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Abstract: Food flavor is recognized as a key factor influencing consumer acceptance and purchase decisions, and is closely associated
with salivation and appetite regulation. To investigate the relationship among flavor preference, saliva, and appetite in response to different
aroma compounds, five typical aroma substances (citrus, mint, milk, tea, and wine) were selected in this study. Consumer preference tests were
conducted to evaluate sensory preference at different concentrations. Changes in salivary physicochemical indicators including saliva flow rate,
pH, viscosity, a-amylase activity, total protein content, cystatin SN content, and carbonic anhydrase VI content, as well as changes in appetite
were measured before and after stimulation with each aroma substance. Correlation analysis was performed to reveal the associations among
flavor preference, saliva, and appetite. The results showed that the preference for aroma substances was concentration-dependent, with high
concentrations generally inducing negative sensory responses. Stimulation with aroma substances was found to promote salivary secretion, alter
the physicochemical composition of saliva, and increase appetite. However, the preference scores for the milk aroma substances were all below
6, and milk intake was reduced after stimulation. Correlation analysis revealed that preference values for aroma substances were weakly
positively correlated with saliva flow rate and milk intake, whereas for the milk aroma substances, preference values were weakly negatively
correlated with milk intake. This study provides theoretical and data references for food consumption preference and flavor design.
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Table 1 Sample preparation
AR/ (mmol L)

207
H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6
D-AT#R M 0.03 0.1 0.3 1 3 10
ATALEE 0.01 0.03 0.1 03 1 3
YaitBs 0.01 0.03 0.1 03 1 3
A iﬁfﬁ? 0.01 0.03 0.1 03 1 3
A8 0.01 0.03 0.1 03 1 3
D-& 3B 0.01 0.03 0.1 03 1 3
FretBs 0.01 0.03 0.1 03 1 3
A 0.001% (@)  0.003% (p) 0.01% () 0.03% (¢) 0.1% (p) 0.3% (¢)
TR 0.003 0.01 0.03 0.1 0.3 1
BT A L-78 57 B 0.01 0.03 0.1 03 1 3
T Hh 0.001% (@)  0.003% (p) 0.01% (¢) 0.03% (¢) 0.1% (p) 0.3% (¢)
F2& 0.03 0.1 03 1 3 10
: LHEEZE 0.03 0.1 03 1 3 10
WEAH .
3-%4-2-TH 0.1 03 1 3 10 30
2,3-T = 0.03 0.1 03 1 3 10
FAIH, 0.03 0.1 0.3 1 3 10
TR, 0.03 0.1 0.3 1 3 10
BEEH
KA 0.03 0.1 0.3 1 3 10
PSR 0.003% (p)  0.01% (p)  003% () 01% () 03% (¢) 1% (¢)
SRR TS 0.03 0.1 0.3 1 3 10
TR LB 0.03 0.1 03 1 3 10
B LBS 0.03 0.1 03 1 3 10
BAAH R g 0.03 0.1 0.3 1 3 10
FE LB 0.03 0.1 03 1 3 10
FLE%: LBs 03 1 3 10 30 100
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L8 LBs 0.1 0.3 1 3 10 30
TR LB 0.03 0.1 0.3 1 3 10
R TS 0.03 0.1 0.3 1 3 10
2-F A REL LEE 0.03 0.1 0.3 1 3 10
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136 RHLHT
SR T RERTERNE P S % /5, #4410 min, M0 FIHS &8k VAS R IFLRAF PR R,
PENERIME GRS . B, ERHERTIRET, ZRE RO 30s 5, HIUHES R VAS B3
HLFA PR . B8k VAS BR S FARHET/CNSS 019-2023 SRR ENAMINE H2 A T A 5 (3R 2D,
T2 BEUEVAS R
Table 2 VAS scale for appetite perception

HE %8 458 E (0~100 mm)

U R 15 B AT A WURALE? 0=4F#F1k; 100=5%4 I
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FUEBANRAZE NELTAFHEL S T RE? 0=—FEHCLATF; 100="TAveik %

14 BFELH

i Excel 2021 Z5Ed AbHAME B4R A4 34T B AL FE RN 22 o A B B0 4 BT S AE AT B K 3R 5 25 A Al
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2 HER51He
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WIS B T AR, 78 20 R AR T, B DA AR 2 b, ARV SR (H6) Y
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WINRAE S BB IR S NS E T 6 4, b D-Frigehs (H5 3R 6.96 43D FIEHFEAEH (H2 IKE: 6.72
) RIJUNRY, RPHEEREOREREZE. EEmERDT, i, Wi, e =i EhEis
FERITF R R INE RIS, = E R R s S HE 3 6.84 43 (ML, H3 IRED. 6.64 4 (L-
VR, H2 WREE) A1 6.76 2 GHEFTAETH, H2 IKED. EWEIRERT, AR5 1E Frsek BERRRE A ) 47
EINET 6 4, PERIZSRE T TE AR VO B N AR RS BOOR IE BB R, fER AR, REigh s
FORGEAE AR B N I B EICT 6 4%, MiASE I S A E R MR T @2 (SaHEmT 640, It
HARTGANG, £ H3 5 HAWRE T E0HEiEH)] 7.88 435 7.76 43, HHEL/K (HOWKE), ZREZE (P<0.05), £
B E R AR A2 T 2 2R R R BT (EIEERER T, FERAHE. RO, LB, 1k
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FreEmE (H2 WeBE, 0.03 mmol L™, BFEEE (H1 WP, 0.01 mmol L™, Bl (H1 WEE, 0.01 mmol L. &%
BE (H2 W, 0.03mmol L™, D-FFEE (HLWKE, 001 mmol L™, FHEE (H4 K, 0.3mmol L™, #tsks
W (H2 WP, 0.003% (p)). L (H3WAE, 0.03 mmol L™, L-HAHT (H2 W, 0.03 mmol L), ks
M (H2 W, 0.003% (@), #2222 (H3WKFE, 0.3 mmol LY. ZEF2E (HAWEE, 1 mmol LY. 3-§8%E-2-
TH (HL#&EE, 0.1mmol L™, 2,3- T —fl (H1EE, 003 mmol L™, Z5&iE sy (H1 WA, 0.03mmol L™, %%
BB (HL¥REE, 0.03 mmol LD, 25 (H3 WP, 0.3 mmol L™, Z58ks (H3WKRFE, 0.03% (). BRI
(H2 3B, 0.1 mmol LY. CREZES (H2 kA, 0.1 mmol LY. NERZMAE (H2 ¥EE, 0.1 mmoldL™). RS
(H2 3B, 0.1 mmol LY. M2l (H2 kA, 0.1 mmol LY. AMAAE (H1WEE, 03 mmolLl™d. ZFfMNE
(H2 %, 0.3mmol L™, TEEZNE (HL¥KkEE, 0.03mmol L. [RERZMNE (H2 ¥#kEE, 0.1 mmol LY. 2-FIEER
fR Mg (H2 W, 0.1mmol ™).

FEECSEI R R h, B 2 R AR S 2 R A AR, AR . IR RS A Rk
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Fig.1 Preference test for different concentrations of aroma substances
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BREFHHEFNK; (e) RRIREBEFHHEFNK, RRABFERTE —HRARFIREZZNZF 2% (P<0.05).
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Fig.2 Effect of different aroma compound stimulations on salivary flow rate
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Fig.3 Effect of different aroma compound stimulations on salivary pH
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Fig.5 Effect of different aroma compound stimulations on salivary a-amylase activity
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Table 3 Appetite VAS scale results
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D-ArA At 41.59420.55 66.20-15.88" 60.8041.71 63.36416.03
AT B 4355417.81" 60.39218.39 64.44412.29 63.28417.68
YT 45,91415,61 55.00419.16 59.5748.30 58.9620.14
A FARE 45.60+19.8 54.12416.91 51.00:413.75 59.12:412.3
B 42.62420.42 63.56+19.26 56.52414.5 61.2417.75
D-#F 8 46.84420.08 53.84:418.01 52.32:417.26 55.36:417.22
Aot B 41.39421.21 61.54415.38 50.44417.09 62.12418.28
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2,3-T = 44474671 53.64420.38 45.77420.81 50.14+18.07
RAEA# BRI 45.95+18.54 53.78+420.16 48.17+16.95 52.61420.03
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Fig.8 Effect of different aroma compound stimulations on milk intake
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