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Effect of Exogenous Sodium Nitroprusside Treatment on Postharvest
Storage Characteristics of Muskmelon
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Abstract: Xizhoumi No.25 melon fruits were soaked with sodium nitroprusside (SNP) at different concentrations (0.5,

1.0, 1.5, 2.0 mmol/L), and 1 pl./L. 1-methylcyclopropene (1-MCP) fumigation was used as control, effect of exogenous

sodium nitroprusside treatment on the storage characteristics of muskmelon was studied. The results showed that, in the

different concentrations of sodium nitroprusside treatments, 1.0 mmol/L. SNP treatment had better effect on reducing the

decay of melon, and inhibiting the decrease of pulp hardness and increase of respiration rate than 1 pl./L. 1-MCP treat-

ment, while 1 pL/L. 1-MCP treatment had better effect on reducing mass loss and delaying ethylene release than sodi-

um nitroprusside treatment. The results indicated that the effect of 1.0 mmol/L sodium nitroprusside and 1 pL/L

1-MCP on postharvest storage and fresh—keeping of melon was different, but both could be used as postharvest ethyl-

ene control agents in preservation of melon.
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Fig.1 Effect of sodium nitroprusside treatment on the decay rate

of postharvest muskmelon
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Fig.2  Effect of sodium nitroprusside treatment on weight loss

rate of postharvest muskmelon
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Fig.3 Effect of sodium nitroprusside treatment on hardness of

pulp of postharvest muskmelon
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Fig.4 Effect of sodium nitroprusside treatment on ethylene

release of postharvest muskmelon
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Fig.5 Effect of sodium nitroprusside treatment on respiration

rate of postharvest muskmelon during storage
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