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Variety (Line)

1. FEHZELE (B P& &l - 57 1 TNGS7 ~ 66 : “TNG66” ~ 1 : CYY99-01 ~2: CYY99-11 ~3:
CYY99-15 4 :CYY99-23~5:CYY99-38 ~6: CYY99-40 ~ 7 : CYY99-42 ~ 8 : CYY99-46 ~ 9 : CYY99-68 ~
10 : CYY99-72 ~ 11 : CYY99-74 ~ 12 : CYY99-75 ~ 13 : CYY99-80 -

Fig. 1. Changes of resistant starch content in different varieties/lines of sweet potato. 57: “TNG57’; 66: “TNG66’; 1:
CYY99-01; 2: CYY99-11; 3: CYY99-15; 4: CYY99-23; 5: CYY99-38; 6: CYY99-40; 7: CYY99-42; 8: CYY99-46;
9: CYY99-68; 10: CYY99-72; 11: CYY99-74; 12: CYY99-75; and 13: CYY99-80.
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Variety (Line)

2. FEHESE (R MR JrERl & EELEL - 57 ¢ “TNGS7” ~ 66 © “TNG66” ~ 1 1 CYY99-01 ~ 2
CYY99-11 ~3:CYY99-15-4:CYY99-23 ~5:CYY99-38~6:CYY99-40 ~7:CYY99-42 ~8:CYY99-46 -9 :
CYY99-68 ~ 10 : CYY99-72 ~ 11 : CYY99-74 ~ 12 : CYY99-75 ~ 13 : CYY99-80

Fig. 2. Changes of resistant starch content in different varieties (lines) of sweet potato during storage period. (A)
Storage 1 month; (B) storage 2 months; (C) storage 3 months; (D) storage 4 months; (E) storage 5 months; and (F)

storage 6 months. 57: ‘TNG57’; 66: ‘TNG66’; 1: CYY99-01; 2: CYY99-11; 3: CYY99-15; 4: CYY99-23; 5: CYY99-
38; 6: CYY99-40; 7: CYY99-42; 8: CYY99-46; 9: CYY99-68; 10: CYY99-72; 11: CYY99-74; 12: CYY99-75; and

13: CYY99-80.
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Table 1. Analysis of variance for the effects of crop seasons and varieties (lines) on the resistant starch and amylose

of sweet potato.

Source of variance df MS

Resistant starch
Crop season (CS) 1 507.08**
Varieties (lines) (L) 15 32.47%*
CS*L 15 17.28%*

Amylose
Crop season (CS) 1 854.33%*
Varieties (lines) (L) 15 109.02**
CS*L 15 45.70%*

*, ** Significant at 5% and 1% levels, respectively.

2.

FEHHEWE (F) il B Rk & B IE 2 F3H -

Table 2. The resistant starch and amylose content (%) of sweet potato in different cropping seasons.

Fall season Spring season
Line Resistant starch (%) Amylose (%) Resistant starch (%) Amylose (%)
57 1.85+0.81* 35.99 + 1.05* 3.14+0.75 34.45 +3.05
66 1.28 £0.31 33.72+0.83 1.26 £ 0.36 36.97 £ 1.57
1 0.62 +0.16 33.02+1.89 6.10 + 1.96 40.44 +£2.75
2 0.99 +0.17 30.11 +1.01 2.12+£0.90 30.14 +3.66
3 4.03+1.36 32.06 +0.50 8.88 £3.31 35.93 +£2.01
4 4.84 +1.01 37.68 + 1.04 5.84 £1.61 4231 +2.47
5 2.05+0.55 34.24 +1.33 9.00 + 1.68 31.75+7.31
6 3.18 £0.84 38.69 + 1.96 9.30+ 1.41 4273 £3.62
7 0.77 £0.18 34.04+1.14 3.55+3.03 32.95+8.21
8 1.91+£0.36 28.88 +0.38 4.23+£0.56 33.18+4.12
9 3.29+0.61 23.45+1.95 2.73 +£0.70 31.57+2.17
10 2.22+£0.49 29.54 +0.70 11.03 £2.31 41.69 +0.84
11 3.54+0.89 31.33+1.29 7.24 +1.38 39.03 £ 1.55
12 2.57+0.32 30.11 +£0.84 7.88 + 1.44 40.70 + 1.60
13 1.40 +0.49 30.79 + 1.04 5.07 +1.37 37.68 +1.07
14 3.20 +0.80 29.88 +0.55 7.31+2.83 35.96 +1.18

“57: “TNG57°; 66: “TNG66°; 1: CYY103-S134; 2: CYY103-S110; 3: CYY103-S99; 4: CYY103-S13; 5: CYY103-S6; 6:
CYY103-S143; 7: CYY103-10; 8: CYY103-66; 9: CYY103-166; 10: CYY103-152; 11: CYY98-03; 12: CYY98-04; 13: CYY98-

08; and 14: CYY98-10.
*Mean + SD.
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Fig. 3. Correlation between resistant starch and amylose of sweet potato in fall cropping season.
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Fig. 4. Correlation between resistant starch and amylose of sweet potato in spring cropping season.
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Studies on Varieties (Lines), Crop Season, and
Storage Period on Resistant Starch in
Fresh Sweet Potato

Hsin-Chen Lee"” and Yung-Chang Lai’

Abstract

Lee, H. C. and Y. C. Lai. 2017. Studies on varieties (lines), crop season, and storage period
on resistant starch in fresh sweet potato. J. Taiwan Agric. Res. 66(1):26-33.

Resistant starch is one of the index components for dietary fiber. Analysis of variance for the
effects of crop seasons and varieties (lines) on the resistant starch content of fresh tuberous roots of
sweet potato indicated that these two factors interacted significantly. A significant difference in con-
tents of resistant starch was found among varieties (lines), and sweet potato grown in Spring crop had
higher value than that grown in Fall crop. The correlation coefficient of resistant starch and amylose
content was higher in Spring crop. The resistant starch content in fresh tuberous roots of sweet potato
was not significantly changed due to different storage periods. In order to conducive to breeding and
storage process, the varieties (lines) of sweet potato had a higher resistant starch content in tuberous
roots and a good quality during storage period will be a better choice.

Key words: Sweet potato, Resistant starch, Amylose, Dietary fiber.
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