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Fig.1 The pathway of saltiness perception in the mouth!”

1.2 IRSERA

DR AR RN 1Y 22 SR CE B R AR T X — M
P R R L5 F AR 5 114 2 5 532 W R 57k 4 b 51 A Dt
b i S B JROR T Rl A B RO A SR
MERHE MR B W, AR A V8 R ) AR S8 R 5
AT LL3E o PR M B T, X R R
OISE", 1l Rozin T4 i 1Y , M2 —JC 1Y,
ke B “XCEME R, BE ] DUSRADR A Bk
AR (BT S ) FIN B (5 ) 5 5, BRI 2 1) 5.
AT TG YN SR WA B4
R E LSS b R A b X FloRH BAE ] 27 AN
[ RS 5, SRS Hh MELBR A1 IR 152 91 KO iz 2
S3A T UMLSE BAT BRIV B RR SRS R B
MERTE A Tk b, B ey b &s
/R G I BUR Y= BI= k| B LSl ] TN
W77 A 5 BT R AR AN ] A SRR A, ISR B
Jo B M A RN R e B ) = 5 (181 2), B4R
WEL 5 TR B A2 A LA K 308 1 R G 1) ot 2 368 % A 2 2
R ABTE B E YR AR R VA )
VRS fiffAE MR TP O BT S T R A2 AR, TR R
PR Ak 27 1) o DUJ e o o s [ g, BT MELDE b R A
R IRUGE SZ A 3k B ST 1 b2 B D R 4 [ B )
K% 555, A S X IR 85 A 40 K 5T (Or-
bitofrontal cortex, OFC)WIEE ] g 2 M im2, X
SCRE TR S B 00 WL B 5 R o 22 [A) A7 A AR
FHBEIWE AL o G 75 SRR 5 W 58 R AE AR VT B IR5E

(a) IE B 4R

(b) B Ja kR E R

TE:OFC. HRBT A0 B 5T ; OF. MUSE F 2 41 ;0B. MLk ;0C. M
SE R LH. R BB MU LOFC. NEAAMI B 2 AML A5 4 4%
MOFC. HEZ NN EZJZ ; ACC. T [l 2 )= PPC. 5 TiH 2 )=
SOM. [ 41ZUM S 1 22 9 2%
B2 MWRERSE
Fig.2 The dual olfactory system

SN 2 AE — 8 B b RO R S8 >, P e, )
FHAT A R AR A 0 3 o R o o 8 5 ol
IR R S ol 2 R B A B AT RIORE I, % SR B AF
T AT 3 G Ja R R B R I B R 1
N

2 SHKREBERKBRNHELREITES
E RN

7 R — 32 R AR EL A P 8 i Rl AR R R
WFFE R, T B e e A A 0 2 7 A B A



24 4 S5

K T A rk—ikek TG E Rk B s T L R 455

R 1 BRI ik 18 38 B R B AN B SR R

Table 1 An odor substance in saltiness that enhances the perception of saltiness
. . N TR E RS E&bﬁ% WwE R A&/ .
Ak o kR Ak ER R JE Img ) HF Lk
g L #1Z g kg™
mL™!
2,5-= ¥ Ak % i MR R 1.70x107 0.030 $ e 80.00 [24]~[27]
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JE 3 ok 1.50 x107
2- k-3-s vk vl F A FHA FEAR 0.25 0.025 =1 0.01 [28]
1-F H -3-5% K& B 3k R 0.25 0.020 FA7 1.00 [24],[29]~[31]
% A&
2-F K3z vk vh A 0.25 5.400 R 0.01
TEE EB WT & # 2ok 0.50 0.020 R 4.50 [29],[32]
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T B 2- /% B P B JE 5 vk 6.30x107 0.130 S 50 000.00  [29],[33]~[35]
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2-F K -3-v9 Ak B g A 2.00 30.000 G - [29],[36]
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Fig.5 Contrast activation imaging of brain regions®
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Fig.6. Diagram of residue interactions®
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Advances in the Enhancement of Salty Taste Perception Based on Odour-taste Interactions

Xiao Zuobing'?, Liu Longxue', Niu Yunwei', Zhang Jing"
(School of Perfume and Aroma Technology, Shanghai Institute of Technology, Shanghai 201418
2School of Agriculture and Biology, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai 200240)

Abstract In recent years, health problems caused by excessive sodium intake have led to widespread concern about
low—salt foods. How to reduce sodium intake while ensuring that the characteristic flavor of food has no significant impact
on consumer acceptability has aroused many scholars thinking and exploring. At present, it is a hot research topic to re-
duce salt and increase salinity by using the multi—-modal perception interaction of smell and taste. In this paper, the
analysis methods of the transmembrane interaction of smell and taste enhanced the perception of saltiness, and the re-
search status of the interaction between smell and taste were compared and analyzed, the future directions of the re-
search were also prospected to provide references for future research on odor—induced taste enhancement.

Keywords salty taste; odour—taste interactions; enhancement; perception



