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Abstract: The characteristics of vinegar fermented with twenty-five different pumpkin varieties were comprehensively compared by the
methods of Cormrelation Analysis, Grey Relational Grade Analysis and Cluster Analysis. 21 pumpkin varieties, provided by Qingdao academy of
agricultural sciences, were compared with 4 commercial-available pumpkin’ varieties. The results indicated that the single fruit weight of
pumpkin was in positive correlations with the quality traits of fruit thickness, juice yield and reducing sugar content, but in negative correlation
with total sugar content. 25 pumpkin varieties were clustered into 5 groups. In Group I , X2, X10, X16, X17, X20 and X21 were closest to the
ideal characteristics of high reducing sugar, total sugar, juice yield and carotene content, which showed potential for vinegar fermentation. These

results provided references for the selectionand breeding of fine varieties of raw materials in pumpkin-processingindustry in China.
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Table 1 Qualitycharacteristics of different pumpkin varieties

¥X ORM OR% BB LR WNENE 4
Fg K RAlm % AE% /(10°mgg) %

W5

X1 917 0.83 193 443 411 6.71 71.03
X2 1092 0.81 2.1 8.41 5.07 4.32 80.37
X3 958 0.61 173 499 1.05 6.78  43.47
X4 800 0.79 225 7.291 3.73 441 4773
X5 608 0.57 202 1278 191 4.58 61.90
X6 350 0.64 1.68 14.69 0.23 5.22 22.80
X7 350 0.67 1.83 13.99 1.59 564  30.63
X8 768 0.81 252 501 4.02 5.98 62.20
X9 1130 0.82 295 6.15 412 4.58 67.20
X10 850 0.62 218 9.62 538 511 65.27
X11 790 0.78 212 6.04 4.16 4.26 63.37
X12 3162 0.61 3.85 6.09 5.98 4.63 67.05
X13 1440 0.71 278 527 3.73 2.36 61.60
X14 1252 0.71 273 1394 251 5.57 31.05
X15 1981 0.75 347 796 3.38 3.82 66.05
X16 2080 0.77 277 7.89 6.62 5.68 67.09
X17 1588 0.76 282 9.84 545 6.04 66.26
X18 1704 0.77 320 6.05 547 2.67 63.54
X19 1982 0.57 242 728 521 2.76 64.59
X20 1479 0.70 3.00 10.02 5.49 7.60 62.71
X21 2659 0.65 3.03 744 581 5.74 64.83
X22 3263 0.82 292 493 439 485 5178
X23 2002 0.75 257 6.30 433 3.29 69.19
X24 752 0.60 172 1027 3.70 3.92 60.47
X25 515 0.64 283 882 3.48 5.23 68.46
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Table 2 Correlation analysis of the quality characters of
different pumpkin varieties
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(0=0.01).
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Table 3 Weighted correlation degree and order of reference
variety and tested varieties of 25 pumpkins
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X16 1.8817 5 X15 1.6471 14 X13 15094 23
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Figure 1 The result of cluster analysis of different pumpkin

varieties
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Figure 2Comparisonof aceticacid contentafter fermentation
of different pumpkin varieties
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