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Tab.1 Organic acids content of different mulberry varieties mg/kg
A FR WA SRR AL 1 el BEIR wHR AN

KEZF 34.4 456.9 393.8 1.2 2.6 1236.7 396.2 0.8 2522.7

YIS 33.8 417.9 141.0 1.0 2.0 1421.1 672.8 8.7 2698.2

X5 AT 347.2 637.6 872.8 12.0 2.6 736. 4 69. 0 7.5 2685.2

o piNSL 42.0 225.8 312.1 0.0 1.3 1125.9 99. 4 4.4 1810.8
B 115.2 1385.2  234.1 3.8 6.1 857.0 162. 6 22.0 2786.1

B3k 109.2 511.5 246.9 3.1 4.5 275.3 613.3 21.2 1784.9

PNSEC 126. 6 905. 7 562.5 5.7 3.0 472.6 126.0 9.6 2211.8

HEF 176.0 439.7 408.7 2.9 3.7 550.3 987.5 31.5 2 600.2

mh1%5 81.0 499. 5 279.1 0.0 1.1 1820.3 283.0 8.0 2972.1

B2 5 465.9 223.7 164.2 4.5 4.2 935.5 423.7 41.5 2263.0

8632 113.1 614.5 287.9 2.8 0.8 1324.7 189.4 7.8 2541.1

H A< b4 32.2 732.5 435.1 10.7 4.1 585.6 59. 6 9.9 1869. 7

B S 152.5 313.6 184.5 0.0 2.1 1649.6 186.5 10.9 2499.7

ax BI85 123.0 632.8 155.6 1.5 4.3 323.3 425.2 22.2 1687.9

K+ 106. 7 541.7 526.9 0.0 2.7 1416.6  226.3 15.5 2836. 4

RE 19.0 809. 7 272.3 2.4 0.0 503.7 85.7 21.8 1714.5

)1l 826 48.6 463.5 239. 1 1.3 1.8 1376.0  736.2 16.3 2882.7

K15 83.3 409. 1 265. 1 1.0 1.8 659.7 268.5 9.1 1697.7

I 7315 122.5 215.6 457.0 1.0 2.5 1386. 1 129.8 23.6 2338.1

S 122.7 549.3 338.9 3.7 2.8 981.9 323.2 15. 4 2337.0
o AR A3 1) T S5 5 5.25 23.50 14.50 0.16 0.12 42.02 13. 83 0. 66 100. 00
brifE2E 111.2 278. 1 178.7 3.4 1.4 471.3 262.2 10. 1 448. 1
A5 R A % 90. 57 50. 64 52.73 93.97 48. 66 48.00 81. 12 65.95 19. 17
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Tab.2 Sugar contents of different mulberry varieties %

A AURE HENE DR WA
KEF 2.94  2.93  5.87 1.00
ST 2,13 2,09 4.22 1.02
WEAMT 172 170 3.42 1.01
L pINELiE 2,08 2.03 411 1.02
A .26 1.28  2.54 0.98
SN 1.87 1.89  3.76 0.99
pNEES) 2,38 2.36  4.74 1.01
HET 3.37  3.29  6.66 1.02
=15 1. 14 1.16  2.30 0.98
G225 .79 1.75  3.54 1.02
8632 1.55  1.51  3.06 1.03
H AT R 1.93 .92 3.85 1.01
RS 1. 69 1.69  3.38 1.00
4R EHR- 1.18 .18 2.36 1.00
K+ 3.54  3.54  7.08 1. 00
WE 1. 69 1.68  3.37 1.01
)i 826 .96 2.18  4.14 0.90
KIE1 5 2.78 2.91 5. 69 0.96
JTZR 7315 2.87 2.94 5.8l 0.98
1 2,10 211 4.21
BB % 49.84  50.04  100. 00
PR 0.71  0.71 1.41
55 R B % 33.66  33.70 33.64
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Tab.3  Sugar-acid ratio and fruit flavor index

of different mulberry varieties

i WERRLL  WHEE MEEE SRR
HET 25. 61 820. 05 16. 88 48.59
KE1 5 33.52 690. 20 15. 89 43. 44
Bk 21.07 459.55 12.76 36. 00
JTA 7315 24.85 708. 05 23.76 29. 80
K+ 24.96 867. 30 29.21 29. 69
K2 23.27 719. 60 24. 47 29. 41
B2 5 15. 64 435.75 15.25 28.57
pINELi 22.70 506. 10 19.22 26.33
NEEL 21.43 581.70 24. 00 24.23
ST 15. 64 519.05 22.83 22.74
H A HI A8 20.59 472. 15 21.40 22.06
ME 19. 66 413.35 19. 47 21.23
B R 13.98 289. 10 13.73 21.06
)1l 826 14. 36 495. 60 24.15 20. 52
RS 13.52 414.05 24.53 16. 88
MEAMT  12.74 420. 00 27.30 15.39
8632 12. 04 376.95 26. 16 14. 41
Hifb & 9.12 310. 10 30. 36 10.21
=R 5 7.74 280. 70 30. 01 9.35
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XN 5 445 2 B R[] 174 i o A T) A S0 2 i)
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A5 Y 3 SR AN 32 EERE () 2 43 SR AR R Y

IR B4 T T R 11 JB% 5 W R 20 P o IS R ol
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SR RN 0 25 8 A EE 430 175,100 FRTS
PR SR A R AR A 110,125,130,
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Analysis of Organic Acids and Sugar Compositions and Flavor
Evaluation of Different Mulberry Cultivars

QIAO Yu', LYU Huihua', WU Jijun®, LIAO Li', CHEN Xueling',
WANG Jun', WANG Lan', WU Wenjin', DING Anzi', CHENG Wei' "

(1. Research Institute of Agricultural Products Processing and Nuclear-Agricultural Technology, Hubei Academy of
Agricultural Sciences/Agricultural Products Processing Subcenter, Hubei Agricultural Science and Technology
Innovation Center, Wuhan 430064 , China; 2. Sericulture and Agri-Food Research Institute ,
Guangdong Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Guangzhou 510610, China)

Abstract ; The objective of the study was to compare the composition of organic acid and sugar of different
mulberry cultivars and to evaluate the sweetness and acidity. The organic acid and sugar compositions of
fruits from different 19 mulberry cultivars were analyzed by the HPLC method. The results showed that all
cultivars contained citric acid, pyruvic acid, malic acid, succinic acid, oxalic acid, and fumaric acid,
while several cultivars had lactic acid and acetic acid. The contents of organic acids ranged from 1 687.9 -
2972. 1 mg/kg and Yunguo 1 cultivar and Anza 8 cultivar had the highest and lowest organic acids con-
tents. Both fructose and glucose were soluble sugars in the mulberry. The contents of fructose and glucose
of the same cultivars almost were equal. The fruit flavor index established by the ratio of sweetness and
acidity could better reflect the real flavor of fruits than the sugar-acid ratio. Considering the flavor index

of sweetness and acidity, the optimal cultivars were Baiyuwang and Taishen 1.

Key words: mulberry; organic acid; sugar
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(L4530 )
Antioxidant Activity and o-Glucosidase Inhibitory Effect of
Litchi Pulp Polysaccharide Fractions

HUANG Fei, ZHANG Ruifen, DONG Lihong, XIAO Juan, TANG Xiaojun, ZHANG Mingwei"
(Sericultural and Agri-Food Research Institute, Guangdong Academy of Agricultural Sciences/Key
Laboratory of Functional Foods, Ministry of Agriculture/Guangdong Key Laboratory of
Agricultural Products Processing , Guangzhou 510610, China)

Abstract; In order to explore the differences of litchi pulp polysaccharide fractions, the content and com-
position, as well as antioxidant capacities and o-glucosidase inhibitory activities of varied litchi pulp poly-
saccharide fractions were studied. A DEAE-52 anion-exchange column was used to obtain two different
litchi pulp polysaccharide fractions, denoted as LPI and LPII. The contents of neutral sugar, uronic acid,
and protein were analyzed. In addition, their antioxidant activities were evaluated by oxygen radical ab-
sorbance capacity (ORAC) and cellular antioxidant activity ( CAA). The p-nitrophenyl-a-D-glucopy-
ranoside method was used to measure the a-glucosidase inhibitory activity. The results showed that LPII
contained more neutral sugar and protein than LPI, but less uronic acid. LPII exhibited higher antioxi-
dant activity in ORAC value (30. 08 pmol/g) and CAA value (8. 72 pmol/g) that those of LPI (24. 51
pmol/g and 5. 36 wmol/g). In addition, the IC, values of a-glucosidase inhibition were 0. 33 and 0. 26
mg/ml for LPI and LPII. The results demonstrated that bioactivities of litchi pulp polysaccharide frac-
tions were related to its neutral sugar and protein contents.

S/ Shie

Key words: litchi; polysaccharides; antioxidant activity; a-glucosidase TAT G )



