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Fig. 1 Comparison on fruit firmness of five plum cultivars
2.2 ARZERBFPRIGEA R C FTREILK
fERCEHEENZOREERDERMEN FE

Rz — HEA R C & Bl 1 i SRR E SR (B L Bk
4 PRAEFE It amm > . B 2 WAL 5 2R A kA

# C A RMZERK, 15 0. 230~0. 785 me/100g, 3
SR AR % C SRR, R C
{2 B B 45 B R C A R KV A8 b
BTSRRI >R,

1.0
0.8
0.6
0.4
0

il

“gTip A"

[ S}

=0l

“%%HE$” CRE o« ‘l;‘nj\fﬁﬂ “ﬂ]z7%.<#7|3_“u

i

s FCE B/me-(100g)!

2 SO EMRMRLELERCRENLLE
Fig. 2 Comparison on fruit VC content of five plum cultivars
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Fig. 3 Comparison on fruit solid acid ratio of

five plum cultivars
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Fig. 4 Comparison on fruit total sugar content of

five plum cultivars
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Table 1 Comprehensive evaluation on
fruit quality of five plum cultivars
Ei 7 “antZEr R ‘ERY PHET ‘UFE-57
MRE/g 31.76 32.40 22.81 39. 80 34.76
RSLTERE /kg e cm™2 0.598 0. 608 0.537 0.562 0. 455
X CHRE
0. 315 0. 790 0. 230 0. 350 0. 450
/mg + (100g) 1
SRR/ % 12. 93 14. 28 18.55 10. 10 11. 93
RIS YEE AR/ Y% 14.53 16.53 15. 23 18. 20 17. 90
RERER/% 25. 04 48. 60 21.82 15. 25 17. 27
VM 14. 20 18. 87 13.20 14.52 13.80
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Study on Comparison of Fruit Fresh Quality Between Five Plum Cultivars

Aigul + ABDYWAYIT', Azamati «+ ABUDUJIAMALLI , Abulaike « NIYAZI*
(1. Collgeg of Forestry and Horticulture, Xinjiang Agricultural University, Urumgi, Xinjiang 830052; 2. Luntai Fruit Germplasm Resource
Garden, Xinjiang Academy of Agricultural Science,Luntai,Xinjiang 841600)

Abstract: Taking five plum cultivars ‘Myrobalan plum’, ‘Purple cherry plum’, ¢ Yuhuang plum’, ¢ Pingdingxiang’, ¢ Yali
No. 1’ in Luntai fruit tree resources garden of Xinjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences as test materials, fruit quality
indicators such as soluble solid content,fruit firmness,vitamin C content, titratable acid content,total sugar content were
measured and comprehensive analyzed. The results showed that the fruit firmness and vitamin C content of ‘Purple cherry
plum’ were the highest in five plum cultivars with 0. 614 kg/cm?,0. 785 mg/100g, respectively. The solid acid ratio of
‘ Pingdingxiang’ was the highest than other four plum cultivars with 1. 194;the total sugar content of ‘Yuhuang” was the
highest with 18. 55 g/100g. Comprehensive comparison on the quality indicators of five plum cultivars showed that the
‘Purple cherry plum’ had the best fruit quality,and ‘Yuhuang’ was the worst.

Key words: plum;fruit quality;comprehensive evaluation
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