55 43 % 45 204 i Tl B Vol. 43 No. 20
2022 4F 10 H Science and Technology of Food Industry Oct. 2022
SREE, FEIDE PR, MK, 45 A [R) JHE R, 26 Xk e R I3 it S5 R A BIUREPE Y S [0, e Tl R, 2022, 43(20): 352-360. doi:
10.13386/j.issn11002-0306.2022010219

ZHANG Qin, DONG Xiaoqing, LIN Xin, et al. Effects of Different Film Packaging on Storage Quality and Physiological
Characteristics of Pitaya[J]. Science and Technology of Food Industry, 2022, 43(20): 352—360. (in Chinese with English abstract). doi:
10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2022010219

T\IEJYEF?F%’@ x]‘}dz%'ﬂ s A B
RA Uy

sk EELERRK,H R, TR, AR, SR, DR
(1M KRR, oM 4R TREBARR T, M55 550025,
T B AR AT S PT, 55N 5% R 550025)

& B AFRAR G E KA RIS R ARG R R, AR KERAYEM, KRARCHRSER

(Polyethylene, PE) . RATHRER (Polyvinyl chloride, PVC) . R TH#ILIKEER (Polyethylene microporous,
WK) 3 #E RO R REHITAE, GEST (6£1) C FT#HITERK. m%%ﬂﬂ 53t (CK) Ak, RR#EEQ
FAREEXARRFHRERAFERE L, FHB PRGSO, WHKLERTEREMH (Total soluble
solids, TSS) . *T/# <& (Titratable acid, TA) . THEMKE. TEMMHE, £4% C (ViaminC, Vo) AL RA
2 M Ik (Glutathione, GSH) 2246 TF 4, # %W —# (Malondialdehyde, MDA) . &AM & F (0,7) #4947
R, REALANYEIEE (Superoxide dismutase, SOD) . iL &AM AH (Catalase, CAT) Feid A M44Es (Peroxidase,
POD) #i&Et. HF, &m‘ﬂ;ﬁmdm‘ CK. PVC. WK. PE %88 K& RBIZEH A A 44.44%. 33.33%. 22.22%.
11.11%. K/& R PE #E QLKA ROREZRRI, TUARELE KERRERE®RMS L, EATRER

Ze o R AR,

XRIA: KR, ROCHER (PE) , RATHER (PVC) , RUHHMILER (WK) , RER
T, A IR AR

FE5 35 TS255.3 SCHRFRIRES: A EHE:1002-0306(2022)20-0352-09

DOI: 10.13386/j.1ssn1002-0306.2022010219

Effects of Different Film Packaging on Storage Quality and Physiological
Characteristics of Pitaya

ZHANG Qin', DONG Xiaoqing"", LIN Xin', LUO Dengcan',
PENG Junsen', HUANG Shian', MA Yuhua’

(1.Agricultural College, Guizhou University, Guizhou Engineering Research Center for
Fruit Crops, Guiyang 550025, China;
2.Institute of Pomology, Guizhou Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Guiyang 550025, China)

Abstract: In order to study the effect of different film packaging on storage quality and physiological characteristics of
pitaya fruit, with 'Zihonglong' pitaya as the experimental material, three film packaging bags of polyethylene fresh-keeping
bag (PE), polyvinyl chloride fresh-keeping bag (PVC), and polyethylene microporous fresh-keeping bag (WK) were used to
process and package the fruit. Then they were stored at (6+1) °C. The results illustrated that compared with the control
(CK), the different film packaging could inhibit the increase of pitaya fruit decay rate and weight loss rate, and delay the
appearance of respiration peak of pitaya fruit, inhibit the decrease of the total soluble solids (TSS), titratable acid (TA),

soluble protein and soluble sugar, vitamin C (V) and glutathione (GSH), reduce the accumulation of malondialdehyde

s AEA: 2022-01-25

HETB: M4 S SBAT FIER B SRR F AT 25 43E" (RCID2018-16) ; K F A “SRT"R A (5TK SRT 5 2017085 )
EEEIN: R ( 1998—-) , %, M LA i B R Tr6): Rk R JG AR L AR 8%, E-mail: 1872563440@qq.com.

*BIEMEE: Evek (1980-) %, W, &I, AP A5 @: RHFERG 225 5T £ 4%, E-mail: xiaogingdong09@163.com.,


https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2022010219
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2022010219
mailto:1872563440@qq.com

543 % 5 20 4] HBE AR NIRRT KO SRR i BRI BRSPS - 353 -

(MDA), increase superoxide dismutase (SOD), catalase (CAT) and peroxidase (POD) activities. The decay rates of pitaya
fruit in groups CK, PVC, WK, PE were 44.44%, 33.33%, 22.22% and 11.11%, respectively after storage for 30 d. PE film
packaging had the best preservation effect, which could effectively delay the deterioration of pitaya after harvest and was

more conducive to the maintenance of fruit quality.

Key words: pitaya; PE; PVC; WK fruit quality; physiological characteristic
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Fig.7 Effects of different film packaging on the SOD (A), POD
(B) and CAT (C) activites of pitaya
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Table 1 Correlation analysis of various indexes of pitaya fruits

Eiztan KER JEEE TSS TA AR TR Ve GSH Oy MDA SOD  CAT  POD
REH 1.000

=% 0.941 1.000

TSS -0.977°  -0.908  1.000

TA -0.993"  —0.929  0.991"  1.000
AEMEEN -0920 09767 0.909° 0.923 1.000

TIEHERE 0807 —0.948  0.740 0.776 0.892" 1.000

Ve -0.992"  -0.963° 0.980"  0.990™ 0.935 0.842 1.000

GSH 0.981"  0.873 —0.968" —0.982" —0.849 -0.698  —0.967"  1.000

0, 0.952 0.829 0238  —0.959 -0.819 —-0.655  —0.935"  0.951"  1.000

MDA 0.991" 0949 —0.988" -0.994" = —0.928 —0.820 —0.997 0.968" 0.955"  1.000

SOD -0.549  -0.786  0.493 0.521 0.765 0.917" 0599  —0390 -0388 —0.577 1.000

CAT 0463  -0.720 0385 0.415 0.668 0.877° 0.519  —0310 -0265 -0.478 0955 1.000

POD 0971 0983 0965 —0.970" —0.969" -0.880°  —0.989" 0.926° 0.899" 0983 -0.682 —0.608" 1.000

2 *FIRTE0.05 7K CRUI ) 1 35 AH OG5 *#*720.0 K- CRU ) (i 25 AH 56 o
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