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Table 1. Names and place of collecting mango genotypes
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Figure 1- Standard curves of gallic acid and quercetin to measure phenol and flavonoid levels, respectively
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Table 2- Analysis of variance of phenol and flavonoids of mango genotypes based on collecting Site
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Total s 86
CV% &5 oy 7.36 8.54
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ns, * and ** are non-significant, significant at 0.05 and 0.01 probability, respectively.
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Table 3- Analysis of variance of antioxidant properties of mango genotypes based on collecting city
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ns, * and ** are non-significant, significant at 0.05 and 0.01 probability, respectively.
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Table 4- Analysis of variance of antioxidant properties of mango genotypes based on genotype
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ns, * and ** are non-significant, significant at 0.05 and 0.01 probability, respectively.
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Table 5- Analysis of Phenol and Flavonoid Variance of Mango Genotypes Based on Genotype
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Genotype _.isi5 28 3401.43" 28.0127™
Error Uas 58 1.00 0.04
Total s 86
CV% ol puis oo 8.94 10.44

o) g olo b Jloiao! pdaw )0 Hlo S0 g 5l0 S0 pu podho 4 o ) Ay i g % NS
ns, * and ** are non-significant, significant at 0.05 and 0.01 probability, respectively.
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Table 6- Comparison of the average phytochemical traits of Mango genotypes based on the city
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Mean values with the same Latin letters were not significantly different in the minimum difference test at 5% probability level.
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Table 7- Comparison of average of phytochemical traits of mango genotypes based on different go genotypes
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Mean values with the same Latin letters were not significantly different in the minimum difference test at 5% probability level.
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Table 8- Evaluation of antioxidant activity of various extracts and concentrations of Mango extract
64 32 16 DPPH
44.090a 41.440b 38.789¢ MS
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Mean values with the same Latin letters were not significantly different in the minimum difference test at 5% probability level.
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Abstract

Mango is one of the most important tropical fruits in the world. It has many phenolic compounds,
flavonoids, and antioxidants. Therefore, 29 genotypes of native mangoes in different regions of in
southern of Iran (Kerman and Hormozgan) were collected and evaluated based on the amount of
antioxidant, phenolic and flavonoid compounds in the laboratory of Agricultural Biotechnology
Research Institute, University of Zabol in 2017. The results of analysis of variance showed that
different mango genotypes and mango collection regions were affected on phenol, flavonoids and
antioxidant properties. The most amount of flavonoids (176.65 mg/g of hydro alcoholic extract and
122.15 mg/g of hydro alcoholic extract) belonged to helov and Kn genotypes, respectively. The most
phenol (11.232 and 10.664 mg/g of hydro alcoholic extract) belonged to Zapak and Kn genotypes.
The most antioxidant properties (55.240 and 50.873 micrograms per milliliter) belonged to helov and
kharvst genotypes, respectively. Based on the area where the mangoes were collected, the most
amount of flavonoids (76.679 and 65.126 mg/g of hydro alcoholic extract) belonged to the mango
genotypes of Jiroft and Rodan. The most phenol (6.4783 and 6.4534 mg/kg of fresh weight) belonged
to Rodan and Manojan mango genotypes, respectively. The highest antioxidant properties (43.144
and 42.667 pg/ml) belonged to Rodan and Jiroft mango genotypes, respectively. Among the different
concentrations of the extract, the most effective concentration was 64 pg/ml. Overall, the results
showed that Mangoes in Rodan and Jiroft area had the highest antioxidant properties and increased
their antioxidant properties by increasing the concentration of hydro alcoholic extract.
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