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Abstract

Using Amygdalus triloba as material, with microwave drying method, the effect of different drying
firepower, drying time, different color-preserving agents and shape-protecting agents on dried
flower production was studied. The results showed that when the best firepower was 20 and dry-
ing time was 3 min, the water content of flowers is few; the flower color and flower shape were all
well maintained. The best color preserver agent and treatment time was 10% alum soaked with 2
h, and the color of the flowers was kept preferably after drying. The best shape protecting agent
and treatment time was 10% sucrose solution treated for 5 h, and the shape of flowers can be
maintained the best after drying.
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1. 518

BELE AN RN, BAWHEME, W2 ATE%, (Rl TIHAKEBIRE], SR A2 57
AP TRV, & A T SR DR UR IR 2R (1], DRk, dn i it [l QR EE AL S5 1 R MRS, b G B AR BT R
MR B, BT EEAR = M p— AN EE Ll

T X Tt ge, REALE AR TR TZTERE R TH LA KW A, A
TERIEASFER, M NBEERSE, B FAE/e i Fa B AR R 2 HR[2]. TRmm s EaH
SRT M AR ) T, SR TR SO AR IR R A . A BT RO T B AR
Flds, Horphk Rk R IR AR B L) AR, BAR AR, S¥el, TERBCRIF SR [3]. 18
FAEHMEL R, FIEAR R B ORHE BRI M, BB R TIEME. AR 28B4 %5 A B
TFAEMVERA IR T AT A1, A 2 DR € S BE R VR T 2 R rT B EL RO B3 1078 AR B B X [5]
i B [6] 5 NS AN [RIAEAE BRI FE AT 01, AERIFI AR, S FAERIE %A R IE B AN R

it #g (Amygdalus triloba), XH/NBRZL, RS RIH BRI, ERUSARINAS 4 . Wi HEAEST
TEEM, MEANER, SRR AL AR B, TFAR G S e B SR, ET M. AT
KA R A RE FE AU AR RS B [ 7] I S I [8) ATt 3 AR e [91 55 7 T, A AR T A 1 1) B £
AP AR I, P LA SIS e £ DU I HEAE 9 ), SR T2, SRR R IREG. T
K IFO TR AL AR R B g2, DU RE M AR T AR T 2 iR R R4l

2. MRSRE
2.1. #H

2.1.1. FEFHER

i PH TS 27 e B2 X P9 AOMGTHEAREAE , SRAERR 1A _E2F 9:00~11:00, PRUAIXANHHEE A #2 /K, et A
B KRG, 1080 LUERVIIT 80 s TP, HuZgit—8, RER LS RsL=, i
JRNZE B HRAE, BT 1EK 5 B R [10]

2.1.2. R
AR IR BIOL. SUILBR. BERE, POV Hral.
2.1.3. 428

7R F: HANGPING JA3003; il %2241, 75 GEA238K4H-GO0 COC (D8023CTL-K4), #i
SERMAT)ZE 1300 W, AE i H T % 800 W

22. A%

2.2.1. IRFIECH
FAE RIS RICH] 3 MK EE: 5%, 10%. 15%; HHTLIAVRICH] 3 NMKREE: 5%. 10%. 15%; S%&EALE: +
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10%FT BRI S VAW FEMHIATICH 3 /MR : 10%. 20%. 30% [9].

2.2.2. PEIFRKAFTFIRA B M5 TE R L

FHAS A JR T8 22 TRUAL B (¥ A P M A, 53 2H 23 7 5 20 2K 7740 K 7760 K JJHIIEHL R, T4 1 min,
3 min. 5 min JE AL K B DL AR TEAG R AR AT 0 . SR8 5 34 H S £ T8 K g B I 1],
SR REAT T TH 1 SR
2.2.3. [EK B 4R 50 KRB A E) xH g+ S TE RO 4038

W TRALFE (A HAREAE IR NAS RIS AT AR BRIV WLV DA B AL BE R A5 R AR B TR, 3
AEFE 3 ANEFTE], 1hy 2hy 3h, 405 E W2 gt BBk 4y

2.2.4. NEIREF TR BB Wi E R0
R PRUAL B (A - HEAER NS IR BE R BERE IR R, 29403 3 MIFTRL, 3 hy 4 hy 5 h, 2l TR R

224k BT 43 [10].
VE: 2.2.2 (7R EI0 BB A S A AT TR, 2.2.3 [ 2.24 [F73 0T B ZH 28 P 280K, =4

SRR MR 3 NEE, 45 RCFE.
2.2.5. FEFMEREBITM
FH A58 7 3 A AT Do 58 ik 25— 88 J i g A 46 B0 Bl T DAAS R AEAT I R K A 0, oK

BHOK, FORTIRIEAIE, TERACRBEAF[11]. R ORI BT RET I, 50
78 e U I R R RCR R B (2 1 FTR)

Table 1. Sensory evaluation standard

= 1. REWENE

WAL, B

IR, fEBIEARAZ 75~90 43
AL . e (0B A 72 60~74 %3
AR K, et mEAs 2= <60 43

3. B{RESH
3.1. RREFHXHFEE T RBUER AR

3.1.1. FHRAK A 20 B HEE T RER AR
ML T L miny 3 miny 5 min FIRCR I 1 R,

1 min 3 min 5 min

Figure 1. Drying effect on 20 drying firepower
1. 20 K FIBFED FHER
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HIZ 2 ATCLE Y, TR TI08 20 I, A MR AE TGS [RII 18] (9 SR K B S A8 0 15 DL«

Table 2. Water loss and score situation on flowers at 20 drying firepower (g)

2. FIRKD 20 LM KK B RBAER(T)

;Ej?ri?t[;?n/jﬁfa Cor?t‘j;f‘é%oup 119y Score Expeiﬁ%iﬂgroup 419 Score

©) 0.098 0.080

0 min @ 0.084 / 0.079 /
©) 0.087 0.085
©) 0.075 88 0.025 80

1 min @ 0.057 86 0.024 88
©) 0.076 85 0.028 86
@ 0.054 70 0.014 75

3 min @ 0.041 65 0.013 83
©) 0.051 60 0.014 80
@ 0.039 50 0.012 60

5 min @ 0.035 40 0.011 62
©) 0.040 50 0.011 60

MRAEE 2 A RS IR A &R P RME, a1k 3 ( “/” BARKE, Jaem)iir.

Table 3. Water loss and average value on flowers at 20 drying firepower (g)

3. FUIRNT 20 MM RKEB RS FIE(K)

ZH /%4 Group/Data 1 min 3 min 5 min
Xt ZH Control group 0.019/86.333 0.041/65.000 0.051/46.667
s2562H Experience group 0.056/84.667 0.068/79.333 0.070/60.667

2 3 AR B AE H, Tk 8 20 B, 4 3 min 1 5 min fEAM K E# IR &, HZEHA
K, (HRETFHE 3 min B0 KF T4 5 min B 175355 286 KRE, TEKIIN 20 B, Sl )5t
[8]4 3 min.

3.1.2. FHRKFIA 40 B FHEHEE TR0

HHHEAE T4 1 miny 3 min FIZCR WA 2 Fim. B T8 3 min JEAEGARLER, B AR E##ETT
15 5 min L5

B 4 ATRAE Y, TR 109 40 BF, A MEAE T AN [R] BF I] ( J K B e 4593 1 0L o
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1 min 3 min

Figure 2. Drying effect on 40 drying firepower
B 2. 40 K FIBFHITF ISR

Table 4. Water loss and score situation on flowers at 40 drying firepower (g)

4 FIRKD 40 LM KK ERBAER(T)

I;';Ji?tli?g%fa Cor?t‘j:g{ig‘é%oup 119 Score Expeﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂgroup 119 Score
O] 0.074 0.084
0 min @ 0.082 / 0.083 /
©) 0.066 0.086
O] 0.051 65 0.020 80
1 min @ 0.048 60 0.030 70
©) 0.057 60 0.028 72
©) 0.032 50 0.012 60
3 min @ 0.034 40 0.014 50
(©) 0.026 40 0.011 30
R 4 AT IR A AN LI AR AR BT IIME, Wik 4 (17 BN RKE, JFARN)IR.
Table 5. Water loss and average value on flowers at 40 drying firepower (g)
F 5 FRRAT 40 M EKERSGH FHE)
ZH73/%#% Group/Data 1 min 3 min
Xt 40 Control group 0.029/61.667 0.043/43.333
SEEG2H Experience group 0.058/74.000 0.072/46.667

Hi17¢ 5 FTLMR B Y, TH#RK 108 40 I, T 3 min JE ki IAEI K B fem, HER DAL
8K, T4 1 min W BRI AGAEROKEAS, EE M8 E. FTUATRK I 40 I, BT TR

1 min.

3.1.3. FRAF% 60 Bttt FARAR BT

F AL T8 1 min BRCRIAE 3 fs. B4 1 min Je it ™ EA 0, JreAAEEEAT 3

min 1 5 min (1525 .
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Figure 3. Drying effect on 60 drying firepower
B 3. 60 A FIBFHITF ISR

HI7C 6 ATCLA Y, TR K109 60 I, A HEAE T AN R (8] (9 K B2 S A9 01 DL o

Table 6. Water loss and score situation on flowers at 60 drying firepower (g)

= 6. FHRKT 60 LM KK EBRBAER(T)

I;lr:j?r%l?tlii/e%%jz%a Cor?ii?é%oup 1191 Score Expeﬁi?l%iﬂg;roup 4191 Score
@ 0.085 0.083
0 min ) 0.075 / 0.083 /
® 0.073 0.084
@ 0.031 65 0.016 60
1 min ) 0.034 60 0.018 50
® 0.042 70 0.014 40

I 6 £ X IR M I DRI T IME, W 7 (417 BIOARKE, RN ITR .

Table 7. Water loss and average value on flowers at 60 drying firepower (g)

= 7. FHRKT 60 M RIKEB RIS D TFIE(T)

2H /%% Group/Data 1 min
X} & 2H Control group 0.042/65.000
Szt Experience group 0.067/50.000

HIZ 7 aTCLE Y, TR0 60 ITEDLT, T 1 min ZE44 B JK BAR e, (ELR U g it A

GRERANE, REFEN, KEWKGE, FTUTFHRKSTA 60 AT R,

LR EPTR, mEVENTRF TR D) 20, TR TR 3 min, SXIAEMBRRKEKR, 553w

PLUR SEI0 PR T8k 77 20, T8RS 18] 3 min.
3.2. AEIRE R &7 R A i 1L & pR2
3.2.1. AREIKEITERER X artExmitisE T e nEn

PR EIR AT BRI AL, AR 1 hy 2 hy 3 h, FEREEREANAMERWE 8 fin. |
ERHEE TR ARG R IRVE S IR CFRII e FEROIR D 10%, RN 1h, Hfb iRk L SR i

[ 55 5 (e O 2 RN E) 47 (A R A 20K, TS 5 18
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Table 8. Effect on color protection of citric acid with different concentrations
7= 8. PRIREITIRIRIF MR

ERIIEA e

Group/Data
gLl Lh
Control group 2n
3h
1h

SEEGZH
. 2h
Experience group

3h

5%FT IR
5% Citric acid
o © ©
60 50 50
50 50 50
60 70 50
40 30 40
60 70 55
40 50 55

FEME

Average

53.333
50.000
60.000
36.667
61.667
48.333

10%Fr 1R

10% Citric acid
o © 6
70 50 55
65 70 50
55 65 50
90 80 80
65 70 60
50 40 60

FEE

Average

60.000
61.667
56.667
83.333
65.000
30.000

15%H7 KR FHME
15% Citric acid Average
o © ®
60 75 60 65.000
50 75 65 63.333
75 65 60 66.667
65 70 60 65.000
40 60 65 55.000
30 35 20 28.333

3.2.2. NEIKERMA KRB EX W HSET LSRN

FHAS TR WAL IRV A AR AE, TR S G DL 9 Fa. i M REE WA FEIE IR fR
TR, E KRS 10%, RIEHEE 2 h,

Table 9. Effect on color protection of alum with different concentrations
9. TRIRERAFEZR

iR R e
Group/Data
b 4L Lh
Control group 2n
3h
1h
Sl oh
Experience group
3h

©)
60
50
60
60
75
50

5% L
5% alum

®
50
50
70
60
70
55

®
50
50
50
75
80
65

FEME

Average

53.333
50.000
60.000
65.000
75.000
56.667

0]
70
65
55
65
%0
40

10%HH AL
10% alum

®
50
70
65
70
85
60

®
55
50
50
60
80
55

FEE

Average

60.000
61.667
56.667
65.000
85.000
51.667

60
50
75
30
80
60

15% A AL
15% alum

@
75
75
65
50
65
75

FHE

Average
®
60 65.000
65 63.333
60 66.667
60 46.667
75 73.333
80 51.667

3.2.3. 5% + L006ATHRER R A R EISHGM 8 T 2 MR
JH S%RALEE + 10%FT R BRI IUR G WA AR AL, TR R A EAG M LA 10 Fos. R R
PERT RN AL 5% B + L0%KTIRIRIA WA DR CU RN, St 3B (W2 3 he

Table 10. Effect on color protection of 5% magnesium chloride and 10% citric acid solution mixture

= 10. 5%FAEE + 10%ATIRES A RR S I B MR
2H s 5% EE + 10%F 745 L FHE
Group/Data 5% magnesium chloride and 10% citric acid Average
® @ ®

R 1h 60 50 50 53.333
Control group 2h 50 50 50 50.000
3h 60 70 50 60.000
1h 60 70 70 70.000

=y e Q
st 2h 65 65 70 66.667

Experience group
3h 90 70 80 80.000
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zE R, ASFEP TR SR TR P R R i 2T N 10%F BRI 2 h > 10% k75 R
2 1 h > 5%EAbEE + 10%FHE FRVE MUR S 0iE i 3 h,

3.3. NEIRE PRI KR BEE Xt i1 T R R RN
FEA I P2 ) BE BB VA VR LA I MEAE AN R 18], 0885 A3 A L o 11 o

Table 11. Effect on shape-preserving of sucrose solution with different concentration

F# 11 FRIREEREERRTR

HivTEves 10%JE 1 FEME 20%JFEHE FEME 30% M FEME

Group/Data 10% sucrose Average 20% sucrose Average 30% sucrose Average
o © © o @ e o @ ©

S A 441 1h 60 75 72 69.000 65 70 55 63.333 80 75 65 73.333

Control group 2h 75 65 70 70.000 65 75 70 70.000 65 75 75 71.667
3h 65 70 75 70.000 68 72 70 70.667 70 65 65 66.667

1h 70 80 75 75.000 85 80 75 80.000 75 60 70 68.333

J<Hatl 2h 85 85 70 80.000 85 75 75 78.333 80 80 70 76.667

Experience group
3h 90 85 85 86.667 70 80 75 75.000 75 75 80 76.667

P SRR T, T AR o BV 45 43 45 7 P TR M e 5 RS2 VELNE 149 10960 3 B340 5 .
4. VWHig

SHTIE PR MRS A PR AT AT TR AL SRt R T A B O B b B T, S s, 16
WAL, T ELTHRER K, JRIR R, Fh SR 312 AR 22 B3 [4] 5 A BORAE T B T 2 10
FRICAT S, A8 IR A0S (o R I 5 T LA RO (R AL MO BB A, (TR 1T 6 5 6t
TERART R, AU AL . bl 201014 AR50 W 375 (655 Aot - 1861 TR 92 45
SLATH, 200%ERA I 5 h PIRACEEAT, 109%MFF BRI IARIR I 2 h 60 R BT .

ARSI 2B 25 T 100%BEMIRIE 5 h PR AURIRLT, 100% IR 2 h (RO IRAF, 10%
FRORF RIS 2 h LA 5GUILEE + 100%FF BRI TR 5 h (Rt SR B LU B hT,  ATHRA S bRt ol B AT %
Pro ARSI Lt G H £0[10]% ARIXUSE (615 A B A 4 Lok, BT A LT LA 1) 523
MRS M AR, AEM AP SR AR, X AR S0 bk S P e 38 AR ) 2) SRERKIAE M 2 IR FE R
KIS, AW s RAUER . 3) FERRICEERE R, (AT R PREZ . BRI, #7F
TERATBE G IR 2, X TR e . 4) (B VPR TR 22, S AT 40 4 R HE T

H T S0 S PR PR, AR A B T A (0. BRTBA . A Th 28 LA B 202 T4t M
TEFBERCR IR, 4 SRS T DU — BT 50, Wi TAFISEs /7 %, DKM B I M 1618
B 1 2

HE&mHE
B BH M YE 22 B STP It H (201909) » 2020 4 Vi) Fg 44 a1 158 48 4 K 2 A= A B Mk )1 25 vk &1 it H
202010481059X .
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