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Abstract 

 

The umami flavour generated by monosodium glutamate (MSG) has been proposed as the 

marker for the presence of protein in foods. As protein is the most closely regulated 

macronutrient in the diet, the present study addressed whether acute protein deprivation, 

habitual protein intake or a combination of the two influenced liking for the taste of MSG. 24 

low-restraint male participants (mean age: 22; BMI: 23) consumed either their habitual 

breakfast (baseline), a low protein breakfast (breakfast meal with low protein milk and 

milkshake) or a high protein breakfast (breakfast meal with high protein milk and milkshake) 

on three different days, and then evaluated the acceptability of umami (MSG), salty (NaCl) or 

sweet (Acesulphame K) tastes at low or high concentrations in a soup context at lunchtime. 

Participants also completed a habitual protein intake questionnaire (39-item protein Food 

Frequency Questionnaire). Liking for all tastes was higher on the low than on the high protein 

day, and NaCl and Acesulphame K were liked less on both protein manipulation days when 

compared to the no added flavour control. Habitual protein intake was not related to liking for 

MSG stimuli alone but habitual high protein consumers rated a high concentration of MSG as 

more pleasant than any other taste when in protein deficit.  Overall, these findings suggest 

that liking for high MSG concentrations may be moderated by nutritional need in high protein 

consumers. 

 

Key words: MSG, protein, liking, taste, flavour, deprivation   
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1. Introduction  

 

Protein is an essential macronutrient predominantly consumed in savoury tasting foods [1-3]. 

It is the most tightly regulated macronutrient in the diet and has been related to the 

overconsumption of high carbohydrate and high fat containing foods if protein needs have not 

been met [4]. Animals and humans are able to detect the quality and quantity of protein 

consumed during a meal and use this information to monitor protein intake [5]. This suggests 

that the taste system may have evolved to provide information about the nutritional value of 

food. Umami, the fifth basic taste which can be generated by the flavour enhancer 

monosodium glutamate (MSG), has been particularly linked to the detection of protein in the 

diet [2, 6-9] and may influence selection of protein-rich foods based on nutritional need state. 

Therefore, it may be that liking for umami sources such as MSG in foods changes according 

to the amount of protein generally consumed in the diet (protein status) and may also be 

sensitive to acute protein deprivation. 

 

Protein accounts for 15% dietary energy intake [10, 11] which has remained constant over 

time and across populations compared to other macronutrients [4, 11, 12]. This may be related 

to the body’s efficiency in regulating protein feedback [6, 13] due to the limited availability of 

carbohydrate and fat in human evolutionary history [14, 15]. Indeed, protein intake has been 

shown to be prioritized over carbohydrate and fat intake in ad-libitum meals after participants 

were provided with unbalanced diets [4, 14, 16-18]. This change in food selection may be 

influenced by flavour, with increases in consumption of savoury foods due to their association 

with protein. Indeed, the savoury taste elicited by MSG has been found to increase preference 

for foods with stronger MSG concentrations in both adults [19] and children [20] in protein-
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deficient states with poor nutritional status compared to well-nourished controls. This 

indicates that long-term protein deprivation may influence the selection of and liking for 

MSG. Laska and Hernandez Salazar [21] assessed MSG taste preferences in primates 

naturally consuming low or high quantities of animal protein. Contrary to the previous 

findings, they reported that primates consuming more animal protein preferred stronger 

concentrations of MSG whilst low animal protein consumers enjoyed MSG more overall, 

particularly when delivered in weaker concentrations. These differences between 

malnourished humans and primates consuming low amounts of animal protein may be due to 

learned experiences and familiarity with umami concentrations in foods. As the malnourished 

humans tested had previously been exposed to animal protein, which is abundant in umami 

[22], their familiarity, liking and preference for strong concentrations of MSG flavour may 

have been greater due to previously learned associations between stronger concentrations of 

umami linked to high protein sources. Indeed, liking for MSG in humans is correlated with 

liking of high protein foods [2]. However, as primates who consume low amounts of protein 

subsist on predominantly plant-based diets, their familiarity with and exposure to strong 

concentrations of umami tastants is less likely and thus they may prefer weaker 

concentrations of umami, as would naturally be found in their diet. This influence of habitual 

dietary intake affecting preference for a stimulus which may be predictive of protein has not 

been previously assessed in humans, and as protein is so tightly regulated, may provide 

further insight into the influence of general protein intake on hedonic preference.  

 

The influence of protein status may even alter hedonic taste perception in short-term 

manipulations. Gibson and colleagues [23] found that participants experimentally 

manipulated to be in acute mild protein deficit (by provision of low protein breakfasts) 
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learned to prefer a dessert flavour that was previously paired with the delivery of more protein 

when compared to participants in nutritional balance. This mild protein deprivation has also 

been found to increase ingestion and choice of flavours that have been paired with the post-

ingestive consequences of consuming protein in rats [24-26] and protein conditioned flavour 

preferences have been reported to be eliminated by a protein preload, but not after an 

equicaloric carbohydrate preload [27]. Such flavour preferences required very few pairings of 

novel flavoured protein-rich food when in mild protein need [24-26], reflecting the tight 

regulation of this macronutrient within the diet.  

 

However, although short-term protein deprivation has been shown to influence choice through 

learning, the effect of an acute deficit on liking for tastes that may naturally be associated with 

protein has not been assessed. Equally, it is not known whether habitual protein consumption 

in the diet influences taste preferences for these flavours in humans in the same way as has 

been reported in animals. It is also not clear whether familiarity with the concentrations 

generally consumed can account for the differences found in liking. Thus, the current 

experiment aimed to explore the effects of manipulating protein status (through the 

presentation of high or low protein breakfasts) and habitual protein intake in the diet (using a 

protein Food Frequency Questionnaire (FFQ)) on subsequent sensory assessments of a 

hedonically neutral savoury soup with strong and weak concentrations of MSG (0.6% or 1% 

(w/w)), sodium chloride (NaCl; 0.3% or 0.4% (w/w)), sweetener (Acesulphame K; 0.005% or 

0.01% (w/w)) or an unflavoured control. The additional flavour conditions were included to 

assess whether the effects of protein were specific to the flavour of MSG alone as opposed to 

energy need (sweetness [28-30]) or specifically the sodium found in MSG (saltiness). 

Familiarity ratings as well as baseline flavour assessments were also taken before acute 

ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



AC
C

EP
TE

D
 M

AN
U

SC
R

IP
T

protein manipulations. It was hypothesised that (1) MSG would be optimally preferred when 

participants were in an acute protein deficit with stronger concentrations of MSG being most 

preferred (this was manipulated in the test sessions); (2) rated pleasantness of strong 

concentrations of MSG would be higher in naturally high protein consumers based on protein 

status derived from habitual protein intake (not manipulated in test sessions) as compared to 

naturally low protein consumers; (3) this would particularly be evident when these naturally 

high protein consumers were in acute protein deficit.   
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2 Method 

 

2.1 Design 

Acute effects of protein intake on liking for tastes were tested within-participant using a two 

way design combining acute protein intake (a baseline, low protein or high protein breakfast) 

with evaluations of liking for strong or weak concentrations of samples of soup with added 

savouriness (0.6% or 1% w/w MSG), saltiness (0.3% or 0.4% w/w NaCl), sweetness (0.005% 

or 0.01% Acesulphame K) or nothing added (control).  Additional influences of habitual 

protein intake were assessed by testing the effects of participant’s habitual self-reported 

protein consumption using a protein FFQ (between-participants) on taste responses. Breakfast 

conditions were balanced using a Williams square design [31].  Please see Figure 1 for a 

schematic of the study design employed. 

 

2.2 Participants 

Twenty four healthy weight men from a student population at the University of Sussex took 

part in the research (mean age: 22; ages from 19-31; mean BMI: 23, BMI from 19-25 kg/m²). 

Participants were recruited based on their responses to an eating habits questionnaire using an 

online database system. Individuals who smoked, were diabetic, had a diagnosed eating 

disorder, used medication, or had allergies or intolerances to the foods used were excluded. 

Those who scored high (ratings above 7) on the Three Factor Eating Questionnaire restraint 

scale [32] were also excluded due to the potential for confounding factors influencing 

assessments as high restraint individuals have been found to differ in their perceptions of food 

[33-35]. Participants who wished to take part were provided an Information Sheet which 

stated that the study was assessing the effects of ‘food on mood’. A cover story was necessary 
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to ensure participants did not respond in line with the experimental manipulations. Written, 

informed consent was obtained before taking part and participants were paid £10 or were 

awarded credits in a participant pool scheme upon completion of all sessions.  

 

A-priori power calculations were conducted to establish the number of participants required 

for a medium effect of protein test day manipulation on changes in pleasantness ratings of 

strong and weak concentrations of the flavours assessed using G*Power. This indicated that 

24 participants would be required to provide 80% power to detect a difference in rated 

pleasantness for weak and particularly strong concentrations of MSG flavours when in mild 

protein deficit. All experimental work was conducted in accordance with the standards 

expressed in the Helsinki Declaration and was approved by the University of Sussex ethics 

committee. 

 

2.3 Test Food 

2.3.1 Breakfasts: 

All nutritional information for the breakfasts can be found in Table 1. Both high and low 

protein breakfasts consisted of 52g cereal (Crunchy Nut Cornflakes, Kellogg’s, UK). The 

high protein breakfast also included 170g skimmed milk (Sainsbury’s PLC, UK) and a 300g 

high protein breakfast shake made up of 250g semi-skimmed milk (Sainsbury’s PLC, UK) 

combined with 25g Greek yoghurt (Total 0%, Fage, UK), 25g whey protein (MyProtein, UK), 

0.1g vanilla extract (Nielsen-Massey, Netherlands) and 0.04g Acesulphame K (Beckmann-

Kenko, Germany). High protein breakfasts provided 504 Kcal and consisted of 32% protein, 

53% carbohydrate and 16% fat.  
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The low protein breakfast included 170g low protein milk consisting of 156g tara water 

(water mixed with tara gum (Kalys, France; 0.03g/100g) at least 24 hours before use) added 

to 10g double cream (Sainsbury’s Plc, UK) and 4g maltodextrin (Cargill, UK). The 300g low 

protein breakfast shake comprised of 225g tara water added to 27g honey yoghurt (Rachel’s 

Organics Greek Style Honey Yoghurt, UK), 24g double cream, 24g maltodextrin, 0.1g vanilla 

extract, 0.06g cream flavour (International Flavours and Fragrances) and 0.02g Acesulphame 

K. The whole breakfast provided 504 Kcal and was made up of 4% protein, 59% 

carbohydrate and 37% fat. The low protein milk was necessary to further enhance protein 

deprivation and has been successfully used elsewhere [23]. The addition of tara gum was 

necessary to mimic the thicker consistency of milk and the natural thickness generated by the 

addition of whey protein in the high protein shake. Equally, the added cream flavouring in the 

low protein milkshake was required to match the creaminess of the high protein milkshake. 

Both high and low protein breakfasts provided adequate energy requirements for men as 

specified in the Food Standard Agency guidelines [36].  

 

2.3.2 Soup Samples: 

A low energy density (28 Kcal/100g) carrot and spice soup was used for all taste test samples. 

This soup were formulated to be hedonically neutral and low in naturally occurring MSG (for 

soup formulation see [37, 8, 9]).  The sample flavours consisted of no added flavour for the 

control sample, the addition of monosodium glutamate (MSG; Ajinomoto Co., Inc. Europe: 

0.6g/100g weak MSG or 1g/100g strong MSG) for the savoury sample, sodium chloride 

(NaCl, Saxa Table Salt, UK, 0.3g/100g weak NaCl or 0.4g/100g strong NaCl) for the salty 

sample and Acesulphame K (0.005g/100g weak Acesulphame K or 0.01g/100g strong 

Acesulphame K) for the sweet sample. These concentrations were chosen in line with those 
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commercially available in soups and used in previous research [2, 38, 39]. All nutritional 

information can be seen in Table 2.  

 

Both breakfast shakes and soup flavour conditions were subject to initial pilot testing in a 

separate group of participants to ensure equal acceptability and adequate taste enhancement 

across conditions. This involved 12 men (mean age: 23; range: 20-29) attending a session in 

which they rated the sensory and flavour characteristics of the two breakfast shakes and six 

samples of soup (high and low protein shakes and strong and weak MSG, NaCl, Acesulphame 

K). Mean pilot study ratings indicated no significant differences in sensory ratings between 

protein shakes including equivalent pleasantness assessments (F(1,11) = 0.37, p = 0.56). Soup 

assessments across strong and weak flavour samples indicated an enhancement by MSG of 

saltiness (F(1,11) = 6.81, p = 0.02) and strength of flavour (F(1,11) = 12.90, p = 0.004). 

Equally, an increase in saltiness (F(1,11) = 12.30, p = 0.005) across conditions was found in 

NaCl conditions and enhanced sweetness across concentrations in the Acesulphame K 

samples (F(1,11) = 12.74, p = 0.004) as well as increased familiarity in weak compared to 

strong (F(1,11) = 11.57, p = 0.006) Acesulphame K samples. All other sensory ratings 

including those of pleasantness were found to be non-significant across conditions (see 

supplementary Table 1). 

 

2.4 Computerized Data Collection 

Appetite, hedonic and sensory ratings were assessed using the Sussex Ingestion Pattern 

Monitor (SIPM version 2.0.13, University of Sussex). This consists of a digital balance 

(Sartorius, Model BP4100) linked to a Dell computer. Ratings were completed using digital 

Visual Analogue Scales (VAS) and stored by the SIPM. They were presented as sentences 

ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



AC
C

EP
TE

D
 M

AN
U

SC
R

IP
T

(“How <word> do you feel?”) with the left hand anchor (“Not at all <word>”) coded as 0 and 

the right hand anchor (“As <word> as I have ever felt”) coded as 100.  Participants were 

presented with instructions on how to use the scale before each rating was completed to 

prevent confusion and registered their selection (pressing “Rating Completed”) before moving 

on to the next question. The first rating set completed assessed how energetic, full, happy, 

hungry, nauseous, and thirsty participants felt as well as how much they desired to eat 

something savoury or sweet. All VAS ratings were randomized across trials and sessions.  

 

A tray containing seven soup samples (strong and weak concentrations of MSG, NaCl, and 

Acesulphame K soups and the control soup) served hot in 10g plastic tasting cups and 

labelled using randomly generated 3-digit number sequences was then provided and 

participants were asked to “Please take a mouthful of sample <number>, count to 5 and then 

swallow” before completing sensory ratings upon tasting each soup (how familiar, pleasant, 

salty, savoury, strong and sweet). After each tasting, participants were reminded to “Please 

take a mouthful of water and press Continue”. Soup samples were randomized across session 

days. Once all soup tastings were completed, participants repeated the set of mood and 

appetite ratings from the start of the session before they were free to leave. 

 

2.5 Protein Food Frequency Questionnaire 

The protein food frequency questionnaire (FFQ) was based on the National Health and 

Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) FFQ developed and validated by the National 

Cancer Institute [40]. The NHANES questionnaire comprises a set of multiple choice 

questions assessing intake of a variety of foods which are grouped into categories (such as 

fruit and vegetables, dairy, cereals and beverages amongst others). The questionnaire 
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originally focuses on how often a particular food is consumed over a 12 month period. The 

NHANES FFQ contains over 130 questions, which were tailored in the present study to focus 

specifically on high protein foods. Based on this, a 39 item protein FFQ was developed 

assessing intake of protein-rich items (dairy, nut, meat, seafood, tofu, egg) and specific 

sources of protein (beverages, bars and supplements) over the last six months. Also noted was 

the purposeful exclusion of any of these items over that time.  

 

The questions asked took the form “Over the past 6 months, how often did you (drink/eat) 

(relevant food and distinction; e.g. milk as a beverage (not in coffee, cereal or tea)?”. Possible 

answers were “Never (go to question __)” (awarded 0 points), “1 time per month or less” (1 

point), “2-3 times per month” (2 points), “1-2 times per week” (3 points), “3-4 times per 

week” (4 points), “5-6 times per week” (5 points), “1 time per day” (6 points), “2-3 times per 

day” (7 points) or “2 or more times per day” (8 points) for meals and additional ratings “4-5 

times per day” (9 points) or “6 or more times per day” (10 points) for beverages. Equally, 

with dairy products, questions regarding the type of product (“whole milk” (3 points), “semi-

skimmed (2% fat) milk” (4 points), “skimmed milk” (4 points), “soy milk” (2 points), “rice 

milk” (1 point), “raw unpasteurized milk” (3 points) or “other” (1 point)) was important to 

include as points were awarded based on the available protein in these products. With dairy 

products it was also important to include the proportion of times lower fat options were 

chosen (“How often was the yoghurt you ate low fat or fat free?” – “Almost never or never” 

(0 points), “about ¼ of the time” (1 point), “about ½ of the time” (2 points), “about ¾ of the 

time” (3 points) or “almost always or always” (4 points)). This was because protein content 

tends to be higher in low fat dairy products.  Additionally, consumption of meat, animal 

products, seafood and added protein (in the form of milkshakes/supplements or bars) was 
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awarded double points across ratings of how often and how much of the food was consumed 

in line with the higher protein content of these foods.  

 

In addition to assessing how often high protein foods were consumed, the protein FFQ also 

included questions relating to approximate portion sizes each time the food was consumed. 

This was based on average portion size information [40]. To allow for a more concrete 

estimation, participants were provided with a portion size estimation sheet which provided 

pictures of approximate portion sizes based on hand symbols (also provided on the sheet was 

ounce measurements).  

 

Six participants completed the Protein FFQ 2-3 weeks before starting the study whilst the 

remaining 18 participants filled-in the questionnaire at the end of session 3. There were no 

differences in awareness between those participants provided with the FFQ before the study 

compared to those who completed the FFQ after the study had ended when contingency 

awareness questions were assessed.  

 

2.6 Procedure 

Participants were invited to the Ingestive Behaviour Unit (IBU) at the University of Sussex on 

three non-consecutive sessions. On the first (baseline) session day participants were asked to 

consume their normal breakfast and to consume nothing but water for the two hours before 

testing (from 1200h-1400h) to ensure mild food deprivation. For sessions two and three, 

participants were required to eat nothing and consume only water from 2300h on the previous 

evening, with breakfast served in the IBU between 0900h-1100h  after which they were free 

to leave but were asked to return after three hours for the taste test session (from 1200h-
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1400h) having consumed nothing but water. Sessions were conducted with a minimum four 

and maximum seven-day wash out period between test day sessions.  

 

The taste test sessions were completed in a windowless cubicle containing a large glass of 

water and the SIPM software. Participants were asked to follow the on-screen instructions, 

filling in all mood, appetite and desire ratings before alerting their experimenter when the 

relevant samples were required. Across all sessions participants were asked to taste the 

relevant soup sample and complete sensory ratings relating to the flavour of that soup. The 

order in which the samples were evaluated was randomised at each session. Once all samples 

were tasted and rated a final set of mood and appetite ratings were filled in. At the end of 

sessions one and two participants were free to leave but their weight, height and age were 

recorded on the last day and they were provided with a copy of the FFQ which they 

completed before being debriefed and paid. Please see Figure 1 for a study day schematic. 

 

2.7 Data Analysis 

In the short-term protein manipulation, sensory ratings of the flavour (MSG, NaCl and 

Acesulphame K) samples were transformed to examine the change in the sensory rating (e.g. 

pleasantness) of the relevant flavour (control, MSG, NaCl or Acesulphame K) and 

concentration (control, weak or strong) on the protein manipulation days (low or high protein) 

relative to the baseline test day. These change scores were calculated taking the sample 

flavour first on the low protein day in control, weak or strong concentrations and expressing 

the difference in this value from the relevant flavour and concentration on the baseline day 

(control was contrasted with no inclusion of concentration over the low or high protein 

manipulation). The change from baseline scores were calculated and used to account for any 
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differences between the protein manipulations to understand how the manipulation itself 

influenced ratings (therefore taking individual differences at baseline in rating into account). 

As these ratings most likely influence palatability and pleasantness ratings, change from 

baseline scores were required to account for this individual variation. Two way repeated 

measures 2x7 ANOVAs assessing test condition (low protein breakfast or high protein 

breakfast) and sample taste for weak and strong concentrations (control, weak MSG, strong 

MSG, weak NaCl, strong NaCl, weak Acesulphame K or strong Acesulphame K) were 

conducted to determine any differences in these assessments. This was to assess hypothesis 1 

relating to acute protein deficit on the pleasantness of MSG relative to other flavours and 

concentrations. 

 

The influence of habitual protein intake in the diet (long-term protein status) on the rated 

pleasantness of the relevant sample tastes (control, MSG, NaCl or Acesulphame K) and 

concentrations (weak or strong for MSG, NaCl and Acesulphame K) were assessed using 

simple linear regression analyses for each individual taste concentration to assess whether 

protein status was related to liking for specific tastes and concentrations on each day 

(baseline, low protein day and high protein day) to assess hypothesis 2. Additional multiple 

regression analyses were also conducted for each individual taste and concentration including 

familiarity alongside protein status as a separate block in the multiple regression analysis to 

determine whether familiarity influenced pleasantness ratings more than protein status alone. 

Familiarity was assessed as a separate block due to the robust effects of familiarity on 

influencing pleasantness ratings [41-43] and as an additional means of addressing prior 

experience with the taste.      
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The influence of long-term protein status was further explored over low and high protein 

manipulation test days to determine whether protein status influenced pleasantness ratings of 

the taste samples and concentrations differently when in acute protein deprivation (after a low 

protein breakfast) as opposed to when a high protein load was received (after the high protein 

breakfast; hypothesis 3). The baseline test day was not included in this analysis as breakfast 

consumption (and thus protein intake) on this day was not controlled. This was assessed 

taking each simple linear regression analysis of pleasantness for each individual relevant taste 

(control, MSG, NaCl or Acesulphame K) and concentration (weak or strong) and comparing 

low protein to high protein manipulation days using a one tailed t-test. Ratings of baseline 

appetite, thirst and nausea were not transformed and were examined over session days 

(baseline test day, low protein manipulation and high protein manipulation) and over time 

(ratings made before and after the session) using 3x2 repeated measures ANOVA whilst 

change from baseline desire for sweet or savoury were examined to determine whether protein 

manipulation day (low or high) influenced these assessments in 2x2 ANOVA. Where there 

were cases of violated sphericity, Greenhouse Geisser values (ε = <0.75) were used. If 

Greenhouse Geisser (ε = >0.75), Huynh-Feldt values were reported. Bonferroni adjusted 

comparisons were used to assess significant interactions between patterns of data using 

within-subjects contrasts and effect sizes are reported using Pearson’s correlation coefficient 

for specific effects. G*Power was used to determine the number of participants a-priori for 

80% power and was also assessed post-hoc. Data are shown for all 24 participants. All data 

are mean±SEM.   
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3. Results 

 

Hunger (F(2,46) = 0.82, p = 0.85)  and fullness (F(2,46) = 1.10, p = 0.34) evaluations before 

soup tasting sessions were found to be non-significant, indicating that participants arrived 

hungry; m±SEM: 61.8±2.1 and not very full; m±SEM: 33.6±1.3. There were also no 

significant differences in thirst (F(2,46) = 1.33, p = 0.28) or nausea (F(1.5,33.7) = 0.51, p = 

0.60) assessments before each tasting session; participants arrived relatively thirsty; m±SEM: 

56±0.1 and were not nauseous; m±SEM: 10±1.1 before the sessions. Change from baseline 

desire for sweet foods was not significantly different irrespective of protein manipulation 

(F(1,23) = 1.20, p = 0.28) whilst change from baseline desire for savoury was significantly 

higher on low as compared to high protein days (Main effect of test day: F(1,23) = 5.48, p = 

0.03). 

 

3.1 Change from baseline ratings after protein manipulations 

When the change from baseline pleasantness for all flavours and concentrations were assessed 

across test days, a significant effect of test day was evident (F(1,23) = 4.66, p = 0.04), 

indicating that the change in pleasantness was higher for all flavours on the low protein day 

than on the high protein day relative to the baseline test day (Figure 2). Flavour samples also 

differed significantly in rated pleasantness (main effect of flavour: F(6,138) = 3.37, p = 0.004) 

with strong NaCl samples (F(1,23) = 7.63, p = 0.01, r=0.50) and weak Acesulphame K 

samples (F(1,23) = 5.32, p = 0.03, r=0.43) rated as more aversive on both protein 

manipulation days when compared to the control sample. Strong MSG samples were rated as 

most pleasant in flavour over all other flavour samples. No test day*flavour interaction was 
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evident (F(6,138) = 1.01, p = 0.43). Raw sensory ratings by day are shown in Supplementary 

Tables 2-4. 

 

3.2 Long-term protein status and pleasantness assessments  

It was predicted that habitual protein intake in the diet (protein status) would influence liking 

for MSG sources, with those self-reporting higher dietary protein intake expected to find the 

stronger concentrations of MSG more pleasant. There was no significant effect of a higher 

protein status alone increasing pleasantness for MSG on baseline sessions for weak (b= 0.03, 

t(23) = 0.39, p = 0.70) or strong (b= 0.02, t(23) = 0.19, p = 0.85) concentrations or on low 

protein (weak concentration: b = 0.01, t(23) = 0.19, p = 0.85; strong concentration: b =  0.05, 

t(23) = 0.70, p = 0.49) or high protein (weak concentration: b= 0.06, t(23) = 1.04, p = 0.31; 

strong concentration: b = -0.06, t(23) = -0.98, p = 0.34) test days (See supplementary Table 5 

for all regression results). The influence of protein status on other sensory ratings of MSG 

was also not found to be significant. However, when familiarity was included as a separate 

block alongside protein status in multiple regression analyses, familiarity was found to 

significantly predict pleasantness for weak and strong concentrations of MSG, NaCl and 

Acesulphame K and for control conditions after the baseline and high protein test days but not 

for MSG on the low protein test day at weak (b = 0.33, t(23) = 1.47, p = 0.16) or strong (b = 

0.35, t(23) = 1.44, p = 0.16) concentrations. Correlations between the sensory and appetite 

ratings revealed no significant correlations between these conditions on the test days thus no 

additional sensory assessments were added to the regression model. 

 

It was also predicted that acute protein deprivation would increase liking of stronger 

concentrations of MSG on low protein days as a function of protein status with the 
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expectation that the higher the protein status, the more palatable the strong concentration of 

MSG would be rated on the low protein test day as compared to the high protein test day. 

Simple regression analyses for rated pleasantness of strong concentrations of MSG on low 

protein test days were contrasted with high protein test days using one tailed t-tests. This was 

also conducted across weak concentrations of MSG as well as weak and strong concentrations 

of all of the other taste samples tested (control, NaCl and Acesulphame K) but was not found 

to significantly differ between days for the other flavour samples. As protein status increased, 

pleasantness ratings were found to increase after strong concentrations of MSG on low 

protein test days as compared to high protein test days (t(23) = -0.012, p = 0.05; Figure 3). 

Also, those with higher protein status disliked strong MSG concentrations on the high protein 

test day. Protein status did not influence liking across weak concentrations of MSG on low as 

compared to high protein test days (t(23) = -0.84, p = 0.79) and there were no other significant 

differences found across all other tastes or concentrations.   
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4 Discussion 

 

The main results suggest that acute protein deprivation increased liking for all flavours and 

increased desire for savoury foods indicating that short-term manipulations of protein may act 

to increase liking and desire for a range of foods but not specifically for umami flavours. 

These differences in preferences were seen despite there being no overall difference in rated 

hunger at the two test sessions, suggesting the effects were driven by the macronutrient 

manipulation and not appetite per se. Although liking for strong concentrations of MSG 

tended to be greater on low protein days, this was not significant. Strong NaCl and weak 

Acesulphame K flavours were liked less when protein status was manipulated but liking for 

MSG tended to remain high. Habitual protein intake was not a predictor of liking for MSG 

when assessed alone however, higher habitual protein intake was associated with higher 

pleasantness assessments of strong concentrations of MSG when these individuals were in 

acute protein deficit and lower pleasantness ratings when these individuals were provided 

with high protein loads. These findings may be contradictory based on the evidence put 

forward by Laska and Hernandez Salazar [21] but do suggest that protein status may influence 

liking of foods that may predict protein. 

 

The hypothesis that acute protein deprivation would increase liking of a strong concentration 

of MSG relative to other flavour samples was not supported despite desire for savoury ratings 

being higher after the low protein manipulation irrespective of hunger. An initial increase in 

desire for savoury on the low protein manipulation day may be understood in terms of an 

innate desire for foods which predict protein [4, 14, 16-18] as savoury foods contain more 

reliable and higher quantities of protein than sweet foods [1-3]. However this did not translate 
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to liking, with a general increase in liking of all flavours found on the low protein day, instead 

suggesting that pleasantness assessments were extended to any flavour which offered a 

nutrient source. Liking of the flavours was also lower on the high protein day, with strong 

NaCl and weak Acesulphame K flavours in particular liked less on this day than after baseline 

sessions. Although it is not clear why these flavours in particular were liked less, the general 

decline in liking after the high protein manipulation may be related to macronutrient sensing, 

with a less urgent need for nutrients in high as opposed to low protein manipulation reflected 

in the pleasantness ratings. It is however surprising to note that hunger assessments did not 

differ across low and high protein manipulations as liking has been related to hunger, with 

stronger hunger increasing liking [44] and as protein has been shown to be particularly 

satiating [45-47].  

 

Although habitual protein intake was also not found to be associated with liking of MSG 

concentrations alone, when individuals who regularly consumed higher proportions of protein 

were exposed to an acute protein deprivation, pleasantness ratings of strong MSG 

concentrations were greater than when these individuals were given a large protein load. This 

is similar to the findings observed in primates [21], with primates who ingested higher 

quantities of animal protein shown to prefer stronger concentrations of MSG. However, 

contrary to these findings, these individuals were also found to rate strong concentrations of 

MSG as less palatable after a high protein load. This may be due to these participants 

regulating their protein intake more efficiently due to their regular exposure to protein [14].  

 

When the influences of familiarity and protein status on the rated pleasantness of soups were 

assessed across all session days (baseline, low protein and high protein) for all soup flavours, 
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habitual protein intake was not found to be associated with liking of MSG concentrations, 

suggesting that regular consumption of high protein sources did not influence liking of MSG 

on baseline, low or high protein test days. However, a significant effect was apparent for 

familiarity. This may be due to the known effects of familiarity on liking [41-43]. This was 

evident with the MSG samples on baseline and high protein days, with familiarity (but not 

protein status) predicting liking but was not evident on the low protein day. It may be that 

familiarity was not a dominant factor in liking for MSG on low protein test days due to other 

cues potentially acting as more dominant sources. However as no clear change in pleasantness 

for MSG samples when given a high or low protein load was apparent in the earlier analyses 

mentioned, speculations about the mechanisms that may be more salient cannot be made.  

 

Despite the modest increase in liking for strong concentrations of MSG during protein 

deprivation relative to baseline and high protein sessions in habitually high protein 

consumers, it is still not clear whether this liking would elicit approach responses in 

individuals. Indeed, the distinction between behaviours influenced by ‘liking’ and ‘wanting’ 

is well documented in the literature [48-51] with researchers showing approach behaviours to 

be influenced by ‘wanting’ with an absence of ‘liking’ [52] and behaviours related to ‘liking’ 

without ‘wanting’ [53]. Thus, it may be that the liking response observed may not translate to 

an increase in free choice consumption of high MSG containing foods, particularly as liking 

ratings in taste test paradigms may give biased estimations of food palatability [54].  Some 

research also suggests that receiving a high protein or carbohydrate load differentially 

influences the brain areas associated with ‘wanting’ and ‘liking’ [55], with participants 

satiated on high protein loads found to decrease ‘liking’ task related brain signalling to food 

items in the putamen whilst high carbohydrate loads decreased ‘wanting’ responses to food 
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items in the hypothalamus. Thus, further research is required to ascertain whether the increase 

in liking found in high protein consumers translates to increased intake in a free choice 

paradigm as participants were not fed to satiation. It must also be noted that there may have 

been a potential for errors of omission and under-reporting in the protein FFQ as has 

frequently been found in questionnaire designs [56] thus the effects reported must also be 

treated with caution as they were found to be subtle. Additionally, as the high protein 

breakfast was matched for energy density and volume, the preload also contained a higher fat 

content than the low protein breakfast. Although the protein difference was 50%, the fat 

difference was 28% between the high and low protein preloads, thus it may be argued that the 

effects found here may additionally relate to a difference in fat. Future research is required to 

further isolate the effect of protein alone, while keeping all other macronutrients constant 

across conditions.        

 

Overall, acutely manipulating protein need may increase desire for savoury foods and more 

generally increases liking of umami flavours. This liking is not predicted by habitual protein 

intake alone but when habitual intake is compared across acute protein manipulations, 

individuals who generally consume more protein in their diet show increased liking for a 

strong concentration of MSG when in acute protein deficit but lower liking after a high 

protein load. Future research is necessary to explore the role of acute protein deprivation and 

general protein intake on food choice and consumption to assess whether food selection 

practices are influenced by protein-need with MSG added and no MSG foods; further 

broadening our understanding about the predictive nature of flavour pleasantness and 

nutritional need.  

ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



AC
C

EP
TE

D
 M

AN
U

SC
R

IP
T

Acknowledgements 

The authors thank Charlotte Buckley and Emily Robinson for carrying out some of the data 

collection. This research was funded by Ajinomoto, Japan. 

 

Author’s Contributions 

All experimental work including the study design, data collection, analysis of the data and 

writing of the report was carried out by the authors. UM designed the study and drafted the 

manuscript. UM and MRY analysed the data, MRY edited and revised the manuscript and 

approved the final version.  

  

ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



AC
C

EP
TE

D
 M

AN
U

SC
R

IP
T

5. References 

1. Blundell, J. E., & Rogers, P. J. (Eds.). (1994). Sweet carbohydrate substitutes (intense 

sweeteners) and the control of appetite: scientific issues. (Vol. 113–124). London: 

CRC Press. 

2. Luscombe-Marsh, N. D., Smeets, A. J. P. G., & Westerterp-Plantenga, M. S. (2008). 

Taste sensitivity for monosodium glutamate and an increased liking of dietary protein. 

British Journal of Nutrition, 99(4), 904-908. doi: 10.1017/s000711450788295x 

3. Viskaal-van Dongen, M., Kok, F. J., & de Graaf, C. (2011). Eating rate of commonly 

consumed foods promotes food and energy intake. Appetite, 56(1), 25-31. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2010.11.141 

4. Simpson, S. J., & Raubenheimer, D. (2005). Obesity: the protein leverage hypothesis. 

Obesity Reviews, 6(2), 133-142. 

5. Kondoh, T., Mori, M., Ono, T., & Torii, K. (2000). Mechanisms of Umami Taste 

Preference and Aversion in Rats. Journal of Nutrition, 130(4), 966 

6. He, W., Yasumatsu, K., Varadarajan, V., Yamada, A., Lem, J., Ninomiya, Y., . . . 

Damak, S. (2004). Umami Taste Responses Are Mediated by α-Transducin and α-

Gustducin. The Journal of Neuroscience, 24(35), 7674-7680. doi: 

10.1523/jneurosci.2441-04.2004  

7. Ikeda, K. (1908). On a New Seasoning. Journal of Tokyo Chemistry Society, 30, 820-

836. 

8. Masic, U. M., & Yeomans, M. R., (2014a). Umami flavour enhances appetite but also 

increases satiety. American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 100, 532-538. doi: 10.3945/

ajcn.113.080929 

9. Masic, U. M., & Yeomans, M. R., (2014b). MSG may improve appetite control in 

combination with protein but not carbohydrate. Journal of Nutritional Science, 3(e15), 

pp1-9. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/jns.2014.15 

10. Veldhorst, M., Smeets, A., Soenen, S., Hochstenbach-Waelen, A., Hursel, R., 

Diepvens, K., . . . Westerterp-Plantenga, M. (2008). Protein-induced satiety: Effects 

and mechanisms of different proteins. [doi: 10.1016/j.physbeh.2008.01.003]. 

Physiology & Behavior, 94(2), 300-307. 

ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



AC
C

EP
TE

D
 M

AN
U

SC
R

IP
T

11. Westerterp-Plantenga, M. S. (Ed.). (1994). Nutrient utilization and energy balance. 

Boca Raton: CRC Press. 

12. Gosby, A. K., Conigrave, A. D., Raubenheimer, D., & Simpson, S. J. (2014). Protein 

leverage and energy intake. Obesity reviews, 15(3), 183-191. 

13. Essed, N., Oerlemans, P., Hoek, M., Van Staveren, W., Kok, F., & De Graaf, C. 

(2009). Optimal preferred MSG concentration in potatoes, spinach and beef and their 

effect on intake in institutionalized elderly people. The Journal of Nutrition, Health & 

Aging, 13(9), 769-775. doi: 10.1007/s12603-009-0212-9 

14. Simpson, S. J., Batley, R., & Raubenheimer, D. (2003). Geometric analysis of 

macronutrient selection in humans. the power of protein? Appetite, 41, 123–140.  

15. Simpson, S. J., & Raubenheimer, D. (Eds.). (2000). Geometric models of 

macronutrient selection. Boca Raton: CRC Press. 

16. Austin, G. L., Ogden, L. G., & Hill, J. O. (2011). Trends in carbohydrate, fat, and 

protein intakes and association with energy intake in normal-weight, overweight, and 

obese individuals: 1971–2006. The American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 93(4), 

836-843. doi: 10.3945/ajcn.110.000141  

17. Larsen, T. M., Dalskov, S.-M., van Baak, M., Jebb, S. A., Papadaki, A., Pfeiffer, A. F. 

H., . . . Astrup, A. (2010). Diets with High or Low Protein Content and Glycemic 

Index for Weight-Loss Maintenance. New England Journal of Medicine, 363(22), 

2102-2113. doi: doi:10.1056/NEJMoa1007137 

18. Martens, E. A., Lemmens, S. G., & Westerterp-Plantenga, M. S. (2013). Protein 

leverage affects energy intake of high-protein diets in humans. The American journal 

of clinical nutrition, 97(1), 86-93. 

19. Murphy, C. (Ed.). (1987). Flavor preference for monosodium glutamate and casein 

hydrolysate in young and elderly persons. . New York: Marcel Dekker. 

20. Vazquez, M., Pearson, P. B., & Beauchamp, G. K. (1981). Flavour preferences in 

malnourished Mexican infants. Physiology & Behavior, 28, 513–519. 

21. Laska, M., & Hernandez Salazar, L. T. (2004). Gustatory responsiveness to 

monosodium glutamate and sodium chloride in four species of nonhuman primates. 

Journal of Experimental Zoology Part A: Comparative Experimental Biology, 

301A(11), 898-905. doi: 10.1002/jez.a.118 

ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



AC
C

EP
TE

D
 M

AN
U

SC
R

IP
T

22. Jinap, S., & Hajeb, P. (2010). Glutamate. Its applications in food and contribution to 

health. Appetite, 55(1), 1-10. doi: 10.1016/j.appet.2010.05.002 

23. Gibson, E. L., Wainwright, C. J., & Booth, D. A. (1995). Disguised protein in lunch 

after low-protein breakfast conditions food-flavor preferences dependent on recent 

lack of protein intake. [doi: 10.1016/0031-9384(95)00068-T]. Physiology & Behavior, 

58(2), 363-371. 

24. Baker, B. J., & Booth, D. A. (1989). Preference conditioning by concurrent diets with 

delayed proportional reinforcement. Physiology & Behavior, 46(4), 585-590. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0031-9384(89)90336-3 

25. Booth, D. A., & Baker, B. J. (1990). dl-Fenfluramine challenge to nutrient-specific 

textural preference conditioned by concurrent presentation of two diets. Behavioral 

Neuroscience, 104(1), 226 

26. Gibson, E. L., & Booth, D. A. (1986). Acquired protein appetite in rats: Dependence 

on a protein-specific need state. Experientia, 42(9), 1003-1004. doi: 

10.1007/bf01940706 

27. Baker, B. J., Booth, D. A., Duggan, J. P., & Gibson, E. L. (1987). Protein appetite 

demonstrated: Learned specificity of protein-cue preference to protein need in adult 

rats. Nutrition Research, 7(5), 481-487. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0271-

5317(87)80004-0 

28. Bellisle, F., & Drewnowski, A. (2007). Intense sweeteners, energy intake and the 

control of body weight. European Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 61(6), 691-700. 

29. Sclafani, A. (1987). Carbohydrate taste, appetite, and obesity: An overview. [doi: 

10.1016/S0149-7634(87)80019-2]. Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 11(2), 

131-153. 

30. Yamamoto, K., & Ishimaru, Y. (2013). Oral and extra-oral taste perception. Seminars 

in Cell & Developmental Biology, 24(3), 240-246. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.semcdb.2012.08.005 

31. Williams, E. J. (1949). Experimental designs balanced for the estimation of residual 

effects of treatment. Australian Journal of Scientific Research, Series A(2), 149-168. 

ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



AC
C

EP
TE

D
 M

AN
U

SC
R

IP
T

32. Stunkard, A. J., & Messick, S. (1985). The three-factor eating questionnaire to 

measure dietary restraint, disinhibition and hunger. . Journal of Psychosomatic 

Research, 29, 71-83. 

33. Crystal, S., Frye, C. A., & Kanarek, R. B. (1995). Taste preferences and sensory 

perceptions in female varsity swimmers. Appetite, 24(1), 25-36. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0195-6663(95)80003-4  

34. Dohm, F.-A., Cachelin, F. M., & Striegel-Moore, R. H. (2005). Factors That Influence 

Food Amount Ratings by White, Hispanic, and Asian Samples. Obesity, 13(6), 1061-

1069.  

35. Tepper, B. J., & Ullrich, N. V. (2002). Influence of genetic taste sensitivity to 6-n-

propylthiouracil (PROP), dietary restraint and disinhibition on body mass index in 

middle-aged women. Physiology & Behavior, 75(3), 305-312. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0031-9384(01)00664-3 

36. FSA. (2006). FSA Nutrient and Food Based Guidelines for UK Institutions.  London. 

37. Masic, U. M., & Yeomans, M. R., (2013). Does monosodium glutamate interact with 

macronutrient composition to influence subsequent appetite? Physiology & Behavior, 

116, 23-29. doi: 10.1016/j.physbeh.2013.03.017 

38. Luscombe-Marsh, N. D., Smeets, A. J. P. G., & Westerterp-Plantenga, M. S. (2009). 

The addition of monosodium glutamate and inosine monophosphate-5 to high-protein 

meals: effects on satiety, and energy and macronutrient intakes. British Journal of 

Nutrition, 102(6), 929-937. doi: 10.1017/s0007114509297212  

39. Roininen, K., Lähteenmäki, L., & Tuorilla, H. (1996). Effect of umami taste on 

pleasantness of low-salt soups during repeated testing. Physiology & Behavior, 60(3), 

953-958. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0031-9384(96)00098-4 

40. NCI. (2007). Diet History Questionnaire, Version 1.0. National Institutes of Health, 

Applied Research Program, National Cancer Institute  

41. Appleton, K. M. (2013). Increases in fruit intakes in older low consumers of fruit 

following two community-based repeated exposure interventions. British Journal of 

Nutrition, 109(05), 795-801. doi: doi:10.1017/S0007114512002188 

ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



AC
C

EP
TE

D
 M

AN
U

SC
R

IP
T

42. Blissett, J., & Fogel, A. (2013). Intrinsic and extrinsic influences on children's 

acceptance of new foods. Physiology & Behavior(0). doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2013.02.013 

43. Pliner, P. (1982). The Effects of Mere Exposure on Liking for Edible Substances. 

Appetite, 3(3), 283-290. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0195-6663(82)80026-3 

44. Gibson, E. L., & Wardle, J. (2001). Effect of contingent hunger state on development 

of appetite for a novel fruit snack. Appetite, 37(2), 91-101. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/appe.2001.0420 

45. Bertenshaw, E. J., Lluch, A., & Yeomans, M. R. (2008). Satiating effects of protein 

but not carbohydrate consumed in a between-meal beverage context. Physiology & 

Behavior, 93(3), 427-436. doi: 10.1016/j.physbeh.2007.09.014 

46. Leidy, H. J., Bales-Voelker, L. I., & Harris, C. T. (2011). A protein-rich beverage 

consumed as a breakfast meal leads to weaker appetitive and dietary responses v. a 

protein-rich solid breakfast meal in adolescents. British Journal of Nutrition, 106, 37–

41. 

47. Leidy, H. J., Ortinau, L. C., Douglas, S. M., & Hoertel, H. A. (2013). Beneficial 

effects of a higher-protein breakfast on the appetitive, hormonal, and neural signals 

controlling energy intake regulation in overweight/obese, “breakfast-skipping,” late-

adolescent girls. American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 97, 677–88. 

48. Berridge, K. C. (1996). Food reward: Brain substrates of wanting and liking. 

Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 20(1), 1-25. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0149-7634(95)00033-B  

49. Berridge, K. C., & Robinson, T. E. (1998). What is the role of dopamine in reward: 

hedonic impact, reward learning, or incentive salience? [doi: 10.1016/S0165-

0173(98)00019-8]. Brain Research Reviews, 28(3), 309-369. 

50. Finlayson, G., King, N., & Blundell, J. (2008). The role of implicit wanting in relation 

to explicit liking and wanting for food: Implications for appetite control. Appetite, 

50(1), 120-127. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2007.06.007  

51. Finlayson, G., King, N., & Blundell, J. E. (2007). Is it possible to dissociate ‘liking’ 

and ‘wanting’ for foods in humans? A novel experimental procedure. [doi: 

10.1016/j.physbeh.2006.08.020]. Physiology & Behavior, 90(1), 36-42 

ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



AC
C

EP
TE

D
 M

AN
U

SC
R

IP
T

52. Peciña, S., Cagniard, B., Berridge, K. C., Aldridge, J. W., & Zhuang, X. (2003). 

Hyperdopaminergic Mutant Mice Have Higher “Wanting” But Not “Liking” for Sweet 

Rewards. The Journal of Neuroscience, 23(28), 9395-9402. 

53. Berridge, K. C. (2009). ‘Liking’ and ‘wanting’ food rewards: Brain substrates and 

roles in eating disorders. Physiology & Behavior, 97(5), 537-550. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2009.02.044 

54. Zandstra, E. H., de Graaf, C., van Trijp, H. C. M., & van Staveren, W. A. (1999). 

Laboratory hedonic ratings as predictors of consumption. Food Quality and 

Preference, 10(4–5), 411-418. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0950-3293(98)00050-0 

55. Born, J. M., Martens, M. J. I., Lemmens, S. G. T., Goebel, R., & Westerterp-

Plantenga, M. S. (2013). Protein v. carbohydrate intake differentially affects liking- 

and wanting-related brain signalling. British Journal of Nutrition, 109(02), 376-381. 

doi: doi:10.1017/S0007114512001092 

56. Mendez, M. A., Popkin, B. M., Buckland, G., Schroder, H., Amiano, P., Barricarte, 

A., . . . González, C. A. (2011). Alternative Methods of Accounting for 

Underreporting and Overreporting When Measuring Dietary Intake-Obesity Relations. 

American Journal of Epidemiology, 173(4), 448-458. doi: 10.1093/aje/kwq380 

  

ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



AC
C

EP
TE

D
 M

AN
U

SC
R

IP
T

Table 1. Nutritional composition of high and low protein breakfasts per 100g 

 

 High Protein 

Shake 

Low Protein 

Shake 

High Protein 

Breakfast 

Low Protein 

Breakfast 

Carbohydrate (g) 15 28.1 66.1 74.8 

Protein (g) 30.7 1.3 39.6 4.6 

Fat (g) 6 13.6 8.7 20.9 

Carbohydrate (% 

energy) 

25 47 53 59 

Protein (% energy) 52 2 32 4 

Fat (% energy) 23 51 16 37 

Energy (kcal) 78.4 78.3 96.5 96.5 

Energy 

(kcal)/portion 

235.1 235 503.6 503.7 

Total weight 

(g)/portion 

300 300 222 222 
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Table 2. Nutritional composition of the soup preload per 100g  

 Control 

Carbohydrate (g) 3.1 

Protein (g) 0.4 

Fat (g)  1.6 

Carbohydrate (% energy) 44 

Protein (% energy) 6 

Fat (% energy) 50 

Energy (kcal) 28 

Total weight (g)/portion 10 
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Table 3. Mean (±SEM) change from baseline sensory ratings across weak and strong 

concentrations of flavour samples (monosodium glutamate; MSG, sodium chloride; NaCl and 

Acesulphame K; Ace K) and the control sample after protein manipulations (low protein 

breakfast or high protein breakfast) during lunchtime taste test sessions.
1 

Significantly 

different from all flavour manipulations P<0.05. 

  Control MSG NaCl Ace K 

   Low High Low High Low High 

Low 

Protei

n 

Familia

r 

10.17±5.4

1 

8.25±5.2
 

21.75±6.

5 

3.71±5.2 -

2.63±5.

5 

11.08±6.

3 

1.29±5.

5 

Pleasan

t 

11.21±5.5

1 

6±5.6 18.96±6.

2 

7.08±5.2 -

8.67±5.

3 
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Figure 1. Graphical depiction of the study design employed. 18 participants completed the 

pFFQ (protein Food Frequency Questionnaire) after the trial and six completed the 

questionnaire 2-3 weeks before Baseline Day 1. 
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Figure 2. Change from baseline pleasantness assessments (mm) of three flavours 

(Monosodium glutamate; MSG, Panel A, sodium chloride; NaCl, Panel B and Acesulphame 

K, Panel C) of a soup delivered in weak ( ) or strong ( ) flavour concentrations and 

compared to a bland control ( ) across high and low protein breakfast exposure days. Data 

are mean±SEM. Statistically significant difference between low and high protein test day 

(main effect of day) is indicated: * P<0.05.  
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Figure 3. Pleasantness assessments (mm) of weak (Panel A) and strong (Panel B) 

concentrations of MSG soup samples after protein manipulations (baseline no manipulation 

( ), low protein breakfast ( ) or high protein breakfast ( )) as a function of 

habitual protein consumption (Protein Status Score) using linear regression coefficients. 

Significant t-test difference on high concentration day between manipulation conditions 

P=0.05.  
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Highlights 

Protein is well regulated in the diet and can be detected by the taste system 

Habitual protein use or acute protein deprivation may alter liking for proteinpredictive 

tastes such as those experienced with strong cheese or animal protein 

Acute protein deprivation increases liking for umami, salty and sweet tastes 

High protein users like high MSG doses most when in acute protein deficit 
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