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Abstract

The physicochemical characteristics and acceptability of various commercial low-priced French wines were
determined. A~E wines were manufactured from France and F wine was bottled in Germany using French
Cabernet Sauvignon grape species. Sample wines were analyzed for pH, total soluble content, acidity, color,
total sugar, total polyphenol and sulfur dioxide. The pH of the wines were ranged from 3.3 to 2.6. The total
soluble contents were the highest in wine A (10.25 Brix%), followed by wine C (9.72 Brix%), wine D (9.67
Brix%) and wine B (9.61 Brix%) and were the lowest in wines E and F (9.42 Brix%). In the color analysis,
wine F showed the highest L (lightness) and a (redness) value (28.11 and 23.86, respectively). The b (yellowness)
value for all the samples studied ranged from 52.17 to 61.05. Wine C (62.24 g/L) and F (69.91 g/L) showed
higher total sugar contents, and the total sugar contents of wines D, E, B and A were 48.58, 42.74, 37.74 and
36.99 g/L, respectively. Total polyphenol contents were the highest in wine C (2.59 g/L) and the lowest in wines
A and B (1.90 g/L). The contents of sulfite in wine D (68.78 mg/L) were the highest and was the lowest in
wine B (58.18 mg/L). The sensory characteristics and preference analysis (sourness, bitterness, sweetness,
astringent taste, aroma, color and overall acceptability) of the red wines used in this study were determined
by 15 panelists using the 7-point hedonic scale. Sourness of wines ranged between 3.8~4.9 and sweetness
of wines D and F (3.0) were the highest amongst the red wines used in this study. Wines D, E and F had
the higher scores in overall acceptability of sensory properties and wine E was the highest amongst the wines

used in this study.
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Table 1. General characteristics of the various commercial low-priced French wines
. Manufactured . Alcohol Size Price
Wine Brand name (Bottled) Vintage (%) (mL) (Won)
A Ginestet Selection Cabernet sauvignon France (France) 2005 13.0 750 11,400
B Cabernet sauvignon France (France) 12.5 750 7,900
C Castel Cabernet sauvignon France (France) 2006 125 750 11,900
D Cabernet sauvignon premium France (France) 2005 135 750 9,900
E Le Petit SOMMELIER Cabernet sauvignon France (France) 2006 13.0 750 5,800
F Blue Nun Cabernet sauvignon France (Germany) 2006 13.0 750 9,000
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Fig. 1. The pH analysis of various commercial low-priced
French wines. Wines: A, Ginestet Selection Cabernet sauvignon
(2005, France wine, alcohol 13%); B, Cabernet sauvignon (France
wine, alcohol 12.5%); C, Castel Cabernet sauvignon (2006, France
wine, alcohol 125%); D, Cabernet sauvignon premium (2005,
France wine, alcohol 13.5%); E, Le Petit SOMMELIER Cabernet
sauvignon (2006, France wine, alcohol 13.0%); F, Blue Nun
Cabernet sauvignon (2006, France wine, alcohol 13.0%). Data are
mean+SD (n=4). Means with the different letters (a-e) are sig-
nificantly different (p<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Fig. 2. The total soluble contents of various commercial
low—priced French wines. Wines are the same as in Fig. 1. Data
are mean=®=SD (n=4). NS: not significant.
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Fig. 3. The acidity (%) of various commercial low-priced
French wines. Wines are the same as in Fig. 1. Data are
mean+SD (n=4). Means with the different letters (a—c) are sig-
nificantly different (p<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 2. Color values of the various commercial low-priced
French wines

Wines] ) L2) aS) b4>
A 22.07+0.827 6.01+0.26 54.30+1.43"
B 25.17+0.77° 19.79+0.31° 52.77+2.15°
C 25.28+1.15° 17.81+£0.95° 57.15+5.48"
D 26.20+0.15 19.19+1.22° 57.30£3.20"
E 24.09+0.94 16.10+0.64 52.17+2.20°
F 28.11+0.14° 23.86+0.17° 61.05+1.15°

YWines are the same as in Fig. 1.

“L: lightness (white; +100~black; 0)

Ya: redness (red; +100~green; -80)

%)bi yellowness (yellow; +70~blue; —70)

tf)Data are mean+SD (n=4).

Means with the different letters in the same column are sig—
nificantly different (p<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Fig. 4. Total sugar of various commercial low-priced French
wines. Wines are the same as in Fig. 1. Data are mean+SD
(n=4). Means with the different letters (a—e) are significantly dif-
ferent (p<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Fig. 5. Polyphenol contents of various commercial low-
priced French wines. Wines are the same as in Fig. 1. Data
are mean+SD (n=4). Means with the different letters (a-d) are
significantly different (p<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Fig. 6. The sulfur dioxide analysis of various commercial
low-priced French wines. Wines are the same as in Fig. 1. Data
are mean=SD (n=4). NS: not significant.
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Table 3. Sensory characteristics and preference analysis of various commercial low-priced French wines
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Wines? Sourness Bitterness Sweetness Astringent taste Aroma Color Overall acceptability
A 39+1.00%  51+222° 2.2+0.95 56+1.85° 45+1.94° 57+187° 2.8+1.14%
B 3.7+2.22° 45+1.85% 2.3+1.35 5.3+1.40 44+159* 46+1.17° 31+1.31%"
C 46+1.46° 37+2.14° 2.74+0.88" 5.0+1.58" 44+1.73° 41+1.06 39+1.23"
D 424315 38+1.73"  3.0+1.48 43+2.08" 43+1.29° 41+0.81° 434158
E 3.8+1.43° 3.8+2.23° 2.7+2.07° 41+187° 34+1.77° 39-+1.09 46+1.21°
F 49+172°  38+253  30x191° 4.4+1.34" 3.7+2.35° 2.8-+1.44° 4341.29°

Ratmg scale: 1 (very weak)~7 (very strong).
Wmes are the same as in Fig. 1.

YMeans with the different letters in the same column are significantly different (p<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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