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Abstract: The quality of pickled cowpeas fermented by different methods was compared and analyzed in this paper. Fresh beans with
tender and crisp texture, uniform strip shape and no diseases and insect pests were selected as raw materials. Pickled cowpeas were prepared by
natural dry fermentation, natural wet fermentation and pure breeding wet fermentation. The pH value, reducing sugar content, total acid content,
total sugar content, nitrite content and amino acid nitrogen content in the fermentation process were detected, and the effects of pure breed wet
fermentation and natural wet fermentation on the quality of sour beans were analyzed. The results showed that the pH value and reducing sugar
content of pure breeding wet fermentation were 3.92 and 0.03%, respectively. The contents of total acid, total sugar, nitrite and amino acid
nitrogen were 0.25%, 0.04%, 0.01 mg/kg and 0.01%, respectively, which were lower than those of natural wet fermentation. In addition, the
content of methoxyacetic acid, ethyl acetate, water content and sensory score were 0.37%, 0.51%, 81.15% and 45.52 respectively, which were
higher than that of natural dry fermentation The results showed that the wet fermentation had the best effect on the quality of sour beans. The
content of nitrite decreased significantly in the later stage of fermentation, and the sensory score was higher. It provided a good reference value
for the industrialized production of soybean.
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Table 1 Comparison of pH, reducing sugar content, total acid content and total sugar content of the two fermentation methods (X£5)

pH 14 LR Z/%
28 %)
10d 20d 10d 20d 25d
ART iR REE 4.15+1.24 3.5440.86 3.2840.66 0.07+0.03 0.16+0.04 0.104+0.03
BRI AR B 4.1241.20 3.52+0.82 3.13£0.48 0.05+0.04 0.060.02 0.1620.05
ARk R B 4.06+1.18 3.514+0.84 3.92+1.26 0.06+0.02 0.03+0.01 0.03+0.01
BB E/% A E/%
28 %)
10d 20d 10d 20d 25d
AARTiEREE 0.48+0.11 0.5140.09 0.55+0.18 0.10+0.02 0.08+0.14 0.11£0.03
BRI R R B 0.510.14 0.5340.13 0.41%0.11 0.1240.12 0.07+0.11 0.1840.05
PR ik R B 0.50+0.12 0.35+0.06 0.254+0.08 0.08+0.06 0.0320.05 0.0420.01
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R2 TRIABH LRI S 2. SERTSRA SR
Table 2 Comparison of nitrite content and amino acid nitrogen content of two fermentation methods (X£5)

as T A 6% (mg/kg) BAREREF/%
10d 20d 25d 10d 20d 25d
AATHLEE 009002  006£0.03  0.04+0.03 0.10£0.02  0.08:001  0.07+0.01
AREELEE  013:005  0.09:0.04  0.07:0.02 007001 0.05£0.01  0.04+0.02
SARELEE 0042001 002:001  0.01£0.01 0.03+0.02  0.04+0.02  0.01+0.01
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Table 3 Comparison of volatile ester and volatile acid contents in different fermentation methods (X£5)

LY
3 + = BRERIS L FAATH
10d 20d 25d 10d 20d 25d
AR TR e 0.11+0.02 0.21+0.05 0.40+0.07 0.04+0.01 0.07+0.02 0.13+0.04
B ARIR KR B 0.13+0.03 0.35+0.11 0.51+0.13 0.05+0.02 0.10+0.03 0.19:+0.06
SRR R R B 0.16+0.04 0.48+0.15 0.72+0.20 0.030.01 0.1020.02 0.37+0.12
R L %
48 51 TR T Bg N EN
10d 20d 25d 10d 20d 25d
B ARTFiEL B 0.03+0.01 0.08+0.02 0.13£0.04 0.05+0.01 0.10+0.03 0.30+0.09
B RIE R LB, 0.04+0.02 0.09+0.03 0.26+0.08 0.04+0.01 0.15£0.04 0.42+0.12
YhARIR R R 0.030.01 0.13£0.04 0.51+0.15 0.0620.02 0.23+0.06 0.60::0.19
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Table 4 Comparison of water content and sensory score of different fermentation methods (X+5s)

BIKE/% .
28 3\ RIS
10d 20d 25d
A ARTRL M 90.0442.14 80.21+1.86 73.86+2.15 33.21+3.12
B RIDEL B 90.13+2.09 86.21+1.97 89.15+5.53 28.1542.81
shAP I R R B 90.14+2.11 85.12+1.92 81.15+3.57 45.52+45.18
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