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Overview
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 Traditional Descriptive Analysis — what it does and what
are the drawbacks

“ Rapid Techniques — what do they offer?
% Our Study
% Results

% Points from other rapid profiling research
% Conclusions




Traditional Descriptive Analysis sensorydimensions &

d Complete Sensory Lexicon
0 Panel Consensus

Complete
Sensory
Fingerprin

Traditional
Descriptive
Analysis

0\ Quick Analysis
U Easy & Quick to interpret
LJ/Reliable & Actionable Results

Robust
Data

N Screened & Trained Assessors
] Require On-going Training
4 Time Consuming
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Rapid Profiling Techniques LR
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**Napping®

**Sorting ***Less Cost

**Free Choice Profiling **Reduce Time

“*Flash Profiling ‘*ﬁ*Criteria Important to

“*Projective Mapping the Individual
Assessor

**Repertory Grid




Napping. Example
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“Evaluate the sample set according to Product Space

your own criteria.
Position the apple on the paper so
that two apples that seem identical to
you are near one another and those Sample Set
that are different are distant from
each other”

WOOLLWLLE
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Napping. Explained

W

Juicy, Crisp, H
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Fresh, Thick & Chewy Skin

Sweet, Soft

¢

456

Watery, Mealy
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Free Choice Profiling Explained. orydimEit o J&

e Evaluate sample set and generate own criteria to evaluate samples
e Rate each sample for each attribute generated

Sweetness

Not 4@ Very

Crunchiness

Not Very
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Flash Profiling Explained
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e Evaluate sample set and generate own criteria to evaluate samples
e Rank samples in order of intensity for each attribute

Sweetness

Most

Hardness

© 2008 Sensory Dimensions




Rapid Profiling Assessors
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**Trained Sensory Panellists

**Industry Experts

. 1 Abundant
*»*Consumers — ] Relatively Cheap

_J Business Needs

***Culinary Professionals




Objectives
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The study set out to answer several key questions.

e How effective are these rapid techniques compared to traditional
Descriptive Analysis using an experienced trained panel?

e How well does a naive panel (consumer panel) perform using the rapid
profiling techniques?

e How do the two panels compare?

10
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Products Assessed

extra vitamin (
fot immunity
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Free

Choice

. Attribute -
Napping Generation

10 Naive Assessors

10 Trained Assessors
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QDA Results

¢ 32 attributes
+»» 28 attributes p<0.05

QDA Trained Panel

F2(36.94 %)
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Napping Trained and Naive Panels
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Delmonte

- +¢ Similar configuration
®Just Juice 24 i
Britvi® OIGi bys
. bb
¢ Just Juice 2 Aspase ®Frobishers asslic
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; ; 3 = ur oppe : : . ] . .
CRTINTS MO S 4 6 s 10 L2 <+ 21-62 attributes generated
o ikl +» 25 attributes common

2 1 Schweppes

+* Individual modality maps
showed greater discrimination

Naive Panel:

*» 32-91 attributes generated
R * 21 attributes common

i ¢ More appearance attributes

®Don Simon

0 ®Naive Panel ®Trained Panel
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Flash Profiling Trained & Naive Panels
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Naive Panel:
¢ 16-55 attributes generated
R— ¢ 23 attributes common

® Don Simon

®Naive Panel ®Trained Panel —
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Free Choice Profiling Trained & Naive Panels

v
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I «* Similar configuration but less
ubbys ¢ | discriminating than Flash profiling
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RV Coefficients
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RV Coefficient with +*¢* Flash & FCP more comparable to
TDA configuration traditional method

Rapid Technique

Trained Flash 0.92

Trained Free Choice 0.89 ¢ Trained Panel: Flash superior to FCP
Naive Free Choice 0.86

Naive Flash 0.85 o Nai . .

Naive Napping 0.73 » Naive Panel: FCP superior to Flash
Trained Napping 0.69

+*** Naive panel better at Napping

1/
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Flash & FCP vs. TDA:
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Free choice

e Quick attribute
generation sessions

* No descriptions or
consensus for attributes

e Initial use of line scales
easy to understand.

e Specialised statistics
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Flash

e Quick attribute
generation sessions

* No descriptions or
consensus for attributes

e Easy to rank

e Palate fatigue

e Temperature stable
e Specialised statistics

Traditional DA
e In-depth training
sessions

e Detailed descriptions for
attributes

e Panel consensus

e Reliable & Accurate use
of line scales require
training

e Any temperature

e Quick analysis

e Easy interpretation &
communication




Napping:
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So, .... Is there a future for
rapid techniques?
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Good for

Careful sorting and

Consideration grouping
How consumers
view the product
set
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