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Table 1 Sensor and corresponding aroma types
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Fig. 1 The response curves of ten sensors to

carbonated beverages
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Fig. 2 Loadings analysis of response values of

electronic nose to different carbonated Im\u'era.ges
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Fig. 3 PCA analysis of response values of electronic

nose to different carbonated beverages
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Fig. 4 LDA analysis of response values of electronic

nose to different carbonated beverages
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Fig. 5 Validation results of Coca-Cola Zero
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Fig. 6 Validation results of Mountain Dew
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Research on the identification of carbonated beverages
using electronic nose analysis

ZHANG Jing', ZHANG Wei-yi', LI Yan', XU Jing', SU Lai4in', CHEN Yi',
XIE Shi-bing'" , XUE Chang-hu®, SU Feng—ian'

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 Investigate the feasibility of utilizing an electronic nose to distinguish common carbonated beverages,
and establish a new technology for discriminating and quality control. Methods: Carbonated beverages were analyzed
by an electronic nose. Consequently, the data were subject to analysis by the WinMuster software. Results: The elec—
tronic nose sensors gave excellent response signals. The PCA and LDA could distinguish 10 different varieties of the
carbonated beverages. Conclusion: The electronic nose had the capability of distinguishing the carbonated beverages.

The method could be applied to government supervisory control and manufaclories’ inner quality control.

Key words selectronic nose; carbonated beverages; discriminating; flavor fingerprints
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