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Correlation Analysis between Consumer Liking and Key Sensory
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Abstract: Fourteen kinds of ultra-high temperature (UHT) milk products in the market were used as the research object and studied using
the 9-ponit liking scale, check-all-that apply (CATA) and just-about-right scale, while partial least squares (PLS) regression analysis was
performed to study the differences in consumer liking and sensory attribute acceptability of different types of UHT milk samples. Results
indicated that the overall liking scores of different UHT milk samples ranged from 4.07 to 6.25, and the skim milk samples and part of the whole
milk samples had the lowest liking scores (<5), with insignificant differences detected between the whole milk samples and low-fat milk
samples (p>0.05). There were significant differences (p<0.05) in the acceptability of five key sensory characteristics, milky aroma (MA),
sweetness (SW), residual flavor (RF), thickness (TH) and smoothness (SM) among the different milk samples. Seven key sensory acceptability
indices that caused the liking differences were screened out by PLS, which were MA, SW, TH, SM(-), SW(-) and MA(-). Weak SW and MA as
well as insufficient smoothness were the key sensory characteristics that led to the low overall liking scores for low-fat milk and part of whole
milk samples. This study could provide a basic theory and data reference for subsequent studies on consumer liking and product sensory quality
of UHT pure milk.

Key words: ultra high temperature (UHT) milk; consumer hedonic test; sensory attribute, just about right (JAR) scale; partial least squares
(PLS)
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Table 1 The main components information of 14 UHT products

(9/100 mL)
X A R EAR Bokiebs# Na'
Ol 46 38 55 60x10
A A 3
02 46 38 55 60x10
P1 38 32 48 53x107
P2 38 32 48 53x107%
" P3 38 32 48 53x107°
EAH ML 3
P4 44 . . 1
i 36 5.0 58x10
P5 44 36 5.0 58x107°
P6 36 32 45 50x10°%
P7 35 33 438 45x107°
L1 14 36 5.1 58x10°
1KAE B
L2 13 36 5.1 67x10
s1 0 32 5.0 53x107°
BLAS45  S2 0 32 5.0 53x10°°
S3 0 38 55 60x10°

12 kel ik

1.21 #fouhl&

RO ATHT ]2 UHT W9, BEAITIT)E 24 h
P e BB B P B 2. SR 50 mL i B A 55
m VAR, BRSPS 15 mL, BESRgRASN = AL
BEHLERAS o
122 HFEHAKRERL

AU e B IR 9 7E 52 42 X 4k N e 1A 9 5
G, VPR HE S DA ST R E FRbR
£ 1SO 11136:2014 HfEER, R EAXAHE T, &
ZoE AR 23 61 &, H B
4:6, % 20~40 % 2 [i], MEATIRA D TRER 2 1K
1.2.3 JH HEEAF0NR

ARSI H B B U IR R A R R
4 App sense 5.0 FFfE, HdERHFHLimsk L IcgE.
AP RE 2 0, BHOFES 15 mL. BT TH &Y
SERL 14 MFER IR, MR 2 AR, N



MK EmBHL

Modern Food Science and Technology

2022, Vol.38, No.8

PR & LRI, BTN 7 MR . R
KA, SR A0 7 G T RaA LR, I
K AN AL WRIEH IR N BT, BEAhiR
PR TPIIR B N E . TR, THRE K
VO RBAAE LTI . CATA MERAT JAR Wlit, 34
DRSS G FF AT T — AN Sl ik v 2 R ],
IR ED e R RN ] A= 0 5 ER = 2 a A
FIAIREIS T AME T 5 min, SR B %A ke L ARk
Ja FREAT N — AR

1.2.31 HEPRE LM

AR SRR 9 s SCELAREE, 9 AN
PRI, ARTCOIRHA TR IRAER . A
M BAER RA EERAER BER EAR
IREARFLILZX, 3R N EUE 1~9 Jr. TH PR A
FEf, 9 AN I HAR 1] H B 3 A FOG R b S 4
FEFE IR o
1232 EHIUA)EFEIR (Check-All-That-Apply,
CATA)

K CATA VETHIEIH P AN 2 1) UHT Dhi sk
R, AR KNG WSk, 08
Tt B B R P A R A DS, RSN R
(1) UHT Wi e R i 1] S e S, P 10 £ 7H 3%
FE— DI RIS, M. ARSI T R
R, HEreA 13 MR E R T CATA M.
13 MR ERIRIT 3009 BV, Bk, FLA& . BEEK.
TR, FLIEBR. Rk, URHIE. ZEEMR. IRFIRE.
FGRE . PEVRAIRIR . CATA IR, Flkial IR
R g R T 77 vttt
1.2.33 IRUFAREE IR

Xf CATA VEH IR H AL A B, RUK. KA
FERNIENE BE 5 MO E R, (M 5 sitarbr Lt
ITHPE BN 5 SR, -1=K55 (K
W), 2= M CEAY), 0= (Wi, 1=
3G A, 2=k38 Ok M,

124 #R%it

KH Excel. Origin 2021 F1 IBM SPSS Statistics 23
BHATEAR G T AR, SRR 0. 362
K. 52500 (ANOVA) Hlt Kb #t T 8E 41t
CATA Hfa K HIXT R 7347, [RIF 454 Cochran's Q test
HATEZ T (p<0.05). JAR HHEHHATINE 434,
Fidk—25 K H SIMCAL4.1 & fmfe ) — 3¢k (PLS)
X 14 A~ UHT 957 S R QB B R M B2 1 5 8k
UFHISRER AT o

2 ZR51Me

2.1 UHT 43 = & i B AR Z 47 47

KA 9 AP SCE AT AR RN e A F2RA UHT 9577
MR A R IR B 1 SERATIL, REZEA UHT
Wit AR S A E TGN 4.07~6.25 4. B
1B 5 2R RARA EEXRAER, =T 5 7R 5
T XK, ET 5 2R B i T A0,
AT 14 DRER T, A 10 AMRES I B AT ATE 5 4
PALE, 4 /NME6 3/, R REX T K2
WHRE SRR T . 14 /MREA UHT W50 8 = aE
FHEREERE (p<0.05). ARG, s
S1. S2 FMA=fEWiH P7 S IFHEHAK, HIET 547,
KRR RNRYE IS A= i = 4
HLREZR (p>0.05), HET 55 4, EME =R,
AHLGY. it AR ARG o 8 A R W R Rk s 4
EHZERAEZE (p>0.05).

] R i ) B A 22 S 2 (p<0.05).
ARegnrh, @A REYIR Em A IR R B S
25, {H P6 fl P7 FIE RS I H B EE T HR 54
ARUIRE S, P2 BE(KT P3 Al 4%, P7(4.07)
BARARK S (p<0.05). S1~S3 J& T [Fl— k.
AN GRIE = MR RE DY, (ER B 3 PSRRI Bk =
UFAFAE 225, RPN S1<S2<S3. 2 MG HIAIAl
2 ALY AR B AR R 2R (p<0.05).

70

6.51  deA < 4eDE deA
6.0 |9 cdeD deDE T deA

55 cBC
5.0 abB bB

45 A
4.0 g
35
3.0

2.5
2.0

EIHE

Ol 02 P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 SI S2 S3 L1 L2
T
[E 1 UHT S RSPt (EshAE T FRERE/SE)
Fig.1 The overall liking test of 14 commercial UHT milk
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Fig.2 Correspondence analysis of the sensory descriptors of 14
commercial UHT milk
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Fig.3 JAR analysis of sensory attributes of 14 commercial UHT

milk products
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Fig.4 JAR analysis of 14 commercial UHT milk
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