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Quality Characteristics of Ginger Tea

Tae Hwa Sung, In Sook Um, Ok Soon Heo* and Mee Ree Kim'

Dept. of Food and Nutrition, Chungnam National University, Taejon 305-764, Korea
*Taejon Regional Food and Drug Agency, KFDA, Taejon 302-713, Korea

Abstract

To evaluate the quality of commercial ginger tea, we compared physicochemical (sugar content, pH, acidity, color,
viscosity, transparancy) and sensory (7-point scoring test, 18 experienced panel members) characteristics of com—
mercial ginger tea with home-made one. Additionally, we assessed the opinion of Food and Nutrition specialists,
about commercial ginger tea. Questionaires were hand delivered to 530 subjects consisted of University students
and faculties of Department of Food and Nutrition at 8 cities (Seoul, Incheon, Youngin, Taejon, Chungju, Taegu,
Kwangju, Pusan) in Korea and the complete data of 328 subjects were statistically analyzed using SPSS Program
for Window (mean, ANOVA, x%). The questionaires were consisted of sociodemographics, frequency and occasion
of purchasing, opinion of quality and improvement points. Commercial ginger tea was lower in transparancy, Hunt—
er color (L and b value) and viscosity than home-made one. However, commercial tea was not significantly dif-
ferent in sugar content, pH, acidity and Hunter color a value compared to home-made one. Also, among sensory
attributes, over-all preference and flavor, sweetness were not significantly different between commercial and
home-made one, However, scores of color, taste and pungency of home-made ginger tea were significantly higher
than commercial one (p<0.05). Factors to be improved for commercial ginger tea were in the order of ginger content

(28.6%), flavor (25.2%) and sweetness (24.5%).
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Table 1. Food labeling in commercial ginger tea and home-
made one

Ginger Ginger

(%) concentrate (%) Other ingredients

Samples

vl 25l 31 o) F418%5-7) A Egon] 23 3RS AR Home-made 125 Sucrose, 20%
- - - iz 1
23k Th ZAFAbAbe] 3 B E = 204) o) 5} 84096, 30~ _commercial > Glucose
Table 2. Quality characteristics of ginger teas
Sweetness Acidity Transparancy Viscosity Color
Sample (°Brix) pH (%) (%) (cP) L a b
Home-made 18.4 6.67 0.006 493 8.0 649 247 177
Commercial 16.1 6.81 0.002 16.1 3.3 46.1 1.95 6.70
F value 1.36 0.88 1.41 5.66 16 1.36 4.0 15.83
P value 0.308 0.19 0.054 0.046 0.016 0.030 0.118 0.016
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Table 3. Attitude of Food and Nutrition specialists” about ginger tea
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Over-all preference Color+
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Fig. 1. Sensory characteristics of commercial and home-made
ginger tea.

Mean scoring value (7-point scale; 10 very weak or very dislike,
7 very strong or very like).
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Fig. 2. Qualities to be improved about commercial ginger
tea through questionnaire by Food and Nutrition Specialists.

Number (%)

Questions Responses Statistics
Yes No e pp  Senik
cancy
Experience of drinkin Home made 296 (73.6) 106 (26.4) 89.80 1 0.000
t of dnnfng Commercial 62 (158) 330 (842 18324 1 0.000
Experience of making ginger tea 155 (48.3) 166 (51.7) 0.37 1 0.539
Intention of making ginger tea 38 (23.2) 75 (46.0) 69.41 3 0.000
e Spring Summer Fall Winter o
Drinking season 1 (04) 13 G.1) 18 (7) i g75 o3 0.000
Do not know Troublesome No time Others _
e Ake ).
Reasons not to make at home 65 (37.8) 45 (96.2) 18 (105) 44 (95.6) 25.90 3 0.000
. Travel .
U - Reception Common S Present Special day Others -
Occasions of purchasing 2 (156 20 (156 LS9 30 30 16 25 e P2 000
Reasons not to purchase Taste Maging Price Preference Others 493.0 4 0.000
commercial tea 40 (13.3) ”})e (’%‘; 0@ 211 (70.h) 41 (136) '
Similarity between commercial and Very much Different Borderline  Similar \er.y .mUCh -
. different Z similar 50.6 3 0.000
home-made ginger tea 15 (13) 48 (41.7) 47 (40.9) 5 (13) 0 )

PFood and Nutrition specialists: Persons who are major at Food and Nutrition at University.
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Table 4. Pearson correlation coefficient among sensory attributes of commercial ginger tea

Taste Pungency Sweetness Color Flavor Overall preference

Taste 1.000

Pungency 0574** 1.000

Sweetness 0.316** 0.446** 1.000

Color 0.553** 0.481** 0.391** 1.000

Flavor 0.530** 0.642** 0.318** 0.607** 1.000

Overall preference 0.623** 0.582** 0.342** 0.448** 0.542** 1.000
**p<0.01.
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