547 % T i Tl B Vol. 47 No.7
2026 4F 4 H Science and Technology of Food Industry Apr. 2026

U, B S, ORERE, A5 AN IR AT 7 20 2 A B SO AL RE RS2 (0], B e Tk R, 2026, 47(7): 41-52. doi:
10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2025070074

LI Mingjuan, HUANG Zhanwen, ZHANG Yayuan, et al. Effects of Different Cooking Methods on the Quality and Digestibility of Lipu
Taro[J]. Science and Technology of Food Industry, 2026, 47(7): 41-52. (in Chinese with English abstract). doi: 10.13386/j.issn1002-
0306.2025070074

B EREEMAHERM: MIEAR BRERB KR EFEFER ( FEER: HRIE.
FzhA FBEER )

AN R AE T R = R
KA RERT R

AR, EEC T, KHEE T R, e, E OFL A ¥ YL EREY
(1) @ Hs%k 86 R R WA F R = S THRHT, )~ B & T 530007;
2.7 BRI E e THRAEEERE, ) B&HT 530007;
3. otk B s R AR WA F RS, I B d T 530007)

W EARRTIIET XA HAF SRR Hrh, AR ALETARS, KRAF. X4, SEEXHF
ﬁé‘%‘]47f‘1’7‘7i1\ﬁ'?""& M THEARR. ThaeRARIEER, FRRAERFFHEH f?é\ T, R
AU BEAMNOLAFREITS. ARNM, KAK, TRAHBE., TR, B, 1«%]4&0@%\ (slowly
digestible starch, SDS) FE SN RT, BARAERERE; RN AFERLS4., AERES (total amino
acids, TAA) . & &4 # (essential amino acid, EAA) . JEF A A B (non essential amino acid, NEAA) #=
ERALBRASE RS, M (resistant starch, RS) /\gﬂiﬂ'& RO G AT I IEMAE, RE, BB, @
M. B, k. sokisS . RS (rapidly digestible starch, RDS) . RS. Kf##& % (hydrolysis rate,
HR) A=fn 8 45 0 770 A (predlcted glycemic index, PGI) #& &, KoA= SDS A2 xik, EBTRATE, AH
HEFIERRE, REIRS. AR, AEABHRARS . AABRSE. RDS. HR. PGl 44185 RIK, BHX
R KERK. LZE0H, rﬂfi?ﬁ%JTiﬁiﬁﬁ%ﬁf AR R TR, AHRZ, mAH é’]"?é\\%/ﬁiﬂﬂ’ﬁéo
KR Bl o, TG X, BRI, Eieem R, AR

HE S HES:TS255.6 SCRFRIRAD: A MEHS:1002-0306(2026)07-0041-12

DOI: 10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2025070074 T ER

Effects of Different Cooking Methods on the Quality
and Digestibility of Lipu Taro
LI Mingjuan'?, HUANG Zhanwen®", ZHANG Yayuan'>", YOU Xiangrong'>", WEI Linyan', WANG Ying'?,
ZHOU Kui'?, YANG Yang'?, LI Zhichun'?

(1.Institute of Agro-products Processing Science and Technology, Guangxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences,
Nanning 530007, China;
2.Guangxi Key Laboratory of Fruits and Vegetables Storage-Processing Technology, Nanning 530007, China;
3.Flower Research Institute, Guangxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Nanning 530007, China)

Abstract: To explore the effects of cooking methods on the quality and digestibility of Lipu taro, Lipu taro was used as raw
material to cooking by four methods including boiling, steaming, pressure cooking and roasting. Its edible quality,
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nutritional quality and in vitro digestibility were determined, and the comprehensive scores were evaluated by coefficient of

variation method. The results showed that the Lipu taro processed by pressure cooking had the highest sensory score,

cohesiveness, gumminess, recoverable deformation, protein, fat, slowly digestible starch (SDS), and comprehensive score,

indicating the best overall quality. Steamed taro showed the highest amounts of dietary fiber, total amino acids (TAA),

essential amino acids (EAA), non essential amino acid (NEAA), and flavor amino acid, while exhibiting the lowest resistant

starch (RS) content. Lipu taro processed by roasting had the highest cooking loss rate, hardness, chewiness, elasticity, total
starch, ash, carbohydrates, rapidly digestible starch (RDS), RS, hydrolysis rate (HR), and predicted glycemic index (PGI),

but the lowest moisture and SDS content, along with severe browning. Boiled taro had the lowest cooking loss rate, sensory

score, texture properties, basic nutritional components, amino acid content, RDS, HR, PGI, and comprehensive score,

suggesting substantial nutrient loss. In summary, pressure cooking best preserved the overall quality properties and cooking

performance of Lipu taro, followed by steaming, while boiling showed the poorest overall quality.
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Table 1 Sensory score standard of Lipu taro
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Fig.1 Effect of different cooking methods on cooking loss

rate of Lipu taro
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Table 2  Effect of different cooking methods on color
of Lipu taro

fibr RfF Al 7Rl e HeZE o

L™ 90.09+0.83* 77.81+0.77° 75.57+0.91° 73.05+1.10° 71.53+0.43°

a” 2.30£0.23°  2.53+0.33°  3.53x0.38" 3.33x0.50" 4.69+0.40°
b"  5.45:0.57° 4.71+0.33° 5.52+0.42° 5.30+0.20° 6.35+0.37°
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Fig.2 Lipu taro of different cooking methods
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Table 3  Effect of different cooking methods on sensory evaluation of Lipu taro

2 % J/20N Ik i Jevis
Tt i Bl
il 11.65+0.41¢ 10.85+0.91° 11.70+0.71° 6.40+0.52¢ 5.80+0.59" 8.25+0.68% 7.10+0.66° 61.75+2.02¢
7 16.65+0.63" 17.65+0.85 16.05+0.98" 8.10+0.32° 7.10£0.52° 7.45+1.07° 7.2540.59° 80.25+1.46
e 2 17.70+0.82° 17.80+0.42° 17.80+0.67* 8.80+0.26° 7.45+0.76° 8.55+1.07° 7.45+0.64° 85.55+1.96°
paapiil 15.95+0.86° 15.05+0.44° 15.55+0.55" 7.2040.79° 5.45+0.44° 7.90+1.10% 4.75+0.63° 71.85+1.70°
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Table 4 Effect of different cooking methods on texture properties of Lipu taro
2t T (g) MR (md) #ipt (mm) PRI () AR EHEAE (mm)
e fif 971.17+65.62° 3.98+0.42° 1.46+0.15° 0.20+0.02¢ 218.50+19.00° 0.69+0.02°
il 58.50+6.09° 0.17+0.08¢ 1.00£0.08° 0.23+0.02" 14.17+1.94° 0.22+0.02¢
Z& il 85.33+5.65° 0.33+0.05" 1.21£0.06° 0.25+0.02° 22.67+2.34% 0.25+0.03¢
TR R ZE il 80.50+6.69° 0.38+0.08" 1.26+0.08" 0.28+0.02° 26.67+2.80° 0.49+0.08"
51l 121.50+8.73" 0.45+0.14° 1.37£0.10° 0.22+0.01% 24.1742.14% 0.34+0.03¢

=z il > R AR > i o 45 i B 55 T RELE P

AR, XFh2ES T a8 S AR A o, Bedilmiain
BKSFTEOR, BRI T 25 = DE R UL 7543 2 I R
24, FEOHMG T RE AR R, XA AR T A
PRIRLRE S5 M 75 T S PE M O B B R 3R . SRR,
T IR R 5 IR E B IFAATEASIEE . 51
PEHET Sy Az > g > 28 il > 28 >0, BRiE
S 3 P A Ty U S B AR T A T AR s, [
T4 6.16%~31.51%, Y440 I F A= 140 (P<0.05) .
N ERMEFR Z T = NER A TR g5 5 J1 0 R, 2
BRARE SRS O R R SE e e R T . N EREHET
A A fEp<E R <AE i <2E i <mm FRZE T, AT S R
A BT, FHIE S5 10.00%. 15.00%. 25.00%
1 40.00%, A FRZEHI 0975 T 2 NERas & 1 B,
HE S I HAEHTAN ST . ARSI S Zhang 45U fiRIE
FAASARRE S AT S PR SR MR RRAIREE AN —3, AT e 53k
iR 2E SR K B AT B SURRIAA 56 RIF AT
XA FHIH RS R AT PR T AR FE R, H 3
ARk B A > Rz > >z > 5
AEELAAR B, BT A SR ATAC RS S U E MR AR S
AR 2 BRI (P<0.05), X 1 BB 5 ST /E 20 a3
AN i S N T R e e R A S SN
22 EIEARAXZHETEFRER
2.2.1 AK4rErg BE 3 Ao, REFEAE DT X5
KA B B, AN A g 2H 2 ] 2= 5 e 5
(P<0.05), /K4 & EHET N B HI>2E 0 >m 286>
A= E>JE, BRI LH A1, HoAth 3 Fhoy KO0 75 T
RGO WA T AR AR (P<0.05) . 4K
53 & A (72.86%) , B A & il i AR 3 S IR M AR
TR, TR 7K A3 R STk (R R s )5 [H)
B, R AN FE R K SR HE T TE B AL AR I BT I,
WG R T RKEE T o 28RS 2SRRI HKZE R

FE3R, Ve BEK AT RS AP FER I A8 A0 %, [RII Skl
Ak TR IR S ZE IS Ta] Lo i FRZE iR a2, mT

ML S EGEIHTTTR I A KP4, 25 H i ZKFE
RUA, @5G /K WITERILR, 3K I3 RIFEERE R 7K
Iy AR S R ARG R S S

70
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Fig.3 Effect of different cooking methods on moisture content
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IKIrE A (%)
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of Lipu taro

222 FAEIFRNSS TR IEAE IR LR
TEMT . AT REELTYE . I . RS Rk 54
S, AT AR i A [RRR BE A SRS TS, ARIH)
AT R IR IEACE SR R WL 5

2221 ERY. EEEE  SAESAAHEL, ANFESRTT
X ZH I LEH S = i 55 (P<0.05), i . Z&
e FEZE i o A ey & R B 19.98%. 15.21%
Fi1 5.05%; S H I TER S EFHE 5.05%. S
T VE R ORI K . B2, M IR My Uk 2544,
FTER AR, BRI 2L v e S K B, SEA
7 A BRI R M AR Y, MR i 2 7552 7%
SEELE K PR, FERAS IR Z s R ZE IR S R R
TR 7 R UE PRI AL AR, AT [A] iR e, DER I
Rt/ b K il AT A SO A 0T, PG 0CRAI HLER

5 T A RACE SRS R (%)

Table 5 Effect of different cooking methods on basic nutritional components of Lipu taro (%)

BT RIER Sl Ea ey 517 WGy oKL&Y
e fif 21.37+0.31° 1.88+0.04° 9.2140.11° 0.63+0.02° 1.04+0.03 29.18+0.18"
il 17.10+0.18° 0.66:0.03¢ 3.41%0.03¢ 0.41+0.03¢ 0.71+0.02° 25.3540.21°
71 18.12+0.17¢ 1.43+0.06° 7.55+0.07° 0.56+0.03" 0.93+0.02° 26.49+0.99°

e L2 ] 20.29+0.25° 1.76+0.06 3.63+0.08¢ 0.60:£0.02% 1.01+0.03° 28.08+0.60°
vl 22.45+0.34" 1.62+0.07° 4.14+0.10° 0.46+0.01° 1.10+0.02° 33.97+0.76
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VK415 BEAR, TEMME LLFEA-ML, [RIRT 9tk 53k
TR EZE &, T bgl 71, BRI yER AR & T s o

A EELHAH L, Z T A S e A A B S ey
2 N (P<0.05), = EZE . B . 2EH AN & 5
B TR 6.38%. 13.83%. 23.94% Fll 64.89%. 1l UL,
ANTA]SEAT T O 25 W R 2R B ) S 2, R TR AT
FEEIERR A AL . B AR IR, SRR
EREARCY A R N 3 T P 0 B TR AR
SRR . RIS U s o B3, B AR iR R
HoAh S AT IR ok S5k B e, b T EH R
2.2.2.2 JEELE. BT ZMEAEMRE ST IR R AT
AN 9.21%, T AT AN B S 30 ) 25 [ AIG

BT N 1 K [ i B A N o i e (b R N RAT(T R A
FPR R zE 0 R R A AT R AR RS ANTT
G AT 4 ) Rl R LT 4R, JER S R T Y
JENZUIK G P -5 B A, RIS B 27 4 00 S i T < 5
ZEHRIREERA IR, L Jeir b, TG 4e(R B8 R hx
= ZHIEEE TIRIE &AL, BB &= 0.63%.
RATSEZR AR B ALK, v RS AR ZH
R D T R TR 4R DT e R R

(P<0.05), IR 5351 °N 26.98% Fi1 34.92%(P<0.05) .
R W5 B 728 Ak 5 RSP | AEARIRES S AL A BT V)
FHIG . il PR At 1] s VR S B Ne S N, & D) PRI A
Wi 2 Gk N T s Tk P At

2223 R4 KRG Y) RS EAE SRR L

ST W) R AR T K. SAMEAH L, B IZH
AR IR 2, ST 31.73%(P<0.05), ZEHILH15
IRZ, 19T 10.58%(P<0.05), JKATHI I FEE IR TIK
VA YA 4 T i i /I i e R 3 2 B4 T e il 2H K
S, EEIART KRR T R B M
EEOE o HEEE I ROR A S S BN 29.18%, J&
R Aok AG kIR . Bl ik ik &4 & i
Fm TSR, 2K & B AR I T Al
3 AT I R KA B A RALG, R
FZE i 2H B I ..
2.2.3 wAIR
2.2.3.1 FFEREE IR UITEILRL (essential
amino acid, EAA) Fll 9k &4 75 & F£ R (non essential
amino acid, NEAA) 20 ., J& 44 B8 1 0T i e A 45
Fa) Ay, R FH I BB E IR, R 6 A
H, T ARSI 5A 16 PP MR (7 7 EAA, 9 Fp
NEAA), P25, 5Eegk 40 fiRiE—3. EAA
B & LR B (total amino acids, TAA) Y 35%
LI, & 8 P2 FHESLRR AN 3 Pl 6t 2 3t iR, ZAH
FHFE TR R . RAAEIRFIA IR & 53 =,
¥ TAA 1Y 12% LA B, 275 1 = i R IE 2 5L R .
RIS IR A ER PSR AR, (o i R AR W 2
21k

FHIHYE TAA . EAA Fll NEAA & HEFH N 25
il >0 il >A: S > 28 > 1, 20 A 25 S 40 I =3
(P<0.05) . ZEHIFIEEHIZ TAA 3B LAESREZHER = T
18.39% Fil 6.21%, iX ] GE & A& il ik B v 25 P B 32 34

%6 DT AN T AR A S B AT (mg/100 g)

Table 6 Effect of different cooking methods on composition and content of amino acids of Lipu taro (mg/100 g)

GRS ERAFE At 71 e 2 51l
KEHIR(Asp)® fif | iR 169.43+1.35° 74.09+0.70° 206.92+1.81° 160.37+0.62¢ 178.23+1.33°
HHEBR(Glu)" fif | iR 138.54+0.94¢ 66.73+0.47¢ 180.61+1.21° 144.63+0.72° 160.65+1.15°
SR (Leu) ™ T 103.20+0.77° 47.924+0.12¢ 112.42+1.65" 100.35+0.59° 103.55+0.59"
KR (Arg) {'% 91.90+0.87° 40.2340.55° 92.18+1.05° 87.11+0.89" 85.98+1.00°
WE R (Ala) il 79.59+0.56¢ 38.47+0.54¢ 81.59+0.64° 84.22+0.45° 84.04+0.40°
SR (Val)™® i 76.06£0.64° 36.56+0.70° 79.06+1.06° 75.65+1.09 77.02+0.84°
Jifi 22 (Pro) il 75.52+0.93° 37.18+0.27° 73.19+0.24° 73.38+0.76 74.02+0.52°
RN E R (Phe) ™ AR 73.77+0.75¢ 35.54+0.54° 91.20+0.33° 75.86£0.91° 81.10+0.89°
22512 (Ser) it 58.97+0.16° 26.29+0.60° 73.48+1.18° 56.07+0.96° 63.63+0.74°
2R (Lys) ™ fief 52.41+0.61° 23.85+0.28¢ 72.65+0.91° 52.82+0.28° 59.43+0.51°
SEEE R (1le) ™4 Wy 52.37+0.70° 24.8240.14° 54.96+1.01° 51.59+0.92° 52.40+0.73°
Ji% &R (Tyr)” . O 46.59+0.52° 19.22+0.73¢ 46.78+0.29" 43.41£1.01° 42.39+0.77°
AR (Thr)” it 38.73+0.52° 17.30+0.67° 50.11+0.84° 36.69+0.86° 40.84+0.88"
H&#R(Gly)® il 30.27+0.89¢ 11.4140.59¢ 67.98+0.80° 29.27+0.67° 46.98+0.16°
20 %% (His) Wy R 22.50+0.44° 9.35+0.41° 30.4140.25° 24.5240.71° 28.14+0.64°
EAER(Met)” Wy 14.04+0.78° 6.36+0.26° 17.0840.65° 13.49+0.51° 15.26£0.56°
TAA / 1123.89+3.69¢ 515.3241.57° 1330.62+2.81° 1109.43+1.58¢ 1193.66+5.47°
EAA / 410.58+1.56° 192.35+0.68° 477.48+3 4T 406.45+1.26° 429.60+1.87°
NEAA / 713.3142.48° 322.97+1.01° 853.14+0.95" 702.98+0.33¢ 764.06+3.80°
EAA/TAA(%) / 36.53+0.07" 37.33+0.06° 35.88+0.19° 36.64+0.06 35.99+0.06°
EAA/NEAA (%) / 57.56+0.18" 59.56+0.15° 55.97+0.46° 57.82+0.15" 56.23+0.15°
e RN T EIER, o R AR, AR EEE IR .
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STl R A BRI TAA S IGIIN; e RS 5 86
A FERR IS, (EK ST R 705 e i il 5 HAH

FRAK T 1.29% F 54.15%(P<0.05), T2 K M i IR =
R R P A IR & E Strecker [ W A B0,
17T 72 1) ok R v 2K P P A R e R HE IR TR K
EF'[37]0

2 AR IR N L e S LR E T oI Re & iR, 7F
AR A RS R R 4y R E AR 24
FHE SRR AT WG 2e I MR ST . eGEHTDIRES
VEF, S8 U LR HoA e R 5 R A A R IR B
VTR P RIAEE RS . DhRBZEmR & e HE T M 7%
i (1079.96 mg/100 g)>)% i (957.70 mg/100 g)>*E
#£(898.21 mg/100 g)>7= JEZEH (885.89 mg/100 g)>
Bii1(412.88 mg/100 g) o FHIHFEDIREEIER &
B, A5 TAA B 80% ZeA+; 5 AN A A1) T
L EAEL LTI D RS LR M (B, T v 25 il A i D)
SN R R EE R
2.2.3.2 EBREIEMFNE S ILIR S EE AR RY)
JB, EEMREAFEIR AN S o oHI Y b R R T A A X
WR o P SRR, R R 43 S A | IR L IR
BRI FINTS TR S R I 5 291, B2 Lk 6.
22 6 nI A, oIS AR B R SEAT I TS T, R AR IR
BRI AR AT 28 & B I BT, i &t
EREES TAA 1Y 27.33%~29.12%, H & I1FERHRE
UL, B b 2B B SR 75 TH Y i R, U B T R S 3
HA B SR

FH &l 4a A1 4b w] A0, X1 [R5 i (5 e al 5
RAT IR, AR E IS & A b HET 3G 7
WR> M DR>FR R >TH RS> Tk . (HASE RIS, Bk
AT IR 20 FE0R 1 AN A I o LU vy T R s
18, X ZH IR RURIB N G 2L, X [R—Fp
SERIERY, ATy HET B 2 2R8> I > A >y
FEZE >, A 7 2O R RS IR 2 3L 1% 19
AR E B B K - (P<0.05) 5 BEBR | FRIR NS BRIk
FAHLTR A2 25 L I i RN ) S AT s e 25 5 Il 3
(P<0.05); 5 At AH L, ZE 0 A i) S 2 BRI T 250
EPTIREIENR 5 bb, [R5 e T R R AR R A 3
2 5 bb o AT UL, ZEHIFE I B A R BE 7 T2
FEFR P8 FRMNE, I BB LG R ARRE, $2 T N
FHIR T 5ER, TTHR B T8I .
23 EiEARAMGETHTEERNEMm
2.3.1 RSy FTFEFRYFP I TE AL SR e A
43>~ RDS. SDS fil RS = k&, RDS 87 AAK/Ng
H 20 min PYBE B TE AL TERY, BEAE F3 GI R
#FHET; SDS FeAE A/ NG ' 20~120 min LR S
AL TERY, REAEAR NI Rl RE L, A2y 2k s
BN ; RS F84E AR/ 120 min N ICH#EIH L
WA B TERSS , A3 B TR MUOBESF#0, th e 7 ml %,
LA mEZHAH LY, il ZE RS R ZE 4 RDS & i

2026 4 4 A
a 550r 744—?%
= B fifif
S 440 B AT
= IS
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i

&1 220
%
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Fig.4 Effect of different cooking methods on content (a)
and proportion (b) of flavoring amino acids of Lipu taro

Sy AN T 9.98%(P<0.05) . 1.01% F1 0.46%, i
X 3 Ay AT A S T IE ARG T 2
RDS & MFEE T 12.85%(P<0.05) . Frf =iE4b
HRA 75 IS SDS S ¥ IR T AR fE 4l BRARIR
M 20.52%~26.76%(P<0.05) , {H 4% AT ZH 2 [A]
ZERRW A, EZER] . A RIFNZERIZH N RS S
RS AR T 3.45%. 40.80% Fl1 64.08%, Tk
4 RS & THE T 32.18%, X = 2 H KN T
ZHARE S /K AR SE I

#7 RETT AP fRIHAE A
PUHETER 520 (%)
Table 7 Effect of different cooking methods on RDS, SDS

and RS of Lipu taro (%)

2 RDS SDS RS
At 12.92+0.18" 4.97+0.13" 3.48+0.29"
il 11.26+0.08° 3.77+0.05% 2.06+0.13¢
2 13.05+0.09° 3.82+0.13% 1.2540.10¢

e 25 12.98+0.04° 3.95+0.05° 3.36+0.09°
bl 14.210.08" 3.64+0.03¢ 4.60+0.08*

2.3.2 THALEIER ZHUHEE TS AR E T YE A K
AR (HR ) SR ZRME, HR G, FEBTH AL 2550018, 1
AEPEREERLT, RP USSR N 8 V-2% . SR AT )y =0 75
VA AR B | TS UE R . e S . LR
FE I 2B A TR R A S R AN (R, IR T AR R
T2, fRIE 5 al A, FrA FR AL 4 HR BfAT [E] 2R
A5 BRARALLAY 30 7 2445 BT 30 min 22U _ET}, 30~
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90 min Z&1% [T}, 90 min B IR B R AKAE, 25518
TR IKAFAIIII, 53 R O BT R, A
TR UKL, - LA PP ER L, S PR i
ATERIURLIN TR HL i, HR G Ty K g rh o,
F A B SCEETE MY 0 T B R, E R BRI K
2, PR AT 2 WEAE AL A, HR G818 T ZK A s 30,
Ty TERS B, AT UEA X E LA, [ 3y A A
BEULONTC PRI P EHE), BB U e, 45 HR
ZNG AR

25
20+

S

w 15F

) - A fif

& 10t I

% —+ Z&iil
sl —~+ IR

—— il

0 1 1

0 30 60 90 120 150 180
A [E] (min)
K5 DT 0 7 A K AR 5
Fig.5 Effect of different cooking methods on hydrolysis rate
of Lipu taro

FEATH AT AR A, AR R (8] 2500 HR HEP 24928

B H, W2 T R AR AL FEZH 10.25%~43.08%
(P<0.05), 1l B = iR A K AT BEREAR T 75 1 =5 P I
PEBFD TG, FFEE N T e RO T A3 Tl 11 U
PR, AT OK g+, B lZH HR — B AL T HAIRfE,
b IR HA HA A FRZH AR 2.14%~30.11%, B35
A T EA O, X T RE S5 2 Hild FR K 4y 78
JE L TREEE B, SR EE T SER Y FE Ak, A S
W GEA I A AN oA o2

2.3.3 PGl GI &Pk ISy e )5 M
W R B LG bR, AR PR GLAE &5 M Gl
B (GI>70) . 1 GI ¥ (70<GI<55) Filfik GI &4
(GI<55) . ANESHIL GI & HHE LI, A B
FHERF PR, MEEA R Gl W5, STEE A
PR [ MBS, AT S AR . AR 2=

I A AT B g e HvE AL R A g, PGI 31
ARSMNE L HR THEASH, thIE 6 TT A, A 2], 2%
il 8 e 25 ) R R Y 2% T PGI 43 ol 54.88.
54.43.54.99, 55.43 Fl 57.13. ] L, ZH2H PGI £z
%, A BEFIZEHRIH IR Z, =& PGI ¥/NTF 55, J8 Tk
Gl &9 Bl 4l PGI fx =, b 35 i T HoAth 2 (P<
0.05), S5 EZEHIAI)E T Gl 8% . ARUF5RE
. At | FERIZH PO PGI 4555 Yang 4503 438
AT SRR G AE.(47.7) FHAT, P e HE 325 1 45
A BEATAE VE Y 1B A9 76 PR AR 43, dnk s
S = PR ZE ] A R 2B 9 R PGI 45 3R 5 Simsek
LN (H=3L GI 63.1)F1 Ramdath 2549 (2E3k GI 61) R
EE P GI e Fl—3, Wk PE AT =, sl .
ZR, AT A RLE 5 7 TH A v R 2 A R S e Ak
S, HAA PR )S R N 7T T o

56 ; be b

55+ ¢ d

541

531

52 1 1 IA— — 1
AemE AW ZEW IR

it

K6 )y =0 75 T 2 RS Al () 52 )
Fig.6 Effect of different cooking methods on PGI of Lipu taro

581

57+

PGIfE

i

24 ARZEEARAN G BT REFFEES TSR0
FH2E 8 WIAN, 75 T 2 Sh SRR ERR AR v, AR R
RIS 446 S P P T 5 A EE B s, M 0.13,
2 B SEATAR I SR AE VP AS [R) 524 XX 75 Tl 3 AR
SRS R A LA RS S PHEM: . nTpK
BIAr  EAFR. EEL4ER NEAA BIALE IR Z,
TE 0.05~0.07 Z (8], Z% 2 5 TR 2 5 1o HE P
Sk s 2E i > 28 il >0 i >, 25 G VRS g il
0.44. 0.28., 0.00 F1-0.75. 5K, BHIEZEHIMZ
IHFELE G RSB, o BURR P E A 28 Wk
B BT RS A BRI, o R R 2

H8 4 RIS AR

Table 8 Comprehensive score of Lipu taro by four cooking methods

Hoh T RE% EREN W PRIbfLR A
il ZEM o IEAER e ol W EEZER M
AR (%) 5.67 475 0.84 0.13 0.89 0.54 0.25 -1.69 0.11 0.07 0.03 -0.21
L 74.49 2.4 0.03 0 1.38 0.45 -0.6 -1.23 0.01 0 0 -0.01
a 3.52 0.77 0.22 0.03 -1.28 0.01 -0.25 1.52 -0.04 0 -0.01 0.05
b 5.47 0.59 0.11 0.02 1.29 -0.09 0.29 -1.5 0.02 0 0 -0.02
AE 15.69 2.45 0.16 0.02 1.38 0.45 -057  -1.25 0.03 0.01 -0.01 -0.03
BI 10.82 1.9 0.18 0.03 1.3 0.07 0.14 -1.51 0.03 0 0 —0.04
BEE(4)) 15.49 23 0.15 0.02 -1.67 0.51 0.96 0.2 -0.04 0.01 0.02
AR (43) 15.34 2.81 0.18 0.03 -1.6 0.82 0.88 -0.1 -0.04 0.02 0.02




- 50 - B Tk B 2026 4 4 H
58
Hohr THE b EREN R PR ke
il ZEH mRAEE B il #H EIEZEH R
R 15.28 223 0.15 0.02 -1.61 0.35 1.13 0.12 —0.04 0.01 0.02 0
TR (43) 7.63 0.91 0.12 0.02 -1.35 0.52 1.3 —0.47 —0.02 0.01 0.02 -0.01
FatE(4) 6.45 0.84 0.13 0.02 -0.77 0.77 1.19 -1.19 -0.02 0.02 0.02 -0.02
WEGY) 8.04 0.41 0.05 0.01 0.52 -1.43 1.25 —0.34 0 -0.01 0.01 0
T (4)) 6.64 1.1 0.17 0.02 0.42 0.56 0.74 -1.72 0.01 0.01 0.02 -0.04
B4r(041) 74.85 9 0.12 0.02 -1.45 0.6 1.19 -0.33 -0.03 0.01 0.02 -0.01
TR (g) 86.46 22.62 0.26 0.04 -1.24 -0.05 —-0.26 1.55 -0.05 0 —0.01 0.06
NEL Mg (m) 0.33 0.1 0.31 0.05 -1.58 -0.02 0.46 1.14 -0.07 0 0.02 0.05
ik (mm) 121 0.13 0.11 0.02 -1.56 0 0.37 1.19 -0.03 0 0.01 0.02
AR 0.25 0.02 0.09 0.01 -0.65 0.22 1.53 -1.09 -0.01 0 0.02 -0.02
M () 21.92 47 0.21 0.03 -1.65 0.16 1.01 0.48 -0.05 0.01 0.03 0.02
AMMREIEAE (mm) 033 0.11 0.32 0.05 -1 -0.71 1.57 0.14 -0.05 -0.03 0.08 0.01
K53 (%) 68.71 3.71 0.05 0.01 1.12 0.5 -0.04  -1.58 0.01 0 0 -0.01
BIER (%) 19.49 2.06 0.11 0.02 -1.16 -0.66 0.39 1.44 -0.02 -0.01 0.01 0.02
HEHA(%) 1.37 0.42 0.31 0.05 -1.66 0.15 0.92 0.59 -0.08 0.01 0.04 0.03
NE L 4E (%) 4.68 1.68 0.36 0.05 -0.76 1.71 -0.63 -0.32 -0.04 0.09 -0.03 -0.02
Nefi(%) 0.51 0.08 0.15 0.02 -1.28 0.69 1.22 -0.63 -0.03 0.02 0.03 -0.01
W5y (%) 0.94 0.14 0.15 0.02 -1.57 -0.05 0.5 1.12 —0.04 0 0.01 0.03
WAKIED (%) 2847 3.32 0.12 0.02 -0.94 -0.6 -0.12 1.66 -0.02 -0.01 0 0.03
TAA(mg/100g)  1037.26 311.51 0.3 0.05 -1.68 0.94 0.23 0.5 -0.08 0.04 0.01 0.02
EAA(mg/100g) 37647 109.34 0.29 0.04 -1.68 0.92 0.27 0.49 -0.07 0.04 0.01 0.02
NEAA(mg/100 g)  660.79 202.22 0.31 0.05 -1.67 0.95 0.21 0.51 -0.08 0.04 0.01 0.02
RDS(%) 12.88 1.05 0.08 0.01 1.53 -0.17 -0.1 -127 0.02 0 0 -0.02
SDS(%) 3.8 0.11 0.03 0 -0.23 0.23 1.4 -1.4 0 0 0.01 -0.01
RS(%) 2.82 127 0.45 0.07 -059  -123 0.43 1.4 -0.04  —0.08 0.03 0.1
PGI 55.5 1.01 0.02 0 1.06 0.5 0.06 -1.62 0 0 0 0
LA -0.75 0.28 0.44 0.00
3 Z5ip EFE R SRR R A T B IRPE A R =

AWFFERGEVAN T &N 28] m RS ]
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Ve BRI REELTFLE . IR . KAy RIS
TAA. EAA Tl NEAA &5k, REFRRE
AP R LK A3 B R RIS, TR GE MY . K53 R
KA A & i s 2R AL TE G AT 4E . TAA.
EAA. NEAA. DIREZ EEMR Fl S IR R MR & & o
151 T RZE L W HA B s AR H BRI & 2. TH
tetE e gy R oK, Bl Ay 75 T 3 RDS. RS, HR Fl
PGI fix/=5, SDS #&AIK, J& T GI &4%; Z 4l RDS.
HR 1 PGI 5fI%, J& TMIK GI B BT oraiisk
BH, SRR 35 T LR Vo e, Hgi & b o
Pk B AT RO s ZE AR 2, B LR BP9 B
Ko AT Az 2 A T2 3R E S

2, BN AR T2 PRGN R AT 7 2O 55 3 = AU
Wy o 2H I SRR A S

© The Author(s) 2026. This is an Open Access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

S 3k
[ 1] RIBERIRO P P, BERTOZZI A M, NITZSCHE T F, et al. An-
ticancer and immunomodulatory benefits of taro (Colocasia escu-
lenta) corms, an underexploited tuber crop[J]. International Journal
of Molecular Sciences, 2020, 22(1): E265.
[2] MITHARWAL S, KUMAR A, CHAUHAN K, et al. Nutri-
tional, phytochemical composition and potential health benefits of
taro (Colocasia esculenta L.) leaves: A review[J]. Food Chem-
istry, 2022, 383: 132406.
(3] 57T, b, Bk, 5. b e 02 3 F R g iR A=
W F oA 89 %ok [T]. & 5 5 UK, 2020, 36(6): 56-59,74. [ SU
Kezhen, LUO Yanghe, LI Xiaochun, et al. Effect of frying time on
sensory evaluation and electronic nose analysis of Lipu taro[J].
Food & Machinery, 2020, 36(6): 56—59,74. ]
[4] ZHU Guangyong, XIAO Zuobing, ZHOU Rujun, et al. Prepa-
ration and simulation of a taro flavor[J]. Chinese Journal of Chemi-
cal Engineering, 2015, 23(10): 1733-1735.
[5] BDLR, E0%, FHe, . ER/RAEMTI T ERLEL


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cjche.2015.07.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cjche.2015.07.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cjche.2015.07.026

415 E T

IR | A N7 AN S A ERE AR 51 -

MRk R EAAT R [T, 2 s T kA3, 2021, 42(12): 61-69.
[ TANG Xiaoxian, DONG Mingqin, LUO Yanghe, et al. Steam
processing technology of Lotus root slices and the changes of its
volatile flavoring substances[J]. Science and Technology of Food
Industry, 2021, 42(12): 61-69. ]
[6] SOBRAL M M C, CASAL S, FARIA M A, et al. Influence of
culinary practices on protein and lipid oxidation of chicken meat
Burgers during cooking and in vitro gastrointestinal digestion[J].
Food and Chemical Toxicology, 2020, 141: 111401.
(7] . Fiey XA F LM S RA A F 0] K
A d%,2019(11): 95-97,106. [ SHAO Tong. The influence of dif-
ferent cooking methods on taro's edible quality and starch content
[J]. Modern Food, 2019(11): 95-97,106. ]
[8] BEE ATEN, AFE F. L LABHHEF A PF L
S R % h (], R S T, 2023(4):27-31. [ CUI Yingying,
HE Zhigui, DU Miying, et al. Optimization of frying process of Lipu
taro by response surface methodology[J]. Farm Products Process-
ing, 2023(4): 27-31. ]
(9] mal%, K38, L3, % FhRRBRIFNF kehsk 2zl
A L], % 3% 3,2017(24): 28-30. [ YIN Jianmei, ZHANG
Peitong, WANG Li, et al. Establishment and application of evalua-
tion method for eating quality of taro[J]. Journal of Changjiang
Vegetables, 2017(24): 28-30. ]
[10] 2k, FHe, BT, 5. REAS AT T 45 F 6 Kok
FFEN[T]. AR AL, 2023, 39(6): 230-239. [ LI Xiaochun,
LUO Yanghe, LIANG Ning, et al. Evaluation of flavor quality of red
bud taro steamed for different time periods[J]. Modern Food Sci-
ence & Technology, 2023, 39(6): 230-239. ]
[11] SIMSEK S, EL S N. In vitro starch digestibility, estimated
glycemic index and antioxidant potential of taro (Colocasia esculen-
ta L. Schott) corm[J]. Food Chemistry, 2015, 168: 257-261.
[12] Fuedm, B 5, &80, §. 24 Kot 8ok ¥h
(1. R et %5 7F £, 2019,40(21): 27-31,61. [ LEI Huanna, LI
Yan, CAO Zhongna, et al. Effects of cooking methods on the nutri-
tional content of sweet potato[J]. Food Research and Development,
2019,40(21):27-31,61. ]
[13] YANG Yuexin, WANG Hongwei, CUI Hongmei, et al.
Glycemic index of cereals and tubers produced in ChinalJ]. World
Journal of Gastroenterology, 2006, 12(21): 3430-3433.
[14] ZHANG Y Q, SHANG F F, KRYZHSKA T, et al. Effect of
hot processing on taste quality, starch structure, and pasting proper-
ties of Areca taro[J]. CyTA - Journal of Food, 2024, 22(1): 2297777.
[15] FRidab, 25, Bk T 0k, . R R0l X b 68 k & 69
Hom [J]. o T kA3, 2025, 46(19): 347-356. [ CHEN Daoye,
WANG Ling, CHEN Yulong, et al. Effects of different cutting meth-
ods on quality of fresh cut taro[J]. Science and Technology of Food
Industry, 2025, 46(19): 347-356. |
[ 16 ] ENGLYST H N, KINGMAN S M, CUMMINGS J H. Classi-
fication and measurement of nutritionally important starch fractions
[J]. European Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 1992, 46(Suppl 2): S33—
S50.
[17] E2@E, K7, THhiz, ¥ 5042 REHFTFES T
i %o (I, A & Tk A3, 2025,46(24): 156-165.
[ WANG Yuxing, GUO Yu, LEI Mengyun, et al. Effect of high
amylose corn starch on the quality and starch digestibility of rice
cake[J]. Science and Technology of Food Industry, 2025, 46(24):
156-165. ]
[18] GONI I, GARCIA-ALONSO A, SAURA-CALIXTO F. A
starch hydrolysis procedure to estimate glycemic index[J]. Nutri-

tion Research, 1997, 17(3): 427-437.

[19] F9A48, 28, RHR, . 5 AT Kb R F B i pr st
w35 e [J]. & 9k T b AH3E, 2024, 45(8): 134-142. [ LI Mingjuan,
WANG Ying, ZHANG Yayuan, et al. Effects of five drying meth-
ods on the properties of sour cassava starch[J]. Science and Tech-
nology of Food Industry, 2024, 45(8): 134—142. ]

[20] SHELBURNE S A, KEITH D B, DAVENPORT M T, et al.
Molecular characterization of group A Streptococcus maltodextrin
catabolism and its role in pharyngitis[J]. Molecular Microbiology,
2008, 69(2): 436-452.

[21 ] #8439, KA, K4, F. REF kb 2 Mok F 1R
B T Ay e (7], AR S FH3E, 2016, 32(1): 235-241. [ WEI
Qiuyu, ZHANG Zhongyuan, LI Dajing, et al. Quality changes in dif-
ferent varieties of taro treated by microwave vacuum drying[J].
Modern Food Science and Technology, 2016, 32(1): 235-241. ]
[22] BOAHEMAA L V, DZANDU B, AMISSAH J G N, et al.
Physico-chemical and functional characterization of flour and starch
of taro (Colocasia esculenta) for food applications[J]. Food and
Humanity, 2024, 2: 100245.

[23] ARICI M, YILDIRIM R M, OZULKU G, et al. Physico-
chemical and nutritional properties of taro (Colocasia esculenta L.
Schott) flour as affected by drying temperature and air velocity [J].
LWT, 2016, 74: 434—440.

[24 ] CHUNG H S, KIM J K, MOON K D, et al. Changes in color
parameters of corn kernels during roasting[J]. Food Science and
Biotechnology, 2014, 23(6): 1829-1835.

[25] YU Xurun, ZHANG Yumeng, RAN Liping, et al. Accumula-
tion and physicochemical properties of starch in relation to eating
quality in different parts of taro (Colocasia esculenta) corm[J]. In-
ternational Journal of Biological Macromolecules, 2022, 194: 924—
932.

[26] NJINTANG N Y, MBOFUNG C M F, KESTELOOT R.
Multivariate analysis of the effect of drying method and particle size
of flour on the instrumental texture characteristics of paste made
from two varieties of taro (Colocasia esculenta L. Schott) flour[J].
Journal of Food Engineering, 2007, 81(1): 250-256.

[27 ] ALBERTOS I, MARTIN-DIANA A B, SANZ M A, et al. Ef-
fect of high pressure processing or freezing technologies as pretreat-
ment in vacuum fried carrot snacks[J]. Innovative Food Science &
Emerging Technologies, 2016, 33: 115—122.

(28] S5, SRk, 50 E, 5. KRR R D Xaifed 25 Ao
Pt B e v [J]. RS AH 4, 2021, 42(17): 63-68. [ PENG Jun-
wei, ZOU Jinhao, SU Xiaojun, et al. Effect of different cooking
methods on structural and pasting properties of Chinese yam tubers
(Dioscorea opposita Thunb.) [J]. Food Science, 2021, 42(17): 63—
68. ]

[29] R& WK, M, 5 REAHF XAFTH 2 H F4= B
A S T B AR M R 5 W % vh [T A S A3, 2024, 49(11):
157-166. [ ZHAO Dong, CHEN Luqing, HUA Caihong, et al. Ef-
fects of different sterilization methods on physicochemical quality
and volatile components of prepared braised pork with Lipu taro [J].
Food Science and Technology, 2024, 49(11): 157-166. ]

[30] 23, %4, FHx, & R TS XL ERN R0 #
v [J]. K AL, 2022(S1): 694-698. [ WU Yong, ZHENG Jian,
LI Caiyun, et al. Effects of different cooking methods on edible
quality of sweet potato [J]. Journal of Appliance Science & Technol-
ogy, 2022(S1): 694—698. ]

[31] NG Z X, CHUA K H, KUPPUSAMY U R. Proteomic analy-
sis of heat treated bitter gourd (Momordica charantia L. var. Hong


https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2020100147
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2020100147
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2020100147
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2020.111401
https://doi.org/10.16736/j.cnki.cn41-1434/ts.2019.11.030
https://doi.org/10.16736/j.cnki.cn41-1434/ts.2019.11.030
https://doi.org/10.16736/j.cnki.cn41-1434/ts.2019.11.030
https://doi.org/10.16693/j.cnki.1671-9646(X).2023.02.035
https://doi.org/10.16693/j.cnki.1671-9646(X).2023.02.035
https://doi.org/10.16693/j.cnki.1671-9646(X).2023.02.035
https://doi.org/10.16693/j.cnki.1671-9646(X).2023.02.035
https://doi.org/10.3865/j.issn.1001-3547.2017.24.011
https://doi.org/10.3865/j.issn.1001-3547.2017.24.011
https://doi.org/10.3865/j.issn.1001-3547.2017.24.011
https://doi.org/10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2023.6.0730
https://doi.org/10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2023.6.0730
https://doi.org/10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2023.6.0730
https://doi.org/10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2023.6.0730
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2014.07.052
https://doi.org/10.12161/j.issn.1005-6521.2019.21.005
https://doi.org/10.12161/j.issn.1005-6521.2019.21.005
https://doi.org/10.3748/wjg.v12.i21.3430
https://doi.org/10.3748/wjg.v12.i21.3430
https://doi.org/10.1080/19476337.2023.2297777
https://doi.org/10.1080/19476337.2023.2297777
https://doi.org/10.1080/19476337.2023.2297777
https://doi.org/10.1080/19476337.2023.2297777
https://doi.org/10.1080/19476337.2023.2297777
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2025020076
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2025020076
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0271-5317(97)00010-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0271-5317(97)00010-9
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2023060176
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2023060176
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2023060176
https://doi.org/10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2023060176
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2958.2008.06290.x
https://doi.org/10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2016.1.037
https://doi.org/10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2016.1.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foohum.2024.100245
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foohum.2024.100245
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lwt.2016.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10068-014-0250-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10068-014-0250-x

- 52 - £ Tl B4

2026 4 4 A

Kong Green) using 2D-DIGE [J]. Food Chemistry, 2014, 148: 155~
161.

[32] M &. &AT T itAn LabR Bl R RS 0 % Bt £ (1],
RA T, 2023,29(22): 31-33. [ CHEN Lei. Analysis of the effects
of cooking and processing on different nutrients and countermea-
sures[J]. Modern Food, 2023, 29(22): 31-33. |

[ 33 ] XIONG Tian, MEI Xin, WU Yanyan, et al. Insights into nu-
trition, flavor and edible quality changes of golden pomfret (Tra-
chinotus ovatus) fillets prepared by different cooking methods [J].
Frontiers in Nutrition, 2023, 10: 1227928.

[ 34 ] LI Jinlin, ZHANG Quan, PENG Bin, et al. Exploration on the
quality changes and flavour characteristics of freshwater crayfish
(Procambarus clarkia) during steaming and boiling [J]. LWT, 2023,
190: 115582.

[35] gk, ZAME, SRR, F. FARRAHm B E ALtk
[J]. Z Az L ke A+4,2025(3): 106-115. [ BI Ji'an, MENG Qiu-
feng, ZHANG Xinjie, et al. Research progress on influencing fac-
tors of taro quality [J]. Heilongjiang Agricultural Sciences, 2025(3):
106-115. ]

[36 ] ZHOU Xiaoli, GUAN Qinglin, WANG Yanli, et al. Effect of
different cooking methods on nutrients, antioxidant activities and
flavors of three varieties of Lentinus edodes[J]. Foods, 2022,
11(17): 2713.

[37 ] ITO H, KIKUZAKI H, UENO H. Effects of cooking meth-
ods on free amino acid contents in vegetables[J]. Journal of Nutri-
tional Science and Vitaminology, 2019, 65(3): 264-271.

[38] #hseik, o3k, EAA. KR SF R BR B AT
WAL A [T]. & 5 T kA3, 2025,46(16): 281-290. [ HAO
Yuanru, CHEN Ruidie, ZHAI Meizhi. Evaluation on amino acid
composition and nutritional value from different walnut varieties [J].
Science and Technology of Food Industry, 2025, 46(16):281—
290. ]

[39] BEHMH, R, 2K, F ATERSHRATESERR
ey X T AR &R £ 7 U] IR R &AL, 2024, 40(3):
239-246. [ CAI Xuemei, LE Yang, LIU Xin, et al. A comprehen-

sive comparison of the quality differences of Brassica rapa L. under
different cooking methods based on nutrition and intelligent sens-
ing[J]. Modern Food Science & Technology, 2024, 40(3):239—
246. ]
[40] BT, &I, FHHE, . Aottt s 3o 21k
B B M Y a (1), A S Tk A3, 2024, 45(14): 114-120.
[ GAO Xueli, ZHAO Dan, LI Guanghui, et al. Effect of resistant
starch on the physicochemical properties and structure of sweet pota-
to starch noodles[J]. Science and Technology of Food Industry,
2024, 45(14): 114-120. ]
[41] sk, Faeor Xt Do 5 il A i 2 38 18 BE 4G 7 w0 A
7 [D]. ALl ¥ T7# K 57, 2022. [ PAN Libing. Effects of cook-
ing methods of potato on its digestive and gut microbiome[D].
Hangzhou: Zhejiang Gongshang University, 2022. ]
[42] Zus, 4 ns, 23k, 5. R0 RH LR 0 oh
[J]. A5 id g, 2022, 35(1): 35-39. [ GAO Han, YANG Yapeng,
YAN Wei, et al. Effects of cooking parameters on digestibility of
rice[J]. Cereals & Oils, 2022, 35(1): 35-39. ]
(43 ] 28, Jc 5 40 RUAE S R0 19 0 45 A0 BC0H ALPE 89 3% v L ZE B
7 [D]. ;M. d 3 T X3, 2019. [ LI Ping. Mechanistic study of
the structural features and digestion properties of starches in intact
pulse cells[D]. Guangzhou: South China University of Technology,
2019. ]
[44] FAROOQ M A, YU J M. Recent advances in physical pro-
cessing techniques to enhance the resistant starch content in foods: A
review [J]. Foods, 2024, 13(17): 2770.
[45] A ARARF R S HE6Y FRIR 40 A& P BT HEAX,
e % D], d 7.7 %K%, 2019. [ SU Yingjie. Extraction,
antioxidant activity and effect on sugar metabolism of water-soluble
polysaccharides from Areca taro[D]. Nanning: Guangxi University,
2019. ]
[46] RAMDATH D D, ISAACS R L C, TEELUCKSINGH S, et
al. Glycaemic index of selected staples commonly eaten in the
Caribbean and the effects of boiling v. crushing[J]. The British
Journal of Nutrition, 2004, 91(6): 971-977.



	1 材料与方法
	1.1 材料与仪器
	1.2 实验方法
	1.2.1 样品制备
	1.2.2 烹饪损失率测定
	1.2.3 色度值测定
	1.2.4 感官评价
	1.2.5 质构特性测定
	1.2.6 基本营养成分测定
	1.2.7 氨基酸及呈味氨基酸测定
	1.2.8 体外消化性能测定
	1.2.8.1 淀粉组分测定
	1.2.8.2 水解速率（hydrolysis rate，HR）和血糖指数预测值（predicted glycemic index，PGI）测定

	1.2.9 综合评分计算

	1.3 数据处理

	2 结果与分析
	2.1 烹饪方式对荔浦芋食用品质的影响
	2.1.1 烹饪损失率
	2.1.2 色度值
	2.1.3 感官评价
	2.1.4 质构特性

	2.2 烹饪方式对荔浦芋营养品质的影响
	2.2.1 水分含量
	2.2.2 基本营养成分
	2.2.2.1 淀粉、蛋白质
	2.2.2.2 膳食纤维、脂肪
	2.2.2.3 灰分、碳水化合物

	2.2.3 氨基酸
	2.2.3.1 氨基酸含量
	2.2.3.2 呈味氨基酸特征


	2.3 烹饪方式对荔浦芋消化性能的影响
	2.3.1 淀粉组分
	2.3.2 消化速率
	2.3.3 PGI

	2.4 不同烹饪方式对荔浦芋品质特性综合评分的影响

	3 结论
	参考文献

