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Sensory Evaluation of Canned Mango Hybrid Nectar
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ABSTRACT

Three varietics of mango hybrid i.e., viz Palmer x Kaew, Keitt x Kaew and Tommy
Atkins were obtained from Pakchong Research Station, Kasetsart University for canned
mango nectar preparation, which is composed of 22% pulp, 0.4% acid content and 14% total
soluble solid (weight by weight). The hedonic scale and ranking method for sensory
gvaluation were done by consumer panels. Some physico-chemical characteristics of fruit
and products were also studied. The results of sensory evaluation showed that the taste
panels were more or less similar in each group. However,most panelist groups could
indicate the significantly difference of product quality like color, flavor, texture and
acceptability (P<0.05). The average scores as judged by sensory evaluation were 7, which
were not significantly difference between mango hybrid nectar [ and II (P>0.05), but both of
them were highly significant difference (P<0.01) from mango hybrid nectar IIL. Finally,
the evaluation by hedonic scale method provided the result corresponding to the most
preference score by ranking method. In point of view of consummer acceptability, mango

hybrid Palmer x Kaew and Ketti x Kaew should be promoted for further processing industry.

Key words : Mango hybrid, Sensory evaluation, Canned mango nectar.
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Table 1. Some physicochemical characteristics of mango pulp.

Characteristics Cultivar
Palmer x Kaew Keitt x Kaew Tommy Atkins

Flesh (%) 59.10 70.10 76.00
Peel (%) 17.30 14.60 17.20
Seed (%) 19.10 15.40 10.80
Moisture (%) 81.00 81.90 85.70
Acid (%) 0.25 0.18 0.50
pH 4.52 4.61 4.50
®Brix 16.40 14.80 14.80
Color! deep yellow orange bright yellow

L* 43.62 51.53 47.45

a* 2.60 -6.88 1.08

b* 17.06 22.30 18.54

IHunter color values

L* = lightness ( 0 = black , 100 = white)

a* = redness / qreenness (+ = red , - = green)

b* = yellowness / blueness (+= yellow, - = blue)
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Table 2. Some physicochemical characteristics of mango hybrid nectar.

Characteristics Cultivar

Palmer x Kaew Keitt x Kaew Tommy Atkins
pH 3.11 2.99 3.15
Citric acid (%) 0.43 0.44 0.43
Total soluble solid (°Brix) 15.00 14.80 15.00
Total soluble solid / Acid 34.88 33.64 34.88
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Table 3. The average preference scores in
color of mango hybrid nectar.

Treatments! (T) Panelists?

1 2 3 4

T, 7338 7.77% 781 7922
T, 737% 7.80% 78la 7.69%°
T, 703 693> 6772 7.19°
Mean 7.24* 750 746 7.60

F (panelists) 1.627 196" 182" 249

F (treatments) <1 755" 694*F 372"

Table 4. The average preference scores in
flavor of mango hybrid nectar.

Treatments! (T) Panelists?

1 2 3 4

T, 7.072 1.57% 1622 7.692
T, 7232 7777 1.77* 7.692
T, 583> 6.70° 6.12° 627°
Mean 671 734 717 109

F (panelists) 1.67° 1.80° 137" 231%

F (treatments) 6.93™ 8.64" 12.07™ 8.61*"

Table 5. The average preference scores in
texture of mango hybrid nectar.

Treatments! (T) Panelists?

1 2 3 4

T, 6.90° 7.23% 7.31% 7892
T, 7.008 7407 7.65% 7.462
T, 6.10> 6.40° 6.85> 6.54°
Mean 668 701 127 129

F (panelists) 1.817 2.13%" 1.63™ 4.05™
F (treatments) 2857 7.48" 3.44" 10.80""

Table 6. The average preference scores in
acceptability of mangohybrid nectar.

Treatments! (T) Panelists?

1 2 3 4

T, 657% 757% 7.81% 7.8
T, 6.40° 7.80° 7.89* 7.15%
Ty 5670 6800 6.50° 6.12°
Mean 621 739 740 699

F (panelists) 1527 1,74 <1 407"

F (treatments) 175" 6.41" 7.73"10.04™

In the same column a, b, ¢ are significantly

different at the 5% level by DNMRT

ns : not significant

* . significantly different at P < 0.05

** : highly significant different at P < 0.01

1. mango hybrid nectar formula

2 : each group contains of 30, 30, 26, 26
panelists respectively.
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Figure 1. Age and sex of panelists.

Table 7. The difference of age and sex of panelists had effected on preference percentage of

canned mango hybrid nectar.

Sex Age (years)
<13 13-19 20-40 41-59 >60 Total
Male 6 8 23 8 5 50

(5.08%)  (6.78%)  (19.49%)  (6.78%)  (4.24%)  (42.37%)

Female 8 11 27 17 5 68
(6.78%)  (9.32%)  (22.88%) (14.41%) (4.24%)  (57.63%)

Total 14 19 50 25 10 118
(11.86%) (16.10%)  (42.37%) (21.19%) (8.48%) (100.00%)
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60 Palmer x Kaew
B Keitt x Kaew
501 ‘ [0 Tommy Atkins

No. of panelists

Color Flavor Sour Sweet Texture Acceptability

Figure 2. Sensory evaluation of mango hybrid nectar by consumer panels.
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