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Table 1 Nutrient contents of different clones of Castanea heryi
/ (gkg D / (gokg™D / (gkg D) / (gokeg™D
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
1 1 84.3 105. 4 25. 4 2.6 1553 171. 1 500. 2 510. 4
2 2 138.3 140. 4 4.6 513 119 1 127. 1 677.3 633.0
3 7 107.9 111 7 2.1 434 82 6 %. 9 466.9 488.9
4 8 118.0 136. 8 1L 1 17.5 72 6 7.6 3119 644.0
5 12 102. 1 115 4 2.6 40.9 61 8 67. 3 451.0 654. 8
6 13 104. 6 118 9 2.2 351 1015 108. 2 414. 6 4521
7 14 155.9 158 4 2.5 21 91 8 135.5 391. 4 782. 6
8 15 149.5 182 4 18. 9 2.9 1L 7 15%. 8 575.8 T45. 6
9 16 124. 1 1282 3.4 B3 133 4 148. 0 521. 4 578.5
10 25 109. 8 128 4 21. 6 2.5 136 0 160. 9 449. 1 476.0
11 26 153.3 168. 2 52 27.0 108 2 119. 0 651. 4 726.0
12 28 112. 4 153. 0 4.0 4.3 114 6 141. 5 493. 8 640. 5
13 33 113. 4 1281 3R 4 484 84 9 134. 8 543.4 655.2
14 47 179.3 201. 2 4.2 4.0 104 9 145. 8 452.5 396.5
15 52 124.7 150. 5 2.7 25.9 122 1 186. 0 452.7 477.2
16 53 173.2 176. 3 26. 0 2.3 60 4 138.9 686.5 763. 8
17 55 161.2 180. 7 L. O 9.3 1179 12 2 648. 6 736.7
18 56 96.5 137. 6 2.1 4.2 11539 136. 0 234. 1 397. 4
19 58 175.3 204. 7 2.0 2.3 124 8 132. 6 562. 4 572.0
20 63 137.8 150. 9 17. 3 21 139 4 140. 9 593.7 636. 8
21 65 110.3 128.0 26. 4 45.3 120 0 140. 3 547.5 369. 6
2 67 212.8 214. 3 18. 6 19.6 83 7 123. 6 398. 4 839.8
23 68 156.0 219. 3 9.6 2.7 1L s 123.7 3317 764. 0
b 69 117.2 127. 6 211 2.3 1015 10L. 7 7025 770. 6
25 73 97.7 107. 2 19. 4 2. 4 128 3 151. 4 6%. 1 738.3
3.1
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Table 2 Varance analysis of nutrition contents in C.  henryi fruits
SS df M F Fool Foo0s
496. 612 0 24 20 692 170 7.663 1 3.66
52.320 01 24 2 180 001 2.3182 3.66 1%
270. 750 60 24 11 281 280 2.3182 3.66 1%
4322.930 00 24 180 122 100 0.971 4 1%
672.761 00 24 28 032 000 1.0430 1%
3.4
3
( ) Table 3 Results of cluster amalysis in terms of protein
’ /
’ (115. 0 kg ) 5 I 7 12 13 73
69 736.6 g° (115~ 149. 0 g°kg 1 11 2, 8 16 25 2B, 3B, 52 56 63 65 69
-1 ~ 179 ¢ ko1
ke ', 56 . (150~ 179 g kg™ ) 5 14, 15 26, 5%
- (180~ 200 g° kg 1) 3 47, 58 68
425.8 g kg o (2(Dg°kg 1y 1 67
C 2 ;
4
R Tablk 4 Results of cluster analysis in temms of fat
3.5 /
’ (10 g°kg™H 1 55
(10~21 g*kg D) 8 8 15 2 63 67 68 69 T3
(22~29 g°kg™ D 9 1, 13, 14, 25 47 52, 53, 56, S8
° (30~40 g°kg ™ H 4 7, 12, 16, 65
3.6 (40 g'kg D 3 2 B R
25
N . 5
4 Table 5 Results of cluster analysis in temms of oluble sugars
, 0 /
, (80gkg D 2 8 12
(80~99 g°kg 1) 2 7. 53
- ° . N (100~ 121 g°kg 8 13, 14, 26, 33, 55, 61, 68 69
X
361 &8 RAREXAHM A2~150 g°kg H 10 2, 15 16 28 47 56, 58 . 6. 73
3 y C10g°kg D 3 1, 25, 32
1
(=150 g °kg )
9 6
362 8 gfié 57\71:& Table 6 Results of cluster analysis of nutrients
4 /
4 ’ 5008 ke ) 6 56, 13, 25, 52, 8 7
( 1) (500~579 g°kg™ 1) 8 1, 12, 16, 28 47, 58 65 68
220 g "k 16 (580~ 619 g°kg 1) 3 14, 33 67
. (620~700 g kg D 5 2 15 2% 55 63
o = €2 v ko ! 3 s
363 THEBEAERELF _C0ek D P »en
5 ,
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(=100 g°kg ) 21 .
N o . 1
3.6.4 FHRENSH 6 (=580 g°kg ) 1 .
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Table 7 Comprehensive evaluation of mitrients

1 14 47, 53, 58 4
2 14 15, 26, 47, 55, 58, 67, 68 8
3 14 15, 26, 53, 55, 67 6
4 1, 2 13 14, 16 25 28, 33, 47 52 56, 58, 65 13
5 2, 14, 33, 53 4
6 2 4 15 26 33 55 63 67, 0 T3 10
7 14 47, 58 3
8 14 53 2
9 14 15 26, 55, 67 5
10 2, 14 33 3
11 14 1
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Comparison of fruit nutrition components of Castanea henryi clones

JING Yun, LIANG Yi-chi, YANG Hua
(College of Forestry, Fujian Agriculture and Forestry University, Fuzhou 350002 Fyian, China)

Abstract: To select and promote high-quality and high-yield Castanea henryi , the contents of proteins, fat,
soluble sugar and starches of diffaent C. hemyi clones, and the diffarence and cwelation weffident of nutrient
wmponents in nuts among clones were studied. The results showad that there were great significant difference in the
ontents of protein and fat of diffarent clones. The contents of soluble sugar among different clones were significantly
different . And there were no significant differences in the contents of starchesand nutrient compornents among clones.
Q ~systen clustering analysis showed that the contents of proteins of 9 clones were above the medium level C>150 g °
kg ); the contents of fat of 16 clones ware above the medium level C>22 g kg ' ); the cnitents of soluble sugar
of 21 clones ware above the medium level > 100 g "kg7l );  and the contents of starches of 11 clones were above the
medium level > 580 g ° kgil ). So the different clones could be selected according to different requirements
Sfornutrition. No. 14 clone had the highest contents of all nutrients. | Ch, 7 tab. 10 ref.]
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