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Effect of Postharvest Irradiation on Pigmentation Changes in Mango Fruit cv. Mahajanaka
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Abstract

Effect of postharvest irradiation on biochemical change of mango fruit cv. Mahajanaka was studied. Fruits
were harvested at 112 days after full bloom and irradiated with UV light or white light or UV plus white light for 12
h/day compared with non-irradiation (control). The result showed that UV light and UV plus white light were able to
delay ripening better than non-irradiation and white light treatment. The UV and UV plus white light treatments
were able to delay total chlorophyll content loss better than the non-irradiation and white light treatment. While
the increment of B-carotene content of UV treatments was less than other treatments. At 10 days after irradiation
of UV plus white light, the treated fruit showed the highest anthocyanin content compared with the other
treatments.
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Figure 1 Changes of total chlorophyll content in Mahajanaka mango peel.
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Figure 2 Changes of beta-carotene content in Mahajanaka mango peel.

Table 1 Changes of Anthocyanin content in Mahajanaka mango peel.

Treatment Day 0 v Day 3 v Day 5 v Day 10 v Day 15 v
Dark 0.86 0.75 0.95b 0.88b 1.15
uv 0.86 0.56 0.79c 1.03ab 1.00
White Light 0.86 0.70 0.95b 1.15a 1.20
UV+White light 0.86 0.79 1.19a 1.23a 1.02
F-test ns ns * * ns
CV (%) 18.08 12.82 8.67 10.23 17.34

" Mean within the same column followed by different characters showed significant difference between

treatments by LSD test, at p= 0.05
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