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Abstract: The high resistant starch rice, Gongmi 3, a typical Japonica rice, Nipponbare, and Indica rice 9311 were
selected to study the cooking and pH effect on their starches. The results showed that the resistant starch content
decreased in the order of no cooking > cooking and overnight-holding > cooking. A significant difference existed
between no cooking and the other two. The pH effect on the resistant starch content was pH 5.2 > pH 6.0 > pH
6.9. A significant difference was shown between pH 5. 2 and the others, but no difference was found between pH
6.0 and pH 6. 9. Among the three rice varieties, the resistant starch content decreased in the order of Gongmi 3>
9311>Nipponbare. When the pH of the starch hydrolysis buffer was 6.0, cooking seemed to induce the minimal
change in the resistant starch content of the rice. The results were also reproducible with minor differences between

the replicates.
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Table 1

Resistant starch contents of 3 rice varieties under different conditions

Wk 3 5ty

H 2 W5 (x££ 5) 9311(x=*s)

pH 5.2
M; 40.761Aa+7. 9875
M, 3.4823Bb+0. 9422
M; 2.5373Bb+0. 1136
pH 6.0
M, 33.957Aa+t4. 4045
M, 2. 8836Bb=+0. 1002
M3 1. 1655Bb=+0. 0793
pH 6.9
M, 9.5728Aa+1. 2666
M, 1. 9531Bb=-1. 3431
M; 0.9041Bb40. 2107

14. 616 Aat4. 5067 16.4115Aa=+1. 4154

2. 0648Ab=+0. 8353 2.2018Bb4-0. 4410
1. 1529Ab=+0. 5670 1.134Bb=40. 0267
11.6235Aa+7.3071 14.5782Aa+1.0133
1. 0882Ab=+0. 0109 1. 1858Bb=+0. 0055
0. 0567Ab=£0. 0089 0.1733Bb=4-0. 0254
4.2998Aa=+0. 3784 4. 8124Aa=0. 5245
0.3702Bb=+0. 2268 0.4647Bb+0. 1737

0.094Bb=4-0. 0134 0.1039Bc#40. 0134
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Fig. 1 Resistant starch content of Gongmi 3 under

different conditions
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Fig. 2 Resistant starch content of 9311 under different

conditions
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Fig. 3 Resistant starch content of Nipponbare under

different conditions
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Table 2 Coefficient of variation of resistant starch content in 3 rice varieties under different conditions ({7 . %)
pH 5.2 pH 6.0 pH 6.9 b3

ks HAR 9311 Tkss  HAR 9311 ks HAR 9311 (Zew)
M, 19. 60 30. 83 8.62 12.97 42.96 6. 95 13.23 10. 90 8. 80 154. 86
M, 27.06 40. 45 20.03 11. 34 12. 36 2. 96 45. 48 16. 55 11. 86 188. 09
M; 4. 48 49.18 2.35 6. 80 .70 14. 65 23. 30 14. 26 12. 90 143.62

pH(Xew) 202. 60 126. 69 157. 28
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