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Abstract 

Background  Genetic diversity is a prerequisite for breeding programs, and one of the main goals here is to obtain 
quality products. Therefore, this study aims to evaluate the genetic diversity in some hybrid individuals of honeyberry 
(Lonicera caerulea L.) based on fruit characteristics, leaf morphology, vitamin C, antioxidant activity, biochemical, 
and nutritional content. In this context, superior quality individuals have been identified based on the 42 variables 
examined in our study. These hybrid individuals can be economically incorporated into production after the registra-
tion stages, and their sustainability for use in breeding programs can also be ensured.

Results  The fruit weight ranged from 0.71 (‘H11’) to 1.66 g (‘H6’). The ascorbic acid varied between 17.13 (‘H7’) 
and 20.64 mg AAE/100 g (‘H15’). The antioxidant activity changed between 12.59 (‘Store’) and 15.03 µmol Trolox 
g–1 (‘Aurea’). The total anthocyanins were found to be highest in ‘Borrel Beast’ (163.79 mg cyn-3-gluc 100 g–1), fol-
lowed by ‘H8’ (163.20 mg cyn-3-gluc 100 g–1). The highest nutrient levels in the fruits were found in the ‘H10’ 
individual, with calcium (2445.77 mg kg–1), potassium (2274.36 mg kg–1), phosphorus (2123.27 mg kg–1), magne-
sium (1263.95 mg kg–1), and sulfur (859.62 mg kg–1), respectively. The highest nutrient levels in the leaves were 
found in the ‘H14’ individual for calcium (19,493.21 mg kg–1), ‘H5’ for magnesium (5643.52 mg kg–1), ‘H8’ for sulfur 
(2312.11 mg kg–1), ‘H6’ for phosphorus (2007.51 mg kg–1), and ‘H6’ for potassium (1099.32 mg kg–1). In general, 
the nutrients in the fruit exhibited significant correlations among themselves at different levels (*, **, ***). Within 
the scope of principal component analysis, the first 8 principal components explained 80.69% of the total variance. 
According to the cluster and population analyses, it was determined that there was a high variation in subgroup B2. 
Additionally, although honeyberry is a relatively new fruit in Türkiye, efforts have begun to develop new cultivars 
through hybrid breeding.

Conclusions  When 42 variables were evaluated together to determine genetic diversity, hybrid individuals ‘H14’, ‘H5’, 
‘H8’, and ‘H1’ were identified as superior individuals, respectively.
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Introduction
Berries have attracted considerable attention in agricul-
ture because of their positive impact on human health 
and high economic value [1]. Amid global environmen-
tal and economic changes, there is a growing interest in 
innovative berry crops that can prolong production sea-
sons, require less maintenance, and have the potential for 
organic cultivation [2].

Honeyberry (Lonicera caerulea L.) is a deciduous per-
ennial shrub from the Caprifoliaceae family [3], with a 
chromosome structure of 2n = 36 [4]. The genus Loni-
cera includes approximately 180 species [5]. Its fruit is 
a small berry, varying in color from azure-blue to dark 
blue, and has a taste that ranges from sour to sweet. It 
is commonly referred to as ‘honeysuckle’, ‘haskap’, or 
‘honeysuckle berry’ [6]. Honeyberry is widely cultivated 
in North America, Europe, Russia, Japan, and China [7]. 
It can withstand temperatures as low as -40°C, while its 
flowers can tolerate up to -7°C [8], and is highly resistant 
to many diseases and pests [9]. Additionally, it is increas-
ingly regarded as an environmentally beneficial crop due 
to its perennial nature, which leads to reduced soil dis-
turbance compared with other crops, as well as its less 
intensive cultivation system [2]. Its fruits are typically 
1–2 cm in length and 1 cm in width [8]. The early rip-
ening of honeyberry, occurring between May and June 
similar to strawberries and before all other fruits may 
be one of its significant advantages. The growing recog-
nition of the taste, nutritional benefits, and versatility 
of berries has resulted in increased popularity in com-
mercial growing regions and new breeding programs in 
Canada, Japan, Russia, Poland, and more recently, the UK 
[10]. Anthocyanins are widely distributed plant pigments 
that give fruits and flowers their red to blue colors. They 
are structurally composed of anthocyanidin and sugar, 
linked by a glycoside bond. The most common antho-
cyanidins petunidin, cyanidin, pelargonidin, delphinidin, 
malvidin, and peonidin are found in plants attached to 
glucose, galactose, arabinose, rhamnose, or xylose. Due 
to their high cyanidin-3-glucoside content, honeyberry 
may possess antioxidant, anti-inflammatory, antimicro-
bial, cardioprotective, and hepatoprotective properties 
[11, 12]. Research on the mineral nutrient content of 
honeyberry compared with other fruits like aronia, blue-
berries, and grapes is insufficient. However, several stud-
ies have reported that honeyberry is rich in potassium, 
calcium, and magnesium content [13]. As research on the 
antioxidant and biochemical properties of honeyberry 

has only recently begun, available information on the 
topic remains limited. Some studies suggest that honey-
berry fruits may help protect against diseases triggered 
by inflammation and oxidation [14]. Furthermore, honey-
berry was found to safeguard the liver from lipopolysac-
charide-induced damage, highlighting its potential role 
in hepatitis prevention [15]. In an analysis of 30 different 
fruits, including oranges, apples, pineapples, bananas, 
grapes, and several other types, honeyberry berries 
exhibited the strongest inhibitory activity against car-
bohydrate-degrading enzymes, suggesting their possible 
benefit in reducing obesity and type-2 diabetes risks [16].

Recent studies have highlighted the presence of fruit 
characteristics, leaf morphology, vitamin C content, anti-
oxidant activity, total anthocyanins, total phenolics, and 
mineral nutrient content in honeyberry fruits; however, 
there is a significant gap in the literature on this topic. To 
the best of our knowledge, the present study is the first 
in Türkiye to provide information on the fruit character-
istics, leaf morphology, vitamin C content, antioxidant 
activity, biochemical, and nutritional composition of 
honeyberry. This study aims to fill the significant gap in 
the existing literature, provide valuable information for 
researchers working on similar topics, and offer guidance 
for different industries such as food, cosmetics, pharma-
ceuticals, etc. Thus, an important gap in the literature on 
the subject will be filled.

Materials and methods
Plant material
This study was conducted at the Fruit Farm of the Agri-
cultural Research and Application Center of Erciyes Uni-
versity on 3 to 4-year-old hybrid honeyberry plants and 
some honeyberry cultivars, including the parents of these 
hybrids (Table 1).

Three repetitions were conducted, with each repetition 
involving 50 fruits and 50 leaves. The samples were har-
vested during the ripening period in June. The plants were 
cultivated outdoors in pots, utilizing a substrate composed 
of perlite, peat, and garden soil in a ratio of 1:1:1. Regular 
cultural practices, including irrigation, fertilization, and 
pest control, were systematically implemented to ensure 
optimal growth conditions. The climate in Kayseri is char-
acterized by cold, snowy winters and hot, arid summers, 
which further influences the growth and development of 
the plants. The superior characteristics of the honeyberry 
cultivars used as parents are presented in Table 2.
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Evaluation of fruit characteristics and leaf morphology
Fruit width, fruit length, leaf width, leaf length, petiole 
length, and petiole thickness of the individuals, were 
measured using a digital caliper (Insize 1104 IP54) with 
0.01 mm sensitivity and the results are expressed in 
mm. Fruit weight was determined using a digital scale 
with 0.01 g sensitivity (Precisa, XB 4200C). Fruit outer 
surface color measurement was determined in L*, a*, 
b* using a hand chronometer (Fru, WR10). L* repre-
sented the relative lightness of colors, with values rang-
ing from 0 (black) to 100 (white). The a* and b* values 
ranged from -60 to 60, where: a* was negative for green 
and positive for red, while b* was negative for blue and 
positive for yellow [21].

Determination of vitamin C, antioxidant activity, 
and biochemical contents
Ascorbic acid
The ascorbic acid (vitamin C) content was determined 
according to Balta et  al. [22]. Briefly, the fruit juice was 
diluted with distilled water at a 1:100 ratio, and 1 mL 
of this solution was mixed with five drops of TS-1 rea-
gent and 10 mL of distilled water. A test strip (Cat. No. 
116136, Reflectoquant, Total Sugar Test, Merck, Ger-
many) was immersed in the prepared solution for 2 s, and 
after a 10-min wait to remove excess liquid, the strip was 
placed in the reflectometer’s strip adapter (RQFlex Plus 
10, Merck, Darmstadt, Germany) for measurement. The 
result was multiplied by the dilution factor and reported 
as grams of ascorbic acid equivalent (mg AAE/100 g fresh 
weight, FW) [22].

Sample preparations
The fresh fruits extracts were extracted by homogeniz-
ing them with a hand blender (Arçelik HB 6150, İstanbul, 
Türkiye). For this, 10 g of each sample was taken and 10 
mL of 80% methanol was added. The samples were cen-
trifuged at 6000 × g for 5 min at 4°C (Elektromag M615 
E, İstanbul, Türkiye). The supernatant was collected. The 
supernatant was filtered through filter paper (Borox, 90 
mm Ø) and used in the determination procedures of total 
antioxidant, phenolic and flavonoids [23]. The vitamin 
C, antioxidant activity, and biochemical contents of each 
individual were determined using a total of 60 fruits, with 
3 replicates and 20 fruits in each replicate.

Antioxidant activity (AA)
The DPPH (2,2-diphenyl-1-picryl-hydrazyl) (Sigma 
Aldrich, St Louis, MO, USA) radical scavenging activity 
was measured following the method describe by Brand-
Williams et al. [24]. Briefly, 10 μL of the supernatant was 
mixed with 40 μL of methanol, followed by 950 μL of 
DPPH solution. The mixture was shaken using a shaker 
(Biosan PSU-20i, Rīga, LV-1067, Latvia) at 250 rpm for 
3 min at room temperature, and left in the dark for 10 

Table 1  Investigated honeyberry hybrids and cultivars

Hybrid Parents

‘H1’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H2’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H3’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H4’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H5’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H6’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H7’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H8’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H9’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H10’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H11’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H12’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H13’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H14’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘H15’ ‘Aurea’ (♀) × ‘Borrel Beast’ (♂)

‘Aurea’ ‘Blue Moon’ (♀) × ‘Honey Bee’ (♂)

‘Bornel Beaty’ ‘Blue Belle’ (♀) × ‘Boreal’ (♂)

‘Borrel Beast’ ‘Boreal’ (♀) × ‘Blue Honey’ (♂)

‘C2 Kolenka’ ‘Kolenka’ (♀) × ‘Blue Moon’ (♂)

‘Store’ ‘Blue Honey’ (♀) × ‘Honeybee’ (♂)

Table 2  The superior characteristics of the honeyberry cultivars used as parents [17–20]

Cultivar Characteristic

Blue Moon Produces a large quantity of fruit, ideal for fresh consumption, and is resistant to low temperatures

Honey Bee Rich in flavor and aroma, it is a resilient cultivar with good yield potential

Blue Belle Has a distinct and pleasant fruit fragrance, is rich in antioxidants, and adapts well to different climatic conditions

Boreal Produces attractive and large fruits, is rich in vitamins and minerals, and is resistant to pests

Kolenka Produces delicious and sweet fruits suitable for fresh consumption, grows rapidly, and has high yield potential

Blue Honey Has sweet and aromatic fruits, performs well under diverse conditions, and is suitable for both fresh and processed products

Honeybee Stands out for its aroma and sweetness, provides a high fruit yield, and contains a high level of antioxidants



Page 4 of 16Gürcan et al. BMC Plant Biology         (2024) 24:1158 

min. Absorbance was then measured at 515 nm using a 
spectrophotometer. The results were expressed as micro-
moles of Trolox 6-hydroxy-2,5,7,8-tetramethylchroman-
2-carboxylic acid) per gram of fresh weight (µmol Trolox 
g–1 FW).

Total anthocyanins (TAs)
The honeyberry, which contains various anthocya-
nins, has cyanidin-3-glucoside as its main anthocyanin 
source [25]. Li et  al. [26] reported that the anthocyanin 
content in honeyberry is higher compared to species 
such as blackberry, blueberry, and cornelian cherry. The 
total anthocyanin content in honeyberry fruit has been 
determined according to Guo et al. [27]. Specifically, the 
absorbance of the extract was measured at 510 and 700 
nm in buffers with pH 1.0 (hydrochloric acid–potassium 
chloride, 0.2 M) and 4.5 (acetic acid-sodium acetate, 1 
M). The total anthocyanin content was calculated using 
the absorbance value (A) of the diluted sample according 
to the formula presented in Eq. 1 [28].

After determining the absorbance value, the total 
anthocyanin content was calculated using the formula 
provided in Eq. 2 [29].

ꞓ: Molar extinction coefficient = 26,900, MW: Molecular 
weight = 484.83 g mol–1 for cyanidin-3-glucoside (C3G), 
DF: Dilution factor, L: cell path length = 1 cm.

Total phenolics (TPs)
To assess the total phenolics in the samples, 200 μL of 
extract was initially combined with 1800 μL of distilled 
water and 1 mL of 1/10 diluted Folin-Ciocalteu solu-
tion [30]. Then, 2 mL of 2% Na2CO3 was added, and the 
mixture was allowed to sit for 5 min. The samples were 
subsequently mixed at 250 rpm for 3 min and kept in the 
dark for 1 h prior to measuring the absorbance values 
using a spectrophotometer at a wavelength of 760 nm. 
The absorbance values obtained were converted to gallic 
acid equivalents based on a standard curve established 
with gallic acid, and the results were expressed in mg 
GAE 100 g–1 FW (fresh weight) [23].

Determination of mineral nutrients
The macro [carbon (C), calcium (Ca), potassium (K), 
magnesium (Mg), sodium (Na), phosphorus (P), and sul-
fur (S)] and micro [aluminum (Al), boron (B), iron (Fe), 
manganese (Mn), nickel (Ni), lead (Pb), and zinc (Zn)] 
nutrient element contents in honeyberry fruits and 

(1)
A = (A520 − A700)pH1.0− (A520 − A700)pH4.5

(2)
Total anthocyanins(mgcyn− 3− gluc100g−1) = (A×MW × DF × 1000)/(ε × L)

leaves have been determined. Nutrient element analysis 
was performed according to the method described by 
Mabotja et  al. [31]. Briefly, for the examination of 0.5 g 
of fruit and leaf samples, digestion was conducted with 
microwave assistance using nitric acid (HNO3) and 
hydrogen peroxide (H2O2). Dried and ground honeyberry 
fruit samples underwent digestion with an HNO3-H2O2 
acid mixture (2:3 v/v). The samples were subsequently 
processed in a microwave oven (Anton Paar, multiwave 
7000) in three stages: 5 min at 145 °C and 75% relative 
humidity, followed by 10 min at 180 °C and 90% relative 
humidity, and finally 10 min at 100 °C and 40% relative 
humidity. The nutrient content of the samples was quan-
tified as mg kg–1 using inductively coupled plasma optical 
emission spectrometry (ICP-OES) (ICP-AES-9820, Shi-
madzu Corporation, Kyoto, Japan).

Statistical analyses
The research was carried out in 2023 and 2024, using a 
two-year average for all data sets. The analysis of all data 
sets was performed with the JMP® Pro 17 [32] statistical 
software package (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA), 
employing the TUKEY multiple comparison test. Results 
were reported at a 5% significance level (p < 0.05) [33]. 
Furthermore, multivariate analysis methods were utilized 
to identify genetic similarities and differences [34, 35]. 

Correlation between traits, principal component analy-
sis, and cluster analysis based on unweighted pair group 
method (UPGMA) with arithmetic mean were performed 
using the Origin Pro® 2024b [36] statistical software 
package. The Pearson correlation coefficient was used 
for the correlation analysis. To enhance the visualization 
of hybrid individuals and cultivars distribution, a two-
dimensional plot representing two principal components 
was created as part of the principal component analysis. 
For cluster and population analyses, the Ward method 
with Euclidean distance was applied. Prior to conducting 
the cluster analysis, each trait was averaged and normal-
ized using Z-scores to minimize scale differences [37].

Results and discussion
Fruit characteristics and leaf morphology of the assessed 
honeyberry hybrid individuals are presented in detail 
in Table 3. One-way ANOVA (p < 0.05) revealed signifi-
cant variations among the assessed honeyberry culti-
vars and hybrid individuals. Fruit width varied between 
8.16 (‘H15’) and 11.84 mm (‘H4’), fruit length changed 
between 13.89 (‘H5’) and 24.50 mm (‘H1), fruit weight 
ranged from 0.71 (‘H11’) to 1.66 g (‘H6’). Our findings 
are supported by the results of other researchers [1]. In a 
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study performed in Canada, it was found that fruit width 
varied between 8.78 and 14.38 mm, fruit length ranged 
from 14.76 to 26.41 mm, and fruit weight varied between 
0.61 and 2.18 g [38]. Holubec et  al. [39] conducted a 
study in which they found that fruit width ranged from 
9.7 to 14.3 mm, fruit length varied between 21 and 23.8 
mm, and fruit weight changed between 1.01 and 2.20 g. 
In a study carried out in Ukraine, it was reported that 
fruit width ranged from 4.92 to 15.50 mm, fruit length 
varied between 8.47 and 35.97 mm, and fruit weight 
changed between from 0.73 and 1.60 g [40]. Thomp-
son and Barney [41] found that fruit weight varied 
between 0.50 and 2.70 g. Honeyberry fruits can reach 
approximately 20 mm in length and 10 mm in width, 
and their weights generally change between 0.3 and 2 g 
[8]. L* color value varied between 18.88 (‘H9’) and 24.74 
(‘H13’), a* value changed between 14.63 (‘H5’) and 34.42 
(‘H7’), b* value ranged from 0.73 (‘H13’) to 2.43 (‘Bornel 
Beaty’). Due to the lack of literature on the L*, a*, and 
b* color values of honeyberry, the assessment was car-
ried out independently within itself. However, Gołba 
et  al. [13] reported that the fruits are dark purple in 
color and have a waxy coating on their surfaces. This 
statement of the researchers supports our finding. Leaf 

width varied between 8.16 (‘H15’) and 11.90 mm (‘H2’), 
leaf length changed between 43.12 (‘H11’) and 73.72 mm 
(‘Borrel Beast’), petiole length ranged from 2.30 (‘H14’) 
to 5.45 mm (‘Aurea’), petiole thickness varied between 
1.08 (‘Store’) and 1.71 mm (‘Aurea’). Holubec et al. [39] 
reported that leaf width and leaf length ranged from 17.4 
to 41.00 mm and from 42.8 to 75.00 mm, respectively. 
Our findings are in line with the findings of the research. 
With this study, L*, a*, and b* values ​​and petiole length 
and petiole thickness values ​​of honeyberry fruits will 
enter the literature.

The biochemical content of the assessed honeyberry 
hybrid individuals is shown in detail in Table 4. Ascorbic 
acid content varied between 17.13 (‘H7’) and 20.64  mg 
AAE/100 g (‘H15’), antioxidant activity changed between 
12.59 (‘Store’) and 15.03  µmol Trolox g–1 (‘Aurea’), total 
anthocyanins content ranged from 99.56 (‘Aurea’) to 
163.79  mg cyn-3-gluc 100  g–1 (‘Borrel Beast’), total 
phenolics content varied between 153.85 (‘H14’) and 
381.53  mg GAE 100  g–1 (‘H10’). In a study conducted 
in Slovakia, the amount of ascorbic acid in honeyberry 
fruits was reported to range between 9.17 and 46.67 mg 
AAE/100  g [38]. In studies conducted in Spain and the 
Czech Republic, the antioxidant activity was found to 

Table 3  Fruit characteristics and leaf morphology of the assessed honeyberry individuals

FWi Fruit width, FL Fruit length, FWe Fruit weight, LWi Leaf width, LLe Leaf length, PLe Petiole length, PTh Petiole thickness. Sd Standard deviation. The differences 
between the means indicated by different letters in the same column are significant at the p < 0.05 level

Genotype No FWi FL FWe L* a* b* LWi LLe PLe PTh

‘H1’ 9.39 a-c 24.50 a 1.04 c-f 25.00 cd 24.41 de 1.74 b-d 9.39 a-c 67.92 b 4.00 a-d 1.61 ab

‘H2’ 11.90 a 20.62 c-f 1.55 ab 24.02 ab 18.94 f–h 1.27 c-h 11.90 a 60.59 c 3.61 b-e 1.50 ab

‘H3’ 11.37 ab 19.03 c-g 1.36 a-c 23.79 a-c 17.60 h-j 1.16 e–h 11.37 ab 53.89 e–g 3.59 b-e 1.49 ab

‘H4’ 11.84 a 18.79 d-g 1.29 a-c 23.73 a-c 18.17 g-i 1.14 e–h 11.84 a 47.00 i 4.58 a-c 1.39 ab

‘H5’ 9.67 a-c 13.89 i 0.96 c-f 23.23 a-d 14.63 j 1.13 e–h 9.67 a-c 55.53 de 2.52 de 1.39 ab

‘H6’ 11.79 a 23.72 ab 1.66 a 22.06 a-d 22.90 de 0.74 gh 11.79 a 51.10 gh 3.14 c-e 1.36 ab

‘H7’ 10.38 a-c 21.00 a-e 1.27 a-c 21.41 de 34.42 a 1.30 c-g 10.38 a-c 55.26 d-f 4.70 a-c 1.30 ab

‘H8’ 9.81 a-c 17.99 e–h 1.17 b-e 21.37 a-d 22.49 d-f 1.78 bc 9.81 a-c 48.96 hi 3.36 b-e 1.24 ab

‘H9’ 10.97 a-c 15.11 hi 1.10 c-f 18.88 f 24.51 b-d 1.23 c-h 10.97 a-c 52.90 e–g 3.16 c-e 1.20 ab

‘H10’ 9.71 a-c 19.55 c-f 1.25 b-d 24.85 ab 18.67 f-i 1.21 d-h 9.71 a-c 46.31 i 4.87 ab 1.59 ab

‘H11’ 8.35 bc 13.93 i 0.71 f 24.81 ab 17.73 hi 1.32 c-f 8.35 bc 43.12 j 4.82 ab 1.59 ab

‘H12’ 10.52 a-c 18.73 c-g 1.23 b-d 24.80 a-c 17.90 hi 0.75 gh 10.52 a-c 46.45 i 3.74 b-e 1.59 ab

‘H13’ 8.84 a-c 20.60 c-f 1.16 b-e 24.74 a 21.02 e–g 0.73 h 8.84 a-c 58.17 cd 3.85 a-e 1.51 ab

‘H14’ 9.31 a-c 17.67 f–h 1.07 c-f 24.46 b-d 26.71 bc 1.23 c-h 9.31 a-c 52.30 fg 2.30 e 1.51 ab

‘H15’ 8.16 c 20.89 b-e 0.86 d-f 24.45 de 24.38 cd 1.60 c-e 8.16 c 41.63 j 3.43 b-e 1.50 ab

‘Aurea’ 9.93 a-c 20.69 b-f 1.18 b-e 26.73 a-c 16.00 h-j 1.06 e–h 9.93 a-c 60.66 c 5.45 a 1.71 a

‘Bornel Beaty’ 10.81 a-c 14.09 i 1.27 a-c 25.71 a-d 17.70 h-j 2.43 a 10.81 a-c 66.04 b 3.37 b-e 1.70 ab

‘Borrel Beast’ 10.37 a-c 21.72 a-d 1.14 c-e 25.67 a-c 15.59 ij 1.01 f–h 10.37 a-c 73.27 a 3.47 b-e 1.62 ab

‘C2 Kolenka’ 10.00 a-c 21.27 a-c 1.19 b-d 25.67 ef 27.52 b 1.30 c-g 10.00 a-c 50.95 gh 3.80 b-e 1.62 ab

‘Store’ 8.59 bc 16.01 g-i 0.78 ef 17.06 a-d 22.36 de 2.28 ab 8.59 bc 51.78 gh 2.54 de 1.08 b

Mean 10.09 18.99 1.16 23.62 21.08 1.32 10.09 54.24 3.72 1.48

Sd  ± 1.39  ± 3.13  ± 0.25  ± 2.50  ± 4.83  ± 0.53  ± 6.04  ± 8.19  ± 1.15  ± 0.27
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change between 6.59 and 10.17  µmol Trolox g–1 [42]. 
Gołba et al. [13] detected that the total anthocyanin con-
tent in their study conducted in Poland varied between 
86 and 655 mg cyn-3-gluc 100  g–1. Celli et al. [7] deter-
mined that the total phenolic content in honeyberry 
fruits ranged from 140.5 to 1142.0 in their study con-
ducted in Canada. Our findings for ascorbic acid, total 
anthocyanins, and total phenolics are consistent with 
those of other researchers. However, our finding for 
antioxidant activity is significantly higher compared to 
researchers’ results. This difference is thought to be due 
to the different cultivars used, the hybrid individual and 
different growing environments.

The nutrient content in the fruits of some hybrid indi-
viduals is given in detail in Table  5. Accordingly, alu-
minum varied between 21.25 (‘H15’) and 424.08 mg kg–1 
(‘Bornel Beaty’), boron changed between 10.59 (‘Borrel 
Beast’) and 15.28  mg  kg–1 (‘H5’), calcium ranged from 
1267.53 (‘Store’) to 2445,77  mg  kg–1 (‘H10’), carbon 
varied between 4.40 (‘Bornel Beaty’) and 8.52  mg  kg–1 
(‘H10’), iron changed between 9.99 (‘Borrel Beast’) and 
54.77  mg  kg–1 (‘Aurea’), potassium ranged from 868.73 
(‘H15’) to 2274.36  mg  kg–1 (‘H10’), magnesium varied 

between 577.06 (‘Borrel Beast’) and 1263.95  mg  kg–1 
(‘H10’), manganese changed between 8.08 (‘H7’) and 
16.45 mg kg–1 (‘H5’), sodium ranged from 138.51 (‘H15’) 
to 236.62 mg kg–1 (‘H5’), nickel varied between 0.17 (‘H7’) 
and 1.71  mg  kg–1 (‘H9’), phosphorus changed between 
819.26 (‘H15’) and 2123.27 mg  kg–1 (‘H10’), lead ranged 
from 0.13 (‘H15’) to 0.37  mg  kg–1 (‘H10’), sulfur varied 
between 312.78 (‘H7’) and 859.62  mg  kg–1 (‘H10’), zinc 
changed between 6.34 (‘H7’) and 17.87  mg  kg–1 (‘H10’). 
The research on the mineral content of honeyberry fruits 
is quite limited. Kusznierewicz et al. [43] found that hon-
eyberry fruits contain similar amounts of calcium, mag-
nesium, and potassium compared to wild fruits in their 
study conducted in Poland. Sochor et  al. [44] reported 
that potassium levels in honeyberry fruits reached up 
to 5000  mg  kg–1 in their study conducted in the Czech 
Republic. In a study by Pokorná-Juríková and Matuškovič 
[45], the average magnesium content of honeyberry fruits 
was determined to be 711 mg kg–1. Additionally, a study 
conducted in Slovakia indicated that the most abundant 
mineral nutrients in honeyberry fruits are potassium, 
phosphorus, magnesium, and calcium [45]. Overall, our 
findings are parallel to those of previous researchers. Fur-
thermore, among the few existing studies, the amounts 
of calcium, magnesium, potassium, phosphorus, and 
sodium have generally been investigated. In our study, 
however, we identified the quantities of a total of 14 min-
eral nutrients, categorized as macro and micronutrients, 
in the fruits.

The nutrient content in the leaves of some hybrid 
individuals is given in detail in Table  6. Accordingly, 
aluminum varied between 16.74 (‘Borrel Beast’) and 
52.12  mg  kg–1 (‘H12’), boron changed between 27.22 
(‘Bornel Beaty’) and 57.45  mg  kg–1 (‘H14’), calcium 
ranged from 9072.73 (‘H13’) to 19,493.21  mg  kg–1 
(‘H10’), carbon varied between 4.59 (‘Bornel Beaty’) and 
16.04 mg kg–1 (‘H12’), iron changed between 26.37 (‘Bor-
rel Beast’) and 106.38  mg  kg–1 (‘H6’), potassium ranged 
from 193.80 (‘H13’) to 1099.32  mg  kg–1 (‘H6’), magne-
sium varied between 2637.44 (‘H4’) and 5643.52 mg kg–1 
(‘H5’), manganese changed between 9.83 (‘Bornel Beaty’) 
and 65.05  mg  kg–1 (‘H3’), sodium ranged from 169.49 
(‘H7’) to 327.89  mg  kg–1 (‘H10’), nickel varied between 
0.23 (‘Aurea’) and 2.17 mg kg–1 (‘Borrel Beast’), phospho-
rus changed between 887.46 (‘H13’) and 2007.51 mg kg–1 
(‘H6’), lead ranged from 0.35 (‘H2’) to 1.01  mg  kg–1 
(‘H12’), sulfur varied between 827.21 (‘Aurea’) and 
2312.11  mg  kg–1 (‘H8’), zinc changed between 11.75 
(‘Aurea’) and 42.07  mg  kg–1 (‘H10’). The average nutri-
ent content in honeyberry leaves ranged from nickel 
(0.56 mg  kg–1) to calcium (15,117.38 mg  kg–1). Calcium 
was followed by magnesium (4016.69  mg  kg–1), phos-
phorus (1351.80 mg kg–1), sulfur (1251.43 mg kg–1), and 

Table 4  Biochemical content of the assessed honeyberry 
individuals

A.acid Ascorbic acid, AA Antioxidant activity, TAs Total anthocyanins, TPs Total 
phenolics. Sd Standard deviations. The differences between the means indicated 
by different letters in the same column are significant at the p < 0.05 level

Genotype No A.acid AA TAs TPs

‘H1’ 19.88 a-c 13.50 ab 134.07 e 355.85 a-c

‘H2’ 18.19 a-c 12.98 ab 121.56 fg 286.88 f–h

‘H3’ 17.84 a-c 12.95 ab 115.01 ij 316.21 c-f

‘H4’ 18.80 a-c 12.95 ab 117.88 hi 361.40 ab

‘H5’ 20.04 a-c 12.89 ab 124.57 f 310.18 d-g

‘H6’ 19.84 a-c 12.89 ab 117.80 hi 248.03 hi

‘H7’ 17.13 c 12.86 ab 120.53 gh 303.37 d-g

‘H8’ 19.64 a-c 12.77 ab 163.20 a 226.75 i

‘H9’ 19.88 a-c 12.77 ab 147.75 bc 336.03 b-e

‘H10’ 17.28 bc 13.50 ab 144.81 c 381.53 a

‘H11’ 19.97 a-c 13.47 ab 150.84 b 295.91 e–g

‘H12’ 19.36 a-c 13.47 ab 116.04 ij 337.46 b-d

‘H13’ 17.75 a-c 13.42 ab 107.50 k 290.68 fg

‘H14’ 19.46 a-c 13.42 ab 122.59 fg 153.85 j

‘H15’ 20.64 a 13.09 ab 137.38 d 274.19 gh

‘Aurea’ 19.28 a-c 15.03 a 99.56 l 286.56 f–h

‘Bornel Beaty’ 19.97 a-c 14.44 ab 150.69 b 342.37 a-d

‘Borrel Beast’ 20.29 ab 13.83 ab 163.79 a 315.10 d-f

‘C2 Kolenka’ 18.05 a-c 13.50 ab 116.41 ij 274.03 gh

‘Store’ 19.07 a-c 12.59 b 114.42 j 302.10 d-g

Mean 19.12 13.32 129.32 301.59

Sd  ± 1.32  ± 1.01  ± 18.23  ± 51.50
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potassium (520.14  mg  kg–1), respectively. There have 
been no studies found in the literature regarding honey-
berry leaves. Therefore, the results have been evaluated 
independently among themselves. In this comprehen-
sive study, we have contributed a total of 14 macro and 
micronutrients from honeyberry leaves to the literature.

The differences in nutrient levels can be attributed to 
a combination of factors, including genotype, environ-
mental conditions, and soil characteristics. Firstly, the 
genotype of the plants plays a significant role in deter-
mining nutrient uptake and allocation, as different gen-
otypes exhibit inherent variations in their capacity to 
absorb and utilize nutrients. Research by López-Bucio 
et al. [46] highlights the influence of genetic factors on 
nutrient requirements and absorption capabilities. Sec-
ondly, environmental conditions such as temperature, 
humidity, and light exposure can also impact nutrient 
content in plant tissues [47]. As noted by Thepban-
dit and Athinuwat [48], environmental stressors can 
alter physiological and biochemical processes, thereby 
affecting the accumulation of nutrients in leaves. Addi-
tionally, soil composition is critical in determining the 
nutrient availability for plants. Factors such as soil type, 

pH, and organic matter content significantly influence 
the bioavailability of essential nutrients. Brady and Weil 
[49] emphasize that soils rich in organic matter enhance 
nutrient availability and uptake by plants. Therefore, 
the observed variability in nutrient content among the 
hybrid individuals reflects a complex interplay between 
genetic makeup, environmental influences, and soil 
characteristics. This multifaceted relationship under-
scores the importance of considering these variables in 
future studies.

Pearson correlation analysis
The correlation between variables is shown in detail in 
Fig.  1. In general, the nutrients in the fruit exhibited 
significant correlations among themselves at different 
levels (*, **, ***). Similarly, significant correlations were 
observed among the nutrients in the leaves and with 
the nutrients in the fruit at various levels (*, **, ***). In 
addition, these statistically significant correlations were 
found between fruit weight with fruit width (***) and 
fruit length (*), a* color value and L* color values ​​(**), 
petiole thickness with leaf width (*) and leaf length (**).
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Fig. 1  Pearson correlation matrix between different variables in honeyberry cultivars and hybrid individuals Abbreviations are as in Tables 3, 4, 5 
and 6
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Principal component analysis (PCA)
The PCA results offer valuable insights into the posi-
tioning of hybrid individuals and their associated traits, 
revealing intricate relationships that can inform breeding 
strategies. The eigenvectors of nineteen principal compo-
nent axes from PCA analysis in honeyberry cultivars and 
hybrid individuals are presented in detail in Table 7.

PC1, accounting for 23.06% of the total variance, clearly 
indicates that fruit carbon, zinc, manganese, sulfur, and 
magnesium content are pivotal for distinguishing these 
hybrids. This clustering suggests that hybrids exhibiting 
higher levels of these nutrients are likely to possess not 
only enhanced fruit quality but also improved health ben-
efits for consumers. For instance, the strong correlation 
between carbon content and overall fruit quality implies 
that optimizing these nutrients could lead to hybrids that 
stand out in both marketability and nutritional value.

Moving to PC2, which explains 14.59% of the vari-
ance, the inclusion of leaf lead and boron content fur-
ther emphasizes the significance of leaf health. Hybrids 
that cluster together in this component may benefit from 
superior nutrient uptake and photosynthetic efficiency. 
This highlights the importance of leaf nutrient status, 
as it can directly impact fruit development and yield. A 
hybrid with robust leaf nutrition could exhibit not only 
higher fruit yield but also better resistance to environ-
mental stressors.

PC3, accounting for 12.43% of the total variance, 
underscores the importance of traits such as leaf potas-
sium and phosphorus, along with fruit weight and anti-
oxidant activity. The positive relationships observed here 
suggest that hybrids with greater fruit weight also exhibit 
higher antioxidant levels. This relationship is crucial, as it 
implies that selecting for increased fruit size could con-
currently enhance the health-promoting properties of the 
fruit. Thus, a dual focus on both weight and antioxidant 
activity may yield hybrids that appeal to health-conscious 
consumers.

The significance of the eigenvalues highlights the 
importance of these traits in differentiating hybrid indi-
viduals. The **strong significance of PC1, PC5, and PC6 
at p < 0.001 suggests that these traits are not just corre-
lated but are fundamental to understanding the genetic 
diversity present in the hybrids. Meanwhile, the moder-
ate significance of **PC3, PC4, and PC8 at p < 0.01 indi-
cates that while these traits are important, they may also 
be influenced by environmental factors, adding a layer of 
complexity to their relationships.

Overall, the intricate interplay among these traits 
suggests that breeding programs should prioritize 
hybrids that excel in multiple dimensions—nutri-
tional content, fruit size, and leaf health. By doing so, 
they can develop cultivars that not only thrive under 

varying environmental conditions but also meet con-
sumer demand for high-quality, healthful fruits. This 
comprehensive approach may lead to significant advance-
ments in honeyberry cultivation, emphasizing the eco-
nomic and ecological benefits of these hybrids.

The 2D principal component analysis biplot of hon-
eyberry hybrid individuals and cultivars is presented in 
detail in Fig. 2. The biplot of the first two principal com-
ponents constituted 37.64% of the total variation. Hybrid 
individuals and cultivars were scattered all over the plot. 
Cluster 1 includes the samples ‘H12’, ‘H15’, ‘H1’, ‘H6’, ‘H9’, 
‘H7’, ‘H8’, and ‘Store’, with leaf aluminum (L.Al) and leaf 
nickel (L.Ni) present in this cluster. Additionally, ascor-
bic acid (A.acid) and the a* color value are also located 
in Cluster 1. This indicates that these samples exhibit 
similarities in both nutrient content and physical char-
acteristics. Cluster 2 comprises the samples ‘H14’, ‘H11’, 
‘H5’, and ‘C2 Kolenka’, with all other leaf nutrient contents 
grouped within this cluster. Parameters such as antioxi-
dant activity (AA), b* color value, leaf width (LWi), fruit 
width (FWi), and fruit weight (FWe) are also included 
in this cluster. These findings suggest that these samples 
possess a higher diversity in nutrient content. Cluster 3 
consists of the samples ‘H13’, ‘H2’, ‘Borrel Beast’, ‘Aurea’, 
and ‘Bornel Beaty’. Leaf aluminum (F.Al) is present in this 
cluster, while all other leaf nutrient contents are clustered 
in Cluster 4. This distinction reveals a notable difference 
in nutrient content and other physical characteristics 
among these samples. Finally, Cluster 4 includes the sam-
ples ‘H3’, ‘H4’, and ‘H10’, with petiole length (PLe), L* color 
value, and total phenolic compounds (TPs) also found in 
this cluster. Total anthocyanins (TAs) are positioned in 
the center. This distribution indicates that the nutrient 
contents and physical characteristics of the samples form 
a specific structure among different groups, showing sig-
nificant relationships between them. All these findings 
emphasize the complex nature of interactions between 
plant nutrient contents and physical characteristics, 
highlighting their important role in understanding the 
overall health and productivity of plants. Such statistical 
analyses provide a guiding foundation for future studies. 
In addition, ‘H5’, ‘H10’ and ‘Bornel Beaty’ remained out-
side the %95 confidence ellipse, while all other individu-
als were inside. In a biplot, a variable falling outside the 
95% confidence ellipse indicates a significant deviation 
from the overall distribution of the dataset. This situa-
tion may encompass potential anomalies or interesting 
variations, necessitating further investigation by the 
researcher into these observations. Additionally, points 
outside the ellipse may also highlight errors in the data 
collection process or anomaly situations. Therefore, such 
observations provide an important reference for under-
standing the structure of the data [50].
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Table 7  Eigenvectors of nineteen principal component axes from PCA analysis in honeyberry cultivars and hybrid individuals

Abbreviations are as in Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6. Components degree of significance *p < = 0.05 **p < = 0.01 ***p < = 0.001. *Eigenvectors degree of significance ≥ 0.27

Eigenvectors Component

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

FWi 0.27*

FL

FWe 0.30*

L* -0.43*

a* -0.30* 0.35*

b*

LWi

LLe

PLe

PTh 0.29* 0.34*

A.acid 0.27*

AA 0.30*

TAs 0.38*

TPs 0.28* 0.46*

F.Al

F.B

F.Ca

F.C 0.29*

F.Fe -0.35*

F.K

F.Mg 0.27*

F.Mn 0.28*

F.Na

F.Ni

F.P

F.Pb

F.S 0.28*

F.Zn 0.29*

L.Al

L.B 0.27*

L.Ca 0.33*

L.C

L.Fe

L.K 0.38*

L.Mg

L.Mn

L.Na

L.Ni 0.37* 0.35*

L.P 0.31*

L.Pb 0.29* 0.32*

L.S

L.Zn

Eigenvalue 9.68 6.13 5.22 3.95 2.89 2.33 1.94 1.75

Eigenvalue degree of 
significance

*** * ** ** *** *** * **

Variance 23.06 14.59 12.43 9.41 6.89 5.54 4.61 4.16

∑ variance (%) 23.06 37.65 50.07 59.48 66.37 71.91 76.52 80.69
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Hierarchical cluster analysis (HCA)
The results of the genetic diversity analysis highlight 
the distinct clustering patterns among hybrid individu-
als and cultivars. The dendrogram created using the 
Ward method and Euclidean distance reveals significant 
genetic differences within the examined population. The 
initial division into two main groups, A and B, indicates 
that the hybrids and cultivars possess distinct genetic 
characteristics.

Subsequent subdivisions into A1 and A2, as well as 
B1 and B2 subgroups, provide further insight into the 
genetic relationships among the accessions. The presence 
of only ’H13’ and ’H10’ in subgroup A1 suggests a close 
genetic relationship between these individuals, likely due 
to shared ancestry or similar selective pressures during 
cultivation. This close clustering may be attributed to 
specific traits such as flowering time, disease resistance, 
or stress tolerance, which have been favored in their 
respective breeding programs.

In contrast, the hybrids in subgroup A2, which include 
’H15’, ’H12’, ’H11’, ’H9’, ’H7’, and ’H5’, exhibit a broader 
genetic diversity. This diversity can be a result of diverse 
parental lines used in their development, leading to vari-
ations in traits such as fruit size, yield, or adaptability to 
different environmental conditions.

The high variation observed in subgroup B2 signifies 
a rich genetic resource, indicating potential for future 

breeding programs to select for desirable traits. The 
diverse genetic backgrounds in this subgroup might 
reflect a range of phenotypic traits, which can enhance 
resilience against pests and diseases, as well as adaptabil-
ity to changing climates.

Furthermore, the similarity index, which ranges from 
0.58 to 1.00, indicates the highest similarity between the 
’Aurea’ cultivar and the ’H14’ hybrid (Fig.  3). This close 
genetic relationship offers significant opportunities for 
optimizing desired characteristics in future breeding 
efforts. It suggests that traits associated with the ’Aurea’ 
cultivar could be effectively transferred to the ’H14’ 
hybrid, thereby enhancing its performance.

Overall, this analysis emphasizes the critical role of 
hybrid genetic diversity in shaping adaptability and resil-
ience in response to environmental challenges. The iden-
tification of specific traits driving clustering can inform 
breeding strategies aimed at improving crop performance 
and sustainability [51].

Conclusions
The evaluation of 42 variables has identified hybrids ‘H14,’ 
‘H5,’ ‘H8,’ and ‘H1’ as promising candidates for enhancing 
genetic diversity in honeyberry cultivation. These hybrids 
not only show considerable potential for broad indus-
try applications—including food, health, cosmetics, and 
personal care—but also demonstrate strong adaptability, 
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with low maintenance requirements and exceptional cold 
resistance, making them suitable for cultivation across 
various regions. Honeyberry’s rich antioxidant profile 
and nutritional value are increasingly capturing atten-
tion, particularly within Türkiye, where its potential for 
fresh consumption, processed products, natural sweeten-
ers, and health supplements is gaining popularity.

The fruit characteristics of these hybrids vary widely, 
with fruit weights ranging from 0.71  g (‘H11’) to 
1.66  g (‘H6’), ascorbic acid content between 17.13  mg 
AAE/100  g (‘H7’) and 20.64  mg AAE/100  g (‘H15’), 

and antioxidant activity from 12.59  µmol Trolox g–1 
(‘Store’) to 15.03  µmol Trolox g–1 (‘Aurea’). The high-
est total anthocyanin levels were found in ‘Bor-
rel Beast’ (163.79  mg cyn-3-gluc 100  g–1) and ‘H8’ 
(163.20  mg cyn-3-gluc 100  g–1), indicating signifi-
cant health-promoting properties. Nutritional analy-
ses highlight ‘H10’ as particularly nutrient-dense, with 
high levels of calcium (2445.77  mg  kg–1), potassium 
(2274.36 mg  kg–1), phosphorus (2123.27 mg  kg–1), mag-
nesium (1263.95  mg  kg–1), and sulfur (859.62  mg  kg–1) 
in the fruit. Meanwhile, leaf analyses revealed ‘H14’ as 

Fig. 3  UPGMA dendrogram of honeyberry hybrid individuals according to Ward’s method and Euclidean distance
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highest in calcium (19,493.21  mg  kg–1), ‘H5’ in magne-
sium (5643.52 mg kg–1), ‘H8’ in sulfur (2312.11 mg kg–1), 
and ‘H6’ in both phosphorus (2007.51  mg  kg–1) and 
potassium (1099.32 mg kg–1).

Principal component analysis (PCA) of the data revealed 
that the first eight principal components explained 80.69% 
of the total variance, underscoring substantial phenotypic 
variation within the study group. Cluster and population 
analyses indicated particularly high variation within sub-
group B2, suggesting that these hybrids could be pivotal 
for breeding programs aimed at cultivar development. 
Such programs are essential to expand genetic resources, 
improve productivity, and foster sustainable agricultural 
practices in honeyberry cultivation.

As honeyberry is an emerging crop in Türkiye, this 
research provides a crucial foundation for future studies. 
By offering a comprehensive overview of honeyberry’s 
genetic diversity and nutritional profile, this study high-
lights the species’ potential to support biodiversity, eco-
tourism, and local ecosystem protection, underscoring its 
economic and ecological value across multiple industries. 
These findings contribute valuable insights that address 
a significant gap in honeyberry research, reinforcing its 
importance as a resilient, nutritious crop with diverse 
applications.

Acknowledgements
None.

Research involving Human Participants and, or Animals
Not applicable.

Clinical Trial Study
Not applicable.

Informed consent
Not applicable.

Statement specifying permissions
For this study, we acquired permission to study honeyberry issued by the 
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry of Türkiye.

Statement on experimental research and field studies on plants
The either cultivated or wild-growing plants sampled comply with relevant 
institutional, national, and international guidelines and domestic legislation of 
Türkiye.

Authors’ contributions
All authors contributed to the study’s conception and design. KG, FD, and KUY: 
Conceptualization, Data curation, Formal analysis, and Funding acquisition. YT 
and MY: Investigation, Methodology, and Project administration. AG, SD, and 
EY: Resources, Software, Supervision, and Validation. YT and AK: Visualization, 
Writing – original draft, and Writing – review & editing. The author read and 
approved the final manuscript.

Funding
Not applicable.

Data availability
The data that support the findings of this study are available from the cor-
responding author upon reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Author details
1 Department of Agricultural Biotechnology, Faculty of Agriculture, Erciyes Uni-
versity, Melikgazi, Kayseri 38030, Türkiye. 2 Department of Horticulture, Faculty 
of Agriculture, Kahramanmaras Sutcu Imam University, Onikisubat, Kahraman-
maras 46100, Türkiye. 3 Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, General Directorate 
of Agricultural Research and Policies, Hatay Olive Research Institute Directo-
rate, Hassa Station, Hassa, Hatay 31700, Türkiye. 4 Department of Horticulture, 
Faculty of Agriculture, Erciyes University, Melikgazi, Kayseri 38030, Türkiye. 
5 Department of Soil Science and Plant Nutrition, Faculty of Agriculture, Erciyes 
University, Melikgazi, Kayseri 38030, Türkiye. 6 Department of Agricultural 
Biotechnology, Faculty of Agriculture, Igdır University, Igdir 76000, Türkiye. 
7 Molecular Biology and Genetic Department of Van Yuzuncu, Yil University, 
Van 65080, Türkiye. 8 Department of Horticultural Sciences, Faculty of Agricul-
ture and Natural Resources, Arak University, Arak 38156‑8‑8349, Iran. 

Received: 30 September 2024   Accepted: 18 November 2024

References
	1.	 Chen L, Xin X, Yuan Q, Su D, Liu W. Phytochemical properties and 

antioxidant capacities of various colored berries. J Sci Food Agric. 
2014;94(2):180–8. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​jsfa.​6216.

	2.	 Gamble L, Pont SD, Allwood JW, Jarret DA, Hancock RD. Comparative 
analysis of quality and nutritional traits from Lonicera caerulea (Honey-
berry) cultivars and other berries grown in Scotland. Annals of Applied 
Biology. 2023;182(2):171–82. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​aab.​12805.

	3.	 Solov’eva LV, Plekhanova MN. Karyotype of blue honeysuckle spe-
cies (Lonicera subset. Caeruleae, Caprifoliaceae. Tsitologiia i Genetika. 
2003;37(1):34–42.

	4.	 Streltsyna SA, Sorotkin AA, Plekhanova MN, Lobanova EV. Sostav 
biologičeskich aktivnyh fenolyj soedinenii sortov žimolosti v uslovjach 
everno-zapadnoj zony plodovodstva. Agrar Ross. 2006;6:67–72.

	5.	 Polat M, Eskimez İ, Mertoğlu K, Arıtürk DG. The Germplasm and System-
atic Examination of Honeyberry. Bahçe. 2024;53(Special Issue 1):132–139. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​53471/​bahce.​14819​76.

	6.	 Yu M, Li S, Zhan Y, Huang Z, Lv J, Liu Y, Quan X, Xiong J, Qin D, Huo J, Zhu 
C. Evaluation of the Harvest Dates for Three Major Cultivars of Blue Hon-
eysuckle (Lonicera caerulea L.) in China. Plants. 2023;12(21):3758. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​3390/​plant​s1221​3758.

	7.	 Celli GB, Ghanem A, Brooks MSL. Haskap berries (Lonicera caerulea 
L.)—A critical review of antioxidant capacity and health-related studies 
for potential value-added products. Food and Bioprocess Technology. 
2014;7:1541–1554. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11947-​014-​1301-2.

	8.	 Auzanneau N, Weber P, Kosińska-Cagnazzo A, Andlauer W. Bioactive com-
pounds and antioxidant capacity of Lonicera caerulea berries: Comparison 
of seven cultivars over three harvesting years. J Food Compos Anal. 
2018;66:81–9. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jfca.​2017.​12.​006.

	9.	 Ochmian ID, Skupien K, Grajkowski J, Smolik M, Ostrowska K. Chemical 
composition and physical characteristics of fruits of two cultivars of blue 
honeysuckle (Lonicera caerulea L.) in relation to their degree of maturity 
and harvest date. Notulae Botanicae Horti Agrobotanici Cluj-Napoca. 
2012;40(1):155–162. https://​doi.​org/​10.​15835/​nbha4​017314.

	10.	 MacKenzie JO, Elford EM, Subramanian J, Brandt RW, Stone KE, Sullivan JA. 
Performance of five haskap (Lonicera caerulea L.) cultivars and the effect 
of hexanal on postharvest quality. Canadian Journal of Plant Science. 
2018;98(2):432–443. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1139/​cjps-​2017-​0365.

https://doi.org/10.1002/jsfa.6216
https://doi.org/10.1111/aab.12805
https://doi.org/10.53471/bahce.1481976
https://doi.org/10.3390/plants12213758
https://doi.org/10.3390/plants12213758
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11947-014-1301-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfca.2017.12.006
https://doi.org/10.15835/nbha4017314
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjps-2017-0365


Page 15 of 16Gürcan et al. BMC Plant Biology         (2024) 24:1158 	

	11.	 Lila, MA Burton-Freeman B, Grace M, Kalt W. Unraveling anthocya-
nin bioavailability for human health. Annual review of food science 
and technology. 2016;7(1):375–393. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1146/​annur​
ev-​food-​041715-​033346.

	12.	 An MY, Eo HJ, Son HJ, Geum NG, Park GH, Jeong JB. Anti-inflammatory 
effects of leaf and branch extracts of honeyberry (Lonicera caerulea) on 
lipopolysaccharide-stimulated RAW264. 7 cells through ATF3 and Nrf2/
HO-1 activation. Molecular Medicine Reports. 2020;22(6):5219–5230. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​3892/​mmr.​2020.​11638.

	13.	 Gołba M, Sokół-Łętowska A, Kucharska AZ. Health properties and com-
position of honeysuckle berry Lonicera caerulea L. An update on recent 
studies Molecules. 2020;25(3):749. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​molec​ules2​
50307​49.

	14.	 Rupasinghe HV, Boehm MM, Sekhon-Loodu S, Parmar I, Bors B, Jamieson 
AR. Anti-inflammatory activity of haskap cultivars is polyphenols-
dependent. Biomolecules. 2015;5(2):1079–98. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​
biom5​021079.

	15.	 Wang Y, Li B, Ma Y, Wang X, Zhang X, Zhang Q, Meng X. Lonicera caerulea 
berry extract attenuates lipopolysaccharide induced inflammation in BRL-
3A cells: Oxidative stress, energy metabolism, hepatic function. Journal of 
Functional Foods. 2016;24:1–10. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jff.​2016.​03.​023.

	16.	 Podsędek A, Majewska I, Redzynia M, Sosnowska D, Koziołkiewicz M. 
In vitro inhibitory effect on digestive enzymes and antioxidant potential 
of commonly consumed fruits. J Agric Food Chem. 2014;62(20):4610–7. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1021/​jf500​8264.

	17.	 Rogozin A. Honeyberry Breeding and Cultivation. Russ J Plant Physiol. 
2010;57(6):831–7.

	18.	 Thompson AK, Barney DL. Berry Crops. Crop Production. elsevier, 2nd 
Edition. 2014;189–200.

	19.	 Barkley NA, Peterson DM. Nutritional and Health Benefits of Honeyberry. J 
Food Sci. 2015;80(3):618–25.

	20.	 Gołba P, Kuczyńska A. Physiological and Morphological Charac-
teristics of Honeyberry (Lonicera caerulea L.) Cultivars. J Hortic Res. 
2018;26(1):97–103.

	21.	 Sakar E, Ercisli S, Durul MS, Singh M, Anjum MA, Orhan E, Kan T. Sensory, 
morphological, biochemical, and antioxidant characteristics of the fruits 
of different Cactus Pear (Opuntia ficus-indica Mill.) genotypes. Genetic 
Resources and Crop Evolution. 2024;71(3):1013–1023. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​s10722-​023-​01673-x.

	22.	 Balta MF, Karakaya O, Yarılgaç T, Balta F, Uzun S. The sugar composition of 
hawthorn germplasm grown in Akçadağ (Malatya) region. Academic Journal 
of Agriculture. 2022;11(2):235–242. https://​doi.​org/​10.​29278/​azd.​11431​98.

	23.	 Yildiz E, Sümbül A, Yaman M, Nadeem MA, Say A, Baloch FS, Popescu GC. 
Assessing the genetic diversity in hawthorn (Crataegus spp.) genotypes 
using morphological, phytochemical and molecular markers. Genetic 
Resources and Crop Evolution. 2023;70(1):135–146. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​s10722-​022-​01414-6.

	24.	 Brand-Williams W, Cuvelier ME, Berset CLWT. Use of a free radical method 
to evaluate antioxidant activity. LWT-Food science and Technology. 
1995;28(1):25–30. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0023-​6438(95)​80008-5.

	25.	 Petruskevicius A, Viskelis J, Urbonaviciene D, Viskelis P. Anthocyanin accu-
mulation in berry fruits and their antimicrobial and antiviral properties: 
An overview. Horticulturae. 2023;9(2):288. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​horti​
cultu​rae90​20288.

	26.	 Li J, Li Z, Ma Q, Zhou Y. Enhancement of anthocyanins extraction from 
haskap by cold plasma pretreatment. Innov Food Sci Emerg Technol. 
2023;84: 103294. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​ifset.​2023.​103294.

	27.	 Guo L, Qiao J, Zhang L, Yan W, Zhang M, Lu Y, Wang Y, Ma H, Liu Y, 
Zhang Y, Li J, Qin D, Huo J. Critical review on anthocyanins in blue 
honeysuckle (Lonicera caerulea L.) and their function. Plant Physiology 
and Biochemistry. 2023;204:108090. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​plaphy.​
2023.​108090.

	28.	 Yilmaz KU, Ercisli S, Zengin Y, Sengul M, Kafkas E Y. Preliminary characteri-
sation of cornelian cherry (Cornus mas L.) genotypes for their physico-
chemical properties. Food Chemistry. 2009;114(2):408–412. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​foodc​hem.​2008.​09.​055.

	29.	 De Silva AB, Rupasinghe HV. Effect of growing location on anthocyanin 
content and total antioxidant capacity of haskap (Lonicera caerulea L.) 
berry: A preliminary investigation. Horticultural Science. 2021;48(4). 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​17221/​79/​2020-​HORTS​CI.

	30.	 Ainsworth EA, Gillespie KM. Estimation of total phenolic content and 
other oxidation substrates in plant tissues using Folin-Ciocalteu reagent. 
Nat Protoc. 2007;2(4):875–7. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​nprot.​2007.​102.

	31.	 Mabotja MB, Gerrano AS, Venter L, du Plooy CP, Kudanga T, Amoo SO. 
Nutritional variability in 42 cultivars of spineless cactus pear cladodes for 
crop improvement. S Afr J Bot. 2021;142:140–8. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
sajb.​2021.​06.​022.

	32.	 JMP®. https://​www.​jmp.​com/​en_​us/​home.​html. Accessed 23 Sep 2024. 2024
	33.	 Savaşlı E, Önder O, Karaduman Y, Dayıoğlu R, Özen D, Özdemir S, Akın A, 

Tunca ZS, Aydın N, Demir B. The effect of soil and foliar ürea application at 
heading stage on grain yield and quality traits of bread wheat (Triticium 
aestivum L.). Turkish Journal of Agriculture - Food Science and Technol-
ogy. 2019;7(11):1928–1936. https://​doi.​org/​10.​24925/​turjaf.​v7i11.​1928-​
1936.​2897.

	34.	 Mishra DS, Berwal MK, Singh A, Singh AK, Rao VA, Yadav V, Sharma BD. 
Phenotypic diversity for fruit quality traits and bioactive compounds 
in red-fleshed guava: Insights from multivariate analyses and machine 
learning algorithms. S Afr J Bot. 2022;149:591–603. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​sajb.​2022.​06.​043.

	35.	 Yadav LP, Gangadhara K, Apparao VV, Yadav V, Mishra DS, Singh AK, 
Rane J, Kaushik P, Janani P, Kumar R, Verma AK, Kumar S, Malhotra SK, 
Shekhawat N. Genetic diversity, morphological traits, quality traits and 
antioxidants potentiality of Coccinia grandis germplasm under rainfed 
semi-arid region. Sci Rep. 2024;14(1):868. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​
s41598-​023-​49091-4.

	36.	 OriginLab®. https://​www.​origi​nlab.​com/. Accessed 23 Sep 2024. 2024
	37.	 Hammer Ø, Harper DA. PAST: paleontological software package for edu-

cation and data analysis. Palaeontolog Electron. 2001;4(1):9.
	38.	 Gerbrandt EM, Bors RH, Chibbar RN. Agronomic potential of fruit size 

and yield traits in blue honeysuckle (Lonicera caerulea L.) founda-
tion germplasm. Euphytica. 2018;214:1–15. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s10681-​018-​2184-5.

	39.	 Holubec V, Smekalova T, Leisova-Svobodova L. Morphological and 
molecular evaluation of the Far East fruit genetic resources of Lonicera 
caerulea L.—Vegetation, ethnobotany, use and conservation. Genetic 
Resources and Crop Evolution. 2019;66:121–141. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s10722-​018-​0701-y.

	40.	 Grygorieva O, Klymenko S, Kuklina A, Vinogradova Y, Vergun O, Sed-
lackova VH, Brindza J. Evaluation of Lonicera caerulea L. genotypes based 
on morphological characteristics offruits germplasm collection. Turkish 
Journal of Agriculture and Forestry. 2021;45(6):850–860. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​3906/​tar-​2002-​14.

	41.	 Thompson MM, Barney DL. Evaluation and breeding of haskap in North 
America. Journal of the American Pomological Society. 2007;61(1):25.

	42.	 Rop O, Řezníček V, Mlček J, Juríková T, Balík J, Sochor J, Kramářová D. Anti-
oxidant and radical oxygen species scavenging activities of 12 cultivars 
of blue honeysuckle fruit. Horticultural Science. 2011;38(2):63–70. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​17221/​99/​2010-​HORTS​CI.

	43.	 Kusznierewicz B, Piekarska A, Mrugalska B, Konieczka P, Namieśnik J, 
Bartoszek A. Phenolic composition and antioxidant properties of Polish 
blue-berried honeysuckle genotypes by HPLC-DAD-MS, HPLC postcol-
umn derivatization with ABTS or FC, and TLC with DPPH visualization. J 
Agric Food Chem. 2012;60(7):1755–63. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1021/​jf203​9839.

	44.	 Sochor J, Jurikova T, Pohanka M, Skutkova H, Baron M, Tomaskova L, 
Balla S, Klejdus B, Pokluda R, Mlcek J, Trojakova Z, Saloun J. Evaluation of 
antioxidant activity, polyphenolic compounds, amino acids and mineral 
elements of representative genotypes of Lonicera edulis. Molecules. 
2014;19(5):6504–23. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​molec​ules1​90565​04.

	45.	 Pokorná-Juríková T, Matuškovič J. The study of irrigation influence on 
nutritional value of Lonicera kamtschatica–cultivar Gerda 25 and Lonicera 
edulis berries under the Nitra conditions during 2001–2003. Hortic Sci. 
2007;34(1):11–6.

	46.	 López-Bucio J, Cruz-Ramırez A, Herrera-Estrella L. The role of nutri-
ent availability in regulating root architecture. Curr Opin Plant Biol. 
2003;6(3):280–7. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S1369-​5266(03)​00035-9.

	47.	 Bender J. Impact of Environmental Factors on the Nutrient Content of 
Fruits. Hortic Sci. 2015;50(6):872–82.

	48.	 Thepbandit W, Athinuwat D. Rhizosphere microorganisms supply 
availability of soil nutrients and induce plant defense. Microorganisms. 
2024;12(3):558. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​micro​organ​isms1​20305​58.

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-food-041715-033346
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-food-041715-033346
https://doi.org/10.3892/mmr.2020.11638
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules25030749
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules25030749
https://doi.org/10.3390/biom5021079
https://doi.org/10.3390/biom5021079
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jff.2016.03.023
https://doi.org/10.1021/jf5008264
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10722-023-01673-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10722-023-01673-x
https://doi.org/10.29278/azd.1143198
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10722-022-01414-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10722-022-01414-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0023-6438(95)80008-5
https://doi.org/10.3390/horticulturae9020288
https://doi.org/10.3390/horticulturae9020288
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ifset.2023.103294
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.plaphy.2023.108090
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.plaphy.2023.108090
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2008.09.055
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2008.09.055
https://doi.org/10.17221/79/2020-HORTSCI
https://doi.org/10.1038/nprot.2007.102
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sajb.2021.06.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sajb.2021.06.022
https://www.jmp.com/en_us/home.html
https://doi.org/10.24925/turjaf.v7i11.1928-1936.2897
https://doi.org/10.24925/turjaf.v7i11.1928-1936.2897
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sajb.2022.06.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sajb.2022.06.043
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-49091-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-49091-4
https://www.originlab.com/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10681-018-2184-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10681-018-2184-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10722-018-0701-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10722-018-0701-y
https://doi.org/10.3906/tar-2002-14
https://doi.org/10.3906/tar-2002-14
https://doi.org/10.17221/99/2010-HORTSCI
https://doi.org/10.17221/99/2010-HORTSCI
https://doi.org/10.1021/jf2039839
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules19056504
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1369-5266(03)00035-9
https://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms12030558


Page 16 of 16Gürcan et al. BMC Plant Biology         (2024) 24:1158 

	49.	 Brady NC, Weil RR. The Nature and Properties of Soils. Pearson Education. 2010. 
Upper Saddle River NJ. pp. 401

	50.	 Friedman JH. Exploratory Projection Pursuit. J Am Stat Assoc. 
1987;82(397):249–66. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​01621​459.​1987.​10478​490.

	51.	 Frankham R, Ballou JD, Briscoe DA. Introduction to conservation genetics. 
Cambridge University Press. 2010;1–618. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​CBO97​
80511​808999.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1987.10478490
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511808999
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511808999

	Evaluation of genetic diversity in some hybrid individuals of honeyberry (Lonicera caerulea L.) based on fruit characteristics, leaf morphology, vitamin C, antioxidant activity, and biochemical and nutritional contents
	Abstract 
	Background 
	Results 
	Conclusions 

	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Plant material
	Evaluation of fruit characteristics and leaf morphology
	Determination of vitamin C, antioxidant activity, and biochemical contents
	Ascorbic acid
	Sample preparations
	Antioxidant activity (AA)
	Total anthocyanins (TAs)
	Total phenolics (TPs)

	Determination of mineral nutrients
	Statistical analyses

	Results and discussion
	Pearson correlation analysis
	Principal component analysis (PCA)
	Hierarchical cluster analysis (HCA)

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


