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Abstract: To more effectively characterize and evaluate the quality of Prunus mume and its products, high performance liquid
chromatography (HPLC) was used to simultaneously detedt the composition and concentration of eight organic acids (oxalic acid, tartaric acid,
malic acid, lactic acid, acetic acid, citric acid, succinic acid, and ) in Pmume samples. This analysis was performed on a Zorbax SB-Aq C18
column (4.6>250 mm, 5 um) a 25 ‘C..using methanol and 0.01 mol/L KH2P04(pH 2.65) as the mobile phase a a flow rate of 1.0 mL/min. The
wavelengths of 210 and 215 nm were selected for the double-wavelength detection. The recovery of the organic acids ranged from 97.18% to
111.57% with relative standard deviations of 0.53%~4.67%, and the detection limits were in the range of 0.05~6.33 pg/mL. The results showed
that, in P.mume, the dominant organic acid was citric acid, followed by malic acid, oxalic acid, and small amounts of tartaric acid, lactic acid,
acetic acid, and succinic acid. These organic acids constitute the characteristic organic acid profile of P.mume. Using this HPLC method to
analyze the organic acid profiles of P.- mume and its products showed that, although the total organic acid content greatly varied during the
production processes. of different P. mume products, these products had the same characteristic organic acid profile. Therefore, the characteristic
organic acid profile of P.mume could be used to evaluate the quality of P. mume productsand identify any adulterated products.
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Table 1 Regression analysis and detection limit for eight organic acids

AMERAE  KREEE/(mgmL)  AMEEGAE AR EAHR® A HR/(gml)
TR 0.005~0.200 y=4118.5x-14.297  1.0000 0.05
B G B 0.005~0.240 y=2495.9x-4.019 1.0000 0.25
ERB 0.010~0.800 y=1126.9x-1.987 0.9999 2.45
SLBR 0.025~1.800 y=536.49x-3.066 1.0000 3.53
LB 0.050~0.800 y=773.58x-3.193 1.0000 5.05
FARER 0.010~2.000 y=1550.6x-22.720  0.9999 1.07
FEIH 0.020~3.200 y=662.68x-7.153 1.0000 1.56
Ak R AR 0.063~0.500 y=7099.3x-1.314 0.9999 6.33

MEE Ll , R TIAR y MAPLRR & B2t
[l AR A2 [T TR, A& £y 0.9999~1.0000,
SERBREMER AR, S TEEDT.
2.1.3 A HERN E 89 he AR ALE BAF B K
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SEHRAT 6 1R, DNE A HUER AR USCA RS A v 22

(RSD) , ZiRWE2.
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Table 2 Recovery rate, relative standard deviation for eight

organic acids

ARG SR FHE(mgmL) ARAE R £/S RSD/%

i 105.38 271 0.02 0.77
B G 97.18 5.3 0.22 431
FRER 106.09 11.85 0.08 0.64

FLER 99.85 15.72 0.73 4.67

Bk 111.57 10.56 0.20 1.87
AR 105.35 9.83 0.05 0.54
Ik AR 110.70 7.32 0.15 2.04
Ak R BR 103.09 6.82 0.07 0.99
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Table 3 Contents of dominant organic acids in Prunus mume products (mg/g)

5 P A FEp i FRB EA TE
1 BHFHEEA 1.4920.05°7(3.59)  0.56+0.01%(1.35) 5.5340.09%(13.35)  0.94+40.034(2.26) 0.84+40.044(2.02)
2 FAHEM iR 1.3940.01%7(3.35)  0.8920.02%(2.15) 5.4740.04%(13.19)  0.9040.01%(2.17) 0.8540.03%(2.05)
3 FNeAs 0.8240.07%(5.24) nd 3.8240.78%(24.42) nd 1.58+0.03%(10.10)
4 HZRE A 0.4420.05°7(1.90)  0.3040.02°7(1.29)  3.2240.43%(13.90) nd 0.8040.18%(3.45)
5  RAKRAODH 0.8440.13°7(8.43) nd 2.66+0.21°(26.68) nd 1.3840.11%(13.84)
6 F I 0.18+40.017(1.65) nd 2.8240.13%(25.94)  0:9240.05%(8.46) 0.890.06%(8.18)
7 B4 by 74.0642.91%(40.44) nd 6.4640.76°%(3.53) nd 7.27+41.46°(3.97)
8 BR By H 3.4240.24%(7.23) 0.1320.017(0.28)  6.9240.13°(14.64)  2.69+40.05°(5.69) 0.98+40.09%(2.07)
9 KRABLBAH  2.7640.06%(10.65) 0.6640.01%(2.55) 3.83:0.05°(14.78) nd 2.0420.09%(7.87)
10 BRA B 3.1540.16°(8.76)  0.4740.02%(1.31) 4.7640.13%(13.24) = 1.2040:10%(3.34) 2.7840.14%(7.73)
11 SRRy 1.8940.23%(0.57)  3.9240.34%(1.18) 32:9343.21%(9.96)  6.1740.77%(1.87)  32.5443.27%(9.85)
12 LR E 1.0620.02°7(0.31)  1.29+40.09°(0.37) ~10.77+40.55°(3.14) nd 6.87+1.93°(2.00)
13 B#ZFH5-1 8.4140.08°(50.18)  0.1940.017(1.13) . 0.9840.03((5.58)  1.86+40.09°(12.48)  1.06+40.03%(6.32)
14  B#iZE45-2  0.7840.09°(1.62)  1.6440.07°(3.40) 7.82+40.15%(16.22)  2.59+40.55°(5.37) 4.7940.36°(9.93)
%5 PA S AR PRI &R BR EaE
1 Me#IAAERA 30.47+0.49973.58) 1.58+0.01°(3.81) nd 41.4140,65%
2 F AT iR 30.3940.09%(73.28) | 1.55%0.04°(3.74) nd 41.4740.17%
3 A 9.41+1.149(60.16) nd nd 15.64+1.17°
4 FZARFHE 18.4041.73%1(79.41) nd nd 23.17+42.28%
5 HAMAA DM 50840.179(50.95) nd nd 9.9740.430°
6 FAEIE 6.0640.69%"(55.75) nd nd 10.8740.61°
7 Lis Ry 95.31+43.36%(52.05) nd nd 183.1049.21°
8 BR B A 26.6940.27%(56.49)- - 1.1040.17°(2.32)  5.3040.37%(11.22) 47.24 +0.72°
9 BRALAEAF 14.3130.139(55.25) 0.16+0.01%0.62) 2.1340.13°(8.22) 25.90+40.08d°
10 A 18.58+40.99%7(51.68)  2.54+40.13°(7.06)  2.4640.05°(6.84) 35.951,60
11 SARM4  216.83420.21°(65.63) 36.0847.26%(10.92) nd 330.36429.26°
12 by b i 323.2149.73%(94.17) nd nd 343.2049.03a
13 52 FH5-1 3.2540.06"(19.39)  1.01+40.13%(6.02) nd 16.7640.09¢
14  LARZREHGE2  23.4941.24%(48.73)  7.0920.26°(14.70) nd 48.2042.49°
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