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WE: [B8 ] WAFTMERR 5 AEZ Prunus simonii P9 R EHS4F/E, REWN, RERBAREANESRH
2%, REFTTEAIRRERTNSESMA, [ k] 2024 F £ 58 5 F 0 KR 5 B2 KA S 5 B 37w KR,
i 6FAEYSASSTRARFREININ, REF., TEEE, TERAHY ., THTR., HEE C. HBRASFN
B, PMARSBHEERRGER, [ER])/MNFE, ‘ZAEE’ ‘Konglongdan’ F= ‘vkF’ ‘Weihou’ #-F34%
RFEZEH 100~120g, A IR LERFZH 50~80g; R+ ‘"RE’  ‘Weiwang' #9 L*Fe a*4 5] % 68.23 #= 16.68,
REGFSZ, TRHITM, ‘RE HEEECHRELHES, H09678mg-g'; ‘BAEE HTEEBREIHKR
B, A 1537%, ‘R ‘Weidi” MTHEZRAZTLHRE, A 1.65%; ‘R HTEREABHRES>HERS, A
2047%; ‘HEEKR HFEA, EBRRORFESMRG, 2K 229, 2754 144 meg-g' . MRS T E, HBUL VA
WWALE RN E, BRASIATEBRREAL, ‘KR 2E’  ‘Fengweihuanghou’ #R4E. HABALAEBRES>HS
TR, ‘RB GEBERESH G283 mgg") BESH T4 4 AR (P<0.05); ‘& 6IATHER A IR RER
REFHEEZSGTEA 4 AR (P<0.05), 4514 1003 F 034 mg-g™'; EBRGERN L, UH k& SAEMEB, 12
CRRZET REE LR, ZERS OISR ERFRTESFN, ForudHiks s A BAEAK ‘%RE™ %RE’
Rk 25T Ao eRil o [H ] RET MR, DREAFIR, EREASED, HASEBIFLESES,
HRERRGEERA: BAE TREX, SHERDRRZH LA H, BET LM LFWE X @RI Frid.
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Fruit quality of 5 Prunus simonii cultivars in Aksu area

XU Hui'**, WU Cuiyun?, FANG Zhigang'**, JI Yinzhong?, CAO Yilin®, WANG Ming'?*, SUN Yali'?
(1. Xinjiang Uygur Autonomous Region Academy of Forestry, Urumgi 830000, Xinjiang, China; 2. College of

Horticulture and Forestry, Tarim University, Alar 843300, Xinjiang, China; 3. Xinjiang Aksu Forest Ecosystem
Positioning Observation Research Station, Aksu 843000, Xinjiang, China)

Abstract: [Objective] The research aimed to explore the differences of fruit morphological characteristics,
fruit appearance, fruit texture and fruit internal quality of five Prunus simonii cultivars in Aksu area, and put
forward the excellent P. simonii cultivars suitable for Aksu area. [Method] In 2024, a field experiment was
conducted in a P. simonii orchard in Jiamu Town, Wansu County, Aksu area, Xinjiang. Five 6-year-old cultivars

were used to determine and analyze the differences in fruit quality, including fruit appearance, fruit texture,

Wk HEH: 2025-04-24; EREIHH: 2025-06-20

HETH. “RZA” $510 =R BFAARFRIE (2023SNGGCY023); H Je W B E R e /R 70
H (B 120241 TG19 5)

EZ T 12 (ORCID: 0009-0000-6633-7747), M M = 808 K A B AE S AF5Y . E-mail: 2918488740@qq.com.
WEVEE . FMIERT (ORCID: 0009-0008-8726-5920), #F5T5:, MENZE, 2=k E . Fh A6 & =8 is
5%, E-mail: 364406526(@qq.com


mailto:2918488740@qq.com
mailto:364406526@qq.com
https://zlxb.zafu.edu.cn
https://doi.org/10.11833/j.issn.2095-0756.20250268
https://doi.org/10.11833/j.issn.2095-0756.20250268
https://doi.org/10.11833/j.issn.2095-0756.20250268

43 EHE 2 B HEE. PTG 5 AR SRR R ST AT 273

soluble sugar, soluble solids, titratable acid, vitamin C, and sugar-acid components. [Result] In terms of
appearance, the average single fruit weight of ‘Konglongdan’ and ‘Weihou’ is 100—120 g, and the other three
cultivars are 50—80 g; the L* value and a* value of ‘“Weiwang’ were 68.23 and 16.68, respectively, and the fruit
color was bright. In terms of nutrition, ‘ Weiwang’ had the highest vitamin C content of 0.967 8 mg-g'; the
soluble sugar content of ‘Konglongdan’ was the highest, which was 15.37%, and the titratable acid content of
‘Weidi’ was the highest, which was 1.65%. The soluble solids content of ‘Weidi’ was the highest, which was
20.47%. The flavonoids, total phenols and soluble protein of ‘Konglongdan’ were the highest, which were 2.29,
2.75 and 1.44 mg-g ', respectively. In terms of sugar and acid components, the sugar component is mainly
sorbitol accumulation, and the acid component is mainly citric acid accumulation.The fructose, glucose and
sorbitol of ‘Fengweihuanghou’ were significantly higher than those of other cultivars (P<<0.05), and the sucrose
of “Weihou” was 32.83 mg- g !, which was significantly higher than that of the other four cultivars (P<<0.05).
The citric acid and ascorbic acid of ‘ Weidi’ were significantly higher than those of the other four cultivars
(P<<0.05), with the contents of 10.03 and 0.34 mg* g ', respectively. In the acid category, only ‘Weidi’ contains
succinic acid, but ‘ Fengweihuanghou’ does not contain fumaric acid. The fruit quality was comprehensively
evaluated by principal component analysis, and the scores from high to low were ‘Konglongdan®’ ‘ Weiwang’
‘Weihou’ ‘Fengweihuanghou’ and ‘Weidi’. [Conclusion] The sugar and acid of ‘Weidi’ are balanced, and the
taste is relatively soft, but the fruit is relatively small, so the ranking is relatively backward. From the
comprehensive point of view of fruit quality:  Konglongdan® not only has large fruit, but also has high and
relatively balanced nutrients, which is more suitable for large-scale planting in Aksu area. [Ch, 5 fig. 6 tab. 37
ref.]

Key words: Prunus simonii; Xinjiang; fruit quality; principal component analysis; comprehensive evaluation
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AR b A2 T B e 7 T IR A SR AT SR AR B2 B AR ] 5 AROR R A AL Hb (41°26'N, 80°53'E,
TR 1171.0m), SrlEHR 7 4R ‘BRAs RURESS  ‘BRE ‘Weiwang” . ‘RYEHE’  ‘Konglongdan’
FCBRIE ‘Weihou” 5 /AR SRR A RL, R SRR SR 0 TR IR 3 b,
TERRBEHLR L 30 DR 4 T ) EE5 R FERP A T ER R Rk R pH o 7.1, AHLE N
11.62 g kg™, Wil 122 g-kg", 280386 g kg, 24K 28.76 g-kg™', 445K 53.01 g-kg', 44k
H14.56 g-kg ™o FEMURFEAR G E A2, L RUMMEL, ATHRIESY 4 mx3 m, FFALATIN. ARO0 T
202447 H13H, 8 A25H. 8 H27H. 9 H 1 HA9 A 11 HFbf7REE,
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122 REW AL T ﬁﬁ%%«*ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁLﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ@%mﬁ 2RISR SRR
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123 R EHibeyn e 7 SRS It & 5174 00 52 A1) FH 3 [ Food Technology Corporation 23 1] A 72 (1) Ji
muanmmﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬁm%%A@ , MR A F S BRI 5 Ty I AT R S5 b 50 T 43
T (texture profile analysis, TPA) 7347, B&A RN, BARMRZEGT . %M P2 #5k (HIE, HiE 2 mm),
DU R B B A RS AN S S B E S 60 mmemin', TAP #E, JBASE 20%, WIERE . NERPE, B
PEL OB DR . BB
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Figure 1  Appearance of P. simonii fruits and putamen
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Table 1  Fruit descriptive characteristics of 5 P. simonii cultivars

y T “ “ ‘ S iy L m o T ) ] T
B g e e T g e ke e pe emw ae U 59 gy
i B MA T e XER W R gL SR JGa B e P X
R RS MA E Bk & XER W s RS B JOWa B e P A
RE’ 701 2 LU R 7 S H POE 7/ S L5 S SAN ST TR i A
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Table 2 Sensory evaluation characteristics of 5 P. simonii cultivars
Al R G R RPTHR AR SRELRIR RO
R NI ok £ i) L J
AR 25 FA%K % £ il TG i
BRE fififfe Z o FRTH B 5
‘Rpi FME ok £ i) J J
BRJE P ol Z i) ® %

KI2B A 2C AT . “REEE RYSRSERER R R, 4351 51.94. 57.31 mm, 34 W3S T A S R
(P<0.05). HHE 2D WJHN,  “BRE’ MAIE R RO F & T AL R (P<0.05), FHA e 7.14% .
9.18%. 7.14% F 2551%. W& 2E W] Al fE RS EEME T, BRET B L8 FE m T H A &
(P<0.05), ik 6823, FJEfE, ‘WRE R, K38.19; L@MAE T, ‘HE A« NIE, Rk
B, oM 16.68, GIEMMLT,  CBRAE M CRBREIET B o b, @St EOME T, KRR
J57OM bR, BIRAXHRE,  PRIET B oR T, BIEMREE  ORET AR He R E R T AN A AR
(P<0.05); ‘KURRJ5 [ C*EERTFIHAMLMNF (P<0.05), HZEIAHKALL.
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Figure 2 Fruit appearance quality of 5 P. simonii cultivars

23 ARMMHEERIRMSFES T

R 3 FIH: A A R SCRE B i W 22 5, Hor, BRSO BURERERR, M 611N, Bk
JE B REE B B E ST R T CRREJFT R (P<<0.05), BRI (yBbRIZS B
¥ m T AL R (P<0.05), B BRIE MNREREST R M BRTT (P<0.05). WEMH
KEVNTHH BIE BRE CRBREET BRET R . CWRIE PR, M 14.79 mm,
b RURESS K 47.36%. BeghtE e &K, M 148N, ‘IR &, B 104N, ‘BRE’ 1Y
MEG RN B i, ROy ‘R EE , CBRIE H CBRAR A RELE MR B B 4 SR 56.519% FI
72.70%
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Table 3  Fruit texture characteristics of 5 P. simonii cultivars

i fifi /N AR S N NELIE 4 /m ZEBfHE/(N - mm)
S 6.1120.74 a 0.17+0.07 b 8.04+1.34 ¢ 1.04+0.41 b 8.72+4.40 b 1.57+0.49 ¢
AR RS 5.89+1.05a 0.20+0.13 ab 7.49+1.67 ¢ 1.13£0.57 b 9.02+5.67 b 1.85£0.53 ¢
BRE 6.03£1.42a 0.18+0.06 b 8.58+1.13 ¢ 1.09+0.60 b 9.58+6.11 b 2.94+0.96 b
‘Re’ 571134 a 0.25+0.06 a 12.61£3.47 b 1.48+0.61 a 19.51+11.67a 3.23+1.51b
BRI 5.62+1.53 a 0.24+0.05 a 14.79+1.24 a 1.35+0.42 ab 20.05+6.84 a 5.75+2.13 a

VLWL ARG FREOR AR AR 22 53 0.2 (P<<0.05).

24 AEGMHMEERINEFRMBRIW

241 FRA&ASERZHERDALSN BESATH.: WFE AEERIEY RSB S E ST
HAb R (P<0.05).  “BRAE BITTIEMEEDEY RSB, K 2047%, KBRS TR Y
KR, M 15.13%. MBI 3B A AI:  CBRET By4EEE CRE B E, N 0967 8 mg-g!,
BRI I4EAE C IR B BURAT, N 0449 Tmg-g!, ‘BRE WAL ECHEEBESHREES TR
BRET AMYHAMFN (P<0.05). HE 3CHIHI:  CRBE MRNIETERE R B E S TR s
AR A SRR (P<0.05). FIEI 3D AIHT:  CBRART B ATE E MR AL A AU R, O 1.65%. H Bl 3E WTAL:
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Figure 3 Nutritional quality analysis of 5 P. simonii cultivars

242 AR &AAEEREGBELAY> M HIE 4A T 4B 0] 4 FOPELE 5 48RP b R TR SO = 2
AR A I B . SRbE . R ATHE . REME, PTULEX S SR AR SOREAL A LN AL BE AR RO o R TE] B AR
) 4 BB BT R A0 8O IR] . R ELJS T RSB . AR S LA T R O B T AT iR
TOCRRE OCBRET (P<0.05), AR B B EH 19.30% . 32.83%. 21.74% F1 52.39%,
INBLEE Y 9 5 Y 14.21% ., 24.61% . 15.93% 1 40.89%., Wk F1 < KUK S5 7 F0 S98% &8 43 5000 )
WEmE BEE 471%. 15.14% (P<0.05), iR E &l CBRE’ 34.32% 1 41.51%(P<0.05).
RE R RER TR B S T HA SRR (P<<0.05), M 32.83mgegt, KRRIE MIRERIRIL, A
10.74 mg- g ',

243 AR &ASEREHRAS M WMIE SATIH: WA WA RSB E R TR R
BT AMYHAB SR (P<0.05), F0.80mgrg; BRET I CRBREJET M TR RESEDE S TH
Al (P<<0.05), Hifp ‘KUK EJE B9fE, N 076 mg g’  BRFE BIURTERR R R T HAD
st (P<<0.05), 4 10.03mg-g ', ‘KBREJSE’ ARG & S E D B AR T HAD A, O 542 mg- g
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Figure 4 Sugar component content of fruit of 5 P. simonii cultivars fruit
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Figure 5 Acid group content of 5 P. simonii cultivars fruit
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é}' (PCA) ﬁ*ﬁ (%:2 4~5)o W?Efﬁé?ﬂ:ﬁ> 1 H@Jﬁ)ﬂﬂ P ﬁ%’ Table 4 Principal component eigenvalues
B 3 A LIRSy, MRIETER G Rl >0.5  BM BHEE TR BRURETORE %
VEORMRREAL R, A/ 3 A M ARFAEEL 2350 4.996 | d 4966 41379 41379
3.536 i1 2.923, H ZFFTH K 95.202%, FEEHHT F, 3.536 29.464 70.844
Fy 2.923 24.358 95.202

3N FEREAQE TN FEGEL, KHit
i 3 AN T DAV AN [R) 485 2 Sl Fp SRSt B A 52 ) o 275 1 -G 4EAE R C Wl PERE . 2T
RLYFE . LR AMIICAEEG 56 2 FRUM AT E iR . PR LR e 58 3 ErE AR ]
FEVERIE WA BT . DA A 32 050 X0 0 08 5 22 TR WAL E , RIS TP sk F=(0.413 79/
0.952 02)F+ (0.294 64/0.952 02)F,+(0.243 58/0.952 02)F5, M., F AR MFIILEEISIME, Fi~F; 535
BHT 3 A F 07 25 TR . THE R [ AS 2% 5 D SR S0 5 BT e I 285 A5 50 FHETY (3R 6), ZRG 1947
MBI RIpEE BRE BRIE CKBREJET M BT
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Table 5 Rotating load matrix of principal component analysis of fruit quality

B ESWasix B ER L Waxcix
€St Bzt
F Fy Fy F F, Fy
A TEREIEY) -0.125 -0.179 0.505 Sl 0.111 0.263 0.487
Hir:EKC 0.358 0.139 0.002 BHIR LY 0.018 0.474 -0.255
AT 0.387 -0.174 0.201 LTy -0.007 0.407 0.362
A E R 0.120 -0.458 0.248 RGP 0.433 -0.117 -0.075
B 0.331 0.277 -0.245 RSt 0.443 0.016 0.002
sy 0.252 0.268 0.331 TRIEHa %k 0.341 —0.294 -0.186

Fo6 REMEMERSAMES GEFI AR

Table 6 Principal component analysis score, comprehensive score and ranking of fruit quality

ESiwir-Yix
HnFp F Hey
Fy F F3
‘e’ 2.979 1.663 1.044 1.977 1
‘TRE’ 1.224 -1.189 -0.522 0.029 2
‘BRI -2.951 1.614 1.224 —0.448 3
AR RS -0.639 0.566 -2.784 -0.776 4
‘BRA -0.613 —2.654 1.039 —0.783 5

3 itk

JEALANIL . TSR B R RPN K R S B AR AR AR A R R RE R
YRR, SRS AR BRE SRR, ARNINEE, SRS XA R NVE
b, RGP I NERZE Cerasus humilis 55 K/INEZ A2 BRI R B R PRIR, SR E 2T E
ZEHBER, X SRR ERE AT AL, X 2 AR b ] BB AN R 0 A A AR S i i i, 72
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