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Comparison of electronic tongue
and sensory on evaluation of saltiness

HUANG Xiao-chuang, ZHANG Ya-wei, REN Xiao-pu, ZHU Yu-xia,
LIU Shi-xin, BAO Ying-jie, LIU Cheng-hua, LI Shun, PENG Zeng-qi’

(College of Food Science and Technology, Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing 210095, China)

Abstract: The saltiness of the mixtures of amino acid, organic acid and sodium chloride was evaluated by electronic tongue
system and sensory evaluation method. The saltiness, sourness, bitterness, astringent and sweetness of the solution were evaluated
by electronic tongue system but only the saltiness was evaluated by sensory evaluation method. Based on Principal component
analysis and Pearson correlation analysis, it was found that the results evaluated by electronic tongue were almost similar to the
results by sensory evaluation. There were significant positive correlation (r = 0.969, p <0.01) between the saltiness results of

electronic tongue and sensory evaluation. Accordingly, electronic tongue system could evaluate the saltiness of solutions

accurately and objectively.
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Table 1

Levels of sodium chloride, amino acid and organic acid (mg/mlL)

WK S L- 15 L 1 Frg R
| 1.83 0.38 0.23 0.26 0.19
2 3.66 1.54 0.94 1.03 0.76
3 731 7.68 4.68 4.14 3.02
4 14.63 - - - -
5 29.25 - - - _
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