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Abstract: In order to improve the comprehensive utilization value of buckwheat protein and amino acids, three curing methods were used
to treat the sweet buckwheat. After the determination of the isoelectric point of buckwheat protein before and after curing and the electrophoresis
analysis, the Coomassie brilliant blue method was used to analyze the buckwheat protein before and after curing. The nutritional value of amino
acid composition was evaluated by ion exchange chromatography with ninhydrin post-column derivatization. The results showed that the protein
content of the unprocessed buckwheat was 12.30%, the protein content of the buckwheat subjected to steaming was 11.5%, the protein content
of the buckwheat subjected to frying was 9.70%, and the highest protein content of the cooked buckwheat was 14.80%. There was little
difference in the total amount of amino acids among the buckwheat samples cured by different methods. All the three types of cured buckwheat
samples contained 7 essential amino acids, with the total amount of amino acids in the fried buckwheat being the highest (10.30 g/100 g), and
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that for the cooked buckwheat being the lowest (9.43 g/100 g); After steaming and frying, the contents of all the amino acids increased except for

Modern Food Science and Technology 2022, Vol.38, No.10

Tyr,; after cooking, the contents of Thr, Ser, Gly, Ala and Lle did not change, whilst the contents of Val, Met, Tyr, Lys, His, and Arg all decreased.

The research on the effects of curing methods on the protein and amino acid contents of buckwheat can provide a theoretical basis for the

application of buckwheat.
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Table 1 Amino acid content in buckwheat before and after

maturation (g/100 g)

AEBR  RAL ARH AR Pa
Asp 1.00 1.07 1.01 1.10
*Thr 0.39 042 039 044
Ser 0.48 0.51 0.48 0.56
Glu 1.72 1.82 1.75 1.91
Pro 0.42 0.45 0.43 0.46
Gly 0.58 0.62  0.58 0.62
Ala 0.47 050 047 0.0
*Val 0.56 059 055 0.57
*Met 0.09 0.09  0.08 0.09
*Lle 0.42 044 042 045
*Leu 0.69 074 070 0.74
Tyr 0.20 0.18 0.16 020
*Phe 0.50 054 051 0.55
*Lys 0.72 074  0.69 0.76
His 0.28 029 027 030
Arg 0.98 1.00 094 1.04

Er WA AL E AL

AWHTCNE T BRI TR E AT 16 MR,
Horbfy 7 P TR, 9 PR TR AR, HAHK
LG ENER L, ARSI ANEARER S EERAR,
Ko 5 A ] e R R A, A E] 10.30 A
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10.00 g/100 g, &l fE i fik, X% 9.43 /100 g M- Lle. Leu. Phe 5 Lys % 7 Fhub R IR, Z&Hl. 1
BT LG, FREE AR 16 FEZER T, Glu M HlJEER Tyr 4b, FIREIR S EY TS S, Thr.
Asp SEB S, 74 1.80 F11.05 ¢/100 g, Met Ser. Gly. Ala % Lle & &% K EAEk, Val. Met.
Tyr S &EHAK, 53515 0.09 F10.19 g/100 g. Tyr. Lys. His\ K& Arg Zr &3, wRERE BT &
AHFEH, 3 T &4 Thr, Val. Met. TR AU L SR AP AEAN IR S AOR o
R 2 ARBUFEEEREEIITS (2/100 g)
Table 2 Amino acid score of unprocessed buckwheat protein (g/100 g)
ALB FE&E BVEEZH AAS CS WHOFAO B KX RAA RCAA

Met 0.72 3.40 020 0.21 3.50 0.21 0.05
Lys 5.85 4.10 1.06 143 5.50 1.06 0.26
Lle 3.41 3.20 0.85 1.06 4.00 0.85 0.21
Leu 5.61 5.10 0.80 1.10 7.00 0.80 0.19
Phe+Tyr 5.69 5.50 095 1.03 6.00 0.95 0.23
Val 4.55 3.90 091 1.17 5.00 091 0.22
Thr 3.17 2.80 079 1.13 4.00 0.79 0.19

* 3 BHFEERNERIRITS (2/10008)
Table 3 Amino acid score of buckwheat protein after boiling (g/100 g)

AL FEFZE BEEZH AAS CS WHOFAO# X RAA . RCAA

Met 0.57 3.40 0.16 <0.17 3.50 0.16 0.29
Lys 4.66 4.10 085 1.14 5.50 0.85 1.49
Lle 2.84 3.20 071  0.89 4.00 0.71 1.25
Leu 4.73 5.10 0.68  0.93 7.00 0.68 1.19
Phe+Tyr 4.53 5.50 0.76  0:82 6.00 0.76 1.32
Val 3.72 3.90 0.74 0.95 5.00 0.74 1.31
Thr 2.64 2.80 0.66 0.94 4.00 0.66 1.16

4 ZFHFEEORNEEIRITS (2/100 g)
Table 4 Amino acid score of steaming buckwheat protein (g/100 g)
AR FA&ZA B&FE%H AAS CS WHOFAO#X RAA RCAA

Met 0.82 3.40 023 024 3.50 0.23 0.29
Lys 6.43 4.10 1.17  1.57 5.50 1.17 1.43
Lle 3.83 3.20 096 1.17 4.00 0.96 1.17
Leu 643 5.10 092 126 7.00 0.92 1.12
Phe+Tyr 6.26 5.50 1.04 1.14 6.00 1.04 1.27
Val 5.13 3.90 1.02  1.32 5.00 1.03 1.25
Thr 3.65 2.80 091 130 4.00 091 1.11

5 WhHFEEANTEREITS (2/100 g
Table 5 Amino acid score of fried buckwheat protein (g/100 g)
AAB  FE&FE BEEHG AAS CS WHOFAO# X RAA RCAA

Met 0.95 3.40 0.27 0.28 3.50 0.27 0.05
Lys 7.84 4.10 143 191 5.50 1.43 0.25
Lle 4.64 3.20 1.16 145 4.00 1.16 0.21
Leu 7.63 5.10 1.09 1.50 7.00 1.09 0.19
Phet+Tyr 7.73 5.50 129 141 6.00 1.29 0.23
Val 5.88 3.90 1.18 1.51 5.00 1.18 0.21
Thr 4.54 2.80 1.14  1.62 4.00 1.14 0.20
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