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Abstract The nutritional components of bamboo shoots in five shoot-used bamboo species of
Dendrocalamus i. e. D. yunnanicus D. hamiltonii D. brandisii D. asper and D. farinosus

from Bamboo Garden in Huaan County of Fujian Province were compared in this paper. The
results showed that the water contents of fresh bamboo shoots in the five species were close to or
more than 90% and their taste were good. The ash content of D. brandisii shoots was the
highest amounting to 0.893%  while that of D. hamiltonii (0.340%) was the lowest. The
protein content of D. asper (1.717%) was the highest and that of D. hamiltonii ( 1.260% )
was the lowest. The fat contents of D. brandisii (0.281%) and D. yunnanicus (0.292%)
were lower and that of D. asper( 1.134%) and D. farinosus ( 1.083%) were higher. The
crude fiber contents of D. brandisii (0.655%) and D. yunnanicus (0.666% ) were lower

while that of D. farinosus D. hamiltonii and D. asper reached a higher level up to 0.953%

0.894% and 0.879% respectively. There were 17 kinds of amino acids in the five shoot-used
bamboo species and the total amino acid content of D. brandisii( 227. 64 mg. g”') was the

highest and that of D. asper( 120.43 mg. g~') was the lowest. The total essential and semi—
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essential amino acid content of D. brandisii (84.26%) was the highest and that of D. asper
(50.67%) was the lowest. The total amount of flavor amino acids of D. brandisii was the
highest up to 212.79 mg * ¢~' followed by D. farinosus( 164.71 mg * ¢~')  D. hamiltonii
(156.35 mg * ¢™') D. yunnanicus( 141.44 mg * g~') and D. asper(115.83 mg*g™').

Key words Dendrocalamus yunnanicus; D. hamiltonii; D. brandisii; D. asper; D.

Jfarinosus,; Bamboo shoots; Nutritional components
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Tab.1 The content of water ash protein fat and crude fiber of bamboo shoots in five Dendrocalamus species
No. Bamboo species name Water content/%  Ash content/%  Protein content/%  Fat content/% Crude fiber content/%
1 D. yunnanicus 90. 44 0. 445 1. 601 0.292 0. 666
2 D. hamiltonii 91. 66 0.340 1.260 0.420 0. 894
3 D. brandisii 92.57 0. 893 1.538 0.281 0. 655
4 D. asper 92. 62 0. 549 1.714 1. 134 0. 879
5 D. farinosus 88.23 0.438 1.492 1.083 0.953
H(1) 1 (2) 3
Note: ( 1) The above data were all the nutrient contents of fresh bamboo shoots; ( 2) The sample component content is the average of 3 tests.
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Tab.2 The content of amino acids of bamboo shoots in five Dendrocalamus species (mge+g™)
Bamboo species
No. Amino acid name
D. yunnanicus D. hamiltonit D. brandisii D. asper D. farinosus
1 (Arg) A 7.60 11.37 11.95 7.13 13.25
2 ( Ser) 5.47 7.82 10. 82 5.47 6.34
3 ( Asp) 31.80 21.80 70.82 17.06 28.19
4 ( Glu) 22.65 30.51 26.81 18.77 34.22
5 ( Gly) 7.34 9.70 10. 81 6.09 8.06
6 ( Thr) % 4.77 7.79 9.06 3.88 6.42
7 (Ala) 14.10 14.16 5.44 9.38 16.73
8 ( Pro) 6.75 8.44 8.86 5.78 8.45
9 ( Met) 0.68 1.44 0.77 0.82 1.12
10 ( His) A 3.64 3.56 6.04 2.28 4.65
11 (Val) % 10.20 12.30 13.26 8.93 12.06
12 ( Cys) 0.91 0.81 1.49 0.90 1.15
13 ( Phe) % 5.91 7.85 8.95 5.70 7.31
14 ( Leu) % 10. 66 14.31 14.3 10.51 12.66
15 (Ie) % 6.46 8.28 8.05 5.94 7.52
16 (Lys) % 7.47 9.15 11.88 5.48 9.34
17 ( Tyr) 4.71 2.71 8.33 6.31 4.72
( ) (B) 57.39 76.05 84.26 50.67 74.33
( FB) 93.73 96.01 143.38 69.76 107.86
(B +FB) (T) 151.12 172.06 227.64 120.43 182.19
B/T( %) 37.98 44.20 37.01 42.07 40.80
B/FB( %) 61.23 79.21 58.77 72.63 68.91
X7 ;A7 ; 3

Note: " %" is an essential amino acid for human; " A" is a semi-essential amino acid; sample component content is the average of 3 tests

3 5
Tab.3 The content of flavor amino acids of bamboo shoots in five Dendrocalamus species (mge+g™")
Bamboo species
Category Amino acidspecies
D. yunnanicus D. hamiltonit D. brandisii D. asper D. farinosus
( Asp) 31.80 21.80 70.82 17.06 28.19
Delicious ( Glu) 22.65 30.51 26.81 18.77 34.22
( Total) 54.45 52.31 97.63 35.83 62.41
( Ser) 5.47 7.82 10.82 5.47 6.34
Sweet ( Gly) 7.34 9.70 10. 81 6.09 8.06
( Thr) 4.77 7.79 9.06 3.88 6.42
(Ala) 14.10 14.16 5.44 9.38 16.73
( Pro) 6.75 8.44 8.86 5.78 8.45
( Total) 38.43 47.91 44.99 30.60 46.00
( Val) 10.20 12.30 13.26 8.93 12.06
Bitter ( Phe) 5.91 7.85 8.95 5.70 7.31
( Leu) 10. 66 14.31 14.30 10.51 12.66
(Ne) 6.46 8.28 8.05 5.94 7.52
( Tyr) 4.71 2.77 8.33 6.31 4.72
( Total) 37.94 45.51 52.89 37.39 44.27
( Phe) 5.91 7.85 8.95 5.70 7.31
Aromatic ( Tyr) 4.71 2.77 8.33 6.31 4.72
( Total) 10.62 10. 62 17.28 12.01 12.03
(n 141.44 156.35 212.79 115.83 164.71
3

Note: sample component content is the average of 3 tests
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