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Abstract

The quality for flavor-by-mouth of commercial soymilk was evaluated by sensory
testing. The results were summerized as follows:

1. A significant difference on the sweety flavor of sample E was recognized at
1% level among the rest of samples except sample B.

2. A significant difference on the thick and the nutty flavor of sample C was
recognized at 1% level among the each samples. Therefore sample C, generally
recognized as having thick and nutty flavor.

3. A significant difference on the beany flavor was not recognized at 5% level
among the samples of commercial soymilk.

4, According to the results of sensory testing for commercial soymilk, the sweety
flavor of the each sample was generally evaluated as common flavor except
sample C.
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Table 1. Compostion of Commercial soymilk

Samples Varieties of composition

A Soybean solids, protein, vegetable oil,
sugar, mineral

B Soybean solids, protein, vegetable oil,
sugar, mineral

(e} Soybean solids, fructose, vegetable oil,
vitamin D,, bay salt

D Soybean solids, protein, vegetable oil,
sugar, mineral

E Soybean solids, apple juice, citric acid,
pectin
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Table 2,
NAME
QUESTIONAIRE:

You are receiving samples of soybeanmilk to compare for flavor-by-mouth. You have been given a
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Questionaire of multiple comparison test

DATE

P

reference sample, marked R, to which you are to compare each sample.
Test each sample; show whether it is strog than, compaire to, or weak to the reference. Then mark

the degree of difference that exists.
DEGREE OF DIFFERENCE:
1: Extremely weaker than R
: Much weaker than R
: Slightly weaker than R
: Equal to R
: Slightly stronger than R
: Much stronger than R

(o S . T )

7: Extremely stronger than R
FLAVOR: SWEETNESS NUTTINESS
SAMPLES:
A

THICKNESS BEANINESS

B

c

D

E

COMMENTS: Any comments you may have about the flavor of the samples may be made here:

Table 3. Resulfs of sensory evaluation of commercial soymilk

Flavor-by-mouth

Samples
Sweety Nutty Thick Beany
A 3.88*+1. 20° 3.9411,12 4.0010.97 4.1911.38
B 5.257-1.00 3.75:-1.18 4,38+1.26 3.75+1.44
C 4,13+1.54 5.1341. 41 5.38+1.09 4.31+1.92
D 4.000.00 4, 0010. 00 4.0010.37 3.9430.24
E 6. 6910. 61 3.44+1.59 4.31+1.35 3.251%1.53
F*-value 4.74 6.17 5.49 1.82

sMeans for score of 16 Panelists
bStandard deviation for means

F* value must exceed 2.52 to be significant at the 5% level and it must exceed 3.65 to be significant

at the 1% level
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Sweetness

*The significance is recognized at the 5% level
**The significance is recognized at the 1% level

Fig. 1. The scalar difference for sweety flavor of commercial soymilk by Duncan’s muliple range test

2%
4(3.9)
E : * % C(5.1)
(3.4) (3.8)B |
JL D(4.0)
e -

Nuttiness

*The significance is recognized at the 5% level

¥*The significance is recognized at the 1% level

Fig. 2. The scalar difference for nutty flaver of commercial soymilk by Duncan’s multiple range test
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Thickness

*The significance is recognized at the 5% level

**The significance is recognized at the 1% level

Fig. 3. The scalar difference for thick flavor of commercial soymilk by Duncan’s multiple range test

Nuttiness

Beanpiness

Fig. 4. QDA diagram for flavor of commercial soymilk
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