~6

A REFERA, Rk 15~20
B S E B, SR 7~14
REREA,H R 0~6

B2E O EFER 15~20
YFE, THEZ 7~14
BE RTHER 0~6

133 MRS &AM MDA S RE S5 8

ARSI T VA, HEAR 5 mm A9 FTFLAS A PG A 2R
PR R BRURE 61 £ B2 2 mm JEEAQ [ R 00 3 ff [
FrEARAAIA R, W 5 min W HE FRK
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DU HL S8 ARG L S 3 A MR S G 4 SR
TR ) L R 5 A S R S A R U Y L R
H A E eI MDA 5 i, A A B Rk L
2 g WAREA A 5 mL FiLSE R HIRY 5% =R LR
VIR, BEJG T 4 °C, 10 000xg 50> 20 min, B
R SRS R AR 11 IR, BT
WK RN 20 min, 7K 450,532,600 nm 4k
30 S AR IO EE . MDA B3 nmol/g,,
DAL R U A B 10 AN RSE, B AbRE S 3
K, BCF-H41E
1.3.4 Oy - A EUR A H0, Frig WE fil b 5t
& TR R B & 0y P2 A B L
A nmol/(min-g) ; H,0, & B i wmol/g,
1.3.5 AsA Fil GSH &it S5 H @ FRAEIN 7 vk
WA AsA 45 5 DL mg/100 ¢ %78 ,GSH & 2 LU
pwmol/g K7
1.3.6 HiEALEETETE  SOD Fl CAT By 3% 13 18
Hao S5 )ik,

POD APX .GR 7
B BERLL Ulg R FER

FREC 1 g PEMFEEAEZH L A PR - L IR EM 42
B 0P, VKRS 120 9%, T 4 °C, 10 000xg 5
AL 30 min, YA LIV, A A A BV W, P
A H0, R EIR A G sh ROV, [T, SO
TR AW 470 nm I E WY RE , DL v fif T
VUM B A RO B AR AR 1 R 1A
POD i 14 HLA07

FREX 2 ¢ VEMFEEAELH 2T, I A SRR vl (7%
1 mmol/L. Z, —-Wig P4 2.8 EDTA) , vK IS BIFBE 413 I
B0 BTSRRIV 2% M HL0, A
SEIE SO, 37 BNE A1 IF R T HA  1e sk RN iR &
TEWAS 290 nm ZERYMR GRS o DURE S JoT A it g
A3 OD oo THAR4E 0.01 B 1 4> APX JHE P20
i,

FREL 1 g PEMBEERELH 2L, N ABRIRZZ Mk (7%
0.1 mmol/. EDTA .1 mmol/L ¥t ¥ Ifil 8 I 2%
PVPP), VKIHFEESI3E)G, T4 °C,12 000xg &L
30 min, WA VSR, BOUA , AU A Bl iR 2% o
W .GSSG ¥R AR, 5 il A NADPH ¥ &5
L RN, 105 S N IR A AR I K 340 nm Ab Y
WEERE , GR I DA S5 44 A g o i o

TS B AR T

PO HERE S ZE I 340 nm WG BRI /D 0.01 B 1
> GR B & 547
1.4 HELE
fii ] Excel 2021 #4784 4811, Origin 2022
2161, SPSS 27 i L3 H , P<0.05 KR 25 7 ik
&

2 ZBR5HSH
2.1 X8y COS R EX R LREEFMEE
ep=AG!

VG 2 g (0,358 2 4 Wiy L5 it o £ 45 1 el L
febn, WG AR TR VMR B (AR S R AL SR A

LIRS, T L (W T PSR S 3

FIBISERERE . B La W0, R30I MR) 4 ZH Pa A 17
B SIS AR AR fta s, SRS 52
JE 2R T IR AR 1 7 EE 5 T P AR ) R L, T
1.0 g/l COS AbHELH Y L™ fHAH e 3 4 L AR
PRI B3, B COS AbHEA &AM Hl T P AR 5L
[SERER N

a’ (R PUME SR S0 3% B B0 e 21 kil B 1)
MFEIE o (H M IERT B mEL A s W w2k 4n
& 1b 7, a" (BB 25BN 8] 194 22 4 T 48 i, 3
AR SOR W N T 21 i AR SR SCHE AR Ry i
TEWE 45 d J5,1.0 /L. COS Kb PR Y o 1832 W
FRAR HARLR T HE 3 41, FoRvui R h
LRI M 2L 2 B AT UL 1.0 g/ COS AbFRZH Y
PO SR 2 BN, SESE T VUM SR SR S
A SUREE OO EAR SN

b B AR R VU AR S R €8 7 vl P O
PR b {Eﬁmﬁj‘,%ﬁéﬂﬁéﬁ,ﬁﬁﬁﬂlww ﬁu
El 1c fin,1.0 g/L. COS AbFEAL b™ (B AH L H:
ZHAEN R I AN 5 3T 22 SR, R e ﬂ
I, VOMEIR AU LR O A A, IR
15 K, X REZH P Mg SR SR 4k (I 2% Jm R
B 2L 5% (0, T COS Ab 320 G Mg 1 (0 %
I R 21 8 WS 45 IR Xof R 4 VG A 3 1
FOe e, JRiEEmait iRk
1% ,0.5 g/ COS F1 2.0 /L. COS kb BH2H 343 74 #g
AR M UA B4 1M 1.0 /L COS AbFRZ VY
Mg SAT A 2T 80, 38 1.0 o/L. COS AbF AT ) FE
S VU ARE IR SR T (08 P 2T 4R (0 [ 2T R (i e AL
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-m-CK
45 -®-05gL COS
—o—1.0g/L COS
——2.0¢g/L. COS

10 . L L .

0 15 30 as 60 7

Ui 1]
Storage time/d
(a)

0 -m-CK

a - ®-05glL COS
ok

a b —0—20g/L COS

% s M s m 75
T SR i)
Storage time/d
(c)
0.5 g/ COS
15d

30d

2r -m-CK
---oigl cos

ok
s . A L A A )
0 15 30 45 60 75 %
s’ 1imyo]
Storage time/d
(b)
28

a -m-CK
q -®-05g1COS
—0—1.0g/L. COS
—0—2.0¢/L COS

iy
Hardness/(kg/cm?®)

4 ! ! L L ! '

0 15 30 45 60 75 9%
TSI i)
Storage time/d

(d)

1.0 gL C 2.0 gL C
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0.5 g/LL COS 1.0 g/L. COS 2.0 g/L. COS
(e)
T AR/ NG R ) — 5T () A ) Aok BE2E o] BAT (2 35 P28 57 (P<0.05) , T Tl
B 1 Xu COS LN A RELKE B FMEEKI M
Fig.1 Effect of preharvest COS treatment on the surface color and hardness of prune fruits
RS R X BRAH PO MR T 58 e b2 58 6e, I X HRZH (0.5 ¢/ COS 1.0 g/L. COS.2.0 g/l COS

JRE AT IR R, RIETCIEEE,0.5 ¢/L COS F
2.0 g/L. COS Ab 38 2H VG Ay 5 TAT 1) 210 55 (0 7% B 0%k
TRZHR AR, 1.0 /L COS Ab B2 PO A2 1 21 45 (6
JERAE, A R R i B YRR, Ui RAT
COS Kb REA R ) 75 Mg R 52 3R B B i A2 4k
Hidr 1.0 /L. COS b H ZH 2 45 PG AR St ek ] ]
EL R LREILE ST T

E 1d BRSO R, 1.0 /L COS Ab3H
LR A R AT IR ZH 0.5 ¢/ COS F12.0 g/l COS
ARBREH Y 1.25,1.10,1.16 £% (P<0.05) , A3 F X AR
241, COS AbHR L PG My S0 B T RN IF 34 R

b P H R RE 43 ) A 7.53,11.03,11.84,10.19 kg/
em?, 1.0 g/l COS AbFRZHAF B 43 531 L X BEZH 0.5 of
L COS f12.0 ¢/L. COS 4bFHA 5 57.24%,7.34% ,
16.10%(P<0.05)
2.2 REj COS A EXFMHEREL SSC . TA, KE
RINBE TN R NE

W 2a Fros W VAR 52 SSC % B
HRL PG ML LI, XTI SSC & &7
TFHREES 60 Kk i KM 24.9% , et FERALEERT 15
do T30 PR SR S SSC i T e, AT BE 2 HH
FE B B K4 T8 R T AR AR I AE G B
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TE 45 R, 1.0 ¢/I. COS AbFRZL SSC % & b X i
24 .0.5 g/L. COS F12.0 g/L. COS AbFRZH 55 19.38%,
6.91%,2.73%(P<0.05) ,

WAL 2b iz, PO A 2R SEAE R AN 580 TA &%
ARG, WA 45 K, 0.5 /L COS . 1.0 gf
L COS i1 2.0 g/L. COS AbFRZA TA 5 543 51| Lb X
W2 5 38.71% ,64.52%,12.90% (P<0.05) ., Tt
T, 1.0 g/L. COS AbHEZH TA i 43 ) FE X RE 2 |
0.5 g/l COS F1 2.0 g/ COS kb H2H & 115.38%,
100%,64.71%(P<0.05) ,

1l 2¢ 7R, S8 ANV R [a], VG g 2R 522k B
RELFUT F TS, COS Ab B |- Tk i 2%
T X B 2H Pk 45 A, 0.5 ¢/ COS. 1.0 g/L
COS.2.0 g/l COS Ah32H 5 5 35 51| HbxF B AIK
T 23.71% ,48.42% ,28.79% (P<0.05) . 1t H % §if

-m-CK

-0-05gl COS
—O0—1.0g/l. COS
——20gl. COS

[ T ]
[ S
T T T 1

PRI A

Soluble solids content/%

1 !
45 60

0
e 1]
Storage time/d
(a)
0
-®-CK a
o - ®-05gil. COS a .
—Oo—1.0g/l. COS a &-
—5—20¢/l. COS e
¢ 8 - b
g .
L 7t '
T
-
'M' n 6pF
A\ €n
i 2
7 5F
12
K 8
= 4t
=
.20
o 3k a g
=z e ;
2r #a I
[ i) ¢
a,?, ab
) A . . . . )
0 15 30 45 60 75 %
TR
b A [
Storage time/d

(c)

A At

Titratable acid content/%

COS ALFRAT D)t 2 AR VU AR R S i R H R

L 2d s st As o, ok e 2 0 g AR 51
TP BT HL AR, BIBRAIRIR | FRRAS B i, Bl = JXUBE:
TR AR B N 4L G s g kA,
FER T AR B SO 32 BEPE 4343 3 R 10,
11,8,9,9, AT 232 FEEE I AR T 1.0 /L. COS Ab3E
ZH 1M 1.0 /L COS b FRZH PGy R AN B 4K
L SRR AR AR B AR, DR B E P, A IRIR Y
RS ST 5 17,16,15,16,17,
SEULLW KT COS Kb R A5 %5 HiE 22 4 g SR St
FECHA [ 10 XU AR A, ZE4RR I8 5 I

RIS A5 R RN RAT COS AbHERE A R4k
FEVUARESR SZAGIE R 0T, H 1.0 /L. COS AbFRZH %L
A, I, Y2 1.0 g/ COS 4b BRZH A N et
ARFRL , DL fe 22 B AT

08 -

-m-CK

-®-05glL COS
—O0—1.0g/ll. COS
——2.0g/L COS

0.7 —
0.6F =
05
0.4 F
03 F

02

45 7
8¢ 1inyo]
Storage time/d

(b)

813
Texture

-u- CK

201’ —e-0.5gl COS
A —o—1.0g/L COS
—0—2.0g/ COS
2 50 L
Acceptability 20‘\~, 6~ Quality
w1 oL
Fragrance Apperaances

(d)

2 SRAET COS A FHGR L SSC(a) TA(b) KEE (c) M E M (d) KR
Fig.2 Effects of preharvest COS treatments on SSC (a), TA (b), weight loss weight percentage (c)

and sensory evaluation (d) of prune fruits
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2.3 XA COS REMAHRE O, - FERRR
H.0. & =R NH

A 3 AT, IR BRZE O, - 77 A R
K H,0, g, 78 30 d AR R ME, B
=T 1.0 g/L. COS ZbH4 (P<0.05), f 30 KA,
1.0 g/L. COS ZLFRA O, R K H0, & i)

1000 -m-CK

—o—1.0g/L. COS

\\).*

800 |

B B T R

Rate of superoxide anion production/[nmol/(min-g)]

0 is % is w 7 %
e s ]
Storage time/d

(a)

LA S

Hydrogen peroxide content/( mol/g)

TN R ZH ) 87.89%F11 93.46% (P<0.05) , N5
30 KFFU4R,1.0 /L. COS AbHLZ 0,7« 7= A R K
H,0, &R B W T B, W4 T 1.0 ¢/L
COS A HRZH O, P AR R K H0, % 5t %) IR4H
i) 85.80%11 90.49% (P<0.05) ,

A -m-CK
—o—1.0g/L COS

-

0 15 30 45 60 75 %
T 1]
Storage time/d

(b)

TE . R [A]— I (6] A [R) 28 501 1] BAT 28 5 .35 (P<0.05) , T 1],
B3 Xuj COS &EX AR O - F4E R (a) & H0, 2 (b) B2

Fig.3 Effect of preharvest COS treatment on O, - production rate (a) and H,0, content (b) of prune fruits

2.4 Xy COS fEX AR M AN HXEE
jE3:b=A1|

P P da BTN, it Y9 Ao 1) A9 A 4 7 A SR
S SOD PR R E TR, Ab PR AR IR
30 d B, SOD TGP RN, 2 2.155 Ulg, ont IE
ZH A PRI ] 4R 30 d, X BEZE U 7E T J8% 60 d
IR SOD i e RAE, o4 1.853 Ulg, TVl 4,
W, 1.0 /L. COS AbFRLH (A PEARESR S SOD i PEA
XFHRZH T 7.94% (P<0.05), FiRgs BRI | KA
fin COS Ab 3 ATt 25 45 T VG A SR S I [R] Y
SOD MK,

L 4b AT, T A DU A SR 5L CAT 7
PR ISR NG D R ka S , KA CAT G H:T
T 45 d IR B AR, IR A BE2H At A 20 305
4351k 15.556 Ulg #1 13.578 Ulg, 22 5 8.3 (P<
0.05), 1 1.0 g/L. COS AbFRL CAT i PR (E H L
A IE] 4R 2 60 d, B Xt FRZHAE 5 15 d, I Ab BFEZ
CAT 3P AR FRZH Y 1.25 75 (P<0.05) , TSR
iF, XFTRAZL CAT 3 PE{CH 1.0 /L. COS AbFRZL 1)

92.75%(P>0.05) . VLI COS AL B RESE i
VG AE SRSV R 1B] CAT 6P A 235, 38 1T A 304
IS 1 CAT IS PR TR

il dc A 4d RIAHT, PEAREERSEIE T (] POD
FAPX I Pk S ST 5 FEAR R AR At 3,
45 d B ,1.0 g/ COS 4bFRZH ) POD F1 APX i PE
BIR B, 4300 A%t ALY 1.12 F5F0 1.25 %
(P<0.05), W 45T, 1.0 /L. COS 234 POD
TG PER 0.775 Ulg, APX 3G MM 11.611 U/g; XFHEZH
4354 0.610 Ulg 1 8.667 Ulg, AHAL T HE4H ,
1.0 g/l COS ZbFRZH Ay POD H1 APX 1% 143 B T
21.29%F11 25.36%(P<0.05) , P KEj COS 4bHifE
B AT A5 ) PO AR SV R (8] POD A APX I M
HIREAR

&l 4e FIHT FEREAS IO E] , PSR S GR
RS ETHE TR, 1.0 /L COS AbFRA
GRIGME T 75 d B iR BEAE,  Hox I 2H i (i
B R HER 15 d, BEAS X BRZH GR IG TN 1.0
o/l COS ZLFRZHAY 65.79%(P<0.05) , Wi 25 ot
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1.0 g/ COS AbHZH GR {5 M0 12.500 Ulg, XfHE
27 8.750 Ulg, AbFRZH BT RRZH &5 i 42.86% (P<

0.05) . BEHAR AT COS AbFH AT i 25 T} 7 Mg S st
SECIEI Y GR T4

T -m-CK -m-CK
= —o—1.0gL COS ¥ % —o—10gLCOS
N I N —
ﬁ% Z 0 * i . #E
2 20 K I | Hl";. E
S:7 ¢ s
32 7 g 1 L
it -Z 16t 3 ) _E
53 . Z
2 b 1
o 14k
4 s 0 m p 7 % ‘o |I5 ;0 4I5 6‘0 7‘5 <;o
T TR] e 1]
Storage time/d Storage time/d
(b)
20 (2) - T ~m-cK
18k —0—1.0g1.COS 20 —o— 1.0g/L COS
— # 2l 1 "
>=F Ty } * */\g [
#s gZ . L~ —
o) N = :
3 "= 0k e
A\—g g 'J;__'J -g x" -
W= & 5 = 1
ol = P
D? 04 E _§ ol
. . . : . ) = L L L L L ]
s 15 30 45 60 75 %0 0 15 30 4 60 s %
b s 1] 58 s 1]
Storage time/d Storage time/d
(c) (d)
~ 8r -m-CK
%D —0—1.0g/L COS %
~ 16| L
vz St . /
25, / : f
mE g .
= g xv- /+' -
g oF
S
4 A . . A A '
0 15 30 45 60 75 9
IR TR]
Storage time/d
(e)
4 XFj COS A Ex+FHFRE SOD(a) . CAT(b) . POD(c) . APX(d) & GR(e) & RIS N
Fig.4 Effects of preharvest COS treatments on SOD (a), CAT (b), POD (c¢), APX (d)
and GR (e) activities of prune fruits
25 RHTCOS AEMFEHREL ASAR GSHE R TFEH, I 45 d I, XL ASA &k
= EA 3.47 mg/100 g, 1M 1.0 g/ COS AbFLIE 5.11 mg/
g g g g

H

E Sa A A1, TS (] VG AR SR S ASA Frim

100 g, AXFHRZHAY 1.47 £%(P<0.05) , W25 A AT,
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1.0 /. COS AbHHZH ASA S i X FRLE Y 2.20 1%
(P<0.05) ; B &1 5b W01, I 5 30 (1] 94 45 5L 52 GSH
SRR R BT RS R, 1.0 g/L

-m-CK
[ —o—1.0g/L. COS

IR IR &

Ascorbic acid content/(mg/100 g)
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Effect of Preharvest Spraying of Chitosan on Antioxidant Metabolism and Storage Quality

of Postharvest Prunes

LI Wenbo, ZHANG Xinqi, ZHAO Yating, FAN Yaqing, ZHANG Xuan, WU Yingjie, ZHU Xuan"
(College of Food Science and Pharmacy, Xinjiang Agricultural University, Urumqi 830052)

Abstract Objective; To investigate the effects of preharvest spraying of chitosan oligosaccharides (COS) on the antioxi-
dant metabolism and storage quality of postharvest prunes. Methods: Xinjiang “French” prunes were used as test material,
and different concentrations of COS (0.5, 1.0, 2.0 g/L) were sprayed during fruit set, expansion, color change and
ripening, respectively. The postharvest fruits were stored at a temperature of (1.0£1) °C and a relative humidity of 90%-
95% for 90 d, and the relevant indexes were determined by sampling every 15 d. The results were summarized as follows
Samples were taken every 15 d and related indexes were measured. Results: Pre—harvest application of COS maintained
higher firmness, titratable acidity, and soluble solids content in plum fruits during storage. It effectively suppressed sur-
face color darkening, significantly reduced respiratory intensity and weight loss rate, with superior sensory quality com-
pared to the control group. Among the treatments, the 1.0 g/L COS group exhibited the most favorable effects:
57.24% higher firmness, 115.38% higher titratable acidity, 19.38% higher soluble solids content, 22.09% lower respira-
tion rate, and 48.42% lower weight loss compared to the control. Compared with the control group, pre—harvest spraying
with 1.0 g/ COS promoted the accumulation of ascorbic acid (ASA) and glutathione (GSH) content. Increased levels of
superoxide dismutase (SOD), catalase (CAT), peroxidase (POD), ascorbate peroxidase (APX), glutathione reductase
(GR) activity, reduced the rate of superoxide anion (0O, +) production and hydrogen peroxide (H,0,) content, and in-
hibited the accumulation of malondialdehyde (MDA) content and the increase of cell membrane. Conclusion; The prehar-
vest spraying of COS can regulate the antioxidant metabolism of prune fruits during storage and maintain the storage
quality of prune fruits.

Keywords chitosan oligosaccharides; pre—harvest spraying; plums; antioxidant metabolism; storage quality



