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ABSTRACT: The work aims to explore the effect of different packaging methods on the storage quality of Lactuca
sativa. Lactuca sativa was used as experimental material and packed into foam box (CK), foam box + coolant (T1),
temperature control box (T2), temperature control box + coolant (T3). The nutritional composition, physiological
and biochemical indexes and antioxidant enzyme activities of the Lactuca sativa were measured every 5 days. At the same
time, the temperature inside the box was also measured. The temperature of CK, T1, T2 and T3 groups was
(4.06+0.07) °C, (3.61£0.05 °C, (3.72+0.04) °C, (3.49+0.03) °C. Compared with other treatment groups, the temperature of

T3 group was lower and the fluctuation range was the smallest. In addition, T3 treatment group was able to slow down the
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increase of weight loss rate, inhibit the oxidation of V¢ and degradation of chlorophyll, and delay the accumulation of

MDA, inhibit the increase of PPO activity and maintain the activities of POD, SOD and CAT, which effectively improved

the storage quality of Lactuca sativa and prolonged its shelf life. The packaging method of "temperature control box +

coolant" can better maintain the postharvest storage quality of Lactuca sativa.
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MF 3 (LactucasativaL.) @25k g fpll, H
BREMER, TafRkK, BARIW ™I & T
L A SRR s, T A aE
TR TG, HP= AR AT i b T
R, SR AL, RKEEE, ERK TR
A E . P, BRER N SR G A B IR 2O R
B R A REEE X,

FI R, 9122 325 LAy B 6 0y 5 32 3 g fIG T
SR A IR I g Y R R e R I G R N
Z—o TP G i 2 A AN R R T A
JEAA, 25 5 5 PTG IR B O S b 2 5 il 22 SR 008 R
J o KRR IBFSE T 4 °CH1 22.5 °C 2 Flvilgh B % il 4
SEPREE R B, 25 R 3R I 22.5 °CTR IV 5 d,
4 °CRIIE K & 15 d, X EZELBRN TR RR
JBE Xof I SIS P 8 i SR S, 5 SR 4 °C R I AE
A RO SR SN R B AR, D SR R R G I
FER LRI

TG T R SRR A, PR IR SR . B
ARAECWIF 5T 2 Fivf 5 20 (L TRAE FORS MR A0 )
TSI T 25 5, 45 2 RS MR AR AR N R
JE47(0.620.1)°C, A5 Ak BBl /IN H G- 5 546 2008
A, BR AR REE AR T, e
BERPRE S R v i, o G B A T L B IR PR R
T, BRE P A U ER AR N A L
E& PR THLE AT 2, B gL RS 25 4 70 X il
A AR BRI, 45 SRR E S RIS T LR &
T 42 3% BB N (0 BE AR A PO AL T A IR AY IR . [
PR B A K % A T I 22 S A AR BRI 5T

ABFIE LA SRS, BTl A+ &R )
A1 25 I 27 S8 T A TR PR e R R S ), AT A SRR
JEREER IS %

1 SKI§

1.1 SER#MRERE

FEMRL: AR, RARFETHHX, EHERN
57 Toi E R A S IRAR (59.50 L), 600 mmx
451 mmx230 mm, BE/EK 30 mm, PU)I[40 T.55 8 177
S A BRIATAT] 5 A (6223 L), 595 mmx400 mmx
250 mm, BEEN 30 mm, EVAEESDIARAT;
WAL AAE, 20 cm*65 em, TR 5 ; B 12 F( onset
T R —4.81°C), A= i PR ek T R2 B AR B 5E

L (RKHEE ),

FEAER . R IC AL (179-UTH), 3038
( i) KE®JCH A RA R, KF-568 HFFE, Hi[E-e
JLELER; PAL-1 X FRHOUI, HARZ G AT
DDS-307A ML AL, iR B AE DA R A
Ay ANV (TU-1810), Jbat b s
AIRTEAT; SOD 5l &, mEata@ ALY TR
FEAT
1.2 FHik
1.2.1 HRALE

PRIETCIE L | 9 T Z e A a4 h, f4s
20 150 g, 2148, WK TR 4 °)CR T, b3
WF: CK 4, Bz R ARMP; T1 41, %
12 AE R FIT5F AR A IRHE, Femik =2
R, AR TSR by T2 4, BihE R
AIREFT, T3 41, ¥ 12 NS FE4 T
JERHR, F M = VU Z PR 2R PR .
1.2.2 EBHENE

T EE W . FERE N 4 SIS BCE IR B IE AN, B
15 min 0k —K; JREIEM S LB E ST ik R
SRR AR A T I A 5 AT v R 9 ok
B A TN E 5 Ve R @k e i
BRZSHARE T RE ; MDA KA E
R T R 5 ARG H RS R R S U 0 A
Z ALl (PPO ). A/ YEE (POD ). AR
fitf ( CAT ) SR st & W kb A 5 #84Ak
YAk (SOD) RARAF & (Bl ) #TIE .,

1.3 FitoHh

K H Excel 2021 #4784 S AL BE 5 43 #r , SPSS
26.0 #1725 5 WE T (P<0.05 REKRZERBH ),
Origin2021 X5 5 # #E 47 K R 231 -

2 RS

21 AEEFEAFAXTIERIERENTL

HE 1 ATLUE 1, AN E Y, CK. T1.
T2. T3 2H NI B4 51 4(4.06+0.07)°C . (3.61+0.05)°C .
(3.72£0.04)°C . (3.49+0.03)°C, FWIFEI IERES Tl
PR BT B AL T HIRAR Y . HIMAB R R,



55 45 %

%3 TG, S CWEAAER

T 208 X Y1 27 S ot S D 2 M) - 119 -

TEN ) S AR BV IR 0, U IR T
UL + 5 Vo 50 Ak BEAR P A T2 e 2 i A
PREFLETFRUIRAS

Horp,
N,

4.2

4.1}

40

3.5 —— VT v VT

—=—CK4 —o—TI1#H ——T24 ——T34H

0 6 12 18 24 30 36 42 48 54 60 66 72

i) /h
Bl PR ENAEL

Fig.1 Change of temperature inside the box

2.2 AEBEFTHAXHERRE MBI
221 MM

WE 2 AT LAE H, B i 22 38k B ilidE | (a5
fif s . HATRRRR AR, FE 15 d B, CK il
FRAETENHEMEERS, BHASINEIRR
U, AR BETI B AR, 7RI 30 d I, CK 4Nt
A%k # ™ E, T1 M T2 410 F BB f P4,
R E, T3 AREHIRMNESIL . 4
AT, 2SN S B T3, HR ol T2 A1
T1, ## M~ CK,
2.2.2 BEEHM

M 1A LAFE €Y, I 20 d B, CK 4 A % % .
Gt . TAEW, I ERAL; A R IR
K MG KWK, RS ER . P
25d i), CK At R Bl b A =k, RET
RO ARBRAINT R B, OIS, A E
W2, WA RBRE BT CK 48 (P<0.05),

CK4 T4 T24H T34

)

s

=

&

=

S

ﬁ /7

()

=

S

=

&

=

2

=

9

& 2 O[] e 22 52 40U J5T 1) 5% i
Fig.2 Effect of the various packaging on appearance quality of Lactuca sativa
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Tab.1 Sensory evaluation results of Lactuca sativa in various packaging
I R K d
AbEEZ
0 5 10 15 20 25 30

CK 10.00+0.00? 9.85+0.16% 9.40+0.34% 7.20+0.10% 6.60+0.16% 4.90+0.10° 4.40+0.09°¢
Tl 10.00£0.00° 9.75+0.32° 9.50+0.22° 8.40+0.21° 7.00+0.25° 6.05+0.29" 5.20+0.14°
T2 10.00+0.00? 9.80+0.20* 9.60+0.14" 8.60+0.09" 7.80+0.08" 6.60+0.24° 5.40+0.08°
T3 10.00+0.00? 9.85+0.25% 9.70+0.10* 8.80+0.09" 8.00+0.08" 7.20+0.37% 6.40+0.14"

T ANF/NG 5B R R 5 — S B 22 5w W3k, P<0.05.
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Fig.3 Changes in weightlessness of
Lactuca sativa in various packaging
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Fig.4 Changes of the different packaging on
soluble solid content of Lactuca sativa
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Lactuca sativa in various packaging
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