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ABSTRACT

This study evaluated senior-friendly food products designed to meet the dietary and sensory needs of aging populations.
By integrating texture profile analysis (e.g., hardness, springiness) with sensory evaluations, the study identified the key
attributes influencing consumer preference among older adults. Sensory assessments were conducted with panelists aged 50
years and above, utilizing a 9-point hedonic scale and the check-all-that-apply (CATA) method to assess the acceptability of
chicken-, pork-, and mackerel-based products. Statistical analyses, including ANOVA, partial least squares (PLS) regression,
and Duncan’s multiple range test, were employed to examine the relationships between sensory attributes and consumer
preferences. The results indicate that softer textures, lower adhesiveness, and mild flavors are the critical factors driving
consumer acceptance. Significant differences in texture and preferences were observed among the samples. Pork-based products,
which exhibited relatively softer textures, received a higher consumer preference and purchase intent, whereas mackerel-based
samples were rated lower in terms of taste and texture. CATA analysis revealed that softness, sweetness, and a savory flavor
were key positive sensory attributes, while hardness, adhesiveness, and a fishy flavor negatively influenced consumer preference.
Thus, these findings provide practical insights for product innovation and policy development in the senior-friendly food sector,
emphasizing the importance of optimizing sensory and functional attributes. Moreover, this study serves as a foundation for
improving the acceptability and market potential of senior-friendly food products, with broader applications for addressing the
nutritional challenges associated with the global aging population.

Key words: senior-friendly food, texture profile analysis, sensory evaluation, older adults’ preferences, food product
development
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Table 1. Information of commercial senior-friendly foods
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Samples Name Main ineredient Contents Amount Calories Price
i ¥ %) @ (keal)  (won)
P1 Milk aged chicken breast 91.74 110 135 3,480
P2 Black garlic boneless steamed chicken 343 230 205 7,200
Chicken
P3 Boneless mild steamed chicken 50.8 300 178 7,590
P4 Steamed chicken with added softness 225 200 115 7,100
Ml Tender barbecue ribs 66.9 700 1,310 22,000
M2 Thinly spread Unyang-style bulgogi Pork 69.14 510 1,500 10,900
M3 More tender pork jangjorim 53.7 200 175 7,500
F1 Mackerel kimchi stew that you can eat even the bones 35.8 350 551 10,000
F2 Tender boneless mackerel teriyaki 84.56 290 980 12,000
Mackerel
F3 Mackerel stew with added tenderness 75.0 200 315 5,333
F4 Mackerel stew that you can eat even the bones 33.1 180 270 6,500
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Table. 2. Texture profile analysis of senior-friendly foods using protein sources

Sample” Hazi;;ess Cohesiveness Springiness Fract(t:)blhty Chewiness Gumminess
- 5,345.18+ 0.58+ 0.56+ 4,537.50+ 1,735.12+ 3,083.66+
7527492 0.09 0.10° 720.10° 464.48° 708.83°

- 1,918.17+ 0.50+ 0.66+ 1,195.24+ 594.83+ 959.26+
1,290.69° 0.07 0.16® 580.97° 374.56° 705.62°

- 3,500.99+ 0.57+ 0.86+ 3,165.52+ 1,773.87+ 2,031.82+
1,885.36° 0.07 0.19* 1,165.79° 1,196.21° 1,258.56"

- 2,343.28+ 0.57+ 0.84+ 1,894.03+ 1,128.61+ 1,320.39+
1,145.94° 0.06 0.20 921.24° 600.93* 633.17°

M 2,858.25+ 0.45+ 0.66+ 2,308.46+ 871.59+ 1,288.40+
1,311.29® 0.06 0.13 1,046.07° 502.40% 618.23%

N 3,678.14+ 0.62+ 0.76+ 4,899.91+ 1,700.27+ 2,212.75+
3,036.26° 0.10° 0.09 461.81° 1,407.63° 1,829.41°

M3 786.96+ 0.46+ 0.69+ 437.72+ 252.73+ 372.52+
257.58" 0.10° 0.14 351.22¢ 118.57° 165.72°

Fl 1,141.82+ 0.41% 0.53+ 1,216.95+ 308.01+ 503.73+
1,068.13° 0.08 0.16 920.36° 451.83° 606.38°

- 1,763.67+ 0.47+ 0.66+ 1,401.71+ 582.08+ 843.96+
569.17° 0.04 0.10 425.43° 276.68° 313.49°

- 343547+ 0.44+ 0.70+ 2,565.97+ 1,078.04+ 1,521.99+
749.02° 0.03 0.13 564.56" 297.17° 309.16"

- 847.24+ 0.45+ 0.52+ 676.24+ 218.15+ 387.46+
225.94° 0.07 0.15 189.93° 156.05° 145.99°

D All values are presented as meantS.D.

? Different letters within a row indicate significant differences as determined by one-way ANOVA followed by Duncan’s post-hoc test.
9 P1, P2, P3, and P4 represent samples with chicken as the main ingredient; M1, M2, and M3 represent samples with pork as the main
ingredient; F1, F2, F3, and F4 represent samples with mackerel as the main ingredient.
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Table 3. Sensory property, overall acceptance, and purchase intention of senior-friendly foods using protein sources

Sample®) Color Flavor Taste Texture Overall acceptance Purchase intention
P1 5.39+1.52" 5.56+1.26 6.16+1.29"2 6.44+1.50 5.80+1.15 4.98+1.80°
P2 5.84+1.13 5.97+1.35 6.39+1.26° 6.23+1.27 6.11+1.25 5.79+1.50"
P3 5.33+1.17 5.56+1.13 5.67+1.35 6.07+1.52 5.67+1.31 5.43+1.51®
P4 5.87+1.48 5.75+1.34 5.89+1.58% 5.89+1.52 5.79+1.56 5.31+1.70%
MI 5.69+1.57 5.85%1.55 6.18+1.60° 6.18+1.60° 6.15£1.60° 5.69+1.94°
M2 5.56:1.54 5.79+1.43 6.10+1.36" 6.18+1.38° 6.00£1.28° 5.66+1.67
M3 5.25+1.40 5.26+1.40 5.36+1.58" 5.51+1.51° 531+1.61° 4.79+1.75
F1 5.11£1.62 4.82+1.47 5.18+1.76 5.49+1.61 5.11+1.58 4.67+2.07
F2 5.66+1.54 5.41+1.61 5.62+1.77 5.69+1.73 5.7241.59 5.25+2.10
F3 5.44+1.63 5.30+1.85 5.33+1.84 5.51+1.51 5.38+1.62 5.10£2.04
F4 5.62+1.78 541+1.77 5.30+1.77 5.62+1.62 5.51%1.70 5.21+2.10

D All values are presented as mean+S.D.
? Different letters within a row indicate significant differences as determined by one-way ANOVA followed by Duncan’s post-hoc test.
3 P1, P2, P3, and P4 represent samples with chicken as the main ingredient; M1, M2, and M3 represent samples with pork as the main
ingredient; F1, F2, F3, and F4 represent samples with mackerel as the main ingredient.
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Fig. 1. Correspondence analysis using CATA counts of senior-friendly foods.
P1, P2, P3, and P4 represent samples with chicken as the main ingredient; M1, M2, and M3 represent samples with pork as the main
ingredient; F1, F2, F3, and F4 represent samples with mackerel as the main ingredient.
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Fig. 2. Correlation chart of PLS (Partial Least Squares) regression for the sensory attributes of senior-friendly foods.
Red text indicates CATA characteristics, green text represents the samples, and blue text reflects the preference results for senior-friendly
food.

P1, P2, P3, and P4 represent samples with chicken as the main ingredient; M1, M2, and M3 represent samples with pork as the main
ingredient; F1, F2, F3, and F4 represent samples with mackerel as the main ingredient.
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