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Application of Fuzzy Mathematical Comprehensive Evaluation in Sensory Analysis of Chicken

CAO Xue-hui, LIU Li-ping

(College of Chemistry, Chemical Engineering and Food Safety, Bohai University, Jinzhou 121013, China)

Abstract: A fuzzy mathematical comprehensive evaluation method was applied for the sensory analysis of chicken. According
to the evaluation results from consumers, the sensory quality of chicken was determined. The results showed that the evaluation
scores for the appearance, color, smell, taste of chicken soup after heating were 0.171, 0.323, 0.206 and 0.300, respectively. The

comprehensive value could more objectively reflect the grade and traits of chicken. Therefore, the fuzzy mathematical method

is a simple and effective method for identifying the sensory quality of chicken.
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Table 1 Criteria for sensory evaluation of chicken
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Table 2 Weight scoring results of chicken sensory traits
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Table 3 Sensory evaluation results of three samples
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