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ABSTRACT: Objective To study the effects of different storage temperatures on the quality of sweet potato in
cold regions and screen suitable varieties for short-term storage of underground or semi-underground storage pits
according to local conditions, Methods With rot rate, weight loss rate, starch content, soluble sugar content,

ascorbic acid content, glutathione content, pectin content, a-amylase activity and potato hardness as indicators, the
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changes of root quality of 12 sweet potato varieties at 3 kinds of different storage temperatures of 6, 9 and 12°C were
investigated. Results Among the same varieties, as the storage temperature decreased, the rot rate, s-amylase
activity, soluble sugar, pectin content and hardness fluctuated greatly, but these increased in general. The weight loss
ratio and starch content showed the trend to decrease. The content of ascorbic acid and glutathione slowly decreased
with storage time. There were significant differences in storage tolerance among different varieties. The rot rates of
each variety were relatively low, but the weight loss was relatively high at 12°C. The rot rates of some varieties
increased, but the loss of nutrients such as ascorbic acid and glutathione was relatively low at 9°C. The weight loss
and rot rates of Shangshu 19, Sushu 28, and Xuzishu 8 were relatively low at 6°C, the a-amylase activity of Xuzishu
No.8, Jishu 26, Xinxiang and Shangl9 was weak, while the starch content of Jishu 26, Xushu 32, Shangshu 19, and
Xuzishu 8 showed less loss afier storage for 35 days. Conclusion By evaluating the storage characteristics and

analyzing the quality of different varieties, three varieties suitable for low temperature storage at 6°C, namely

Shangshu 19, Xuzishu 8, and Sushu 28 are selected.
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Fig.2 Effects of storage temperature on the soluble sugar content in sweet potato
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