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Abstract

Sensory perception of food/beverage products
is one of the most important quality factors to
determine consumer acceptability and thus sensory
discrimination methodology has been a vital tool for
quality management. Signal detection theory(SDT)
and Thurstonian modeling provide the most
advanced psychometric approach to modeling various
discrimination methods. In these theories, perceptual
and cognitive decisional factors are considered so
that, a fundamental measure of sensory difference (d")
can be computed, independent of test methods used.
In this paper, sensory discrimination analysis based

on SDT and Thurstonian modeling is introduced for

more accurate and systematic applications of sensory
and hedonic quality management in industry. Ways
to realize the statistical power and relative sensitivity
of sensory discrimination methods theorized in
SDT and Thurstonian modeling in practice, are also
discussed by using a case study of the Nongshim
quality management program for drinking water in
which SDT A—-Not A test methodology was further

optimized.
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Signal Detection Theory

Increasing intensity
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probability distributions in
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“Yes” Hit False alarm
Response
“No” Miss Correct rejection

Fig. 2. Classification of the responses by presentation of the signal
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Fig. 4. lllustration of (a) the ‘comparison of distances’ strategy used in the duo—trio and triangle methods and (b) the ‘skimming’ strategy

used in the paired comparison and 3—AFC methods
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