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Antioxidant and antimicrobial studies were performed on methanol
and water extracts of leaf, fruit and seed of Vitis vinifera L. cv. Karaerik.
Lipid peroxidation inhibition, 2,2-diphenyl-1-picrylhydrazyl (DPPH)
radical scavenging activity and the amount of total phenolic compounds
present in the extracts were determined. All parts of the plant have
antioxidant potential. While seeds have the highest antioxidant potential,
fruits have the lowest one. Antimicrobial activities of the above extracts
were also tested against 96 clinical isolates of bacteria strains
(Enterobacter aerogenes, Escherichia coli, Proteus miribalis, Pseudomonas
aeroginosa, Staphylococcus aureus) and 90 Candida strains (Candida
albicans, Candida glabrata, Candida guillermondii, Candida kefyr,
Candida krusei, Candida parapisilosis, Candida pseudotropicalis,
Candida tropicalis, Geotricum candidum) by disc-diffusion method and
minimal inhibitory concentration (MIC) values of each active extract
were determined. Water extracts of the grape leaves had shown the
anticandidal activity against 3 Candida spp. (C. albicans, C. glabrata,
C. tropicalis) and 1 bacteria species (S. aureus), and methanol and water
extract of it have shown antibacterial activity against only Staphylococcus
aureus with 13 mm inhibition zone and 0.625 mg/mL MIC value
amoung the tested microorganisms. The highest anticandidal activity
of leaves extract was found to be in their water extract against Candida
albicans with 20 mm inhibition zone and 1.25 mg/mL MIC. Each one
of the water and methanol extracts of seeds had shown antibacterial
activity against three bacteria with inhibition zone range of 10-30 mm
and 0.312- 2.5 mg/mL MIC values. The highest activities were shown
by water and methanol extracts of the seed against Staphylococcus
aureus with 30 mm inhibition zone and 0.312 to 0.156 mg/mL MIC
values, respectively. Unlike leaves and seeds extracts, none of the fruits
extracts had shown antimicrobial activity.
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INTRODUCTION

Modern chemistry and biochemistry studies in nutrition have strongly
supported and further developed the idea that components in food can serve
as medicine, particularly when the foods are given in extraphysiological
dosages1. Ethnomedicinal literature contains a large number of plants that
can be used against disease, in which reactive oxygen species and free
radicals and also some microorganisms play a major role.

Grape (Vitis vinifera L.) is one of the most important horticultural fruit
crops in the world. The plant is grown for wine, juice, raisins and as fresh
fruit2. Vitis vinifera is a part of the Vitaceae family, which comprises 17
genera, mostly woody or herbaceous lianas primarily inter-tropical in their
distribution. It is the only species originating from Eurasia and it has been
spread throughout the world by human cultivation3. The leaves of the grape
are used to stop bleeding, healing wounds and skin diseases4. The grape
leaves are also used in making a traditional food, called dolma, in which
leaves are filled with minced beef, rice and onions then are wrapped with
the same leaves and cooked.

Grapes have been recognized as beneficial to human health for a long
time5-8. Reports concerning the effect of grape on human health have been
numerous in the literature. Grapes have antiulcer9, antihypertensive10, anti-
mutagenic11, spare vitamin E12, antistress13, antiinflammatory activities14

and inhibitive enzymatic activities15,16. These health beneficial effects of grape
are based on its antioxidant activity17,18. The pharmacological properties of
grape seeds are believed that flavonoids (from polyphenols) are its most
potent constituents19. The mature seeds of Vitis vinifera are an important
natural source of oligomers and polymers of catechin and epicatechin, which
are also denominated procyanidins20. Although much work has been done
on the antioxidant effects of grape, especially on grape seeds21-24 there is
no more information about the grape leaves. And also there are a few reports
on the antimicrobial activity of grapes against clinical isolates of human
origin25-27.

Reactive oxygen species (ROS) and reactive nitrogen species (RNS)
are various forms of activated oxygen and nitrogen that include free radicals
such as superoxide anion (O2

•–), hydroxyl (OH•) and nitric oxide radicals
(NO•) as well as non-free-radical species such as hydrogen peroxide (H2O2)
and nitrous acid (HNO2). In living organisms, various ROS and RNS can
be formed by different mechanisms. Normal aerobic respiration, stimulated
polymorph nuclear leukocytes and macrophages and peroxisomes appear
to be the main endogenous sources of most of the oxidants produced by the
cells28. Exogenous sources of free radicals include tobacco smoke, ionizing
radiation, certain pollutants, organic solvents and pesticides29. Free radicals
can also cause lipid peroxidation in foods that leads to their deterioration.
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Oxidation does not only affect lipids. ROS and RNS may cause DNA damage
that may lead to mutation30. All aerobic organisms, including human beings,
have antioxidant defenses that protect against oxidative damage31. However,
these natural antioxidant mechanisms can be inefficient and hence dietary
intake of antioxidant compounds becomes important32. Although there are
some synthetic antioxidant compounds, there are also some concerns about
the side effects of these compounds33,34. Therefore, studies on the determination
of the natural antioxidants sources are important.

The aim of the present work was to investigate the antioxidant activities
of the methanol and water extracts of the Karaerik grape cultivar leaves,
fruits and seeds. It was also interesting to find out antimicrobial activities
of these grape parts on some human pathogen clinical isolates.

EXPERIMENTAL

The grapes were collected at their optimum commercial maturity when
oenologically ripe in Uzumlu Town, Erzincan, Turkey. The fresh fruit
samples were packed on ice while being transported to the laboratory. The
seeds were removed manually. Fruit samples were frozen at -20 ºC until
extraction. The seeds and leaves were dried in shade and powdered with a
blender. The plant powdered parts were extracted with methanol in a Soxhlet
apparatus for 24 h. Then methanol was evaporated with rotary evaporator.
Water extracts were also prepared by adding boiling water to 20 g of powdered
material in a glass flask and incubated at room temperature for 2 h. on a
rotating shaker (200 rpm). Mixture was filtered using Whatmann No. 1
filter paper and then filtrate was lyophilized. All extracts were stored in
freezer at -24 ºC until use.

Antimicrobial activity tests were carried out against clinical isolates of
96 bacterial strains and 90 Candida strains. Microorganisms were provided
by Department of Clinical Microbiology, Medicine Faculty, Erzurum, Turkey.
Microorganism species, isolation origins and numbers are shown for bacteria
and Candida in Table-1.

Antimicrobial activity

Disc-diffusion assay:  The dried methanol and water extracts were
dissolved in the extraction solvent (methanol and sterile distilled water).
Final concentration was 30 mg/mL. Antimicrobial test were than carried out
by disc-diffusion method35 using suspension containing 108 colony forming
unit (CFU)/mL of bacteria, 106 CFU/mL of yeast spread on nutrient agar
(NA; oxoid). The disc (6 mm in diameter) were impregnated with extracts
and placed on the inoculated NA. Negative controls were prepared using
the same solvents employed to obtain extracts. Ofloxacin (oxoid) for gram-
positive bacteria, cefaperazone-sulbactam (oxoid) for gram-negative bacteria
and amphotericin B (Sigma) for Candida spp. were used as positive controls.
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TABLE-1 
BACTERIA AND Candida SPECIES AND  
ISOLATION ORIGINS AND NUMBERS 

Microorganisms 
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Enterobacter aerogenes - 12 6 - - - 18 
Escherichia coli 2 15 4 2 - - 23 
Proteus miribalis 1 9 1 1 - - 12 
Pseudomonas aeruginosa 3 3 10 2 - - 18 
Staphylococcus aureus 10 4 5 3 3 - 25 
Candida albicans 8 3 1 - 1 3 16 
Candida glabrata - 5 - - 3 - 8 
Candida guilliermondii - - - - 8 - 8 
Candida kefyr - - - - 3 5 8 
Candida krusei 2 - 3 - 2 - 7 
Candida parapsilosis 7 2 - - - 2 11 
Candida pseudotropicalis 5 4 - - - 2 11 
Candida tropicalis 7 2 2 - - 2 13 
Geotricum candidum 3 2 2 - - 1 8 
       186 

 

The inoculated plates were incubated at 37 ºC for 24 h for clinical bacterial
strains and at 35 ºC for 48 h for yeast. The antimicrobial activity was then
evaluated by measuring the inhibition zone against test microorganisms.

Minimal inhibitory concentration (MIC):  The minimal inhibitory
concentration (MIC) values were also studied for the microorganisms which
were determined as sensitive to the methanol and/or water extracts of plant
parts (seed, leaf and fruits) in disc-diffusion assay. MIC values of extracts
against microbial strains were determined based on a micro-well dilution
method36. The inoculations of microorganisms were prepared from 12 h
broth cultures and suspensions were adjusted to 0.5 McFarland standard
turbidity. Firstly, the extracts dissolved in 10 % dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO)
were diluted to 10 mg/mL and then serial two fold dilutions were made in
a concentration range (0.078-10 mg/mL) in a sterile test tube containing
nutrient broth (NB). The 96-well plates were prepared by dispensing into
each well 95 µL NB and 5 µL of the inoculums. A 100 µL of extracts
initially prepared at the concentration of highest concentration was added
the first well, then 100 µL from serial dilutions was transferred into other
consecutive wells. The plates covered with a sterile plate sealer and then
incubated for 24 h (for bacterial strains) and 48 h (for fungal strains). The
MIC was defined as the lowest concentration of the extracts to inhibit the
growth of microorganisms.
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Antioxidant activity: The antioxidant activity was determined according
to the thiocyanate method37. Briefly, stock extracts solutions were prepared
at 2 mg/mL concentration. Required stock solutions were mixed with 2.5
mL of 0.02 M linoleic acid (Fluka) emulsion [contains an equal weight of
Tween-20 (Sigma) in pH 7.4 phosphate-buffered saline (Sigma)] and the
final volume was adjusted to 5 mL with phosphate-buffered saline (0.02 M,
pH 7.4) in a test tube and incubated in darkness at 40 °C. Final concentrations
of the extracts were 100 µg/mL. BHT (Sigma) was used as positive control
(100 µg/mL). The amount of peroxide was determined by measuring the
absorbance at 500 nm after colouring with FeCl2 and thiocyanate after 24 h
incubation. Lower absorbance indicates higher antioxidant activity. To eliminate
the solvent effect, the same amount of solvent used to prepare the solutions
of test samples was added into the control test sample, which contains the
linoleic acid emulsion. Measurements of antioxidant activity were carried
out for three sample replications and values are the average of three replicates.
This activity is given as per cent lipid peroxidation inhibition which is
calculated as follows:

Lipid peroxidation inhibition (%) = 100
.AbsControl

.AbsSample.AbsControl
×






 −

DPPH Radical-scavenging activity: Experiments were carried out as
described previously38. Briefly, 0.5 mM DPPH (Fluka) radical solution in
methanol was prepared and then 1 mL of this solution was mixed with 3 mL
of the sample solution. Final concentrations of essential oils were 100 and
300 µg/mL. BHT was used as a positive control at the same concentrations.
After incubation for 0.5 h in the dark, the absorbance was measured at 517
nm. Decreasing the absorbance of the DPPH solution indicates an increase
in DPPH radical scavenging activity. This activity is given as per cent DPPH
radical scavenging, which is calculated with the following equation:

Activity % =  100
.AbsControl

.AbsSample.AbsControl
×






 −

Control contains 1 mL of DPPH solution mixed with 3 mL of ethanol.
The measurements of DPPH radical scavenging activity were carried out
for two sample replications and values are an average of two replicates.

Determination of total phenolic compounds:  Antioxidant compounds
generally contain phenolic group(s). Because of this, amounts of phenolic
compounds in each of the extracts were compared to obtain more information
about the extract(s) which posses(s) antioxidant potential. This was carried
out as described previously37. Briefly, extract solution was transferred into
a tube and then final volume was adjusted to 4 mL by addition of distilled
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water. Afterward, 0.25 mL of Folin-Ciocalteu Reactive (FCR) (Fluka) was
added into this mixture and after 3 min 0.75 mL of Na2CO3 solution was
added. Subsequently, mixture was shaken on a shaker for 2 h at room temper-
ature and then absorbance was measured at 760 nm. Amount of total phenolic
compounds were carried out for two sample replications and values are an
average of two replicates. Gallic acid was used as the standard for a calibr-
ation curve. The phenolic compound content was expressed as gallic acid
equivalent using the following equation based on the calibration curve:

Y = 0.2582X

where Y is the absorbance of the sample and X is the gallic acid equivalent
(µg mL-1).

Statistical analysis:  Statistical analysis was carried by using SPSS
12.0. Values at p < 0.05 were considered to be significant and significant at
p < 0.01.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Antioxidant activities:  All extracts were able to inhibit lipid peroxi-
dation (Fig. 1). The most effective one was the water extract of grape seeds
with 90 % of inhibition. This was followed by the methanol extract of
grape seeds with 75 % inhibition. The lowest activities were measured in
both of the methanol and water extracts of fruit with about 22 and 23 %
inhibition, respectively. Unlike seed extract, methanol extract of the leaf
showed higher inhibition activity then the water extract of leaf with 60 and
42 % inhibition, respectively. In the light of these results (Fig. 1) one could
say that the most effective part of the grape is seed. However, any generali-
zation about the extraction solvents could be made.

The highest DPPH radical scavenging activity was measured in the
methanol extract of the leaf with 90 % scavenging. This extract effectiveness
was followed by leaf water extract and water and methanol seed extract
(Fig. 2). The less effective part of the grape, like peroxidation inhibition,
was fruit. DPPH scavenging activities were higher in 300 µg/mL leaf then
100 µg/mL leaf or fruit extracts. However, there was no noticeable extract
concentration effect in seed extracts.

Similar to antioxidant activity, the highest amount of the phenolic comp-
ounds were present in seed extracts (Fig. 3). Like peroxide inhibition and
DPPH radical scavenging activities, fruit extracts contain the lowest amount
of phenolic compounds.

From the results given in Figs. 1-3, it appears that there is a relation
between each of the phenolic compounds amount, DPPH scavenging activity
and lipid peroxidation activities.
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Fig. 1. Inhibition of lipid peroxidation by 100 µg/mL extract and BHT.
Measurements were carried out after 24 h incubation at 37 ºC (S = seed,
L = leaf, F = fruit, M = methanol extract, W = water extract; BHT =
butylated hydroxytoluene)
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Fig. 2. DDPH radical scavenging activity (S = seed, L = leaf, F = fruit, M =
methanol extract, W = water extract; BHT = butylated hydroxytoluene)

In fact according to Pearson correlation test, there is statistically signi-
ficant correlation between DPPH radical scavenging and phenolic compounds
(r = 0.927; p < 0.01); between peroxide inhibition and phenolic compounds
amount (r = 0.832; p < 0.01); between peroxide inhibition and DPPH radical
scavenging (r = 0.919; p < 0.01).
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Fig. 3. Amount of total phenolic compounds (S = seed, L = leaf, F = fruit,
M = methanol extract, W = water extract)

It has been previously reported that phenolic compounds are called
high-level antioxidants because of their ability to scavenge free radicals
and active oxygen species such as singlet oxygen, superoxide free radicals
and hydroxyl radicals39. In addition, these compounds act as antioxidants
by metal ion chelating37. Therefore, the present results are compatible with
the previous ones.

Antimicrobial activities: Antimicrobial activity tests were carried out
against clinical isolates of 96 bacterial strains and 90 Candida strains, the
list of which given in Table-2.

Disc diffusion assay is a standard method widely used for quick screening
of natural products for antimicrobial activity. Grape extracts were screened
using this method. Then, minimal inhibitory concentration assays were
used to determine the concentration at which the extracts are effective. In
the present study, minimum inhibitory concentration was determined for
extracts, which have ≥ 10 mm inhibition zone diameters by disc diffusion
method. The results of the disc diffusion and the minimal inhibitory concen-
tration (MIC) are given in Table-2.

None of the fruit extracts showed any antimicrobial activity against
any tested microorganisms. As fruit extracts showed lowest antioxidant
potential, this is very interesting. Water extracts of the grape leaves have
shown anticandidal activity against 3 Candida spp. (C. albicans, C. glabrata,
C. tropicalis) and 1 bacteria species (S. aureus). Methanol and water extracts
of it have shown antibacterial activity against only Staphylococcus aureus
with 13 mm inhibition zone and 0.625 mg/mL MIC value among the tested
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TABLE-2 
ANTIMICROBIAL ACTIVITIES OF METHANOL AND WATER 

EXTRACTS OF SEEDS, LEAVES AND FRUITS OF Vitis vinifera cv. 
KARAERIK GRAPE CULTIVARS  

Microorganisms Plant part Extracts Inhibition 
zones (mm) 

MIC 
(mg/mL) 

Leaf NA - 
Fruit NA - 
Seed 

Methanol 
extract 

NA - 
Leaf 20 1.250 
Fruit NA - 

Candida 
albicans 

Seed 

Water 
extract 

NA - 
Leaf NA - 
Fruit NA - 
Seed 

Methanol 
extract 

NA - 
Leaf 15 2.500 
Fruit NA - 

Candida 
glabrata 

Seed 

Water 
extract 

NA - 
Leaf NA - 
Fruit NA - 
Seed 

Methanol 
extract 

NA - 
Leaf 15 2.500 
Fruit NA - 

Candida 
tropicalis 

Seed 

Water 
extract 

NA - 
Leaf NA - 
Fruit NA - 
Seed 

Methanol 
extract 

15 1.250 
Leaf NA - 
Fruit NA - 

Escherichia coli 

Seed 

Water 
extract 

15 1.250 
Leaf NA - 
Fruit NA - 
Seed 

Methanol 
extract 

10 2.500 
Leaf NA - 
Fruit NA - 

Pseudomonas 
aeruginosa 

Seed 

Water 
extract 

10 2.500 
Leaf 13 0.625 
Fruit NA - 
Seed 

Methanol 
extract 

30 0.156 
Leaf 13 0.625 
Fruit NA - 

Staphylococcus 
aureus 

Seed 

Water 
extract 

30 0.312 
NA=no activity, inhibition zone was no greater than 6 mm, - = extract not tested. 
Negative controls (methanol and water) showed no inhibiting effect. Inhibition 
diameters and MIC values of positive controls were ranging to 18-20 mm and 
0.12-1 µg/mL for ofloxacin, 19-22 mm and 0.12-0.5 µg/mL for cefaperazone 
and 12-15 mm and 0.5-1 µg/mL for amphotericin B, respectively. 
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microorganisms. The highest anticandidal activity of leaves extract was
found to be water extract against Candida albicans with 20 mm inhibition
zone and 1.25 mg/mL MIC. Each one of the water and methanol extracts
of seeds had shown antibacterial activity against three bacteria with inhibition
zone range of 10-30 mm and 0.312-2.5 mg/mL MIC values. The highest
activities were shown by water and methanol extracts of the seed against
Staphylococcus aureus with 30 mm inhibition zone. However, MIC was
0.156 mg /mL for the methanol extract of it and it was 0.312 mg /mL for
the water extract.

The same extracts showed some antibacterial activity against P. aeruginosa
(10 mm inhibition zone; 2.5 mg/mL MIC value) and E. coli (15 mm inhibition
zone; 1.25 mg/mL MIC value). But there is no activity on other bacteria
and fungi (data is not shown). These results were supported by the other
researchers in their studies27. They reported that 4-20 % grape seed acetone
extracts useful for antibacterial agents against some gram-positive and gram-
negative bacteria. The leaf extracts have antibacterial activity against only
gram-positive bacteria S. aureus (13 mm) (Table-2).

The present experiments revealed that grape seed extracts posses a
significant antibacterial activity against some testing bacteria. The results
are similar to those obtained by Jayapraskha et al.26. In some studies, the
seed extracts of some plant species showed higher antibacterial activity
than did other parts of the plant40,41.

Another issue of interest is none of the extracts of grape seeds produced
inhibition zone on Candida spp., which have activity on bacteria. Similar
results were reported by Palma and Taylor25. Only the water extract of
leaves have anticandidal activity against three Candida spp. (Table-2) while
the methanol extracts of leaves have no any effect. This might have resulted
from the lack of solubility of the active constituents against Candida in
methanol solutions. The leaf aqueous extract had the highest activity against
Candida albicans (1.25 mg/mL MIC). Among the Candida species the
most sensitive species was Candida albicans. Similar results were reported
by other investigators42,43. Methanol and water fruit extracts had no inhibitory
effects on tested organisms, which is in agreement with other reports27.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the results obtained show strong antimicrobial activity
of methanol and water extracts of grape parts (except fruits) against bacteria
and fungi used as test organisms. The results demonstrate a correlation
between the antioxidant activity and antimicrobial activity of different parts
of grape. Seed extracts posses a significant antibacterial activity and leaf
extracts also show antifungal activity, which have high antioxidant activities
at the same time. Neither methanol nor water extracts of grape fruit had
shown antimicrobial activities, which have also weak antioxidant activities.

192  Yigit et al. Asian J. Chem.



REFERENCES

1. A.H. Dermarderosion, Acta Hort., 332, 81 (1993).
2. E. Akpinar and D. Yigit, Dogu Cog. Dergisi, 16, 39 (2006).
3. R.K. Jansen, C. Kaittanis, C. Saski, S.B. Lee, J. Thomkins, A.J. Alverson and H. Daniell,

BMC Evolut. Biol., 6, 32 (2006).
4. T. Baytop, Istanbul Eczacilik Fakültesi Yayinlari, Istanbul, p. 157 (1999).
5. D. Bagachi, A. Garg and R. Krohn, Gen. Pharmacol., 30, 771 (1998).
6. M. Aviram, Free Rad. Res., 3, 85 (2003).
7. J. Burns, P.T. Gardner, J. O'neil, S. Crawford, I. Morecroft, D.B. McPhail, C. Lister,

D. Mattews, M.R. Maclean, M.E. Lean, G.G. Duthie and A. Crozier, J. Agric. Food
Chem., 48, 220 (2000).

8. C. Natalie, K. Ward, D. Croft, I.B. Puddey and J.M. Hodgson, J. Agric. Food Chem.,
52, 5545 (2004).

9. M. Saito, H. Hasoyama, T. Ariga, S. Kataoka and N. Yamaji, J. Agric. Food Chem., 46,
1460 (1998).

10. M.C. Terencio, M.J. Sanz and M. Paya, J. Ethnopharmacol., 31, 109 (1991).
11. L. Liviero, P.P. Puglisi, P. Morazzani and E. Bombardelli, Fitoterapia, 65, 203 (1994).
12. R. Maffei-Fanino, M. Carini, G. Aldini, M.T. Calloni, E. Bombardelli and P. Morazzoni,

Planta Med., 64, 343 (1998).
13. S. Sreemantula, S. Naumi, R. Kolanukonda, S. Koppula and K.M. Boini, BMC Comp.

Alter. Med., 5, 1 (2005).
14. P. Greenspan, J.D. Baver, S.H. Pollock, J.D. Gangemi, E.P. Mayor, A. Ghaffar, J.L

Hargrove and D.K. Hartl, J. Agric. Food Chem., 53, 8481 (2005).
15. R. Maffei-Fanino, M. Carini, G. Aldini, E. Bombardelli, P. Morazzoni and L. Morelli,

Drug Res., 44, 592 (1994).
16. A.S. Meyer, S.M. Jepsen and N.S. Sorensen, J. Agric. Food Chem., 46, 2439 (1998).
17. T.M. Rababah, N.S. Hettiarachcy and R. Horax, J. Agric. Food Chem., 52, 5183 (2004).
18. J.A. Vinson and B.A. Hontz, J. Agric. Food Chem., 43, 401 (1995).
19. M.K.G. Naseri and A. Heidari, Iran Biomed. J., 10, 79 (2006).
20. J. Castillo, O. Benavente-Garcia, J. Lorente, M. Alcaraz, A. Redondo, A. Ortuna and J.

Del Rio, J. Agric. Food Chem., 48, 1738 (2000).
21. D. Bagachi, M. Bagchi, S. Stohs, S D. Ray, C K. Sen and H.G. Preuss, Ann NY. Acad.

Sci., 957, 260 (2002).
22. D. Bagachi, R. Krohn and M. Bagchi, Res. Commun Mol. Pathol. Phamacol., 95, 179

(1997).
23. Y. Yilmaz and T.R. Toledo, J. Agric. Food Chem., 52, 255 (2004).
24. N. Llopiz, F. Puiggros, E. Cespedes, L. Arola, A. Ardevol, C. Blade and M. Salvado, J.

Agric. Food Chem., 52, 1083 (2004).
25. M. Palma and L.T. Taylor, J. Agric. Food Chem., 47, 5044 (1999).
26. G.K. Jayaprakasha, T. Selvi and K.K. Sakariah, Food Res. Int., 36, 117 (2003).
27. N.G. Baydar, G. Özkan and O. Sagdiç, Food Control, 15, 335 (2004).
28. B. Halliwell, The Lancet, 344, 721 (1994).
29. B. Halliwell and J.M. Gutteridge, Clarendon Press, Oxford, pp. 23-30 (1989).
30. K.J.A. Davies, IUBMB LIFE, 48, 41 (1999).
31. J. Sun, Y. Chen, M. Li and Z. Ge, Free Rad. Biol. Med., 24, 586 (1998).
32. J.C. Espin, C. Soler-Rivas and H.J. Wichers, J. Agric. Food Chem., 48, 648 (2000).
33. A.L. Branien, J. Am. Oil Chem. Soc., 52, 59 (1975).
34. N. Ito, S. Fukushima, A. Hassegawa, M. Shibata and T. Ogiso, J. Natl. Cancer Inst.,

70, 343 (1983).
35. P.R. Murray, E.J. Baron, M.A. Pfaller, F.C. Tenover and R.H. Yolke, ASM, Washington,

DC, p. 1356 (1995).

Vol. 21, No. 1 (2009)         Antioxidant and Antimicrobial Activities of  Vitis vinifera L.  193



36. J.R. Zgoda and J.R. Porter, Pharm. Biol., 39, 221 (2001).
37. A. Yildirim, A. Mavi and A.A. Kara, J. Sci. Food Agric., 83, 64 (2003).
38. A. Yildirim, A. Mavi and A.A. Kara, J. Agric. Food Chem., 49, 4083 (2001).
39. C.A. Hall and S.L. Cuppett, in eds.: O.I. Auroma and S.L. Cuppett, AOCS Press,

Champaign, IL, p. 141 (1997).
40. A. Basille, M.L. Vuotto, U. Violante, S. Sorbo, G. Marteno and R. Casteldo-Cobianchi,

Int. J. Antimic. Agents, 8, 199 (1997).
41. T. Talas-ogras, Z. Ipekçi, K. Bajroviç and N. Gözükirmizi, Fitoterapia, 76, 67 (2005).
42. X.F. Zhu, H.X. Zhang and R. Lo, Fitoterapia, 76, 108 (2005).
43. D. Yadegarinia, L. Gachkar, M.B. Razei and M. Taghizadeh, Phytochemistry, 67, 1249

(2006).

(Received: 25 November 2007;          Accepted: 18 August 2008)           AJC-6755

194  Yigit et al. Asian J. Chem.

ACHEMA 2009

11 — 15 MAY  2009

FRANKFORT, GERMANY

Contact:
Website: http://www.achema.de/.

NAMS  2009

20 — 24  JUNE  2009

CHARLESTON, SOUTH CAROLINA

Contact:
Ranil Wickramasinghe, Email: wickram@engr.colostate.edu;
Website: http://www.membranes.org.


