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Analysis of Secondary Metabolites Blackberry Fruit Composition of Anthocyanin
LI Qian, LIU Yan-ji
(College of Biological Science and Technology » Shenyang Agricultural University,Shenyang, Liaoning 110866)

Abstract: Blackberry ‘Triple Crown’ varieties were used as material, by the methods of solvent extraction and mass
spectrometry blackberry secondary structure of the material and identification of anthocyanins,to better development
in the future and use of resources to provide theoretical support for the Blackberry. The results showed that, it
contained phenols, tannins, polysaccharides and their glycosides,flavonoids and their glycosides,amino acid peptide and
protein, volatile oil etc. Isolated and identified the components of blackberry anthocyanins by using mass
spectrometry,it formed by Cy3-O-arabinoside, Mv-3-arabinoside, Cy3-O-rutinoside, Cy 3-O-dioxalylglucoside, Mv3-O-
gluxoside and Cy3-O-malonylglucoside, Cy3-O-glucoside.
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Table 1 Parameters of the photosynthesis-light response curve characteristics of grape under the stress of salinity-alkalinity
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The Photosynthesis-light Response Characteristics Influence of Two Grape
Varieties under the Stress of Soil Salinity-alkalinity

WANG Yarrjie, XUE Dayuan,PENG Yu
(School of Life and Environment, the Minzu University of China,Beijing 100081)

Abstract; Under three different salinity-alkalinity stress: low-grade salinity-alkalinity stress, moderate salinity-
alkalinity stress and severe salinity-alkalinity stress condition, analyzed the photosynthesis-light response
characteristics, chlorophyll content and growing conditionsof leaves of ‘Krison” and Grape white’. The results
showed that the photosynthesis-light response curve of ‘Krison’ and ‘Grape white’ met the non orthogonal
hyperbolic model. Salinity-alkalinity stress not reduced the photosynthetic potential of two grape varieties, but
enhanced its photosynthetic capacity. The increase of AQY (Aapparent Quantum Yield) showed that two grape
varieties under the salinity-alkalinity stress were sensitive to the light, the use capacity of weak light was high. Net
Photosynthetic Rate(Pn) ,Dark Respiratory Rate(Rd) , chlorophyll content and growing condition were contribute to
explain ‘Grape white” had stronger salinity-alkalinity adaptive capacity. Meanwhile, the decrease of Pn of two kinds of
grapes under salinity-alkalinity stress were not because of the closure of the stomata,caused by inadequate supply of
CO; ,but by the strength of strong light photo inhibition result in the non stomatal limitation factors, including
mesophyll resistance increases, carboxylase enzyme activity and RuBP regeneration rate, etc.

Key words: grapes; ‘Krison” ; *Grape white” ;salinity-alkalinity stress;light response characteristics

36



