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Effect of Bagging on the Aroma Quality of ‘Jinshiji’ Apple Fruit

TAO Ru,FAN Miaomiao,ZHANG Tianhao,SUN Lulong,GAO Hua*
(College of Horticulture, Northwest A & F University, Yangling 712100, China)

Abstract: A comparative analysis of the impact of bagging on the fruit quality of the ‘Jinshiji’ apple provides a theoretical
basis for its planting in the Weibei area of Shaanxi. The basic fruit quality and aroma components were determined. The results
showed that bagging significantly increased the brightness of the ‘Jinshiji’ fruit by 6. 16% , and the solid— acid ratio of the fruit
was 11. 74 % ; which significantly reduced the yellow — blue value of the ¢Jinshiji’ fruit by 34. 54%. The soluble solid content
was 10. 70% , and the titratable acid content was 17. 65%. The Vc content was 18 58% and the anthocyanin content was
69. 06 %. The bagging significantly reduced the types and total content of fruit aroma substances, and significantly reduced the
content of esters, aldehydes. and alcohol compounds. Bagging could improve the appearance quality of ‘Jinshiji” apples, signif-
icantly reduce the internal quality of the fruit and the total content and types of aroma substances.
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