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Abstract: Previous studies have indicated that facial expressions can serve as an objective evaluation
method for hedonics (overall pleasure) of food and beverages. In this study, we aimed to validate
the findings of our previous research, which demonstrated that facial expressions induced by
tastants can predict the perceived hedonic ratings of these tastants. Facial expressions of 29 female
participants (aged 18-55 years) were recorded using a digital camera while they consumed 12
different concentrations of solutions representing five basic tastes. The facial expressions were then
analyzed using the widely-used facial expression analysis application, FaceReader, to identify seven
emotions (surprise, happiness, scare, neutral, disgust, sadness, and anger) with scores ranging from
0 to 1. Participants also rated the hedonics of each solution on a scale from -5 (extremely unpleasant)
to +5 (extremely pleasant). A multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to develop a formula
to predict perceived hedonic ratings. The formula's applicability was tested by analyzing emotion
scores for 11 additional taste solutions consumed by 20 other participants. The predicted hedonic
ratings demonstrated good correlation and concordance with the perceived ratings, supporting the
validity of our previous findings using different software and taste stimuli among diverse
participants.
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Introduction

Taste evokes strong hedonic responses, encompassing pleasure or unpleasure, and distinct
qualities like sweetness, sourness, saltiness, bitterness, and umami. Previous research suggests that
facial expressions are implicit indicators of hedonics for tastes [1,2]. To objectively evaluate taste
perception, several studies have utilized facial expression analysis induced by food consumption [3-
11]. In our 2021 paper [12], we demonstrated the potential of predicting the deliciousness of food and
beverages through facial expression analysis. Our approach employed facial expression analysis as
the dependent variable, quantifying expressions of neutral, happiness, sadness, surprise, scare,
disgust, and anger for each of the five basic tastes (sweetness, saltiness, sourness, bitterness, and
umami) in solutions. As an independent variable, we used participants' perceived hedonic ratings
(subjective sensory evaluations) for each taste. Through multiple regression analysis, we derived a
regression equation for predicting hedonic ratings. Subsequent validation involved substituting
facial expression analysis results from different subjects consuming various taste solutions, including
commercially available beverages, into the equation. A strong correlation and consistency were
observed between the calculated values and the subjects' actual sensory evaluation values,
confirming facial expression analysis as a valuable method for objectively evaluating taste
perception.

However, the study identified three limitations: 1) the small sample size, 2) the limited
generalizability of the AI application used for analysis, which was available locally but not
worldwide, and 3) reliance on a single selected facial expression image chosen by the experimenter
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(one-shot single image). Thus, this study aimed to address these issues: 1) increase the number of
subjects to at least double the previous study, 2) use widely-used facial expression analysis software,
FaceReader, and 3) examine the usefulness of various methods, including data analysis using average
facial expression values over a certain period (in addition to one-shot analysis). The objective was to
reconfirm, with these improvements, the prediction of food and beverage deliciousness or
unpleasantness based on facial expressions. This study offers a practical method for evaluating the

hedonics of different edibles using facial expressions.
TA—LDHED

Materials and methods

Participants

A total of 49 nonsmoking participants were recruited from among the students and staffs in Kio
University, Nara, Japan. Based on the responses to a questionnaire conducted before the experiment,
we judged that all participants were free of sensory, eating, neurological, and psychiatric disorders,
and none were using any medications that would interfere with taste. All participants were instructed
to refrain from eating or drinking from 1 hour before the start of the experiment. After providing an
explanation of the purpose and safety of the experimental protocol, informed consent was obtained
from all participants. This study was approved by the Kio University ethics committee (No. R2-31),
and all experiments were conducted in accordance with the principles set forth in the Declaration of
Helsinki.

Experiment 1

Since the experimental procedure was essentially the same as that of our previous study [12], it
will be explained briefly. A group of 29 healthy female volunteers (age range, 18-55 years; mean +
SD, 23.1 + 7.9) participated in an experiment to examine the utility of Al for the analysis of facial
expressions and establish a formula to predict hedonic ratings. The experiment was conducted by
two researchers in our lab for each of the participants. Taste solutions used for 16 of 29 participants
were 10 kinds of five conventional basic tastes with different concentrations: 2.5%, 5%, 10% and 20%
sucrose; 0.5% and 2% monosodium glutamate (MSG); 1% citric acid; 1% and 5% sodium chloride
(NaCl); and 0.01% quinine hydrochloride (QHCI) and for another 13 participants: 5% glucose, 0.3%
sodium guanylate and 3% NaCl. All the solutions were made up with distilled water (DW). An
aliquot of 10 mL of taste solution in a small paper cup was placed on a table just in front of the sitting
participant. The participant poured the 10 mL of liquid into the mouth, held it for about 1 sec, and
then swallowed. The participant was asked to show facial expressions freely but not intentionally,
and to make a brief remark about the quality and/or palatability of the stimulus soon after
recognition. After drinking the solution, the mouth was rinsed with DW. The task was repeated with
the inter-stimulus interval of at least 2 minutes. Each of the stimuli was delivered randomly. The
participant was also asked to evaluate the overall hedonic rating of the stimulus on a scale from -5
(extremely unpleasant) to +5 (extremely pleasant), with 0 being neutral, before the start of the next
tasting.

Another experimenter (the “recorder”) sat near the participant, delivered a signal to start
drinking, and recorded a video focusing on the face of the participant using a digital camera (Cyber-
shot DSC-WX350; Sony Corp. Tokyo, Japan), which was set 2 m in front of the participant, who was
asked to look directly at the camera.

After the experiment, the video replay was analyzed using the Al application FaceReader (ver.
8.1; Noldus Information Technology, Wageningen, The Netherlands). FaceReader processes facial
expressions frame-by-frame at 30 Hz and classifies them into seven emotions (neutral, happy, sad,
angry, surprised, scared, and disgusted) with scores ranging from 0 (no visible emotion) to 1 (emotion
fully present). We conducted score analyses based on four different methods: 1) A single selected
facial expression image chosen by the experimenter (one-shot image) judged to be the most applicable
facial expression for the taste stimulation. 2) The average emotion scores for 2 seconds with the one-
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shot image in the middle (one-shot + 1 sec, or 2-sec image). 3) The average emotion scores for 4
seconds (one-shot + 2 sec, or 4-sec image). 4) The average emotion scores for 6 seconds (one-shot + 3
sec, or 6-sec image).

Any part overlapping with a subject's brief remark was excluded from the analysis, and the
mean value was calculated from the remaining analysis time.

In the next step, we performed multiple linear regression analysis to predict hedonic ratings
based on the seven emotions. The calculation was based on the scores of the seven emotions obtained
from 13 stimuli in 29 participants, treated as the dependent variable. The independent variable was
the participants' perceived (self-reported) hedonic ratings for each stimulus. Through this multiple

regression analysis, we derived a regression equation for predicting hedonic ratings.
7x—LDIEEY

Experiment 2

Another group of 20 healthy volunteers (19 females and 1 male, age range, 20-50 years; mean +
SD, 22.9 + 6.3) participated in a second experiment to examine and confirm the applicability of the
formulae obtained in Experiment 1 for predicting hedonic ratings. None of the participants in
Experiment 2 had participated in Experiment 1. The stimuli used were the following 11 liquid: natural
mineral water (ILOHAS, Coca-Cola Bottlers Japan Inc., Tokyo, Japan), 1 % malic acid, 2 %
monopotassium glutamate (MPG), 0.003 % sucrose octa acetate (SOA), 7 % calorie-free sweetener
(Palsweet, Ajinomoto Co. Inc. Tokyo, Japan), peach juice (Peach Mix 100 %, Dole Japan, Inc., Tokyo,
Japan), noodle broth (Mentsuyu, Daitoku Food Co., Ltd., Nara, Japan), vegetable juice (Thick
Vegetable Juice, Kagome Co. Ltd., Tokyo, Japan), 2.5 % salt (Hakata-no-Shio, Hakata Salt Co., Ltd.,
Ehime, Japan), flat lemon juice (Shikwasa juice, Okinawa Aloe Co. Ltd., Okinawa, Japan) and catechin
green tea (Healthya Green Tea, Kao Corp., Tokyo, Japan).

Liquid intake, video taking, FaceReader analysis, and the rating of perceived hedonics were the
same as those employed in Experiment 1. FaceReader outputs for the emotions of facial expressions
in response to these stimuli were put in the corresponding emotions in the formulae derived in
Experiment 1 to obtain predicted (or calculated) hedonic ratings. The relationships between the
predicted and perceived hedonic ratings were then examined and compared.

Data analysis

In Experiment 1, the boxplot analysis of the scores for the seven emotions associated with each
of the 10 stimuli in 16 participants was conducted, and the median and interquartile range with
minimum and maximum scores were obtained. To examine the similarity of hedonics among taste
stimuli, Spearman’s correlation coefficients were calculated between pairs of stimuli based on the
scores of seven emotions. A multiple linear regression analysis was then conducted based on the
scores for the seven emotions (the dependent variables) obtained to 13 stimuli in 29 participants and
the participants” perceived hedonic ratings (the independent variables) for each stimulus. The
possible existence of multicollinearity, which occurs when predictors provide redundant information
because of a high correlation with each other, was examined by calculating the correlation coefficients
among pairs of seven emotions. In Experiment 2, relationships between the predicted and perceived
hedonic ratings were examined and compared using Pearson’s and Spearman’s correlation
coefficients, a one-way ANOVA and Wilcoxon signed-rank test. Before correlation analyses, data
were checked if they showed normal distribution or not by Shapiro-Wilk’s test. All statistical analyses
were performed using IBM SPSS Statistics (ver. 25) and Excel Statistics 2012. P values < 0.05 were
considered statistically significant.

Results

Experiment 1

The scores for seven emotions, neutral, happy, sad, angry, surprised, scared and disgusted, from
the FaceReader outputs for one-shot images taken after the presentation of taste stimuli are shown in
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Figure 1. The FaceReader output contains ‘contempt’, but in the present study this term was omitted
because contempt is not related with the taste evaluation and actually no participants showed this
emotion to any taste stimuli tested. Figure 1 denotes the hedonic pattern profiles across the seven
different emotions in response to 10 taste stimuli in 16 participants. The panels are arranged
according to the mean perceived hedonic rating for each stimulus in 16 participants.
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Figure 1. Profiles of hedonic patterns across seven different emotions based on FaceReader analysis
of facial expressions in response to 10 stimuli in 16 participants. The analysis was based on one-shot
images. Profiles are depicted in different colors for the 16 participants. The emotions are arbitrarily
arranged from left to right in the order of surprise (Su), happiness (H), scare (Sc), neutral (N), disgust
(D), sadness (Sa) and anger (A). Panels are arranged from the most pleasant to the most unpleasant
stimulus from A to J, respectively, as shown by the mean + standard deviation perceived hedonic
rating for each stimulus in 16 participants.

Figure 2. shows the boxplot analysis of the scores for the seven emotions shown in Figure 1. The
median and interquartile range with minimum and maximum scores are illustrated for the emotions
evoked by the 10 stimuli. The profiles of scores for the seven emotions suggested that higher
concentrations (10% and 20%) of sucrose showed a strong happiness component, whereas the sadness
component was the largest for 1% citric acid, 5% NaCl, and 0.01% QHCI; the neutral component was
the largest for the remaining stimuli.
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Figure 2. Box and whisker plot analysis of scores for seven different emotions evoked by 10 stimuli.
The median and interquartile range with minimum and maximum scores are based on the emotional
scores of the 16 participants shown in Figure 1. Small circles in each panel indicate outliers. Other
descriptions are the same as those in Figure 1.

Figure 3 shows the calculated correlation coefficients among profiles of emotional scores for 10
stimuli. We used Spearman’s analysis because scores did not show normal distribution in some of
the stimuli. Statistically highly significant correlations were detected in three groups. The first group
consisted of 20%, 10% and 5% sucrose (Figure 2-A to C, respectively) with highly positive perceived
hedonic ratings. The second group consisted of 2% MSG, 0.5% MSG and 1% NaCl (Figure 2-E to G,
respectively) with nearly neutral to slightly negative perceived ratings. The third group consisted of
1% citric acid, 5% NaCl and 0.01% QHCI (Figure 2-H to ], respectively) with highly negative hedonic
ratings. It is noted here that 1% NaCl is also correlated well with 1% citric acid and 5% NaCl in their
emotional scores (Figure 2-G to I, respectively).

20%Suc | 5%Suc 2.5%Suc 2%MSG | 0.5%MSG | 1%NaCl |1%citric acid| 5%NaCl |0.01%QHCI

0.89 093 0.79 0.82 061 0.68 0.29 0.29 0.00 10%Suc
0.96 0.82 093 071 0.79 0.50 0.50 0.1 20%Suc

0.7 0.86 0.61 0.75 043 043 0.07 5%Suc

089 0.75 0.71 043 043 0.1 2.5%Suc

0.89 093 0.7 0.71 0.39 2%MSG
093 0.86 0.86 0.68 0.5%MSG

0.89 0.89 068 1%NaCl

1.00 089  |1%citric acid
0.89 5%NaCl

Figure 3. Spearman’s correlation coefficient matrix of the hedonic profiles for 10 stimuli. Correlations
were calculated between pairs of stimuli based on the mean scores of seven emotions shown in Figure
1. The taste stimuli were arranged in the order of the most positive to most negative perceived hedonic
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ratings from left to right and from top to bottom. Coefficients shaded indicate highly significant (P <
0.01).

A multiple linear regression analysis was performed to predict hedonic ratings based on the
scores of the seven emotions for one-shot images obtained in Experiment 1. In addition to the data
obtained in 16 participants as shown in Figures 1 and 2, the data in 13 participants tested with 5%
glucose, 0.3% sodium guanylate and 3% NaCl were combined. Before the analysis, multicollinearity
was ensured by examining the correlation coefficients among the seven emotions. No statistically
significant (P < 0.05) correlation was found for any pair of the seven emotions. As a result, we
obtained the following regression formula for one-shot images [F (7, 191) = 3.513, P < 0.001 with an
adjusted R? of 0.614]:

Hedonic rating = 4.914 x surprise + 7.568 x happiness + 0.617 x scare + 4.393 x neutral — 1.402 x
disgust — 2.414 x sadness — 3.917 x angry — 3.234

, where happiness (P < 0.001), neutral (P < 0.01), sadness (P < 0.05) and surprise (P < 0.05) were
significant predictors of hedonic ratings.

For 2-sec images, a regression formula [F (7, 191) = 4.781, P <0.001 with an adjusted R? of 0.474]
was obtained for the mean emotion scores:

Hedonic rating = 6.701 x surprise + 7.461 x happiness + 1.657 x scare + 3.701 x neutral — 1.776 x
disgust — 2.563 x sadness — 3.488 x angry — 3.007

, where happiness (P <0.001), neutral (P < 0.05) and surprise (P < 0.05) were significant predictors
of hedonic ratings, and sadness was marginally significant (P = 0.061).

For 4-sec images, a regression formula [F (7, 191) = 5.788, P <0.001 with an adjusted R? of 0.365]
was obtained for the mean emotion scores:

Hedonic rating = 8.276 x surprise + 7.401 x happiness + 0.452 x scare + 3.343 x neutral — 2.022 x
disgust — 2.126 x sadness — 1.155 x angry — 3.008

, where happiness (P < 0.001) and surprise (P < 0.05) were significant predictors of hedonic
ratings, and neutral was marginally significant (P = 0.075).

For 6-sec images, a regression formula [F (7, 191) = 6.236, P < 0.001 with an adjusted R? of 0.316]
was obtained for the mean emotion scores:

Hedonic rating = 9.714 x surprise + 7.202 x happiness — 1.935 x scare + 3.284 x neutral — 2.201 x
disgust — 1.558 x sadness — 1.268 x angry — 3.030

, where happiness (P < 0.001) and surprise (P < 0.01) were significant predictors of hedonic
ratings.

Experiment 2

The validity of these formulae was examined by applying the obtained emotion scores to another
11 taste stimuli in a different group of 20 participants who had not been exposed to the formulae in
Experiment 1. We investigated the correlation between the estimated ratings and the perceived
ratings, as well as how well the estimated ratings matched the perceived ratings for each taste
stimulus. In four participants, however, there was an apparent discrepancy between the estimated
ratings and the perceived ratings, mainly due to the lack of happiness reported for hedonically
positive stimuli such as peach juice and noodle stock (Figure 4-A). Therefore, the subsequent analyses
focused on the remaining 16 participants who exhibited a strong correlation and good agreement
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between the estimated and perceived ratings (Figure 4-B). However, a significant difference was
observed between the two sets of ratings for the highly palatable peach juice and the highly aversive
SOA (Wilcoxon signed-rank test, P < 0.01). This difference in ratings for SOA and peach juice may
have been attributed to the limitation of the predicted ratings, which could not reach the maximum
hedonic ratings of either -5 or +5. To address this issue, the calculated ratings for peach juice and
SOA were multiplied by 1.6. This coefficient was determined based on the ratio between the
perceived and calculated ratings for peach juice (4.1/2.6 = 1.58) and SOA (-4.5/-2.7 = 1.67). After this
adjustment, the estimated ratings aligned much better with the perceived ratings, with the slope of
the regression line improving from 0.697 to 0.891, respectively (Figure 4-C).

one shot one shot one shot after adjustment
5 5
A 4 C 4 L
y = 0.446x 3 y = 0.891x 32
-1.040 2 -0.070 2 e
1 1
0. O ’ ®
5 -4 3 2 .1-1 5' - 1 2 3 4 5
‘/ r = 0.988
e -3 2= 0.976
4 n= 16
5

Figure 4. Scatterplots depicting the relationship between mean predicted (calculated) and perceived
hedonic ratings for 11 stimuli among 20 participants. The mean calculated hedonic ratings are shown
on the y-axis, and the perceived hedonic ratings are shown on the x-axis. Calculation was based on
the emotion scores for one-shot images. Each graph includes the regression formula, Pearson’s
correlation coefficient (r), coefficient of determination (12), and the number of participants. A:
Scatterplots for 4 participants who exhibited very low happiness scores. B: Scatterplots for the
remaining 16 participants. C: Scatterplots for the 16 participants after the calculated ratings were
multiplied by 1.6 for peach juice and SOA, as indicated in red. Following this adjustment, the slope
of the regression line is close to 1.0, indicating a significantly improved agreement between the
calculated and perceived ratings.

In Figure 5, the correlation analysis between the mean perceived ratings and mean predicted
ratings was depicted, which were calculated using the regression formulae based on the mean
emotional scores for different analysis periods: one-shot + 1 sec (2-sec image) (Figure 5-A), one-shot
+ 2 sec (4-sec image) (Figure 5-B), and one-shot + 3 sec (6-sec image) (Figure 5-C). We utilized
Pearson’s correlation analysis since the data for both the calculated and perceived ratings exhibited
a normal distribution (Kolmogorov-Smirnov’s test). Although the correlation coefficient slightly
decreased from 0.977 to 0.970 to 0.962 as the analysis period increased from 2-sec to 4-sec to 6-sec
images, respectively, the slope of the regression line changed from 0.618 to 0.534 to 0.495, indicating
a decrease in concordance between the two sets of ratings with longer analysis time.
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Figure 5. Scatterplots depicting the relationship between mean predicted (calculated) and perceived
hedonic ratings for 11 stimuli among 16 participants. The calculated hedonic ratings are displayed on
the y-axis, and the perceived hedonic ratings are on the x-axis. Each graph includes the regression
formula, Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r), and coefficient of determination (r2). A: Calculation
based on the mean emotion scores for 2-sec images. B: Calculation based on 4-sec images. C:
Calculation based on 6-sec images.

In addition to these correlation analyses, we examined the concordance between predicted and
perceived ratings for each taste stimulus. The difference between the estimated and calculated ratings
for each taste stimulus could serve as an indicator of the level of agreement between the two ratings.
The mean difference of ratings for all 11 stimuli was calculated to be 0.606, 0.722, 0.953, and 1.027 for
one-shot, 2-sec, 4-sec, and 6-sec images, respectively. One-way ANOVA showed a significant main
effect [F (3,30) = 13.702, P < 0.001], and post hoc analysis using the Bonferroni test revealed that the
difference in ratings for one-shot images was not significantly different from that of 2-sec images but
was significantly smaller (P < 0.001) than that of 4-sec and 6-sec images.

Finally, we summarized the time point at which the one-shot image was taken. As depicted in
Figure 6, the time point varied depending on the perceived hedonic value of the stimulation, either
before or after the participant's brief remark. One-shot images were more frequently taken after
remarks for hedonically positive stimuli such as peach juice and noodle broth, while they were more
frequently taken before remarks for hedonically negative stimuli such as 2.5% salt and 1% malic acid.
This tendency was statistically significant when Pearson’s correlation coefficient was calculated
between the number of one-shot images taken before the remarks and the perceived hedonic values
(r=0.830 and r = 0.973 when SOA was omitted). The same tendency was observed in the data from
Experiment 1.

Before the start of remark Remark period After the end of remark
Peach juice o
. Noodle broth .
. . . ®| Vegetable juice . .
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oo . . . Mineral water
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Figure 6. The distribution of one-shot images judged to represent the most relevant facial expression
for each taste stimulus. The middle part displays the period of short remarks by participants
regarding different tastants, arranged in order of the most palatable to the most aversive from top to
bottom. Solid circles indicate the time points of the one-shot images: red circles represent points
elicited before the start of the remark, while black circles represent those after the end of the remark.
The size of the circle increases depending on the number of occurrences at the same time point. It is
noteworthy that points tend to occur after the remark for the palatable stimuli, whereas before the
remark for the aversive stimuli.

Tx—LDEEED

Discussion

The present study was designed to confirm the validity of our previous findings, which
indicated that the analysis of facial expressions in response to tastants can predict the hedonic ratings
of those tastants. Using one-shot images captured through different Al applications and presenting
different taste stimuli to various participants, we obtained consistent results, revealing the following;:
1) The five basic tastes could be classified into three hedonic categories: positive, neutral, or negative,
based on Al analysis of facial expressions. 2) We established a formula for predicting hedonic ratings
using multiple linear regression analysis, considering emotional facial expressions in response to
basic taste stimuli. 3) By inputting emotional scores of facial expressions in response to different
tastants from different participants into this formula, we found a strong correlation and concordance
between predicted (or calculated) and perceived (or subjective) hedonic ratings. These results suggest
that a single image of a person's face can quantitatively predict the extent to which that person enjoys
food and beverages.

For this study, we utilized FaceReader, a widely-used, convenient, and accurate automated
facial expression recognition system. FaceReader classifies facial expressions into the basic universal
human emotions suggested by Ekman and Friesen [13], including happiness, sadness, anger,
surprise, scare, disgust, and neutrality. The intensity of these emotions ranges from 0 to 1. The
analyses of these emotions have been effectively employed in various experimental situations in food
research [4-6,8-11]. In addition to analyzing one-shot (single) images, FaceReader can also provide
time course data showing changes in each emotion after tasting. As a result, we analyzed the mean
scores of emotions during one-shot image + 1 sec, one-shot + 2 sec, and one-shot + 3 sec. Statistical
analysis demonstrated that good prediction of hedonic ratings was achieved for one-shot and one-
shot + 1 sec images, while one-shot images + 2 sec and * 3 sec exhibited lower predictability. The one-
shot image is captured at the time point when a third person judges it to represent the most dominant
facial expression elicited by the intake of the tastant. These findings indicate that a time difference
within 2 seconds (one-shot + 1 sec) is acceptable for accurately estimating hedonic ratings.

We asked each participant to make a short remark after the oral intake of tastants. An interesting
finding was that one-shot images for aversive tastants tended to appear before the remarks, while
those for palatable tastants tended to appear after the remarks. These characteristic differences were
proven to be statistically significant, reflecting that aversive tastes convey warning messages in the
form of discomfort, harm, and urgency. Good tastes are pleasant, palatable, and nutritive; we enjoy
them slowly, comfortably, and with emotional fulfillment.

However, bitter-tasting SOA elicited one-shot images both before and after remarks evenly,
despite being the most aversive stimulus. This may be explained by the fact that bitter stimuli
stimulate taste cells in the foliate and circumvallate papillae situated at the back of the tongue better
than those in the anterior tongue [14,15]. About half of the participants felt a stronger bitter taste after
remarks at the timing for the bitter substance to reach the posterior tongue.

In our previous study, the Al application used displayed sadness exclusively rather than disgust
emotions for facial expressions induced by aversive taste stimuli, such as 5% NaCl, 0.01% citric acid,
and 0.01% QHCIL. Only "happiness" was a significant predictor of hedonically positive ratings. We
discussed in the previous study [12] that these results might be dependent on the Al application used.
Facial emotions and scores would be classified differently with different accuracies by a different
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algorithm [16]. However, as shown in the present study, essentially the same results were obtained
by the analysis using FaceReader. The dominant appearance of happiness and sadness in these results
may be related to a recent study on an emotion recognition test by Wang et al. [17], who reported that
happiness and sadness are unique and independent among the emotions.

There are at least two limitations in predicting hedonic ratings by facial expressions: 1) The
prediction is not successful for individuals who show no or very small expressions of happiness to
very palatable tastants, e.g., peach juice and noodle stock, even though these people can express
aversive emotions to unpalatable tastants, e.g., malic acid and SOA. In the present study, 4
participants out of 20 belonged to this category of individuals (see Figure 4-A). 2) A significant
difference was detected between the predicted and perceived ratings for the very aversive SOA and
the very palatable peach juice. Such a difference between the two ratings for SOA and peach juice
may have been due to the limitation of the predicted ratings in reaching the maximum hedonic
ratings, such as -5 to +5. This phenomenon was similarly detected in our previous study. To address
this issue, the following procedure may be effective: If the estimated rating for a tastant, whose
perceived rating is larger than 4.0 or smaller than -4.0, is multiplied by 1.6, the compensated ratings
yield calculated intensities that become very close to the perceived intensity, as proven in the present
study (see Figure 4-C).

Regardless of these limitations, the present study has confirmed the validity of our previous
findings, showing that hedonic ratings can be well predicted by a formula derived from multiple
regression analysis of facial expressions obtained using Al software. Another important point is that
this procedure is straightforward, and the outcomes from the Al application are generated rapidly
using a single image. This technique could be expected to be utilized as an implicit evaluation method
in conjunction with explicit sensory tests in various situations, such as consumer surveys and new
product evaluations.
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