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INTRODUCTION

Consumers can judge the extent to which they
like or dislike a product, even in the most
challenging categories and between highly
similar products. However, consumers find it
notoriously difficult to articulate which
sensory characteristics are influencing their
liking. This is particularly the case when
differences between products are very subtle,
yet clearly play a role in preference.

In contrast, a trained sensory panel can
describe and quantify differences amongst
products to bring clarity to consumer drivers of
liking. In these situations, having a clear
understanding of attributes motivating
preference is key to product development.

A typical sensory approach to quantify
differences between products, such as
descriptive analysis (DA), can struggle to
capture subtle nuances between very similar
products and can lead to ‘flat data’ with little
or no discrimination amongst products!'l.
Alternatively, Pivot Profile© delivers focused
descriptive learnings, yet lacks the
quantification stage essential for full analysis!?..
This highlights a need for a modified combined
approach, harnessing the power of DA and
comparative profiling for these challenging
product categories. This research outlines the
development of a comprehensive, discriminatory
sensory DA technique. We used the subtle sensory
differences in mineral waters as a case study to
develop MMR Comparative DA.

METHOD

MMR DA currently uses a comparative element,
including a standard sample that the panel uses
to familiarize themselves and subsequently

score each sample on line scales. This reference

sample is presented to the panel during

the product familiarization stage, and then
evaluated in the same way as other samples in
the test.

MMR Comparative DA builds further comparisons
to maximise accuracy and discrimination.

- 50ml mineral water samples presented at ambient temperature

As per MMR DA, panelists (n=12) were

familiarized and trained on a set of seven
mineral water samples, presented as 50ml
serves at ambient temperature (Figure 1).

A vocabulary was developed and a reference
sample, exhibiting mid-point sensory
characteristics, was determined. Attribute
scores were developed for the reference
product by the panel, through consensus
scoring.

The resulting reference scores were anchored
on 100-point unstructured line scales for all
product evaluation (Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Line scale with reference score fixed on scale

The main difference between MMR DA

and MMR Comparative DA is in the panel
evaluation stage. Instead of evaluating all
samples in isolation (as in MMR DA), each
sample was evaluated alongside the reference
sample. The reference sample was tasted first,
and re-tasting was not allowed. This enabled
the panelists to be very sensitive to the subtle
differences between products that were driving
the differences in preference (Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Differences between MMR DA & MMR Comparative DA

Data collection on line scales produces similar
outputs to MMR DA. Analysis is aligned between
the two methods and therefore has a huge
advantage over the Pivot Profile© method,
where the data analysis stage is more limited!?.

OUTCOMES & DISCUSSION

MMR Comparative DA was able to pull apart
subtle differences that helped explain
differences in consumer preference (between
the two main competitors of mineral water on
the market - Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Significant differences between the most and second most liked
mineral waters (95% confidence)

KEY BENEFITS OF MMR
COMPARATIVE DA

e Maximizes discrimination and leverages the
power of comparative techniques

e Provides complete DA data for PCA,
correlation and drivers of liking modeling

e Gains insightful data on challenging product
categories

e Explains differences in consumer liking in
very similar, difficult product sets

« Comparative element is easy for panelists to
adopt, no extra training is required

LIMITATIONS

« Difficult to use with products with a strong
carry over effect

CONCLUSIONS

Overall the methodology enabled detailed
sensory understanding of a challenging product
set, to ensure consumer liking data could be
better explained to provide optimization
guidance to manufacturers.
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