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Abstract: One week after the 'Sweet Charlie' strawberry trees produced flowers, they were sprayed with water or CPPU at either of the
four concentrations (2.5, 5.0, 10, 20 mg/L). The contents of soluble solids, total acid, free amino acids, and tannins of the resultant strawberry
fruits were measured. The taste indicators such as sourness, sweetness, bitterness, umaminess, saltiness, astringency, and aftertaste of bitterness
and astringency were analyzed by the electronic tongue technique, to evaluate the effect of CPPU and its concentration on the flavor, nutritional
quality and taste of strawberry, as well as the advantages of using electronic tongue to investigate the effect of CPPU on the taste of strawberries.
The obtained results showed that the use of CPPU could increase the content of soluble solids, reduce the total acid content, increase the
solid-to-acid ratio, and reduce the number of species and total amount of free amino acids in strawberry fruits. Low concentrations (2.5 or 5.0
mg/L) of CPPU could reduce the tannin content of strawberries, whilst high concentrations (10 or 20 mg/L) could increase significantly this
content. The results of the electronic tongue analysis, the CPPU treatment at low concentrations could increase the sweetness and reduce
sourness, with the corresponding reduction in the saltiness and umaminess along with their highly correlated bitterness (correlation coefficient:
0.99). There were positive correlations between the total amount of free amino acids and umaminess, the tannin content and astringency, the total
acid content and sourness, the solid-to-acid ratio and sweetness. The CPPU treatments at low concentrations had a positive impact on the
sweetness and sourness and associated flavor composition of strawberry. However, a CPPU treatment, regardless of its concentration, had a
negative impact on salty and umami tastes and associated flavor composition.
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Table 1 The E-tongue taste value of different CPPU treated strawberry
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25(mg/L)  -3.844#0.01° 6.06+0.08° 0.43+0.06° 530+0.02° 5.54+0.05° 1.47+0.03™  204+0.09°  0.79+0.02°
5(mg/L)  -4.34+0.06° 5.49+0.05" 0.75+0.09° 4.95+0.02° 5.27+0.06™  1.44#0.02° 2.02+0.07°  0.70+0.01
10(mg/lL)  -3.05+0.05° 561+0.11° 0.02+0.13° 4.98+0.03° 5.23+0.05" 155+0.06® 2.03+0.05°  0.75+0.02°
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Table 3 Effects of different concentrations of CPPU onflavor quality index

PUE:) T 5 B 40/°Brix & B2/(g/100 g) B #7/(g/kg)

0 mg/L 8.07+0.34° 0.80+0.03° 10.1+0.77° 1.44+0.06™

2.5mg/L 8.93+0.09 0.76+0.04® 11.8+0.54® 1.40+0.02°
5 mg/L 8.60+0.16® 0.70+0.17° 12.2+0.50° 1.390.03°

10 mg/L 8.47+0.09% 0.75+0.07® 11.44531% 1.6040.10°
20 mg/L 8.40+0.43% 0.75+0.03% 11.240.96® 1.54+0.02%

% 4 TEIKE CPPU BN ES B R RIS EBHFND (ng/100 g)

Table 4 Effect of free amino acid content in different CPPU treated strawberry (mg/100 g)

Pz

AAH/(my/100) CcK 2.5 mg/L 5 mg/L 10 mg/L 20 mg/L
PRES 3 9.06+1.98* 7.70+0.58° 5.91+0.54° 6.73+1.02° 6.29+0.74°
I EFR Thr 41.4+4.39° 32.3+0.70° 24.9+1.37° 28.1+2.84° 21.0+1.18°
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bR 1.82+0.11° 1.31#0.27° 1.76+0.02° 1.34+0.04° 1.47+0.33°
ENGEN 3.93£1.55% 3.12+1.68" 2.31+0.55° 1.78+0.78° 2.44%0.39°
YRR 1.82+0.14° 1.5040.37° 1.36+0.12° 1.33+0.09° 2.52+0.10°
EF 124+12.1° 104+8.46" 94.2+4.93° 91.0+4.78" 80.0+3.54°

SRR RE 6 52 ey B A SR SR (R P PR RS T 2
B, FHRSREE, AmiEERIE, X455t
AT BIWFTTAE RAREL, AT RED D S iR T A ffe it SR sk
POLET IR, B RSk SRS, 1
TR IR AR B BP0, I FUR IR St
HRACER R G R IR AR R T IR AL 2, R R 5 2
SR PIEBR R R I 4 R BT R S TR
AR —RYI, AW TTEE REWURIR EE ) SR Ak
MR LT SR, MRS TSR
WETFE

IR Z BRI T, R, MIRE
BRI, R EFMENEEE, di%k 4
A, BEESIRAL B L AR N, 12 Pl e ik

186

R SX AL, —EH 2B, RIS
IR MR AN 124 mg/100 g, SEAE IR E Jy 20
mo/L B, 3B IER S ERICAN 80.0, KT X}E
33.5%, EAHEEMEER. FHIRACHE K E R
BRI BB IR S, FMIRTC IR mEk
fICES A A B2 AR 52 B R
232 ARIREZAMIGA TG EHR 5622
FeAT G R IR AT 6948 KM AT

R /AT R G AT DASE A AN () A g R S )
. i B ORGSR R, T
B MR IR AR S EAL AR W O — S50,
G305 AN Kb PR FRE SRS PRI A8 5 B AL A T (B e
Ao



MK EmBHL

Modern Food Science and Technology

2019, Vol.35, No.10

5 BFERESKK@EIERIEX M S
Table 5 Correlation analysis of E-tongue taste value and flavor quality index
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HBEAREE 028 0.79" 0.36 0.87" 0.81" -0.69 0.42 0.00
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