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Table 1 Operational parameters of ICP-AES
/W 1 300 (Ar)/ (L - min-%) 0. 08
(Ar)/ (L - min~ %) 150 /(mL - min-Y) 15
(An/ (L - min-1Y) 0 02
Table2 Content of some nutritional ingredients in organic cherry tomato and traditional cherry tomato
Sample Organic tomato Traditional tomato ttest @ =0 05)
Water content/ % 0. 94 0 92 No sgnificant difference
Total soluble solid/ % 7 32 6 83 Sonificant difference
Soluble sugar/ (mg- g~ 1) 41 04 42 89 No significant difference
Asorbic add(mg- g~ 1) 021 0 19 No significant difference
Soluble protein/ (mg - g~ 1) 0 32 0 27 Sgnificant difference
Table 3 Content of mineral dements
Samole K Ca Mg Mn Cu Zn Fe Pb Cd
P I(mg-g/Ug-g")/bg-g")/g-gY/bg-g')/lg-gH/bg-gY/bg-g")/(ng-g"
Organic tomato 162 L7 73 8 0. 475 0. 457 134 2 05 0. 127 4 86
Traditional tomato 155 3L 2 89. 7 0. 535 0. 452 0 81 173 0 121 4 69
ttest @ =0 05) * * N * N * N N N
Note: *dgnificant at ttest @ =0. 05) N: Not sgnificant at ttest@ =Q 05)
t@ =0 05) ( 3, o] 12
K, Ca Zn 452 %, Vc, Fe, K, P Na,
129.81% 65 43%, Mn 11 22%  24%, Vc 28 %, 23% Ewa [
@ =0 05) Mg, Fe
Cu, Pb, Cd ,
Cu, Pb, Cd , ,
Cu, Pb, Cd )
, K,Ca Zn
3 ; Cu, Pb, Cd
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Analysis of Some Nutrients and Minerals in Organic and Traditional
Cherry Tomato by ICP-OES Method
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Absgtract In the present study, the contents of nutritional elements such as Ca, Mg, K, Zn, Fe and Mn and heavy elements
such as Cu, Cd and Pb in organic and traditional cherry tomato fruit were analyzed by ICP-OES, and the contents of some nutri-
tiond ingredients such as water , total soluble solid, soluble sugar and asorbic acid were a0 investigated. The results showed
that the contentsof K, Caand Znin organic cherry tomato were 1. 62, 71 7and 1. 34 mg- g *, which were 4 52 %, 129. 81 %
and 65. 43 % respectively higher than thosein traditional tomato. There were no significant differencesin the contentsof Mg and
Fe, which showed 73 8 and 2 05 mg - g * in organic cherry tomato. But the content of Mn in organic tomato was 0. 475 mg -
g ', 11 22 % lower than that in traditional one @ =0. 05). The contentsof Cu, Cd and Pb showed no significant differencesin
the two kinds of tomato , which were 0. 457 mg- g *,4 86 ng- g *and 0. 127 mg- g™ * respectively in organic cherry tomato ,
and all the contents were lower than the national requirement. There were no significant differencesin the contentsof water , sol-
uble sugar , and asorbic acid, but the total soluble solid and the content of soluble protein were sgnificantly higher in organic
cherry tomato. The differencesin the nutritional ingredients and mineral elements and safety status in the two kinds of tomato
provide academic data for the eval uation of organic vegetables and traditional ones.
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