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Fig. 1 Effect of different concentration of ClO, on

firmness of Ficus carica Linn fruits
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Fig. 2 Effect of different concentration of ClO, on

rotten index of Ficus carica Linn fruits
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Fig. 3 Effect of different concentration of ClO; on

oil weight loss rate of Ficus carica Linn fruits
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Fig. 4 Effect of different concentration of ClO; on

vitam in C content of Ficus carica Linn fruits
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Fig. 5 Effect of different concentration of ClO, on
titratable acid content of Ficus carica Linn fruits
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Abstract; With ‘Bulanruike’ Ficus carica Linn as test material, the effect of different concentration of chlorine dioxide

treatment on storage quality in the process of circulation of Ficus carica Linn was studied. The results showed that under

treatment of different concentration of chlorine dioxide, Ficus carica Linn decay had obvious inhibitory effect, hardness,

weight loss rate, titratable acid content and soluble solids content declined less than control,it could improve the storage

quality of Ficus carica Linn in circulation process,of which 80 mg/L chlorine dioxide treating Ficus carica Linn storage

quality was the best.
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