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Component Analysis in Fruits, Leaves and Branches of Cerasus humilis Bunge Introduced to Lhasa
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Abstract

and Luonan) introduced to Lhasa were measured and analyzed, which provided a theoretical basis for the development and utilization of C. hu-

The nutrient components, amino acids and trace elements of fruits and branches of two Cerasus humilis Bunge materials ( Horqin

milis at high altitudes. The results showed that the soluble solids, soluble sugars, total acids, reducing sugars, protein, total amino acids, es-
sential amino acids and trace element contents of Horqin C. humilis fruit were higher than those of Luonan C. humilis, but the contents of as-
corbic acid, iron and zinc were the opposite. The aspartic acid of fruits and the glutamic acid of the branches and leaves of two materials of C.
humilis reached the highest among all kinds of amino acids. The total amino acids, essential amino acids, crude protein, calcium content and
hemicellulose of the branches and leaves of Horqin C. humilis are higher than those of Luonan C. humilis. The crude ash content, neutral
washing fiber, and acid washing fiber of Luonan C. humilis branches and leaves are higher than that of Horgin C. humilis. The contents of
calcium and amino acids in the branches and leaves of Horqin and Luonan C. humilis were much higher than those in the fruits, and the calci-

um content in the branches and leaves was about 100 times that of the fruits.
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Table 1 Comparison of the nutrient contents in fruits of two C. humilis materials

' AR Y IR MR LR m R 5 =)
Code Soluble solid//% Soluble sugar//% Total acid//g/kg Ascorbic acid//mg/kg  Reducing sugar//g/kg Protein//g/ kg
OL-1 18.0 8.70 33.8 390 16.0 17.3
OL-2 14.2 6.97 17.0 510 11.0 13.7
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OL-1 S5z 16 A LR Ml 1. 225%, 0L-2 J-52d 16
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Table 2 Comparison of the amino acid contents in fruits of two C. humilis materials %
=i 7 o =i 7 3
E‘) i Ni%%fmﬁo OL-1 OL-2 Ei :E Nin%%ﬁnﬁo OL-1 OL-2
acid acid
1 KI5 0. 470 0. 500 10 BEER 0.024 0.021
2 " INEIR 0.024 0.023 11 * EAR 0.042 0.035
3 YRR 0.031 0.033 12 ik 2R 0.015 0.014
4 DR 0. 099 0. 090 13 WA 0.033 0.029
5 H4m 0. 030 0.027 14 AR 0.024 0.027
6 HEm 0.036 0.032 15 " TR 0. 046 0.039
7 * R 0. 030 0. 026 16 N E R 0.018 0.013
8 ERW 0. 003 0. 004 17 ISR 0. 300 0. 380
9 AR 1.225 0.951 18 Whits B IR 0. 199 0.173

TR IR

Note: * indicated essential amino acid
2.3 2HEREMBRILPHETESEER HEITH,
OL-1 Fll OL-2 JRAZ45 & 143700 201,141 mg/kg, HFT#H

FUJR #1560 mg/kg; i & 13514 0. 846.0. 514 mg/kg, FLR
HHRH R 0. 332 mg/kg; BRE HE2M5°4 6. 45.9. 75 mg/kg,
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Table 3 Comparison of the trace element contents in fruits of two
UONAES BE Bk VBE BV C. humilis materials mg/kg
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Table 4 Comparison of amino acid contents in branches and leaves of two C. humilis materials %
E) i Nﬁn%ﬁ??mﬁ:o OL-1 OL-2 ?O i Nin%%ﬁjﬁo OL-1 OL-2
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1 KITZ AR 1.05 0.89 10 * R m R 0.49 0.37
2 " IR 0.48 0.37 11 SRR 0.99 0.74
3 2R 0.48 0.38 12 KRR 0.36 0.26
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5 HEm 0.61 0.48 14 HAETR 0.23 0.19
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o R E IR
Note: * indicated essential amino acid
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Table 5 Comparison of nutrient contents in branches and leaves of two C. humilis materials

A YR ST bf i P Ak YA T U S
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Code Crude protein//% Crude ash//% mg/ kg Neulfrié}l)]elfl/c};; gent ACIf(,libgf;;fem Hemicellulose//%
OL-1 11.6 8.0 24 900 27.9 15.0 12.9
OL-2 10. 8 9.9 12 100 31.5 19.5 12.0
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Fig.1 Comparison of the amino acid contents in fruits,branches and leaves of two C. humilis materials
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