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Effects of ethanol vapor treatments on related-senescence physiological indexes
of postharvest snap bean during storage
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Abstract: To investigate the physiological mechanism of exogenous
ethanol vapor regulation of senescence of postharvest snap bean, the
effects of related-senescence physiological indexes of postharvest snap
bean applied ethanol (1.5 mL/kg and 3 mL/kg) vapor was studied
with a snap bean ( Phaseolus wulgaris L. wvar. chinensisHort.)

cultivar WuChang snap bean, with the treatment of clear water
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vapor as control, and treated materials were stored at room tempera-
ture (23 ‘C =1 °C). The results showed that exogenous ethanol
vapor significantly reduced the activity of LOX and PPO in snap bean
during the storage, and postponed the increase of MDA content, Fur-
thermore, ethanol vapor delayed the peak of CAT and POD activity,
and the activity of SOD was induced, which suppressed the synthesis
of Oz . These findings indicated that there were the difference be-
tween both does of ethanol, and that 1.5 mL/kg ethanol was favora-
ble to the normal metabolism of active oxygen and reduced the level
of lipid peroxidation, which suspended the speed of snap bean senes-
cence during the storage.
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Figure 1 Effects of ethanol vapor on PPO activity in

postharvest snap bean
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Figure 2 Effects of ethanol vapor on LOX activity in

postharvest snap bean
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Figure 3  Effects of ethanol vapor on MDA content in

postharvest snap bean
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Figure 4 Effects of ethanol vapor on CAT activity in
poslharvesl snap bean
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Effects of ethanol vapor on POD activity in

postharvest snap bean
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in postharvest snap bean
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