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Taste Profile Characterization Evaluation of Three Kinds of Milk Beverage
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Abstract: In this paper, the taste profile characterizations of 3 kinds of milk beverage samples were studied by
electronic tongue and multivariate statistics. Although principal component analysis (PCA) , multivariate analy-
sis of variance  (MANOVA) , and cluster analysis  (CA) showed that there were significant difference in taste
profile characterization of 3 kinds of milk beverage (P<0.05 , formula milk beverage and the milk beverage fer—
mented by S. thermophiles and L. bulgaricus had quite a lot in common. It was worth to mention that the taste
profile characterization of the milk beverage fermented by probiotic strains were significant difference with 2
other groups. Meanwhile, sourness, umami, and richness were identified by redundancy analysis (RDA) as key
variables significantly associated with the taste profile difference. We also found that sourness were significantly
more abundant in the milk beverages fermented by probiotie strains (P<0.05) , whereas umami and richness with
higher content in the milk beverages fermented by S. thermophiles and L. bulgaricus (P<0.05) .
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Table 1 Significance analysis of each taste index of milk beverage samples (n=63)
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Fig.1 Graphical representation of the principal component
analysis of the taste profile characterization of three kinds of milk

beverage showing PC1 vs.PC2: factor loading
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Fig.2 Graphical representation of the principal component
analysis of the taste profile characterization of three kinds of milk

beverage showing PC1 vs.PC2: factor scores
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Fig.3 Taste profile characterizations of three kinds of milk

beverage based on the mahalanobis distance analysis
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Table 2 Significance analysis of each index among three kinds of

milk beverage (n=63)
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(B) among three kinds of milk beverage
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