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Application of quantitative descriptive analysis (QDA) method in sensory
evaluation of teainfusion taste
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ABSTRACT: Objective To determine the taste quality of tea by quantitative data, and to study the relevance
of tea sensory quality characteristics and chemica composition. Methods The quantitative descriptive
analysis method was used. The 8 sensory taste characteristics of Chaoging tea, Yunjian tea and Longjing tea,
made from the same fresh tea leaves were described by QDA. The radar charts related to the sensory taste
characteristics of 3 tea samples were made by means of mathematical statistical analysis. Excel and SPSS18.0
software were applied to related data analysis. Results Experimental results showed that Yunjian tea is
weaker than Chaoqging tea and Longjing tea in bitterness, concentration, strength and astringent degree, while it
was stronger in freshness. Eight kinds of tea taste characteristics of concentration, freshness, bitterness, and
astringency showed a relevance with tea chemical composition. Conclusion QDA method could effectively
distinguish the characteristics of tea taste and intuitively present differences of tea taste. Clarification of the
correlations between concentration, freshness, bitterness, astringency and different chemical substances in tea
infusion were investigated.
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Tablel The sensory evaluation of tea samples
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R2 FAXTENFRSEE
Table2 Content of main chemical compoundsin tea infusion

(%) (%)
22.47+0.394 22.209+0.131 17.742+0.344 GA 0.030+0.010 0.060+0.010 0.034+0.009
11.747+0.096 12.482+0.422 8.640+0.178 EGC 2.007+0.008 1.667+0.009 1.055+0.006
2.191+0.042 1.776+0.114 1.601+0.061 CAF 2.401+0.005 3.206+0.008 2.571+0.007
1.473+0.003 1.363+0.079 1.291+0.011 GC 0.061+0.005 0.096+0.005 0.126+0.006
1.243+0.098 4.312+0.850 1.997+0.219 EGCG 5.354+0.004 5.505+0.006 4.022+0.008
1.406+0.012 2.116+0.013 1.737+0.014 GCG 0.157+0.003 0.169+0.008 0.154+0.005
pG 0.082+0.003 0.082+0.005 0.112 +0.005 ECG 0.661+0.006 0.901+0.009 0.511+0.008

®3 FIAUERBRERFENENFSRER
Table 3 Definitions and reference samples of tea taste sensory characteristics

( )

30 mmol/L KCI+0.3 mmol/L +10mM 15
30 mmol/L KCI+0.3 mmol/L +0.05% 15
, ( ) 0.02 g/L 15
() , 32g/L 15

Note: The 4 sensory characteristics of concentration, astringent, strength and smoothness have no reference standard, mainly based on the expert’'s
experience
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T4 FHERNBEHETS
Table4 Score of teataste sensory characteristics
8.62+2.19 6.98+1.70 10.81+1.73 10.93+1.81 10.58+2.06 10.42+1.76 6.46%2.15 6.34+1.33
8.05+2.00 7.65+1.40 8.57+2.41 8.58+1.82 9+15 8.83+1.93 7.46+1.47 9.01+1.67
8.86+1.91 7.75+2.20 11.14+1.32 10.28+1.50 10.12+1.47 10.29+1.11 6.64+2.08 7.19+1.45
#*5 FHREFEESHNAESH
Table5 Theanova of tea sensory characteristics score
10.6* 10.9° 10.4° 10.8° 6.5% 6.3% 7.0° 8.6°
9.0° 8.6" 8.8° 8.6" 7.5% 9.0° 7.7 8.1%
10.12 10.3° 10.32 11.12 6.6 7.2 7.8 8.9
(P<0.05), ,

Note: Different wordsindicatesthe correlatio

n issignificant in (2<0.05), same word indicates the correlation is not significant in (P<0.05).
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*6 ERYIRSESURREFEITIAEXM
Table6 Correlation between components content and taste sensory characteristics score
0.596* -0.019 0.532 0.645* 0.321 -0.712** -0.329 -0.230
0.564 0.028 0.455 0.669* 0..285 -0.651* -0.289 -0.230
0.510 -0.063 0.654* 0.388 0.057 -0.639* -0.285 -0.095
-0.058 0.198 -0.248 0.240 0.007 -0.048 -0.087 -0.192
0.361 -0.350 0.466 0.237 -0.168 -0.382 -0.381 0.044
-0.081 0.065 -0.278 0.173 -0.124 0.194 0.139 -0.026
pG -0.0592* -0.037 -0.517 -0.653* -0.314 0.702* 0.322 0.231
GA 0.130 0.073 -0.078 0.386 -0.006 -0.064 0.017 -0.104
GC -0.555 0.003 -0.597* -0.470 -0.339 0.710%* 0.353 0.185
EGC 0.591* 0.012 0.590* 0.559 0.343 -0.735** -0.355 -0.210
CAF 0.088 0.072 -0.120 0.346 -0.030 -0.012 0.043 -0.089
EGCG 0.580* 0.042 0.488 0.664* 0.301 -0.679* -0.306 -0.231
GCG 0.333 0.071 0.140 0.557 0.118 -0.324 -0.112 -0.172
ECG 0.406 0.068 0.228 0.608* 0.166 -0.422 -0.162 -0.193
1% (P<0.05), ** (P<0.01)
« )
0.8<|R|=1.0,
0.6<|R|=0.8,
0.4<|R|=0.6,
0.2<|R|=0.4,
0<|R|<0.2,
IRI=0

Note: 1* Showed significant correlation (P<0.05), ** Showed very significant correlation (P<0.01)
2 According to the Pearson correlation coefficient (overall) standard:

0.8<|R|=1.0, showed very strong correlation;

4 &

QDA

0.6<|R|=0.8, showed strong correlation;
0.4<|R|=0.6, showed moderate related;
0.2<|R|=0.4, showed weak correlation;

0<|R|<0.2, showed very weak correlation;

|R|=0, showed no relevant.

5

(QDA)

QDA

QDA
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