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APPENDIX A

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Day0 .365 3 . .797 3 .107
Day7 .250 3 . .967 3 .652

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Appendix 1. Normality Test Result of Day 0 and Day 7 %RSA of Samples with 0% Inoculum

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences Significance
95% Confidence Interval of the
Std. Error Difference
Mean Std. Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df One-Sided p  Two-Sided p
Pair 1 Day0 - Day7 6.84333 20.33652 11.74130 -43.67539 57.36206 .583 2 .309 619

Appendix 2 T-test Result of Day 0 and Day 7 %RSA of Samples with 0% Inoculum

Test Statistics?

Day7 - Day0
z -1.604°
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .109

a. Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test
b. Based on positive ranks.

Appendix 3. Wilcoxon Test Result of Day 0 and Day 7 %RSA of Samples with 0.5% Inoculum

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
DayO .356 3 . .817 3 .156
Day7 224 3 c .984 3 .760

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Appendix 4. Normality Test Result of Day 0 and Day 7 %RSA of Samples with 1% Inoculum

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences Significance
95% Confidence Interval of the
Std. Error Difference
Mean Std. Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df One-Sided p  Two-Sided p
Pair 1 Day0 - Day7 13.30000 16.34999 9.43967 -27.31564 53.91564 1.409 2 .147 .294

Appendix 5. T-test Result of Day 0 and Day 7 %RSA of Samples with 1% Inoculum

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Day0 .273 3 . .945 3 .548
Day7 .226 3 . .983 3 .754

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Appendix 6. Normality Test Result of Day 0 and Day 7 GAE of Samples with 0% Inoculum
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Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences Significance
95% Confidence Interval of the
Std. Error Difference
Mean Std. Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df One-Sided p Two-Sided p
Pair 1 Day0 - Day7 .17537 .13876 .08011 -.16933 .52006 2.189 2 .080 .160

Appendix 7. T-test Result of Day 0 and Day 7 GAE of Samples with 0% Inoculum

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Day0 .306 3 s .905 3 .401
Day7 .296 3 . .918 3 447

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
Appendix 8. Normality Test Result of Day 0 and Day 7 GAE of Samples with 0.5% Inoculum

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences Significance
95% Confidence Interval of the
Std. Error Difference
Mean Std. Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df One-Sided p  Two-Sided p
Pair 1 Day0 - Day7  .03351 .11173 .06450 -.24403 .31105 .519 2 .328 .655

Appendix 9. T-test Result of Day 0 and Day 7 GAE of Samples with 0.5% Inoculum

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Day0 .353 3 . .822 3 .169
Day7 .302 3 . .910 3 417

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
Appendix 10. Normality Test Result of Day 0 and Day 7 GAE of Samples with 1% Inoculum

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences Significance
95% Confidence Interval of the
Std. Error Difference
Mean Std. Deviation Mean Lower Upper t df One-Sided p Two-Sided p
Pair 1 Day0 - Day7 -.06981 .03658 .02112 -.16068 .02107  -3.305 2 .040 .081

Appendix 11. T-test Result of Day 0 and Day 7 GAE of Samples with 1% Inoculum

Test Statistics?

N 3
Chi-Square 5.400
df 3
Asymp. Sig. .145

a. Friedman Test

Appendix 12. Friedman Test Result of Color Intensity of Samples with 0%, 0.5%, and 1% Inoculum

Throughout the Fermentation Period
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Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Day0 .193 3 997 3 .890
Dayl 372 3 .783 3 .073
Day3 .253 3 964 3 .637
Day5 .227 3 o .983 3 747
Day7 .328 3 . .871 3 .298

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Appendix 13. Normality Test Result of GAE of Samples with 0%, 0.5%, and 1% Inoculum Throughout

the Fermentation Period

Mauchly's Test of Sphericity®
Measure: Inoculumconcentration

Epsilonb
Approx. Chi- Greenhouse—
Within Subjects Effect Mauchly's W Square df Sig. Geisser Huynh-Feldt Lower-bound
Fermentationdays .000 o 9 .326 .683 .250

Tests the null hypothesis that the error covariance matrix of the orthonormalized transformed dependent variables is
proportional to an identity matrix.

a. Design: Intercept
Within Subjects Design: Fermentationdays

b. May be used to adjust the degrees of freedom for the averaged tests of significance. Corrected tests are displayed
in the Tests of Within-Subjects Effects table.

Appendix 14. Homogeneity Test Result of GAE of Samples with 0%, 0.5%, and 1% Inoculum
Throughout the Fermentation Period

Tests of Within-Subjects Effects
Measure: Inoculumconcentration

Type lll Sum

Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Fermentationdays Sphericity Assumed .068 4 .017 1.645 .254

Greenhouse-Geisser .068 1.302 .052 1.645 .320

Huynh-Feldt .068 2.731 .025 1.645 .283

Lower-bound .068 1.000 .068 1.645 .328
Error(Fermentationdays) Sphericity Assumed .083 8 .010

Greenhouse-Geisser .083 2.604 .032

Huynh-Feldt .083 5.462 .015

Lower-bound .083 2.000 .041

Appendix 15. Repeated Measure ANOVA Test Result of GAE of Samples with 0%, 0.5%, and 1%

Inoculum Throughout the Fermentation Period

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Day0 .223 3 .985 3 .764
Dayl .253 3 .965 3 .639
Day3 .282 3 .936 3 .510
Day5 .351 3 . .827 3 .182
Day7 .355 3 . .820 3 .162

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Appendix 16. Normality Test Result of %RSA of Samples with 0%, 0.5%, and 1% Inoculum

Throughout the Fermentation Period
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Mauchly's Test of Sphericity®

Measure: Inoculumconcentration

Epsilt:)nb
Approx. Chi- Greenhouse-
Within Subjects Effect Mauchly's W Square df Sig. Geisser Huynh-Feldt Lower-bound
Fermentationdays .000 . 9 .276 .368 .250

Tests the null hypothesis that the error covariance matrix of the orthonormalized transformed dependent variables is
proportional to an identity matrix.

a. Design: Intercept
Within Subjects Design: Fermentationdays

b. May be used to adjust the degrees of freedom for the averaged tests of significance. Corrected tests are displayed
in the Tests of Within-Subjects Effects table.

Appendix 17. Homogeneity Test Result of %RSA of Samples 0%, 0.5%, and 1% Inoculum Throughout

the Fermentation Period

Tests of Within-Subjects Effects
Measure: Inoculumconcentration

Type Il Sum

Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Fermentationdays Sphericity Assumed 605.595 4 151.399 2.367 .139

Greenhouse-Geisser 605.595 1.106 547.682 2.367 257

Huynh-Feldt 605.595 1.473 411.137 2.367 .236

Lower-bound 605.595 1.000 605.595 2.367 .264
Error(Fermentationdays) Sphericity Assumed 511.717 8 63.965

Greenhouse-Geisser 511.717 2.211 231.391

Huynh-Feldt 511.717 2.946 173.702

Lower-bound 511.717 2.000 255.858

Appendix 18. Repeated Measures ANOVA Test Result of %RSA of Samples with 0%, 0.5%, and 1%

Inoculum Throughout the Fermentation Period
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APPENDIX B

Table 1. Antioxidant Analysis Results of Black Sapote Wine

Inoculum Concentration

Fermentation 0% 0.50% 1%

Days

%RsA | Average | qpey | %rsa |AVerage | gpey| wrsa |Average gy pey
%RSA %RSA %RSA

92.43 89.21 90.45

Day 0 68.42 84.9633 | 14.350 82.55 86.9300 | 3.794 | 77.03 81.9067 | 7.423
94.04 89.03 78.24
94.82 91.9 70.37

Day 1 88.72 82.2967 | 16.689 90.08 87.9200 | 5.395 74.59 71.0967 | 3.193
63.35 81.78 68.33
71.16 97 92.63

Day 3 89.82 83.6200 | 10.791 91.78 94.3867 | 2.610 | 89.68 91.4467 | 1.559
89.88 94.38 92.03
86.5896 56.944 37.32

Day 5 93.42 84.8399 | 9.576 | 92.6042 | 81.3406 |21.149| 60.21 51.3133 |12.267
74.51 94.4737 56.41
88.15 69.28 70.76

Day 7 80.51 78.1205 | 11.413 78.88 77.2267 | 7.263 82.31 68.6067 |14.897
65.7016 83.52 52.75

Table 2. TPCC Analysis Results of Black Sapote Wine

Inoculum Concentration

Fermentation 0% 0.50% 1%
Days
Std Std Std
GAE Average GAE Average GAE Average
GAE Dev GAE Dev GAE Dev
0.03786 0.21715 0.05086
Day 0 0.27355 0.2272 0.171| 0.11696 0.1410 0.067 0.01738 0.0296 |0.018
0.37025 0.08885 0.02065
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0.05186 0.27452 0.03461
Day 1 0.30163 0.2044 |0.134| 0.19584 0.2099 0.059| 0.05594 0.0431 |0.011
0.25973 0.15935 0.03871
0.059 0.25936 0.05748
Day 3 0.20343 0.1634 |0.091| 0.18452 0.1979 0.056| 0.00639 0.1434 |0.195
0.22791 0.14971 0.3662
0.10094 0.14977 0.01465
Day 5 0.23894 0.1979 |0.084| 0.10431 0.0922 0.064 0.0998 0.0634 | 0.044
0.25367 0.0226 0.07586
0.01727 0.06825 0.13433
Day 7 0.05667 0.0519 |0.032| 0.09118 0.1075 0.049| 0.11497 0.1220 |0.011
0.08162 0.163 0.11677
Table 3. Color Intensity Analysis Results of Black Sapote Wine
Inoculum Concentration
Fermentation 0% 0.50% 1%
Days
Color Average | Std Color Average | Std Color Average | Std
Intensity Cl Dev Intensity Cl Dev Intensity Cl Dev
13.2626 20.104 14.784
Day 0 22.049 19.1845 |5.129 17.581 18.4200 |1.458 14.75 14.7487 |0.036
22.242 17.575 14.712
13.8733 23.3106 15.306
Day 3 22.8413 19.9435 |[5.259 21.884 21.9460 (1.335 14.1393 15.2315 |1.057
23.116 20.6433 16.2493
21.666 23.92 14.333
Day 5 22.3326 21.6644 |0.669 20.8393 21.6953 (1.944 13.3763 14.3232 |0.942
20.9946 20.3266 15.2603
14.376 19.384 12.4723
Day 7 21.8833 19.3786 (4.332 21.328 19.7055 |[1.488 12.4233 12.1814 (0.462
21.8766 18.4046 11.6486
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