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Taste characterization of commercial light soy sauce by electronic
tongue analysis

WANG Dan-dan', LING Xia’, WANG Nian', ZHANG Run-ie’,
DU Tian-yu', GUO Zhuang'

1 (Northwest Hubei Research Institute of TraditionalFermented Food, College of Chemical Engineering and
Food Science, Hu Bei University of Arts and Science, Xiangyang 441053, China)

2 (Xiangyang Institute of Food and Drug Supervision, Xiangyang 441053, China)

ABSTRACT In this paper; the taste profile characterizations of commercial light soy sauce were studied by elec—
tronic tongue and multivariate statistics. The results showed that there were greater differences in sourness and salti—
ness index among commercial light soy sauce, but aftertaste-A and aftertaste-B show the opposite trend. Cluster analy—
sis showed all samples could be divided into two clusters based on taste profile, and sourness and umami were identi-
fied by redundancy analysis (RDA) as key variables significantly associated with the taste profile difference. The
composition of organic acid in light soy sauce samples were determinate by high performance liquid chromatography
(HPLC) method, and the results indicated that there were significant differences in the content of oxalic acid (P <
0.05) . Therefore, we concluded that the content of oxalic acid had certain negative influence to the taste of light soy
sauce.

Key words light soy sauce; electronic tongue; high performance liquid chromatography; quality evaluation
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Research on brand and adulteration identification of sesame

oil by electronic nose analysis

ZHANG Jing', ZHANG Wei~i', XU Jing', TENG Huan-yong', SU Feng—ian',
WANG Liang', CHEN Yi', XIE Shi-bing'" , XUE Chang-hu’

1 (Wenzhou Academy of Agricultural Sciences, The Ministry of Agriculture of Agricultural Products Quality Safety Risk
Assessment Laboratory, Wenzhou 325006, China)

2 (Ocean University of China, College of Food Science and Engineering, Qingdao 266003, China)

ABSTRACT To investigate the feasibility of utilizing electronic nose in analysis of discrimination brand and adulter-
ate of sesame oil. Methods: Pure sesame oil and different adulterated proportion of sesame oil were analyzed by elec—
tronic nose. The data were analyzed by PCA and PLS etc. Results: The radar graph and loading analysis proved that
electronic nose sensor had excellent response signals. The feature map established by PCA could identify samples ef-
fectively. PLS model could predicate adulterated proportion of sesame oil. Conclusion: The electronic nose analysis
technology could be regarded as non-standard technology in identifying the discrimination brand and adulteration of

sesame oil.

Key words electronic nose; sesame oil; brand discrimination; authentic identification
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