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BWE: (B8] B EFRR 5 ASZ Prunus simonii AP B EH S/, REIIN., REREAREEALESRY
2%, RABTFMEIREE RN SR, [ Fik] 2024 F £ 580 5 500 KB 5 B E R4 S5 B 4T W F X,
6 FAEM SABFERARITRENL, REA, T, TEBREABY., THLR, 45 C. BRAHFN
T, P AR BRELERRGER, [ER] 0N FE, ‘BAELE ‘Konglongdan’ #= ‘wk/B’ ‘Weihou  #-F353%
RAEHN 100~120 g, XA IABHERFETH 50~80g; H ¥ ‘"kE’  ‘Weiwang' # L*F= a*5 5] 4 68.23 F= 16.68,
RECFSE, ThH-@, ‘RE HHEAEECHELNHES, #09678mgg'; ‘BEE HTEXRBREIHKR
B, A 1537%, ‘R ‘Weidl” W THEBRRZTHHBERG, B 1.65%; ‘R’ OTEREABHRELSHEES, A
2047%; ‘HEE HEWR, EBREORRESMRS, SAA 229, 275 144 meg g, BERAS @, B VA
LWREMRE A E, RASVIATHEBRMRESE, ‘RNR2E"  ‘Fengweihuanghou’ #9R4E., H HMEILLABERESH S

TR, RE WEBRETSH (3283 mgg) BESTHA 4 AR (P<0.05); ‘vhF QAT et BR
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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, Urumgqi 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 varieties in Aksu Prefecture, and
put forward the excellent Prunus 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 Prefecture, Xinjiang.

Five 6-year-old cultivars were used to determine and analyze the differences in fruit quality, including fruit
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appearance, fruit texture, 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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8H25H.8H27H. 9 1 HA9 A 11 HiFFTRFE
1.2 FHik
1.2.1 RSESMLegE PR E AR TR, A8 RO R . R, SRR AR
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PN E TS WERR A 43 I 5 SR FH R AR €A 372 (HPLC) W, SRR e KA 7191,
1.3 #iEAhE
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Figure 1  Appearance of Prunus simonii fruits and putamen
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Table 1  Fruit descriptive characteristics of different Prunus simonii cultivars
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Table 2 Sensory evaluation characteristics of different Prunus simonii cultivars

ah R BT R ALT4E R ESAIS PSR RS
R e ol % [l &= Jk
AR 25 LN % % it G %
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R’ e ol % [l 7 %
BRI e T €4 F ® i

Kl 2B F12C Al . ‘RVJe R R SEURER R, 00 51,94, 57.31 mm, ¥R T Al R
(P<0.05). FHE 2D W[ HN, “BRE’ MARIBIECR F & T AR (P<0.05), FH A0 E i 7.14% .
9.18%. 7.14% F 2551%. ¥ 2EW] J1, TERESEEME ST, WRET M LW S T H A& A
(P<<0.05), iK% 68.23, sufiffwmy, ‘WRJE EAK, K 38.19; LLGMUFIEEH, HRE Mo RIE, H
e, M 16.68, GiARLL, MR R CRREIG M e A, GRSt EEMMEEE, R
2R W pEE, G RE, CWE B eThN, GIRmMIE; W E AR B R T A,
Flr (P<<0.05); ‘KBRESE # C R EFRTHALRF (P<0.05), FREHEGKRA,
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Figure 2 Fruit appearance quality of 5 Prunus simonii cultivars
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M 3 AIAL: T R RS A I B2, Hh,  CBRAE PR, M 611N, RJE’
MRCEETE AR B T R E KBRRIET WA (P<0.05), BRIE BUSRPE AL RER B
i T HADSF (P<0.05), H RE BRNRMEEST WE M IRE (P<0.05). WERMEH K
AINR CRRIRERT CWRIE CKUREJET O BRET WRAET o R RYBPERK, 1479 mm, b
KRG K 4736%. BFME BRE Bk, A 148N, ‘BRF /b, B 104N, ‘BRIE" AYIH
EERBER RO, Hych BB, BRIE WA AYREREE AR 4 K 56.51% 1 72.70% .
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Table 3  Fruit texture characteristics of 5 Prunus simonii cultivars

A /N AR epE/mm JKERETE/N ML A4 /mj FhBHE/N - mm)
Wk 6.11£0.74 a 0.17+0.07 b 8.04+1.34 ¢ 1.04+0.41 b 8.72+4.40 b 1.57+0.49 ¢
R 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 ¢
‘BRI 6.03x1.42a 0.18+0.06 b 8.58+1.13 ¢ 1.09+0.60 b 9.58+6.11 b 2.94+0.96 b
R’ 571134 a 0.25+0.06 a 12.6143.47 b 1.48+0.61 a 19.51+11.67 a 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

U] ARG TR R R R AR ] 22 53 .35 (P<<0.05)
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BRAE 4R C IR R BURAR, N 0449 Tmg-g!, BRE WM4HEE CHREBEAONEES TR
WRE AMYHAE RN (P<<0.05), MBI 3C AT RV MATIATERE R RSB E S TR s
ARHAD AP (P<0.05). HIEI 3D ATHL:  CBRAFT AR E TR T A B i, R 1.65%. FHRIE] 3E AT
R MR EEA RSB EE T RREE (P<0.05). HE 3F~G WA AJpE B
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Figure 3 Nutritional quality analysis of 5 Prunus simonii cultivars
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I “BRFE AR, REISBAIAL:  CBRET M ORI AR AU S T A
(P<<0.05), 4350 0.36 F10.33 mg-g'; ‘RUpER’ BRI 05 e 2 T HAB SR, S8 0.23 mg-g™';
WRAR OHTIR IR B B S s TS R (P<<0.05), H034mg-g!; W MR DR FE K
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Figure 4 Sugar component content of fruit of 5 Prunus simonii cultivars
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Figure 5 Acid group content of 5 Prunus simonii cultivars fruit
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B 3 TRy, AR RS S A A I Y 4 %A >0.5 FAGr  FHEE ETUREe  BBUTETTRE/%
Ve RS, T3 A ARl 4996, B 496 4137 e
3.536 ;Fn 2093 ’ E%fﬂﬁﬁk%ﬁiu 95202%’ i‘%% F, 3.536 29.464 70.844
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Table 5 Rotating load matrix of principal component analysis of fruit quality

FE 5 FES 5
Ei=tn Ei=tn
F P F F F F3
AT EE ) -0.125 -0.179 0.505 )i 0.111 0.263 0.487
#irE&RC 0.358 0.139 0.002 B L 0.018 0.474 -0.255
CIRFaYc i 0.387 —0.174 0.201 PR -0.007 0.407 0.362
AL R 0.120 —0.458 0.248 Rtz 0.433 -0.117 -0.075
FE 0.331 0.277 —0.245 PR 0.443 0.016 0.002
pEN i 0.252 0.268 0.331 RIBHEEL 0.341 -0.294 -0.186

®6 RIBEHERDHINEN GERORHAF

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

FH S .
b F Her
Fy F, F3

RE 2.979 1.663 1.044 1.977 1
‘TRE’ 1.224 -1.189 -0.522 0.029 2
BRE’ -2.951 1.614 1.224 —0.448 3
RUR RS’ -0.639 0.566 -2.784 -0.776 4
‘BRAE -0.613 —2.654 1.039 —0.783 5

3 #tik

RSN, TR, PR R IEM KR 5 R R AR, AR A MM RRE R
YRR, SRBAEEP AR T RIBREEK, TRAIEIE, 55 XA N E
b, RGP HFEINRIREE Cerasus humilis 25K/ NZAZ A F R BCR MR, SRS 2E M L
ZERAEK, XSG BR B AT A AL, 3k SR ] BB R R A A A B X S i i i, T e
{4 RN SR S e Rl B s e A, b b o s U AR SR SR/ N AR A

AT O EFRY R, S IRER AR AR, S AR AT R )
IECN 15.13%~20.47%, TTETEREFR N 11.57%~15.37%, T ERRFR 280N 0.84%~1.65%, 4%
C JFRECN 0.449 7~0.947 6 mg- g, BEAFE/DECN 1.07~2.29 mg- ¢!, EEFEECN 1.02~2.75 mg- g,
BT ECN 0.87~1.44 mg- g™ Horfr, RIETEREDEY . nTHERE . vl B i 40 S 248 1L AP0
FIRFE 25 FRTR], 8 TR L 0 25 5 T R Fh AR KRS 0 398 S S 25 Bir 38, i TR et XS IR
ZK. BERD . PIEESWE RFHEZFN RSO ERETE . SCAMRGR MR, XHifF %
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