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Effects of Different Mustard Varieties on the Quality of Fermented Pickle
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Abstract: In order to explore the differences in the quality and volatile substances of different varieties of mustards after fermentation,
12 mustard varieties were selected in this study for fermentation through analyzing total sugar contents of different varieties of fresh mustards.
The sensory analysis, microbial analysis, and measurements of pH, total acids, organic acids, nitrites, antioxidant capacity, biogenicamines,
and volatile flavor substances of the fermented mustards were performed. Results showed that all the physical and chemical indexes of
the fermented Zhuchong mustard were better than those of other fermented mustards. Among which, the fermented Zhuchong mustard had
a sensory score of 87.0, total colony of 1.18x10” CFU/g, lactic acid bacteria of 1.01x107 CFU/g, pH of 4.80, total acid content of 1.73 g/kg,
nitrite content of 11.82 mg/kg, DPPH radical scavenging rate of 84.60%, organic acid content of 1543.69 mg/100 g, and biogenicamine content
of 30.03 mg/kg. All the physico-chemical indices of fermented Zhuchong mustard were ranked frontier than other fermented mustards. In
addition, a total of 40 volatile compounds were detected in fermented Zhuchong mustard, with a total content of 21.0 ng/g (which exceeded
the average level of the tested varieties). This research provides a theoretical basis for the selection of fermented mustard varieties.
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Table 1 Mustard varieties corresponding to each number

Y5 i %5 st

4 B AAT T 53 AeFash
10 Y SN 73 Mg
11 B P P 85  vtaE
17 KAHIE 90  EMEKIE
38 KIFHANELSHRE 101 MfLRIE
41 B KIRE 12 KEFRE
42 HUF L3R 122 FIE
43 o 888 MRS 129 FELIE
45 KIPH 1 F ST 146  FRXIE
46 FE % G R 154 GHEXRE
50 KPR B TR 158 BERIFE
52 w2 159 006 47 %

12 EZNHEHEE

LC-20AT SRGRAHEIE( . UVI800 BUEEA1 3t
JeRETE, BEAEE (RMD BIRAF]; PB-10 A pH
1F, 78 Sartorius A#]; HH-2 RECRIER /KB,
WM SIZFEIAERHIE AR A s 7890-5977B SAHE
W FRASEE A, EE Agilent BHE AT, HWS24 1HIR
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SW-OJ-2FD i TAE G, TP LR SEAR
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131 AEHMELD
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Table 2 Pickles sensory score sheet
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ERES &F K 11~20
CFELE, AAXENL 0~10
A E BT RA R, Netddt 21-25
S AR TRBF A M, (2N £ 11~20
iR, MHEASR 0~10
BA AR AR HA, HARM, RRRAA 21-25
A BAEAFE AR OER, RIRAK, (25280K 11~20
IRFARBANGER, BARRAHR 0~10
BRI FRF A Wk, BRRIT, RERR 21~25
ok AR FAEFA iR, TERk, [2iEoke £ 11~20
IR RA Gk, LA Rk 0~10
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HE GB 5009.7-2016 £ iy HHads i il 52 s

JRE SR 218 SB/T 10756-2012 (HI3E),
BURFESERIIIEETE 10 2P0 OGFE S8 3T
oy, BCFIME, BB R 2.

ARG S8 GB 4789.2-2016 (& A
SERGIGTETE BBE ). GB 4789.35-2016 (&bt
VIR IS AR TGS ). GB 4789.15-2016 (£ fhisE
VIEER U0 R B AR B POk

pH EIE : HUEHSE RBAR AT pH 1T B 2
%

KIRNE: S8 GB/T 12456-2008 (it 1R
(I 5E s

HHLRIME: S GB 5009.157-2016 (f&rihh
HUER A1 52 )5

TEAHER EEI e : 208 GB 5009.33-2016 (& 4 E
IR Eh S5 IR SR IE Y I R

FUaALRE e : SRR WS, B
FEMFRRSR 50 uL, A 150 L DPPH AW (0.2
mmol/L), TRAJGEEiREM FEE N 20 min, HEE
FRACIE PR 517 nm AAFIWOBREE, (AR A S 2
H, W= AR, EAXLTF:

e —A;]):;? —4)

x100%

Ag—— KA E QBB ;

A——3F BB E

A——H IR K

A——H T QUBHE.

EWIRERIIE: S GB 5009.208-2016 (£ 5
AV E ) IR i

FERNE AR (I 5« SR R - o i B
JrdaATIE . (1D T EAMAER SR S84
SN T, B S g MSEAIHAT 20 pL 50 me/L 2SR
LBEbRUHEM ZET 20 mL TZSHEF, JRANFETF 60 C
K HFAT 10 min J&, K2 E AERERAE AT
P B 40 min, Bl 5 A B A 22 S SRR T
[FJ A JE B A R, B S min. (2) GC-MS %
f: fEH HP-5MS HER B4 EH (30 mx0.25
mmx0.25 pm), He N#S, MEN 1 mL/min, 7
EbA 3:1; BERECIREE AN 270 C; FEFFTHEDT o8]
SIRFE 35 °C, {54%2 min, LL4 ‘C/min KEETFE
220 ‘CH44¥F 2 min. GC-MS HIJfik 4. %M EL &
TIR (70 eV), HIREE 230 °C, T 280 C, 4
FEFIEVEHE m/z 10~450.

L4 BdEo AT

GM-MS i e e & B GC-MS 73Hr 3R 151
FERME R TS B S haHES B 5 PE NIST 14.0 iF
ATHAEERT ZRILHC, SEEVCHEL AT 80% &4
BT 0T, F4h A ORISR E 3 R PR RIRZH 5«
KA WSS R R T e, R SR
YIRS R, HERIEIRZE A Excel 2019 #3, F|
F IBM SPSS Statistics 22 #4174t 115 #7; KA Origin

45



MK EmBHL

Modern Food Science and Technology

2022, Vol.38, No.5

TR,
2 HZBRG5OH

2.1 FR 3 A oy 8 B

A A KACH R 2R, B R BRER
R ERRIR, AT A g A A SRR X e
BERFREWR, FFEREARR, iR pH HE
R, BRI TS R L R R I pH
ERERE R I EE T AR, SR S R RERE R AN
SEITUE N, ARSI A N, PRI
ISY e AL N 1957 NS AL i bS]
BEWEE 3. B3R 3 AT%N, 41, 43, 45, 46. 53. 73,
101, 112, 129, 154, 158 FI 159 “SFF3Erah (¥4
EEIE 8.0 mg/g LA L, ABFFEB AL KT,
KB 11 SE0TF PTebrse. MERTTSEEE 12 4
A B AR FE RS, KR, AR TE
NEZ A, BT, JHIA S B, B R LA
TESME N RIS SR e b A o

&3 TEMMTTRT NS E
Table 3 Total sugar content and texture results of different

varieties of mustard

I L JRHE I & BAE
%5 4% /(mg/g) %5 2F/(mg/g)
4 7.87+0.18" 53 11.7740.18°
10 3.53+0.06™ 73 18.2540.15"
11 3.64+0.01' 85 3.20£0.06™
17 6.59+0.02 90 7.2240.17"
38 5.57+0.10F 101 10.89+0.06°
41 8.49+0.08¢ 112 8.0+0.06"
42 6.62+0.04° 122 3.1940.06™
43 8.96+0.08" 129 8.68+0.06'
45 9.76+0.17° 146 6.47+0.09
46 11.20:+0.09¢ 154 8.96+0.11°
50 6.58+0.17 158 14.07+0.12°
52 6.66+0.03’ 159 11.81+0.09°

E: RAARFHEATAREABN LA E 2R
(p<0.05).
22 R &I ERE RN RE TN

AR AP T SR B NS S B YR i 1
Fo, VETE 80 43 LA I 430 73, 158 SIFEAK
FERE s, o 73 SIFEREERE VR i (87.0
), WERELF, FRIKRAS, WWRE, #fehrsaty
FLFRTH, 10112 597 KB PP Ak, S 0ifE
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Fig.1 Sensory evaluation after different breed mustard
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Fig.2 Microorganisms of different varieties of mustard after
fermentation

41 73+ 101 A1 158 ST SABERE S P iR v S 2
H#E 1.10x10" CFU/g LAk, FLERW % 8.40x10°
CFU/g LA b, K-FiEKT. Xiong S5t kB
BT FCR B B R LA E Y R AR T . T
129 SIS BERE it v B Vi IO LR R 0% R
K, R ZEBREN T SHRKERE. W, KT
SIAE it I BERN B B R AT 1R, AXAE 45 5 T73¢
RIEERE SR RIIE] 9x10° CFU/g [MBERERIEE T, R

TESER TR b IR BRI T 1) LSRN

24 TR AF R BEIE T pH B0 BRI =7



MK EmBHL

Modern Food Science and Technology

2022, Vol.38, No.5

1

a 8

pH
S = N W A W N

b 2.0

MR / (g/kg)

TR i
B 3 NEmFTHRAZEEER oHE (a) FIREE (b)
Fig.3 pH value (a) and total acid (b) of different varieties of

mustard after fermentation

E: A—BARRFHEAT AR oAt LA 2 E £ R
(p<0.05), TRl

pH E LG IR 2 IS B A Fia bR, AMXAT s
TWEEPRI AN DL, RIS 55 YRS AU A A5 %)
(SR, FrseRmad e, AR KA AR
e LRI, 2 pH TR, SRS EIGIN.
HIE 3 TR, EARKEEROLT 410 730 101 f1158 5
TFRRBEREM pH AR EEICT (p<0.05) Hedl,

BIFE 5 LLN; SUbFER, X e i & =75 1.50
gkg IE, BEET (p<0.05) H'EH., Aszihsi s
SHERT BEEPIRBITEREE 15 d RRRSE
3N 2.90 g/kg FT 1.60 g/kg 25 FAHIT, (HIEFT28 5
Fh 5 REEFA A S . DL g Rk 41,
73, 101 A1 158 SIFRFAHOURLS, FAARUHE
B, HERERERE.

2.5 ARl AR IR BEX A AL R

A HUER & RN S AR AN TR B R, 2l
AV RESIREP I EEAA Y, RS EFEENA
PUER, WFLER. SRR FHER. JEHRANE AR,
W 1 IS FE R A BRI AN R BT A0 12 NTF 3
PR BERE A HERIE LI 4, 12 ANTF3EMMN AU
AEVREE SRR ERR . AR, HE&E
Wi, Fo 46 A1 101 SRR RS N SR & &
BE (p<0.05) mTHEH; 41, 45, 46, 112 1159
SIFCERKER R AR S ERE (p<0.05) mTHE
H; 73 SRR & . Ak, 73
SIS KR D-SERBRATER &R B E
(p<0.05) = T HE M Fh, HHAVIRS S5 (1543.69
mg/100 g) FEFTAFER 2R, R IRMEY)
TEZ AR BT R A A KA HE R, T 53 59T K T
FERITIA VIR & ERAE (344.52 mg/100 g). 454K 2
R 4 a5, RIS 3T b £ AR A
REA, 1M 7 A HLBR FURRER M A 1) B 2 A4k
THEKT, UL 2 KT AR 3 ZAUH =4
WA P BRI SE DU E B WU R LR,
BR. WA, SERBREAYIRERMIEN.

Table 4 Organic acid content of different varieties of mustard after fermentation (mg/100 g)

F 4 TRIEMITRELAEEHNENERS = (ng/100 g)

3 B i Pty D-F R LBk APHRBR FRINER L- ¥R
41 39535+2.86° - 47.1243.74°  580.80+£63.10°  99.23+0.60*°  264.81+5.79"  82.55+4.66°
43 458+074  19.98+1.18° 69.81+15.36"  161.30+73.187  88.12+38.84%  12.3243.16°  15.98+0.44
45 237.89+1.23¢ - - 504.0+5.55® 85.5141.24°  128.10+1.80%  49.47+2.19°
46 544.68+2.76° - 21.1945.59%  571.36421.99°  76.85+3.90°  182.07+10.43°  21.33+0.52°
53 22.86+032°  28.58£0.60°  30.70+025°  154.44+12.64" - 107.94+21.72% -

73 213845600 5.93+1.83°  61.66+0.83"  396.87+96.26°  164.53+18.74° 893.32+158.12° -

101 587.95+7.10° - - 3354042123 77.96+2.79°  112.97+£1.08*  58.67+1.68°
112 9.07+435' 4.87+0.18°  17.40+6.52%  518.14x71.33*  32.77429.30%  52.13425.97%  48.55+4.97°
129 30849+5321°  18.60+2.67" - 206.05+21.51° - 125.96£29.41  142.48+8.74°
154 201.13£5.19"  16.16£0.87°  59.64+3.04*  278.04+17.94%  90.28+4.97™  9570+6.13%  114.07+3.17°
158 439.09+27.82° - - 417.34£10034™  95.07+8.12%  123.99+16.41%  58.01%2.18¢
159 272.58+87.0°  931+£1.04%  931£1.04° 495254842  116.29+528"°  72.10£6.70%T  54.13+4.08%

E LRTARENE; 2R SRR FEEATAR AR AR 2E £ 7 (p<0.05), TFE.
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b, RIS FE AR P 2 R R I S A I 2k
TR, T2 R B FR H R - A W 2 7= R R R SR8
JEE, MEALRYIR 2h A O RS R 5. AR R I 3
K G WAHRR Eh & 4 R, AU 53,73 1112
SIFR R ERE SRS IR 3 & e AR VAR N,
o 73 SIF SRR S WA R £ A A (11.82
mg/kg), 1M 45, 46 Fl 129 5 I+ K EERE & (1 AH R
i AR, R 45, 46 1129 57
KRTERE G B A K E B A IR I R R A .
Pu 2P0 58 Bz T 2 o) 900 3 0 Y TR A B IR
235.90 mg/kg, KHBERKEEG S A mEEm)
NIRETIAE
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Fig.4 Nitrite content of different varieties of mustard after

fermentation
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WE 5 Fos, 12 ANRFTFE R Y B A R
DPPH H HiZEiEREE S, Fob il 73 SO0 R IR i
¥ DPPH H HE:IREJIEAT, 9 84.60%, FIKE 43
F1 53 SIRBERE &, 73019 83.40%7F1 83.30%, 129
SIERIEREMA DPPH [ LSRR AL /TR AK, A
72.10%, HARMFPTTSERIERE o DPPH H BI85
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Fig.5 The scavenging rate of DPPH free radicals of different

mustard varieties after fermentation
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Table 5 Detection results of biogenic amines after fermentation of different mustard varieties (mg/kg)

;A &l R J& e P 20 B4 e ¥ e e
41 29120165 4.75+0.51% 19420217  3.80+0.087 10.51£0.56°  4.50£0.48° 422+0.60° 2.08+0.04%
43 320+0.05°  8.17+0.08° 536+0.21°  1.07+0.08' 2836+2.10°  1.50+0.10%° 4.68+0.17° 4.27+0.12°
45 4794065  2.77+0.09%  3.14£0.03°  3.75+0.157 25.76+£1.14°  7.18£0.95' 2.38+0.06° 3.53+0.07°
46  439+040%  3.48+0.43% 1.12+0.13%  5.75+0.10°  29.58+2.26°  2.35+0.36%  1.33£0.02°  2.61+0.09
53 36.3240.94°  6.10+033%  6.98+0.14°  545+0.15%  6.80£0.23°  2.06+0.04°5 3.40+0.54° 5.22+0.11%
73 1.89+0.037  4.08+0.22%¢  0.98+0.02  3.37+0.11°  13.19+0.21¢  4.0£0.19  1.24+0.01° 1.28+0.03"
101 3.08023°  1.462025° 1.6120.04°  120£0.03'  3.48+0.117  9.81£1.36° 2.56+0.50° 3.59+0.06
112 2.774031°  2.43+0.55%°  0.99+0.12  4.504024°  2.77+042" 11494044 338+0.05° 2.74+0.04°
129 3.33+0.57° 9.10£0.12°  1.19+0.08" 13.86£0.26°  2.14+0.05"  1.83+031% 1.3740.02° 2.15+0.04%
154 540+0.60° 2.20£0.07° 4.43+0.10° 7.524025°  13.50£0.70°  1.34+0.03%2 1.8620.05¢ 2.71+0.04°
158 6.44+042° 10494457 7.58+028*  4.7620.16°  1.76£0.03"  13.47£029° 2.66+0.01°  4.60+0.04°
159 2.81+031°  2.50+0.18%°  1.35£0.06" 2.49+0.08" 23.42+501° 3.35+0457 126+0.03° 2.82+0.04°
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TE B AP N AT SR I A T
RE, (O B AR 22 5 AR F= A — AN [ R
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A b AP AR B R AP TS AR b . AR
PAAE T R ST, ARSIt Efe ey
[, SRR R T B SRR, FER
PET BA R R SR RS /1 A, R,
G BT AN TR ft P TF 3 R T XoF A W e (1) s i e 73 b 2
1o ARSFIFER G EYE SRR 5, TR
PRERE it TR 2H i B e, o 43 1 46 S5 TTSEK

FERE RIS BB E (p<0.05) ETHERM,
At [ bRl A R A e h BRI S KT, BRE N
100 mg/kg, F&fEt2—MEA fEEERPIEYE, R
N 100~800 mgkg , AW E R & N 1000
mg/kgl>> %, FEAN [ S P IT3 R B FOA t  F f
TEAE, HoH 158 ST K TR i IR i 2 e e 1 (13.47
mg/kg). 101 1 73 SIS TERE S (1S A VG & B AL
i, 23514 26.71 mg/kg F130.03 mg/kg, iS4 Yk
SEREIFEMRET 53 5373, 53 STk
A RSV EYI G S ik 72.33 mg/kg.

*o6 TREIRMITRABEEL AT RASE

Table 6 Different varieties of mustard and volatile component content of the fermentation

PR o 18]

TR SuAt 3K B IS Rk i 4% /(ng/e)

EFill . W AR
/min 41 43 45 46 53 73 101 112 129 154 158 159
5.45 ZW by B 1.21 0.50 0.03 1.50 0.14 032 2.02 024 044 - 023 0.03
7.32 23-T B 003 005 - - - 072 - - - - 002008
12.33 4- - 153 0.10 3.51 0.10 0.45 253 1.87 0.08 0.33 021 0.58 0.29 0.70
12.54 1-fc B - - - - 076 050 - 0.0 008 018 - 0.19
12.84 -3 H5-3-B% 049 - 033 022 - 016 041 - 010 - 033 021
Bk 16.02 RFEE X
17.15 A - - - - - - 007 - - - 005 -
17.48 2,6-— % KT EE O
18.41 ¥ 002 - - - - - - .- -
19.64 1-E8 0.29 0.38 030 0.13 0.11 023 0.16 0.15 0.17 026 -
Bt 2.14 4.06 0.84 2.47 3.56 3.68 2.81 0.83 120 0.93 1.18 1.21
6.97 i 013 - 009 004 - - - - 005 - 006 006
8.41 (B)-2- T4t 0.15 - 008 004 001 - 006 - 003 - 004 0.02
10.09 )3 006 0.14 - - 018 - - 024 014 041 - 0.6
12.01 (Z)-2- B Ft 0.71 0.03 040 038 0.03 0.11 0.71 - 0.14 0.05 0.56 0.32
12.18 E S 012 - 013 011 078 - 0.08 0.10 0.18 0.07 0.05 -
13.65 Fi 008 - - - 006010 - 006007 - - 019
13.98 (B.E)-2,4-% — ¥t 1.13 0.60 0.53 0.44 038 029 046 022 029 029 035 0.50
15.19 E S X
15.63 (B)-2-F Mt - - - - 011 - - - 012 - - -
s 17.29 e 044 - 044 040 034 - 031 0.19 032 022 037 037
19.23 (B)-2-E 4t 006 - 005 - - - - - 032 - - -
19.40 4 THERFEE 002 - 003 - - - - - 002002 - -
19.40 2,6-=F AR FES - - - - 003 - 003 - 002006 - -
20.81 B S 0.24 0.13 025 0.22 0.15 0.10 0.18 0.05 0.12 0.06 0.21 0.43
21.11 (E.E)-2,4-F @ 005 - 002 - - - - - - - L -
21.40 2,6,6-= F Jh-1-3R Tbf-1-F B - 020 007 001 - 0.06 0.13 0.10 0.19 0.15 0.13 0.20
22.64 2,6,6-= F Hh-1-3R Cb-1- LB - 002 - 014003 - - - 002002 - -
22.72 (B)- 2-F it 060 - 075 026 005 012 024 - - - - 030
26.01 R S 031 - 042 019 - 007 017 - - - 014 022
Bt 410 1.12 326 223 2.15 085 237 1.0 203 135 191 2.77
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Hko
£31 {%%ﬁm WA B AP IR B S ReA MR A2/ (ugl)
/min 41 43 45 46 53 73 101 112 129 154 158 159
7.58 AR AR 0.81 0.40 0.67 1.22 0.01 2.03 1.32 124 071 118 158 191
10.00 FR AR AR - - 009 - - 008 - - - - 003 -
11.22 2RI TR - 004 - - 004 004 003 004 003 008 0.06 0.28
13.47 AN - ERe A AU 1.0 0.83 0.74 0.88 0.61 0.85 1.12 0.66 0.73 096 0.86 0.76
14.47 ARFRIR T IR - 002 - - - - - 001 - 004 - -
15.12 1-FH A Tk - - 015 - - - 004 - - - 004 -
17.09 +—i% 005 - 003 - - - - - - - 003 -
19.10 + AR AR, 3.50 422 1.85 3.66 2.65 0.51 3.72 042 390 1.60 2.18 0.39
19.34 1-#-T% X r A
20.57 + =% 006 - - 006 - - 004 - 005 001 005 -
23.03 AR - - - - - - o002 0.02 003 -
23.90 +=8% 007 - - 006 011 - 005 - 003 00l 003 -
27.07 +uiz 006 - 005006 002 - - - - - - -
28.95 2,6,10-=F &+ =% 0.03 0.12 0.03 003 0.12 - 003 - 0.2 003 003 0.04
Sth 29.35 b7 5 002 - - - - - - - - - 001 005
9.87 HeBH - - - - - 012 - - - - -
13.02 4-FRREFR-1-TH - 0.10 0.19 0.57 0.13 040 022 036 024 050 0.18 0.23
14.59 D-ATAE 0.33 030 026 0.19 040 0.17 024 0.14 046 058 0.15 0.86
14.78 (Z)-3-F F-1,3- Rt - - 027 - - - - - oo o
14.81 R 14-T =4 007 - - 007 - - 004 - - - - -
16.17 1,3-35 =¥ 103 - 079 056 - - - - - - - -
21.39 1-FE5-2,6,6- = F f-1- IR b 007 - - 017 003 - - - - - -
23.03 (B)- 3-8 b 004 - - 003 - - - - - - - .
26.48 TANHy - - 002 - - - - - - - - -
26.49 e 002 002 - 002 - - 001 - - - - -
26.83 1+ g b - - 001002 - - - - 001 - - -
27.49 1,2,3,4,5-8 % #-13- 50— M - - - 002 - - 003 - - 004 002 -
29.34 1-RH - - 008 - - - - - - - - -
39.21 HAE M - - - - - - - 002 - 001 - -
Bt 7.16 6.05 523 745 426 411 701 291 628 506 535 4.52
9.14 FHEAABR N 7 B 1.12 554 558 8.86 623 844 4.81 10.16 6.47 13.07 5.51 11.96
24.29 [ N - - - - - 004 - - - - - -
26.37 TERT B - - - - - 011 - - 005 - 010 023
2638  2-WE3-HA224-=FAHEKEE 008 0.06 007 006 007 - 004 003 - 003 - -
27.03 [-FA T T S - 008 - - 006001 - - 005 - - -
BEk  28.86 ARK =W BR = W B - - - oo - 2002 - 002 - @ -
3295 224-ZWH-13-RZB-FTEES 002 - - - 002 - - - - - o -
3294 224-ZWHEILEAFRLFREBETE - - - 001 - - 001 - - - 001 0.02
41.33 AzARER T By - 001 - - 006 - - - - - - -
4293 AZARER TS - - - 2001 - - - - oo
Bt 122 5.69 565 893 645 8.60 4.86 1021 6.57 13.12 5.62 1221
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ko

£31 %gwﬂ WA B S AP IR B S ReA MR A2/ (ugl)
/min 41 43 45 46 53 73 101 112 129 154 158 159
13.13 6- 5 25 M -2- 0.99 0.10 0.08 - 0.08 0.13 0.08 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.10 0.09
14.84 2,2,6-= % A-IRTHR - 004 - - - 004 - - 004 005 - -
16.92 (E,E)-3,5-% = }-2-H7) 024 0.07 009 - 009 - 008 007 0.13 - 010 -
25.81 2-F IR - 002003 - - - - - 005 - - 004
28.05 4'(2’2';?2%?;?;5 L) - 001001 - - - - - 00l - - -
28.05 4'(2’6’6’5‘2?%’_?;%%’1'5 y 008 - 003001 001 - 023 - - 030 - -
28.04 o-¥F 2R 001 - - - - - 003 - - 001002 -

EES
2874  (B)-6,10- =% £-59-+—8 —$-2-80 - 0.14 0.09 0.11 0.15 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.09 0.13 0.06 0.1
29.83 BT L - 059 004 023 071 0.10 - 024 050 036 021 031
30.00 2-+ = kR - 012 002 013 - - - 009 002 - -
31.17 5’6’7’7*"‘19gfi".‘iméEF';’“R 2 (4H) - 0.04 001 001 0.05 0.02 0.0l 0.07 0.02 009 - -
-SRI ek e R

32.07 2-+ 9k ) - 002 - - 001 - - - 001 - - -
3459  (Z2)-=&-5-Q-FHE)-23H)-ARER 001 - - - - - - 001 - 001 003 0.02
39.38 6,10,14- = ¥ 2+ Az - - 004 - 001 - - - 004 - - -
Bt 133 1.15 042 038 124 034 050 0.54 1.11 1.10 0.52 0.56
5.27 L 0.18 0.26 0.20 0.05 0.19 0.48 0.10 0.02 027 029 0.15 0.32
25.79 SAL M ARER - - - - 2033 - - - - o
L. 2627 SEREL - - - - - 004 - - - o -
A 3295 224-=ZFAIBAFALFTERE - - 002 - - - - - - - - -
4223 AzAR AR - - - - - 003 - 002 - - - -
Bt 0.18 026 022 0.05 0.19 0.88 0.10 0.04 027 0.29 0.15 0.32
16.43 x5 R E - 006 - - - - - oo -
16.83 2-F SR E 0.05 - - - o0m - - 007 - - -
23.34 4-TH-2-F FIRE 010 972 - - 532223 - 055028 023 - -
30.53 2,4- =T A RE 001 - 001 - - - - - - 002 - -
30.53 2,53 (1,1-=F 4R T3k ) Ky - 001 - 001 002001 - 001 - - - 001
14.45 -9 3 (1-FTk) X 003 - - - 003 - 002 - 004 - - 007
14.38 123-ZF 3K 004 - - - - - - - - - 002004
19.41 1-TH -4-F 2HAK - 003 - - - - oo
AR 29.25 (2-FRABCE L) K - - 005010 - 003 - - - - - -
10.62 TR 095 - - - - - - 005 - 002 154 146
13.19 2- ;R Ak - - 004 - - - - - - - 003 -
15.22 -5 (1-FATE) 1% - 006 - - 006 - - - - - - -
18.38 2-F T HR3-F Rkt e X
18.36 N-+ T A3 T Bt - - - 006 - - - 008 - - -
18.58 FREE T R - - - 003 - 004 - - - - - -
22.09 FARAE - - - 003 - 012 - - - - - -
20.13 -4 003 - 003 - - - - - - - o -
Bt 1.21 9.88 0.13 020 549 2.54 0.02 0.61 047 027 1.59 1.58
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29 OF [ g RPN 3 R BE T AR R M R 4

H12 6 FIHN, AN 12 DT i A eAs il 104 A
RYEPTT, BESE 10 Py BESE 19 Fhy Bk 29 P, B
510 by B2 14 P BRI 5 MPFIZRERZE 17 Fho AN
A PSR TR i e SRR o 1) 2
I3 BIER VIR 27.18%F1 37.08%. ASFEIFEN,
R MR B AR 2R, 415 (51 F,
17.34 ug/g). 43 %5 (38 ', 2821 pg/g). 455 (49
Fl, 1575 ug/g)~ 46 5 (44 Fl, 21.71 pg/gd~ 53 %5 (47
P, 23.34 ng/g)+ 73 5 (40 B, 21.0 pg/g)~ 101 5 (40
B, 17.67 ng/g)« 1125 (36 Fl1, 16.14 pg/g) 129 5

(51 7, 17.93 pg/g). 1545 (42 Ff, 22.12 pg/g)-
158 5 (44 Fl1, 16.32 ug/g) M1 159 5 (37 F, 23.17 pg/g) .
TR HH AR R I o e B SRR T e B b e,
Yt R FE-FR IR RE SR L 4- 2 56-2- ALY AT /N
B =, — SR MERAE 12 S amfhhisa
K, i 4-BEE-1-F% . (EE)-2,4-Bi WilE. 25/, N
G1E 7 Ny = AP NI ANG 1B 7 NIt = 2P M B 7 9579
TESEE DATRERIE . RIEIRAGTNEE . LR 1Lk
R FNAFAE T Fm b, WEFFE (41 S
fnD, XK 1- 2 )62 -4- IR (43 SRR,
(2)-3-FEe-1,3- 00 Tk, 1-280& M 2,2,4-=H
B 3-BE RIS TREIR (45 SFEqD, 2-5F T3k
-3-FERBENEIGR (46 S D, FRAEER 2.1 (53 SRR,
IR THEE . SALNEERRAIESRIR (73 SFEM), 7
G Q01 SFERD, KAEE (112 SFEM),
F2,6- ~HEIACEE (129 SFEHD, -8kt (158
SR

B 6 SR 7 vl Al ARl B A
10 M, BEEN 2491 pglg, HATAERMEL ST
10.35%, AFEFEGHRIBERY) PG EAAEZE R,
45 F1 112 ‘SR RIBEZRYI USSR 8BUR, 1L 0.84
ug/g 1 0.83 pg/g, 43 5L BRI S & S i

(4.05 pg/g) o KIFSTHFE i T 2R o7 -2 —
Ferbbe W, 2.3-T . 4-Pil-1-EE . 1-TRESSE AR
BE, DLKOTRRE. HPREENHEE. 12 MEmT 4-
Belfs-1-l G drm, HBREREEN 43.16%, H
43 SEER I 4-PEiE-1 - S B (351 pg/e).

FERAE) £ AR R E AT R, BRIME
—FBARAR, (HH S M R e Rt . R [R R
an LA 2] 19 PRI, S 80N 25.14 pg/e,
HRIER MR A 10.44%, Hoh 120 SRS RS

52

BB, 15 15 B, 1 43 SEERICE 6 Fli.
41 SFEMPARERNEYI S B (4.10 pg/g), 1M
73 SHEMPLABEREY S ERIL (0.85 pg/g). A
(R S A R TR S PRI 3 222 S B O, i B IR A
TEE(E,E)-2,4-P IGREAE AT A mFih 3 aets i, 12
AR LR S SRR ) 21.80%, 1EA LR
[PZK CEEANAE 112 SR PR, &7 0.16%.

FERIINH I &P, G E Yt bek
WEWEER, ZUMRRNE, BREVZENERIE
R, ARSI AKR, (A A B T4 mrE g
RPN, 12 MR REE AR S EN 65.39
ng/g, IR GRS R A mIA 28.60 pg/gs
TINEE RN 0.02 pg/gs 41, 45 Fl 46 S
KR 15 Mredie &y, HEEMAZER, 150
Bl & BN 7.16 pg/g. 5.23 ng/g Ml 7.45
Hg/go

AR 6 FIR 7 AL, EERGE YR R E M)
BB RN, S ITA R EVIR T 37.0%.
Horb 12 AR5 & B T AR S BRI S
FIRIGEANE, HAESFES IS S50 SR 0
s g, 12 M5 I R S RA Il & 2N
87.75 nglg, HEEERALEYIN 98.45%, EEKE
RURAIT ) 36.46%, X SHFEE AR —5, KW
B R K TETT IR R BT, ABAEAS [RIRE
h GBI R ZER, 154 SHER T R ERIE A
BRI & s sis 13.07 pg/g, TMAE 41 SHEm P H A B
N 112 pglg. HARAESHIKHHR CBRUAE 53 5
FEmPAT H, S 108 0.01 ng/g.

B ABFIE A =8, BAATEEMRE
R, XTSRRI IR, (BT
Fase, ERMELFE] AE 2 AR B R sk iR,
I, ANERE A ISR TS R IC. SHE AL,
41, 43, 53, 129 1 154 SHESH IR G &=
FXRGE (R 1o HARUIAER -KD 22 irf
o HERS AL B & B (3.29 pg/g), M &
RS2 4-(2,2- - FJE-6- 30 FE 3R L 3%)-3- T #5-2-

(0.03 pg/g)-

REETTERE iR B IR A S b 2
N, FIFETIFHE GRBEYHE, TRRE
pH (A IGE KU, [RI 0] SRR AR ISR SBR, %
HSRERA —ETTHR. B3R 6 1K1, LPRIEAN[RI K%
TR S EAEER, 73 SHmT CREEI
0.48 pg/g, 1M 112 S LIRS ZICH 0.02 pg/g,
Hemrmm sy, HATEDBFE MR .

R 18 FhaRIMEA Y& & b SR R Y
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1) 10.0%, 4-2.5:-2-FAFRMTE 7 MFE R,
HAE 43 M & ERE (972 pg/g). FMELED
R R, B R IRFRIRIERYIR, NTE 45
(0.04 pg/g) 11585 (0.03 pg/g) FE5HHRMH,

PR E . BA S ESRIIIERYIIN, XA 46 (0.06
ug/g) 735 (0.16 pg/g) FEELFPRGIIH, (EX AR
Tr SRR RS A R, SRS I T S
(I Fe 45 AL

R7 BRUSMETEIRMITRABENEE (Le/e)

Table 7 The content of various compounds after fermentation of different varieties of mustard (ng/g)

E BE BE EREES EES LEES S RS 7
41 2.14 4.10 7.16 1.22 1.33 0.18 1.21
43 4.06 1.12 6.05 5.69 1.15 0.26 9.88
45 0.84 3.26 5.23 5.65 0.42 0.22 0.13
46 247 223 7.45 8.93 0.38 0.05 0.20
53 3.56 2.15 4.26 6.45 1.24 0.19 5.49
73 3.68 0.85 4.11 8.60 0.34 0.88 2.54
101 2.81 2.37 7.01 4.86 0.50 0.10 0.02
112 0.83 1.0 291 10.21 0.54 0.04 0.61
129 1.20 2.03 6.28 6.57 1.11 0.27 0.47
154 0.93 1.35 5.06 13.12 1.10 0.29 0.27
158 1.18 1.91 5.35 5.62 0.52 0.15 1.59
159 1.21 277 452 12.21 0.56 0.32 1.58

3 Zhig

3.1 ARIE T SO A R 12 NPT H
SRR, RIS R R 11 SO FH XU s 3 3
TR M. 3R, AR R SR TV
. AEY). pHAE. SR, BIUR. WAHERE. P
RE IR A SAFAE R . RIS
PN AR (87.0 43); B KTIF. PIbgrse. Mk
TFRFIAR TS R B B E M AR KA i, pH
BE S LU, BERIILE 1.50 gkg VA E; HEFOTT.
VI SR K AR IT SR IR it WA R R 2 A e 4
FREPY, MAHE 11 SAL0IF. Mk O P L FF
SRR ARG 3 & Bl T 2R E: JiElb
RE VBT HIRATINTTE:; RIS, AT s R R i
BHHR S Efrm (1543.69 mg/100 g), AWIE S Fk
TR MK TF SR TERE L (26.71 mg/kg), HE
VI I3 K IERE - (30.03 mg/kg) o

3.2 Ak, AHEFCEIE TR A AR B A A S
RASAERT 12 NIFER B AR, S5 %R
B, ANF SRS R IR i BT S P R MR A AN,
Forb S SRR P e R XA, o5 SR X
RADIF IR 36.46%; |74 888 B TF3id 0o R BERE it R
KA G & ERE, 15 2821 pg/g. ZE LR, 7
TS R R fit P 25 TOURR AV 8 AR 307 16 ot o i
Hl, HIFERMERIRD T FPE S 40 Fh, &5k 21.0 pg/gs
AR IE LE

Bt I HK
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