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Abstract: To explore the effects of different preservation treatments on the storage quality of green walnut, this study took
green walnut as test material and adopted 4 different preservation. Methods: Soaked in cold water at 0 °C for 5 min, 150
mg/L CIO, for 20 min, 100 mg/L gibberellin for 20 min and mixed with gibberellin (100 mg/L)+imidamine (active
component content 450 g/L) for 20 min. The browning index, moisture content, color difference, respiratory intensity,
hardness, chlorophyll content, malondialdehyde (MDA) content, polyphenol oxidase (PPO) and peroxidase (POD) activity,
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total phenol and total flavonoids content of walnut with green peel as control were studied during storage under 0+0.3 C.

The results showed that during the storage, compared with the control group, the treatment group significantly (P<0.05)

delayed the decrease of water content and the change of color difference, delayed the increase of browning index,

respiratory intensity and PPO activity, inhibited the decrease of hardness, chlorophyll, total phenol and total flavonoid

contents, reduced the MDA production and better maintained POD activity during the storage period. According to the

experiment, the water content, hardness, chlorophyll content, total phenol and total flavone content of green walnut treated

with gibberellin+imimine were the highest, the browning index and color difference increased the most slowly, the

respiratory intensity was the lowest, the malondialdehyde content and the activities of PPO and POD were the lowest, and

the preservation effect was the best.

Key words: green walnut; low-temperature storage; preservation treatment; storage effect; gibberellin; prochloraz
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