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Abstract: Objective: This study aimed to screen potato varieties
suitable for cultivation in southern Xinjiang. Methods: By
combining factor analysis and cluster analysis, a comprehensive
evaluation of the nutritional quality of 12 kinds of introduced
potato species was conducted using them as test materials.
Results: S1 contained the most protein, and S5 included the most
soluble sugar content and vitamin C; S12 contained the least
nitrate, and S10 contained the most reduced sugar and starch.
Nutritional quality indicators differ significantly among potato
varieties. The coefficients of variation of soluble sugar content,
vitamin C content, and nitrate content were 47.13%, 37.03%
and 33. 3870, The
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identified by factor analysis were the protein content and vitamin
C content, and the potato quality was further divided into 3
clusters using systematic cluster analysis. Conclusion: The five
varieties S1, S5, S7, S10 and S11 are suitable for promotion in
the southern Xinjiang region.
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M8 1 Al 1, R [A] 25 4% 35 5 D 0 8 R R R E B
Zes, Hi,SIEERE#HE S, N 404.57 png/g, 5 S5,
ST R A R 25 5 W S1.S5 Rl MR
THEE 43 M 60.68,66.81 mg/g. 5 H A Fh A AE 15 B
FEXER;S5.812 WYEE R C H B, 40 3l h 23,44,
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Table 1 Nutritional qualities of the 12 potato varieties
e B i/ AAMERES R AR CEE/  EREER/ i JEE VM A/
(pgeg b (mgeg 1) (mgeg 1) (mg+ kg 1) % %

S1 404.57+16.67% 60.68+0.77% 17.13+£1.08" 0.9740.20% 0.2140.04%> 4.85+0.11
S2 366.93+20.07" 23.5943.43¢d 8.5441.09¢ 0.5840.13¢ 0.1940.042> 4.86+1.55
S3 267.98+12.08¢ 28.1646.41bd 8.3442.19' 0.4440.054 0.2040.04> 3.58+0.49
S4 266.84+9.494 29.0441.47" 7.69+1.01¢ 0.4140.134 0.2240.04%> 3.43+1.42
S5 402.85+2.71% 66.81+£0.73% 23.4442.49* 0.7340.21b 0.2040.04> 3.68+0.67
S6 299.124+26.71°¢ 20.4341.29% 14,904 1.02¢def 0.7640.132>¢ 0.2140.042> 3.50+0.89
S7 397.88+20.28% 24,75+ 4,86 15.2543.36¢ 1.01£0.10® 0.2440.05 4.82+1.31
S8 312.49+25.89¢ 28.36+4.96%d  12.86+2.56%k  0.454+0.10¢ 0.20+0.06% 4.7240.76
S9 351.84+2.94 25.274£0.74%%  14.464+1.13f  0.76£0.02%¢ 0.1940.05" 4.1940.16
S10 350.89+3.49" 27.58+4.58bd 15.764+2.61¢ 0.7740.232¢ 0.2840.06% 5.16+1.56
S11 348.41+7.26" 33.8348.30" 9.54 41,034k 0.9740.09% 0.2240.05 4.48+0.26
S12 215.64+10.19¢ 19.424+3.77¢ 22.874+10.44% 0.3840.094 0.18+0.04° 4.06+0.36

T IR F RN [ e 7R 22 5 8235 (P <C0.05) .

147



148

E% 5E % NUTRITION & ACTIVITY

BE 2648 | 2023 5F 10 B | BAEHMH

K2 LHWHOREERARR i g it
Table 2 Descriptive statistics of the nutritional quality of the 12 potato varieties
i B AR A TRA FHH fie/ME I KB brifE2s  BREB/Y%
A ng/g 332.12 215.64 404.57 60.46 18.20
IR dRiae s mg/g 32.33 19.42 66.81 15.24 47.13
diEECHFh mg/g 14.23 7.69 23.44 5.27 37.03
i E N iy mg/kg 0.69 0.38 1.01 0.23 33.38
SRS % 0.17 0.14 0.21 0.02 11.42
VEM % 4.28 3.43 5.16 0.62 14.45
2.3 BEFEMERMESIEN 3 FERFHESTEE.AMEMBERRRE
2.3.1 HFHH B8t oA E RTINS, Table 3 Eigenvalues, contribution and cumulative
B — 2 X 55 5% 8 3% AT & WA B 25 A 4 B B contribution of the main factors
fa"m . ﬁtE‘"F)h.EY A% B O R B D L T R I 2 7 e s 2 4 SE 7 A
AR C O’ OMREY E\Dﬁ%ﬁ HOERTE xmT . TR/ BRI — TR/ Rt
ﬁﬂ“éﬂﬁc " v wERE/ Y % THRE/%
HIE T AL A 2 AR T R B A 3 A OE 1 2,777 46.279  46.279  2.500 41.664  41.664
AAFE I RT 2 A K R, E
TS LT 2 AR AT Oy BT R s T 2 1.415 23.576  69.855 1.691 28.191  69.855
ALREG 2 A FRMEERT LB Z 53R a5 R
0, (]’ - "~.‘;<‘k| rﬂ’ﬁ
41.644%,28.191% , B i1 77 22 STk 2 ik B 69.855% 51 EFHEEE
BEL TR ICET 2 AN R S RS R R R SRS .
Table 4 Factor load matrix
TS FE A
AH S8 b F F
L0 T B T 1 TR B4R (R ) R Ewi” ! :
p e e S (X1 0.919 0.076
2 A B T 10 A A B 4 AR g
A RS (X ) 0.555 0.682
F,=0.581X, +0.351X, + 0. 157X, + 0.554X, + TR ¥
R CHTEX 0.249 0.733
0.398X; , (D
R AL & 7 (X ) 0.876 —0.075
F,=0.058X,; +0.524X, +0.564X; —0.058X, — )
_ W JFRE & (X 0.629 —0.458
0.352X5 ., (2
HH2 4 A0S0 — o B BT & i (0.919) . 58 N
. o . . o RS LHWMOREBAFAITHEEEISHR
TRHEER C EHRO0.733), BYE 1k 2 AN EBFH1745 i} , ,
o . e Table 5 Comprehensive scores and rankings of the
AN BTSSR EMMERITENRFBRM. D=
12 potato varieties
(41.664X F,+28.191 X F,)/69.855, i1 & & M Fh 0 25 &
AR L 5) 55 B3 W1 . 124 T 4% 38 i o alid Fi Fe D #4
) S1 1.489 1.802 1.616 1
3.0
S2 0.406 —1.026 —0.172 7
25F
S3 —1.437  —1.003 —1.262 11
x g 201 S4 —1.328 —1.137 —1.251 10
= 1sf S5 —0.634 3.278 0.945 1
i &
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S7 2.324  —0.269 1.278 2
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00 L L L L L
0 1 2 34 5 6 S9 —0.188 0.059 —0.089 6
LA R
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Figure 1 Nutrition quality factor analysis of potato
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Figure 2 The cluster analysis diagram
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Table 6 Mean values of traits for each taxon
e EHFGE,  TIAMESE, AR CSE/ MBRESTE/ O JEHE R/ VE M/
=2
(pgeg (mg+g b (mg+g b (mg + kg™ ") % %
ERES 380.92 42.73 16.22 0.89 0.18 4,60
ERIES 332.60 24.41 12.69 0.64 0.15 4.32
EAIES 250.16 25.54 12.97 0.41 0.16 3.69
RS EES RN AR N ES MR E Agricultural Sciences, 2022, 51(8): 28-36.
By A I FE S12.94 F1 S3 3 AR, FEEW R A sk [ sk, BN, R, DR E R L EIR R ] Frma RE
B AR R C RS RO SRR TR B, 2022, 45(2): 69.
B RNTR LR A L R E R A A A ZHANG X R, WANG Z X, HE Z Q. Comparative trials of potato
. varieties[J]. Xinjiang Farm Research of Science and Technology,
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