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Abstract

To assess the quality of commercial sikhes, we compared physicochemical and sensory characteristics of com-—
mercial sikhe with home-made one. Six different brands and home-made sikhes were analysed for physicochemical
(sugar content, acidity, color, viscosity, transparancy, texture of rice) and sensory characteristics (7-point scoring
test, 18 experienced panel members). Commercial sikhes (6 different companies) exhibited lower sugar content (11.6~
12.5°Brix) and viscosity (5.33~9.33 c¢P) than home-made one, whereas higher pH (5.93~6.87), transparency (9.1~
46.5% at 558 nm), Hunter L, a and b values. In the texture of rice, commercial sikhe showed higher hardness, spring—
iness and chewiness than those of home—-made one in. Sensory evaluation showed that malt and rice content, tex—
ture and color of rice, and over-all preference for commercial sikhe was significantly lower than those for home—
made one (p<0.05). Especially, the scores of over-all preference for 3 commercial sikhes (2.7~ 3.6) were much lower
than that of home-made one (5.7).
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Table 2. Food labeling of commercial sikhes
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Table 1. Condition for texture analysis

Force threshold 10g
Contact force 5g
Pre-test speed 5 ml/sec
Post-test speed 5 mL/sec
Test speed 5 mL/sec
Strain 75%
Time 0.5 sec
Trigger type Auto 10
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Malt (%) Extract of malt (%) Rice (%) Other ingredients
Home-made 12.3 28.3 Sucrose (15%), ginger
A" 3 2 Extract of malt, sucrose, ginger extract
B 14 1.3 Sucrose, ginger extract, stevioside
C 14 3 Sucrose, ginger extract, thickened corm syrup
D 24 2 Sucrose, honey
E 20 3.2 Sucrose, ginger extract, vit C
F 3 14) 3 Sucrose, ginger extract

YA ~F: Different commercial sikhes.
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Fig. 1. Sweetness of different brands of commecial and home-
made sikhe.
a ~d: Different letters among companies differ significantly (p<0.05).
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Fig. 2. pH of different commercial and home-made sikhe.
a~e: Different letters among companies differ significantly (p<0.05).
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Fig. 3. Acidity of different commercial and home-made sikhe.
a~c: Different letters among companies differ significantly (p<0.05).

Transmittance at 558nm,%

a

o LEE

Homre-
made Corrpany

Fig. 4. Transparancy of different commercial and home-made
sikhe.
a~e: Different letters among companies differ significantly (p<0.05).
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Fig. 5. Viscosity of different commercial and home-made sikhe.
a~c: Different letters among companies differ significantly (p<0.05).
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Tabie 3. L, a and bx:ﬁarl’uc of home-made and commercial sikhes

Liquid S(glid
L a b L a b
Hﬁ)’me*made 15‘: 1.4 A7 6 11 46"
A 63 20" 155 ar 38 138
B 390 42 T a7 39" 137
C 53 35 145 44" 18" 11 o”
D 41 460 140° 44° 45 138
B 4 39 128 47" 25 18
F 30 38 105" 46 23 120

"See the Table 2.
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Fig. 6. Hardness of different commercial and home-made sikhe.
a~d: Different letters among companies differ significantly (p<0.05).
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Fig. 7. Springiness of different commercial and home-made
sikhe.
a~e: Different letters among companies differ significantly (p<0.05).
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Fig. 8. Chewiness of different commercial and home-made sik—
he.
a~d: Different letters among companies differ significantly (p<0.05).
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Fig. 9. Sensory characteristics of different commercial and
home-made sikhe.

Mean scoring value (7-point scale: 1, very weak or very dislike;
7, very strong or very like). *Statistically significant at p<0.05.
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