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Kinetics of buckwheat starch enzymatic hydrolysis

with fungal- -amylase
Zhang Guoquan', Shi Yiyi', Wei Yimin"**, Ouyang Shaohui'
(1. College of Food Science and Engineering, Northwest A griculture and Forestry University, Yangling 712100, China;

2. Institute of A gro-ood Science and Technology, Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Beijing 100094, China)

Abstract: In order to master the enzymatic hydrolysis characteristics of buckwheat starch by fungal-a-amylase, the effects of substrate

concentration, enzymatic concentration, pH value and temperature on reaction velocity were determined. T he kinetics of the hydroly-

sis reaction were described with the Michaelis-Menten equation, and the kinetic parameters were calculated by the Lineweaver-Burk

and Wilkinson methods. The results show that buckwheat starch hydrolysis by fungal-n-amylase obeys the classical first-order

reaction rate, and the kinetics can be modeled by Michaelis-Menten equation. In the condition of 55°C and pH 5.5, the Minchaeli

constant (K«) and maximum rate(V.) for 0.5 U/mL of fungal-6-amylase are 5. 470 mg/mL and 1. 587 mg/(mL * min). The kinetic

model, including the parameters such as substrate concentration, enzymatic concentration and temperature, is suit for the hydrolysis

under the temperature range from 303.15 K to 333.15 K.

Key words: buckwheat starch; fungal-a-amylase; enzymatic hydrolysis; kinetics



