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Effects of different packaging materials on the storage
quality of Aralia chinensis
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ABSTRACT: Objective To study the effects of different packaging materials on the storage quality of Aralia
chinensis. Methods The ‘Changbai’ Aralia chinensis were treated with different packaging materials [polyethylene
(PE) food bag (control), PE modified atmosphere preservation bag, polyvinyl chloride (PVC) preservation bag, PVC
silicone window preservation bag] and stored at (1+1)°C for 15 days. The effects of packaging materials on quality
index such as sensory quality, decay index, respiratory intensity, weight loss rate, chlorophyll content, vitamin C
(VC) content, crude fiber content, malondialdehyde (MDA) content, peroxidase (POD) activity and polyphenol
oxidase (PPO) activity were studied. Results The 3 types of preservation bags could significantly prolong the
storage period of Aralia chinensis, among which the PVC silicone window preservation bag had the best

fresh-keeping effect. Compared with the control, the respiratory peak was delayed by 3 days. On the 12th day of
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storage, the chlorophyll content and VC content of the PVC silicone window preservation bag were 2.1 and 1.9 times

higher than the control, respectively. Compared with the control, the sensory score improved by 29.1%, and the decay

index, weight loss rate, crude fiber content, and MDA content decreased by 86.4%, 50.3%, 45.8% and 42.4%,

respectively. The POD activity and PPO activity decreased by 37.5% and 52.7%, respectively. Conclusion PVC

silicone window preservation bag can significantly inhibit the decrease in sensory quality and chlorophyll content of

Aralia chinensis during storage, inhibit its decay, and extend the storage period by 3 days.
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Aralia chinensis
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