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Abstract: In order to reduce the decay rate of bayberry after harvest, and improve the commodity and market compet-
itiveness of the fruit, this study investigated the effect of low voltage electrostatic field (LVEF) treatment on the
postharvest quality of ‘Biqi’ bayberry, analyzed the appearance color (a’, b", and L’ value), quality indicators such as
total soluble solids (TSS), titratable acid (TA), vitamin C (VC), anthocyanin, soluble sugar, reducing sugar and sucrose
contents, and the overall sensory flavor change of bayberry during storage under ice temperature (-0.5+£0.5)°C, 85%
relative humidity condition. The results showed that LVEF treatment could significantly delay the decrease of a’, b,
and L" values of bayberry, which maintained its red, yellow, and brightness, inhibited the degradation of TSS, VC, an-
thocyanin, soluble sugars, and sucrose; slowed the decrease of TA content, and blocked the increase of reducing sugar
content. During storage, the overall flavor of bayberry also changed, and LVEF treatment could significantly inhibit
the generation of deteriorated odors such as hydrocarbon compounds and sulfides in fruit products. The principal
component analysis of the quality indices of bayberry during storage suggested that the change in soluble sugar con-
tent had the greatest impact on the quality changes of bayberry during storage, followed by sucrose and reducing sug-
ar. Moreover, there was a significant positive correlation between soluble sugar and color, TA, VC and anthocyanin
content during storage. In summary, LVEF treatment can delay the sensory deterioration of postharvest bayberry,
maintain its nutritional quality during storage, and effectively extend shelf life.
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