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The study of chemical properties, sensory test and antioxidant activity of

mango wine from mango 4 cultivars (Nam Dok Mai, Chok Anan, Okrong and Rad)
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ABSTRACT

This research had produced mango wine from
four cultivars of mango, namely Namdokmai, Chok
Anan, Okrong and Rad. This study was carried out to
examine the chemical properties, antioxidant activities
and sensory quality of the wine. Each mango juice was
mixed with clean water in a ratio of 1:1 and inoculated
with Saccharomyces bayanus at ambient temperature
for 7 days. Sampling was performed at everyday
intervals. It was observed for all samples that the
levels of soluble solid content decreased continuously
over the fermentation period and alcohols were
almost increased at the end of the fermentation
process. It was obvious that the highest level
(14.56+0.02%) of alcohol was observed for the wine
produced from Chok Anan cultivar, followed by
(11.0740.01%). The
produced from Chok Anan cultivar was shown to
exhibit the highest antioxidant activity (63.67+0.25%),
followed by Namdokmai cultivar (62.64+0.20%). As

with the consumer hedonic scale, it was found that

Namdokmai  cultivar wine

the wine produced from Okrong cultivar had the
highest overall acceptability with an average score of
8.20+0.88, which however was equivalent to the
hedonic scale of 9 that indicated very pleasant levels

of the wine preferences of the consumers.

Keywords: wine, Namdokmai, Chok Anan, Okrong,

Rad, antioxidants
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Figure 1 Percentage of alcohol content and soluble solid content of mango wine were produced
from Chok Anan cultivar (A), Okrong cultivar (B), Nam Doi Mai cultivar (C) and Rad cultivar (D).
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Table 1 pH during fermentation of mango wine.

Mango wine pH

was produced X +SD

from mango 4

cultivars Day 0 Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4 Day 5 Day 6 Day 7
Nam Dok Mai 4.01  3.74+0.45 3.70+0.53 3.64+0.60 3.28+0.36 3.20+0.10 3.1110.13b 3.4410.48ab
Chok Anan 4.01  3.90 £0.14 3.68+0.30 3.58+0.37 3.52+0.41 3.57+0.37 3.59+0.36" 3.62+0.33°
Rad 401 3.50+0.43 2.89+0.01 3.24+0.66 3.21+0.68 3.23+0.67 2.8610.10b 2.861LO.05b
Okrong 401 3.71+0.31 3.39+0.54 3.04+0.10 3.97+0.07 3.03+0.07 2.9910.08b 2.9810.07b

Remark: Values with different superscript roman letters in the same column are significantly different according to the Duncan

test (p<0.05)
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Figure 2 Sensory evaluation of mango wines.
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Table 2 Antioxidant activity of mango wine.
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Mango wine was produced from mango 4 cultivars
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