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Abstract

The principal objective of this study was to prepare watermelon wine with watermelon juice. For the manufacture of
watermelon wine, we determined the contents of starting sugar content (20 °Brix, 25 °Brix, 30 °Brix, 35 °Brix) and three
different kinds of yeasts (EC-1118, K1-V1116, D-47). The main additives of the watermelon wine included K;S;Os,
NH4H:POy, bentonite, yeasts, sugar, mixed acid, and CsHs0,. The watermelon wine was fermented at 15C until the
remaining alcohol content was 5%. We assessed customers’ preference regarding the manufactured watermelon wine via
sensory evaluation. Three yeasts were shown to result in significantly different alcohol fermentation, among which
K1-V1116 was selected for the preparation of the watermelon wine. In our sensory evaluation, the preference of the
starting sugar contents was highest in the watermelon wine with 25 °Brix of sugar content. The preference of alcohol
content was found to be higher in the watermelon wines prepared with sugar contents of 5% and 7%. The preference
test between watermelon wines and purchased white wines demonstrated that the watermelon wine with an alcohol content
of 5% was the most preferred wine, and the Chilean Late Harvest wine was the second most preferred.

Key words : Watermelon, wine, alcohol fermentation, sensory evaluation, yeasts.
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Fig. 1. Contents of sugar remained in the watermelon wi-
nes after fermentation with 3 Kinds of yeast at 15T.
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Fig. 2. Contents of alcohol remained in the watermelon
wines after fermentation with 3 kinds of yeast at 15T.
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Table 1. The sensory evaluation for preference test of 4
kinds of watermelon wines in which the contents of star-
ting sugar are different

20 °Brix 25 °Brix 30 °Brix 35 °Brix
Flavor 253077 3.53:1.02° 321£0.63° 326+081°
Taste 2.11£0.99° 3.8420.90° 3.37+1.17° 2.89+1.1¢°
Alcohol 263117 4.05:0.85° 3.74:1.10° 2.95:0.97°
content
Overall ) 261087 4000067 3374112 3.00+1.00°
acceptability

Hotrjo} REILSEE

°Brix2] YRIRL} 7S st Wk, ol AFEe] UR B

735 5] 7135t "Ry Wil Ao g Aztgr
b7 2 ko] )@t 7] ZEE 20 °Brix®t 35 °BrixolA] B3
o 25 °Brix9} 30 °Brix|A] & 7|ZEE vehlch A
AN 715 % 25 °Brix® 397} 7 %o, 30 °Brix,
35 °Brix, 20 °Brix®} €02 YA ek

ojie] Aol ek okRFe] g vt 43S T, A
2 715 % 252 neld u, 7] Fx 25 °Brix®| 7497}
AU 7Y B 7IEEE B Aeg Ak

tlo

&3

P
A

AB|R}] 7|35 she o
T 25 °Brix® K@ $ulE
5%, 7%, 9%= 2 W71A] 3
ZA3}E Table 29 2Skch ol
Fo uk G2F Alold] f
7] B=rt 23 2E 2% 59 3
A Az el 7
S=7F 7V Sska, 1 9o S3E T 3%, 5%, 7% 7
T+ HEE 7]asE YET 428 399 Afe %
9} %7} A em, 53] 7%2] A% 7 BA A3
Aot vHAe] 4F-E FF 3%} 9% LEF A B2
NZEE BQth AAAQ 7a5E ¢3¢ T 5% 7%
7 2 Axg B v d3s 3 3% 9% EA
2e Aoz yehdtl ol 3% A9 WE 3ert ol &
B2 Q7lshe Age] BkoH, 9% B9 ¢3ZE Pl
o} opAled) ofgfge] Jtkn Azt 712 dtd) o)}
W A, e AR FE At RS Aole
YAE FE 9~12%Y TH FxFE FH T2 AL 2
7} 9o J1EErt wd Ao g HuH) o (Hwang ef al

AL = ,
3. 4t ¢xFol 2

Ko no
o ki
o o
k

i\
tlo
TN
ot
ol
Ho
o

O
H1

7] fekd 271 7
% 47k 3%,
Fro] deHAL

il
o
i

B
2
&
o

Do
¢o e
2 w2
O 4
N o
2 off
32
oS
Iy
o,,rlrb
. oy

o
fr ox
L,

M

o

H,

)

o

ol

0.

)

N

=

Table 2. The sensory evaluation for preference test of 4
kinds of watermelon wines in which the contents of alcohol
are different

3%-Wme  5%-Wine  7%-Wine 9% Wine
Flavor 3434076  3.14£077 3.14+1.10  3.00+1.04
Taste 32140.89° 321£1.05° 3.79+0.89° 2.29+0.73°
Alcohol 300+1.11° 3.64:0.84% 4.00:0.68° 3.14+095°
content
Overall L 3.07073° 3.712091° 3.714061° 2.57+0.76°
acceptability

Values are meanSD.
37 Mean in a row by different superscripts are significantly diffe-
rent at the p<0.05 level by Duncan's multiple range test.

Values are mean+SD.
*® Mean in a row by different superscripts are significantly diffe-
rent at the p<0.05 level by Duncan's multiple range test.
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Table 3. The sensory evaluation for preference test of
water melon wines and purchased white wines

FWW)  5%-Wine 7%Wine CLHW”
Flavor 3.00£1.00 2.69+1.03 2774083 3312095
Taste 231:0.75° 3.2340.83* 323093 3.31£1.03°
Alcohol 2924045 346+052 3.15+080 3.23+1.10
content
Overall ) 21077 3544078 2.85£0.80% 3.38:0.96°
acceptability

Values are mean+SD.

*7° Mean in a row by different supetscripts are significantly di-
fferent at the p<0.05 level by Duncan's multiple range test.

U FWW : France white wine.

» CLHW : Chile late harvest wine.
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Table 4. Color values of watermelon juice and the wines

wmj" 5%-Wine 7%-Wine
L 2054:084"  16.07£0.08° 16.56+0.04°
a 2.83£0.76°  -136£0.99°  -0.92:0.36°
b 3.99+0.70° 029+038°  -0.36x0.16"

Values are meanSD.

** Mean in a row by different superscripts are significantly diff-
erent at the p<0.05 level by Duncan's multiple range test.

D WMJ : Watermelon juice.
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Table 5. Acidity and pH of watermelon juice and the
wines

wMmi" 5%-Wine 7%-Wine
Acidity 2.0020.10° 4.40+0.20" 5.13+0.06"
pH 5.030.02° 4.20+0.02" 4.17£0.01°

Values are mean+SD.

¢ Mean in a row by different superscripts are significantly diffe-
rent at the p<0.05 level by Duncan's multiple range test.

Y WMJ : Watermelon juice.
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