
Grape Variety Effect on Proanthocyanidin
Composition and Sensory Perception of Skin and
Seed Tannin Extracts from Bordeaux Wine Grapes

(Cabernet Sauvignon and Merlot) for Two
Consecutive Vintages (2006 and 2007)

KLEOPATRA CHIRA,† GREGORY SCHMAUCH,† CÉDRIC SAUCIER,†
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Grape variety [Cabernet Sauvignon (CS) and Merlot (M)] effect on the proanthocyanidin composition
and sensory perception of wine grapes from Bordeaux vineyards for two successive vintages (2006
and 2007) is reported. The flavan-3-ol monomers [(+)-catechin ) C, (-)-epicatechin ) EC, (-)-
epicatechin-O-gallatte ) ECG] and the proanthocyanidin oligomers [dimers B1, B2, B3, and B4 and
trimer Cat-Cat-Epi (T)] in grape seed and skin tannin extracts were identified and quantified at harvest.
Proanthocyanidin subunit compositions, percentage of galloylation (%G), and percentage of prodel-
phinidins (%P) as well as mean degree of polymerization (mDP) of the proanthocyanidin fraction
were determined. Sensory analysis concerning the astringency and bitterness intensity of the
proanthocyanidins of skin and seed tannin extracts was also performed. The results showed that
proanthocyanidin composition can be greatly affected by grape variety. For both vintages between
CS and M, significant differences were found on mDP (p < 0.05) in seed tannin extracts, whereas in
skin tannin extracts, significant differences were observed for %G and %P (p < 0.05). Sensory analysis
showed that grape variety influenced neither astringency nor bitterness intensity perception for both
skin and seed tannin extracts for the two successive vintages studied. A positive correlation was
found between astringency intensity, mDP, and B3 content in skin tannin extracts.
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INTRODUCTION

Cabernet Sauvignon (CS) and Merlot (M) are the world’s
most widely recognized red wine grape varieties. CS became
internationally recognized first through its prominence in
Bordeaux wines. From France, the grape spread across Europe
and to the New World, where it found new homes in habitats
such as California’s Napa Valley, Australia’s Coonawarra
region, Chile’s Maipo Valley, Argentina, South Africa (1), and
southern Brazil (2). Despite its importance in the world of wine,
the grape is a relatively new variety, being the product of a
chance crossing between Cabernet Franc and Sauvignon Blanc
sometime during the 17th century in southwestern France (3).
On the other hand, M is produced primarily in France (where
it is the third most planted red grape), Italy (where it is the

country’s fifth most planted grape), California, Romania, and
to a lesser extent in Australia, Argentina, Canada’s Niagara
peninsula, Chile, New Zealand, South Africa, Switzerland,
Croatia, Hungary, Montenegro, Slovenia, and other parts of the
United States such as Washington state and Long Island (4).

The tannic nature of CS and M is of paramount interest,
particularly in the Bordeaux wine-growing region, which is
mostly planted with these two varieties. Proanthocyanidins,
or condensed tannins, are grape-derived flavonoid compounds
of great importance to red wine quality due to their astringent,
bitter properties (5, 6) and their role in the long-term color
stability (7). Astringency is a tactile sensation, whereas
bitterness is a taste. Molecular size of proanthocyanidins
affects their relative bitterness and astringency (6). Monomers
are more bitter than astringent, whereas the reverse is true
for large molecular weight derivatives. Grape-based proan-
thocyanidins contain the flavan-3-ol subunits (+)-catechin
(C), (-)-epicatechin (EC), (-)-epicatechin-3-O-gallate (ECG),
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and (-)-epigallocatechin (EGC) (8-11). Skin proanthocya-
nidins differ from those found in seeds in that skin tannins
include prodelphinidins (EGC) and have a higher degree of
polymerization and a lower proportion of galloylated
subunits (5, 7, 12).

Relatively little is known about the variety effect on grape
proanthocyanidin composition and on sensory perception. Previ-
ous studies (13-15) have examined the phenolic content of
wines often in relation to a single variety, but they tended to
focus on rather few compounds of interest. In the literature,
data concerning variety effect on yield and quality of wine
grapes (16) and variety differences in response to environmental
parameters are also reported (17-19). Interestingly, the com-
parison of polyphenol content from different varieties has
received little attention, in particular when defining features that
may be specific to the grape, juice, and wine (20-23). The aim
of this work was to investigate the variety effect on proantho-
cyanidin composition and sensory perception of the Bordeaux
wine grape varieties CS and M in order to determine if the
proanthocyanidin composition and sensory perception of skin
and seed extract may discriminate the two varieties CS and M.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Reagents. Deionized water was purified with a Milli-Q water system
(Millipore, Bedford, MA). Acetonitrile (HPLC grade), ethyl alcohol
(HPLC grade), acetic acid, orthophosphoric acid, L-ascorbic acid,
L-tartaric acid, hydrochloric acid, ammonia, and sodium acetate were
obtained from Prolabo-VWR (Fontenays/Bois, France). (+)-Catechin
(C), (-)-epicatechin (EC), (-)-epigallocatechin (EGC), (-)-epicatechin-
3-O-gallate (ECG), B1 [(-)-epicatechin-(4�-8)-(+)-catechin], B2 [(-)-
epicatechin-(4�-8)-(-)-epicatechin], and ammonium phosphate were
purchased from Sigma-Aldrich (Saint Quentin Fallavier, France). B3
[(+)-catechin-(4R-8)-(+)-catechin], B4 [(+)-catechin-(4R-8)-(-)-epi-
catechin], and trimer (T) [(+)-catechin-(4�--8)-(+)-catechin-(4�-8)-
(-)-epicatechin] were synthesized by the Laboratory of Organic
Chemistry and Organometallic, Universiteı̀ Bordeaux 1 (24).

Selection of Experimental Area and Samples. The study was
carried out with samples from five vineyards located in the Bordeaux
vine-growing region in southwestern France. They are situated in
Pauillac (V1), Margaux (V2), Saint Emillion (V5), Saint Emillion (V6),
and Côtes de Bourg (V7). The vineyards are all planted with Vitis
Vinifera L. cv. Cabernet Sauvignon (CS) and Merlot (M). One grape
sample of each vineyard and of each variety was collected at maturity
in September 2006 and 2007.

Preparation of Extracts. Seeds and skins were removed by hand
from grapes, washed with distilled water, lyophilized for 2 days, and
stored at -20 °C. The frozen seeds and skins were finally ground in a
ball grinder. A 5 g portion of the obtained powder was extracted using
45 mL of acetone/water (80:20, v/v) followed by 45 mL of methanol/
water (60:40, v/v). The centrifugal supernatants were evaporated under
reduced pressure at 30 °C to remove organic solvents, and then the
residue was dissolved in water and freeze-dried to obtain a crude tannin
extract.

Fractionation of Seed Proanthocyanidins. The crude seed tannin
extract was first dissolved at a concentration of 80 g/L in distilled water
containing 5% ethanol to help solubilization. This solution was extracted
three times with chloroform to remove lipophilic material, and then
the aqueous phase was finally extracted three times with ethyl acetate
to obtain low molecular weight procyanidins (oligomeric tannins) in
the organic phase. The oligomeric proanthocyanidin extract was
concentrated and freeze-dried to yield the dry powder. Then it was
analyzed by reverse phase HPLC-UV.

Fractionation of Skin Proanthocyanidins. Crude skin tannin extract
(2.4 g) was dissolved in 10 mL and then fractionated on Toyopearl
TSK HW-50 (F) gel from Tosoh Corp. After loading, the column was
washed with 200 mL of distilled water. Anthocyanins were eluted with
900 mL of ethanol/water/trifluoroacetic acid (20:79:1, v/v/v). Then the

residual monomers and oligomers were retrieved with methanol (100%).
After the evaporation of the organic solvent, skin tannin extract was
freeze dried and analyzed by reverse phase HPLC-UV.

HPLC Analysis of Monomeric and Oligomeric Flavan-3-ols. The
equipment used for the HPLC analysis consisted of a Finnigan UV-vis
detector (UV-vis 200), a Finigan autosampler, and a Finnigan ternary
pump coupled to an Xcalibur data treatment system. Separation was
performed on reversed-phase Agilent Nucleosil C18 (250 mm × 4 mm,
5 µm). The mobile phases were (mobile phase A) 50 mM dihydrogen
ammonium phosphate adjusted to pH 2.6 with orthophosphoric acid,
(mobile phase B) 20% A with 80% acetonitrile, and (mobile phase C)
0.2 M orthophosphoric acid adjusted with ammonia to pH 1.5. The
solvent gradient is described in Table 1. Eluting peaks were monitored
at 280 nm. Calibration curves were established at 280 nm using external
standards, either commercial (C, EC, ECG, B1, B2) or synthesized (B3,
B4, T). Each sample was injected three times. Unknown concentrations
were determined from the regression equations, and the results were
converted into grams of dried weight.

LC-MS and HPLC Apparatus and Absorbance Measurements.
LC-MS analyses were performed on a Micromass Platform II simple
quadruple mass spectrometer (Micromass-Beckman, Roissy Char-
lesde-Gaulle, France) equipped with an electrospray ion source. The
mass spectrometer was operated in negative-ion mode. The source’s
temperature was 120 °C, the capillary voltage was set at 3.5 kV
and the cone voltage was -30 eV. HPLC separations were performed
on a Hewlett-Packard 1100 series (Agilent, Massy, France) including
a pump module and a UV detector. Both systems were operated
using Masslynx 3.4 software. The absorbance was recorded at 280
nm and mass spectra were recorded in the range of 50 to 1500 amu.
Separation was performed on a reversed-phase Waters XTerra RR
C18 (100 mm × 4.6 mm, 3.5 µm) column at room temperature.
The method uses a binary gradient with mobile phases containing
1% (v/v) aqueous acetic acid (mobile phase A) and MeOH (mobile
phase B). The solvent gradient described below for oligomeric
proanthocyanidins was applied at a flow rate of 1 mL/min. The
elution conditions were: 5% B for 1 min, a linear gradient from 5
to 16% B in 1 min, a linear gradient from 16 to 22% B in 6 min a
linear gradient from 22 to 35% B in 1 min, a linear gradient from
35 to 42% B in 7 min, a linear gradient from 42 to 100% B in 1
min. The column was then washed with 100% B for 3 min and
re-equilibrated with 5% B for 4 min before the next injection.

Mean Degree of Polymerization (mDP). The proanthocyanidin
mDP concentrations were quantified by phloroglucinolysis (25).

Sensory Analysis. Samples. Model wine solutions had the following
composition: deionized water, ethanol (12%), tartaric acid (5 g/L) with
pH adjusted at 3.2 with NaOH. To evaluate bitterness and astringency
of model wine solutions, the tannin concentration of 1 g/L was chosen
as a minimum tannin concentration typically found in red wines.

Judges. Twelve judges, six women and six men, from the Oenology
Department at the University of Bordeaux took part in the experiment.

Table 1. Ternary Mobile Phase Gradient of the HPLC Method

% of mobilea

time (min) flow rate (mL/min) phase A phase B phase C

initial 0.5 97 3 0
5.00 0.5 97 3 0
15.00 0.5 92 8 0
18.00 0.5 0 8 92
30.00 0.5 0 13 87
55.00 0.5 0 20 80
60.00 0.5 0 25 75
70.00 0.5 0 30 70
75.00 0.5 0 80 20
80.00 0.5 0 97 3
82.00 0.5 97 3 0
84.00 0.5 97 3 0

a A, 50 mM ammonium phosphate adjusted to pH 2.6 with orthophosphoric
acid; B, 20% A with 80% acetonitrile; C, 0.2 M orthophosphoric acid adjusted with
ammonia to pH 1.5.
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They were all selected on the basis of interest and availability. They
were trained to evaluate the astringency and bitterness of tannin extracts
by tasting two model solutions, which were assigned the medium score
on the intensity scale (3.5 points). The standard solutions were 0.15
g/L quinine sulfate and 1.0 g/L aluminum sulfate for bitterness and
astringency, respectively. The judges tasted 15 mL of the model wine
solution at room temperature in individual booths, illuminated with
red light. Each judge was asked to hold each sample in his/her mouth,
spit it out, and rate the astringency and bitterness intensity using a 0-7
point scale. Between samples, the panelists were asked to rinse their
mouths with distilled water, to eat some plain crackers for 30 s, and
finally to rinse again with distilled water for another 45 s. The evaluation
consisted of two repetitions for each sample, with a total of 16 sessions.

Data Analysis. Statistical data analysis was performed using the
analysis of variance (ANOVA) of Statistica V.7 software (Statsoft Inc.,
Tulsa, OK). Tukey’s HSD and Duncan’s tests were used as comparison
tests when samples were significantly different after ANOVA (p <
0.05) for chemical and sensory analysis, respectively. Principal
component analysis (PCA) was used to examine any possible grouping
of samples according to variety and vintage. PCA was performed on
the correlation matrix using the attributes that differed significantly by
ANOVA. Pearson’s correlation analysis was used to investigate
relationships between proanthocyanidin composition and sensory
perception.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Proanthocyanidin Composition. The catechin monomers (C,
EC, and ECG) and the proanthocyanidin oligomers (dimers B1,
B2, B3, and B4 and trimer T) in grape skin and seed tannin
extracts were identified and quantified at harvest in September
2006 (Table 2) and 2007 (Table 3). As shown in Tables 2 and
3, concentrations of flavan-3-ols in skin tannin extracts were
lower than in seed tannins extracts; this coincides with the
findings mentioned previously (26). Dimer B4 was absent in
grape skin as has already been reported by other researchers
for red and white grape varieties (27-29).

The percentage of galloylation (%G) and the percentage of
prodelphinidins (%P) as well as the mean degree of polymer-
ization (mDP) of the proanthocyanidin fraction of seed and skin
tannin extracts for the two vintages are presented in Tables 4
and 5. Skin and seed proanthocyanidin profiles differed by their
low amounts of galloylated derivatives and higher mDP. These
results are consistent with data concerning mDP values of
polymeric proanthocyanidins in some publications, where values
for grape seeds extracts ranged from 2.7 to 18.6 (29-31) for
other V. Vinifera varieties. However, literature data concerning
mDP values of skin polymeric proanthocyanidins largely vary,
from 11 to 83 approximately depending on the fractionation
technique employed and the grape variety and
vintage (9, 30).

Comparative Proanthocyanidin Composition between CS
and M Grapes in 2006. Seed Extracts. The variables shown
in Table 2 (C, EC, ECG, B1, B2, B3, B4, and T) and in Table
4 (mDP, %G) were analyzed by ANOVA to determine those
variables (C, B1, B3, T, mDP, and %G) that significantly
differentiated between the varieties at 95% of confidence. PCA
was carried out on the correlation matrix of the variables that
differed significantly by ANOVA (p < 0.05); the six variables
across the 10 samples resulted in a three-factor solution
explaining 86.26% of the total variance. The first two principal
components explained 75.21% of the total variance, as shown
in Figure 1. This figure shows the scores of the samples
according to these first two components and overlays the
loadings (the location in the PC space of the original variables).
The first principal component was heavily negatively correlated
with C, B1, B3, T, and mDP. The second principal component Ta
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was strongly negatively correlated with %G. Projection of the
cases on the first two components showed that two groups of
samples could readily be differentiated. The first group includes
the CS samples, which generally showed a strong correlation
with B1, B3, C, T, mDP, and %G; the majority of them are
found on the left side of the first factorial plane. The second
group was formed by the five M samples, placed on the right
side of the first factorial plane, which shows that these
individuals are opposed to the variables B1, B3, C, T, mDP,
and %G. This fact allows us to assume that there was a
discrimination in tannin composition of CS and M seed tannin
extracts.

Skin Extracts. Among the eight studied variables (C, EC, B1,
B3, T, mDP, %G, %P), five were significantly different (EC,
B3, T, %P, %G, p < 0.05) (Table 6). Three significant
components, which accounted for 94.42% of the total variance,
were computed. A biplot constructed from the first two principal
components, explaining 81.39% of the variance, is displayed
in Figure 2. As can be seen in this figure, the first principal
component is strongly negatively correlated with EC, %P, and
%G, whereas the second principal component is negatively
correlated with B3 and heavily positively correlated with T.
Likewise, the data seems to form a pattern on this plot. For
instance, the CS variety is placed in the left hand of the first
factorial plane, because this variety shows a strong correlation
with EC, B3, T, %G, and %P. In contrast, the M variety is
placed in the right-hand corner of the first factorial plane, which
shows that this variety has a weak negative correlation with
EC, B3, T, %G, and %P. Thus, M and CS skin tannins can be
clearly differentiated by their composition.

Comparative Proanthocyanidin Composition between CS
and M Grapes in 2007. Seed Extracts. Identically as in the
2006 vintage, the same variables were examined for the vintage
2007 (Tables 3 and 5). Tannin CS and M profiles differed
significantly on mDP and T concentration (p < 0.05). In vintage
2007 the M presented higher concentration of T, whereas the
opposite was observed in vintage 2006. These contradictory
findings could be attributed to the plot variation. As shown in
Table 3, important variability was observed within the vineyards
for the same variety. For example, in the case of CS seed
extracts, the T was not detected in three vineyards. Because
the data concerning the climatic conditions of each plot were
unavailable, no further exploitation of this finding could be
made. There were no significant differences for the other studied
variables.

Skin Extracts. The same tannin aspects of vintage 2006 were
studied, and important differences between CS and M were
found for %G and %P (p < 0.05, Table 5). Figure 3 indicates
that for these variables CS showed a richer profile compared to
M.

It is interesting to note that for both vintages grape variety
influenced the tannin composition of both skin and seed
tannin extracts, but it has showed different behaviors
according to the vintage. The only consistent differences
between CS and M in both vintages were the mDP in seed
extracts and the %G and %P in skin extracts. A correlation
study was performed on the data generated by chemical
analysis of grapes from vintages 2006 and 2007. The data
sets corresponding to each vintage were combined and
submitted to a two-way ANOVA analysis with factor 1
variety (CS and M) and factor 2 vintage (2006 and 2007). In
the case of seed extracts, grape variety effect was observed
for mDP (Table 6), whereas a vintage effect was found for
C, ECG, B1, B2, and B4 and for %G (Figure 4). Figure 4Ta

bl
e

3.
Le

ve
ls

of
M

on
om

er
ic

an
d

O
lig

om
er

ic
Fl

av
an

-3
-o

ls
in

Se
ed

an
d

Sk
in

Ta
nn

in
Ex

tra
ct

in
20

07
a

C
Sa

fro
m

vi
ne

ya
rd

M
a

fro
m

vi
ne

ya
rd

C
Sb

M
b

V1
V2

V5
V6

V7
V1

V2
V5

V6
V7

m
ea

n
va

lu
e,

n
)

5
m

ea
n

va
lu

e,
n
)

5

Se
ed

Ex
tra

ct
C

6.
67

8
(

0.
04

0
2.

87
6
(

0.
01

0
15

.3
32

(
1.

55
0

20
.9

51
(

0.
98

0
41

.2
40

(
4.

51
1

9.
04

4
(

0.
09

9
8.

48
4
(

0.
05

4
10

.4
26

(
0.

08
0

14
.6

04
(

0.
96

0
14

.3
62

(
0.

14
0

17
.4

15
a

11
.3

84
a

EC
4.

44
8
(

0.
02

3
1.

87
1
(

0.
02

8
7.

14
4
(

0.
76

0
6.

00
3
(

0.
01

0
23

.2
47

(
2.

65
0

11
.0

77
(

0.
03

0
9.

72
3
(

0.
07

0
10

.4
20

(
1.

15
0

11
.0

19
(

0.
82

5
11

.1
56

(
1.

24
0

8.
54

2a
10

.6
79

a
EC

G
1.

25
8
(

0.
03

0
2.

77
1
(

0.
04

2.
36

4
(

0.
06

0
2.

32
7
(

0.
07

0
2.

68
1
(

0.
05

0
1.

07
5
(

0.
01

4
0.

57
5
(

0.
01

0
8.

10
7
(

0.
02

0
2.

65
6
(

0.
09

0
0.

69
7
(

0.
01

0
2.

28
0a

2.
62

2a
B1

0.
36

2
(

0.
01

6
0.

20
0
(

0.
01

2
0.

41
6
(

0.
02

9
2.

03
3
(

0.
15

0
0.

55
1
(

0.
01

5
0.

51
8
(

0.
03

8
0.

57
6
(

0.
04

1
0.

62
4
(

0.
05

0
0.

62
4
(

0.
05

0
0.

84
9
(

0.
04

2
0.

71
2a

0.
63

8a
B2

2.
59

2
(

0.
02

4
1.

88
2
(

1.
72

4
0.

80
1
(

0.
18

8
10

.7
11

(
0.

16
1

17
.6

48
(

0.
20

0
4.

67
0
(

0.
04

0
3.

81
8
(

0.
09

1
4.

20
9
(

0.
12

1
1.

00
2
(

0.
08

2
5.

19
0
(

0.
13

8
6.

72
7a

3.
77

8a
B3

0.
41

5
(

0.
21

0
0.

21
1
(

0.
11

0
0.

75
3
(

0.
43

0
1.

99
9
(

0.
96

0
4.

99
8
(

2.
54

0
0.

94
9
(

0.
48

0
0.

92
6
(

0.
48

0
1.

04
4
(

0.
56

0
1.

87
2
(

0.
95

0
1.

10
8
(

0.
03

0
1.

67
5a

1.
18

0a
B4

1.
43

6
(

0.
03

0
0.

79
7
(

0.
01

4
2.

41
0
(

0.
35

0
5.

88
2
(

0.
14

6
8.

18
3
(

0.
12

3
2.

92
4
(

0.
15

0
2.

64
2
(

0.
01

5
2.

12
0
(

0.
09

5
2.

41
0
(

0.
10

0
3.

64
8
(

0.
14

5
3.

74
1a

2.
75

0a
T

nd
nd

nd
0.

26
5
(

0.
02

0
0.

19
1
(

0.
01

0
9.

04
6
(

0.
05

8
0.

08
0
(

0.
00

6
0.

02
6
(

0.
00

8
8.

09
3
(

0.
02

8
0.

13
7
(

0.
01

0
0.

22
8a

3.
47

6b

Sk
in

Ex
tra

ct
C

0.
29

2
(

0.
00

1
1.

38
3
(

0.
04

6
0.

59
2
(

0.
03

7
0.

47
6
(

0.
03

7
1.

06
7
(

0.
00

8
0.

14
9
(

0.
02

0
0.

69
1
(

0.
01

0
0.

06
5
(

0.
00

1
0.

05
9
(

0.
00

3
0.

25
2
(

0.
01

2
0.

76
2a

0.
24

3a
EC

2.
02

6
(

0.
01

4
0.

68
4
(

0.
01

2
0.

24
8
(

0.
00

2
0.

06
0
(

0.
00

3
0.

10
5
(

0.
00

4
0.

08
4
(

0.
00

0
0.

15
4
(

0.
00

4
0.

72
1
(

0.
02

4
0.

71
7
(

0.
03

0
0.

72
7
(

0.
01

7
0.

62
5a

0.
48

1a
EC

G
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
B1

0.
03

7
(

0.
00

1
0.

13
1
(

0.
01

8
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

0.
04

8
(

0.
00

2
nd

0.
36

1
(

0.
00

7
0.

08
4a

0.
20

5a
B2

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

B3
0.

18
3
(

0.
00

1
6.

79
9
(

0.
03

2
0.

20
2
(

0.
00

8
0.

09
4
(

0.
00

2
0.

23
2
(

0.
00

2
0.

05
6
(

0.
00

3
1.

69
0
(

0.
11

0
nd

0.
23

1
(

0.
00

2
0.

44
5
(

0.
01

1
1.

50
2a

0.
60

6a
B4

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

T
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd
nd

nd

a
D

at
a

ar
e

m
ea

ns
of

tri
pl

ic
at

e
de

te
rm

in
at

io
n.

In
un

its
of

m
g/

g
dw

fo
r

se
ed

an
d

sk
in

ta
nn

in
ex

tra
ct

,(
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

ov
er

th
re

e
re

pl
ic

at
io

ns
in

on
e

gr
ap

e
sa

m
pl

e.
C

S,
C

ab
er

ne
tS

au
vi

gn
on

;M
,M

er
lo

t;
nd

,n
ot

de
te

ct
ed

.b
AN

O
VA

to
co

m
pa

re
da

ta
;v

al
ue

s
w

ith
di

ffe
re

nt
le

tte
rs

w
ith

in
ea

ch
ro

w
ar

e
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

ly
di

ffe
re

nt
(T

uk
ey

’s
te

st
,p

<
0.

05
);

n,
nu

m
be

r
of

gr
ap

e
sa

m
pl

es
.

548 J. Agric. Food Chem., Vol. 57, No. 2, 2009 Chira et al.



shows the PCA score plot for the first two PCs, which explain
82.28% of the total variance. The first component is positively
represented by the variables C, ECG, B2, and B4. B1 was
positively and negatively represented by the first and the
second component, respectively. The second component is
strongly positively represented by %G. The projection of the
grape seed samples in the first two components showed that
the seed samples were well separated by vintage. The 10
grape seed samples of 2006 (two replications of each
vineyard) are concentrated in the bottom left quadrant of the
first factorial plan and showed rather small variability within

this vintage. The 2007 grape seed samples (also two
replications of each vineyard) are localized entirely on the
second factorial plan, showing a great variability within this
vintage. In the case of skin extracts the grape variety has an
influence on %G and %P and the vintage on EC concentration
(Table 6). The magnitude of the influence that the variety
had on the seed tannin extracts was less than that of the
vintage year, whereas the opposite was observed in skin
tannin extracts. These results suggest that tannins are
dependent on variety, on vintage (32), and, according to our
findings, on tannin source (skins or seeds). Preys et al. (33)

Table 4. Structural Characteristics and Composition (Percent in Moles) of Seed and Skin Tannin Extract in 2006*

CSa from vineyard Ma from vineyard CS b Mb

V1 V2 V5 V6 V7 V1 V2 V5 V6 V7 mean value, n ) 5 mean value, n ) 5

Seed Extracts
terminal units C 65 67.7 61.2 70 72.5 43.9 45.9 49.1 76.1 59.1 67.3 54.8

EC 32.7 33 34.5 29.4 26.6 55.9 53.5 49.6 37.2 40.3 31.2 47.3
ECG 2.3 2.7 1.9 0.6 1.0 0.2 0.6 1.5 2.1 0.6 1.7 1.0

extension units C 46.2 21.5 31.1 23.5 40.3 24.0 24.9 44.2 22.7 20.2 32.5 27.2
EC 34.4 54.6 33.5 58.9 32.8 67.6 68.1 41.9 39.1 45.3 42.8 52.4
ECG 19.3 23.9 35.5 17.6 26.9 8.4 6.9 13.8 38.2 34.5 24.6 20.4
EGC nd nd nd nd nd nd nd nd nd nd nd nd

mDP 4.4 2.7 3.8 2.5 4.7 2.5 2.2 2.6 2.2 2.6 3.6 a 2.4 b
%G 17.9 15.9 26.7 11.6 21.4 5.0 4.1 9.1 10.9 21.3 18.7 a 10.1 b
%P

Skin Extracts
terminal units C 63.9 71.1 41.7 35.6 40.3 34.7 43.3 52.6 40.6 78.8 50.5 50.0

EC 36.1 28.9 61.9 60.7 59.7 65.3 56.7 47.4 59.4 21.2 49.5 50.0
ECG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

extension units C 38.1 40.5 34.4 53.8 11.9 20.3 59.8 49.6 54.8 24.7 35.7 41.8
EC 56.3 40.5 46.4 38.7 73.3 76.1 33.5 49.2 41.6 70.3 51.0 54.1
ECG 1.5 39.5 2.9 2.1 2.9 1.1 2.6 0.4 0.8 2.4 9. 8 1.5
EGC 4.1 15.1 16.3 6.0 12.0 2.5 4.1 0.7 2.8 2.6 10.7 2.5

mDP 15.7 25.1 13.8 27.4 27.7 16.3 15.7 27.1 26.3 35.4 21.9 a 24.2 a
%G 1.4 4.6 2.7 2.0 2.8 1.0 2.4 0.4 0.8 2.4 2.7 a 1.4 b
%P 3.9 14.5 15.1 5.8 11.6 2.4 3.8 0.7 2.7 2.5 10.2 a 2.4 b

a CS, Cabernet Sauvignon; M, Merlot; %P, percentage of prodelphinidins; %G, percentage of galloylation; mDP, mean degree of polymerization; nd, not detected.
b ANOVA to compare data; values with different letters within each row are significantly different (Tukey’s test, p < 0.05); n, number of grape samples.

Table 5. Structural Characteristics and Composition (Percent in Moles) of Seed and Skin Tannin Extract in 2007a

CSa from vineyard Ma from vineyard CSb Mb

V1 V2 V5 V6 V7 V1 V2 V5 V6 V7 mean value, n ) 5 mean value, n ) 5

Seed Extract
terminal units C 51.1 47.4 52.1 35.9 10.6 46 29 45 50.5 18.5 39.4 42.6

EC 35.1 41.5 30.3 57.9 87 45.2 60.9 40.2 46.5 76.6 50.3 48.2
ECG 13.9 11.1 17.6 6.2 2.4 15.4 10.1 14.8 3.0 4.9 10.2 10.8

extension units C 6.8 6.8 18.7 80.3 28.6 7.6 8.3 8.6 52.5 18.5 28.3 19.2
EC 30.2 34.5 24.5 7.5 50.9 30.6 29.5 31.2 17.0 76.6 29.5 27.1
ECG 63.0 58.7 56.8 12.2 20.5 61.8 62.2 60.1 30.5 4.9 42.2 53.7
EGC nd nd nd nd nd nd nd nd nd nd nd nd

mDP 3.8 3.9 7.2 8.8 4.1 3.5 2.8 3.3 2.3 2.0 5.5 a 3.0 b
%G 50.1 46.5 51.3 11.6 16.1 48.7 34.2 46.5 17.0 20.3 35.1 a 36.6 a
%P

Skin Extract
terminal units C 87.2 99.8 64.0 40.9 82.0 99.6 98.9 99.0 92.0 99.8 74.8 97.4

EC 4.3 0 5.2 48.3 0 0 0 0 6.7 0 11.5 1.7
ECG 4.2 0.2 12.1 10.8 8.0 0.4 1.1 1.0 1.2 0.5 7.1 0.9

extension units C 76.5 12.7 84.9 56.1 53.3 31.3 82.2 92.8 92.4 19.9 56.7 74.7
EC 2.6 65.3 1.4 27 40.6 61.9 7.8 2.4 2.3 79.2 27.4 18.6
ECG 2.1 1.9 9.3 3.3 1.8 1.5 1.5 1.8 2.4 0.2 3.7 1.8
EGC 2.1 19.3 4.4 13.6 2.7 5.2 8.5 3 2.9 0.7 8.4 4.9

mDP 29.4 15.7 48.8 7.8 31.9 4.3 13.1 22.4 24.2 11.7 26.7 a 16.0 a
%G 2.2 2.5 9.4 4.2 3.5 1.3 1.4 1.8 2.3 0.2 4.4 a 1.7 b
%P 18.2 19.4 4.3 11.9 2.5 4.0 7.8 2.9 2.7 0.6 11.3 a 4.4 b

a CS, Cabernet Sauvignon; M, Merlot; %P, percentage of prodelphinidins; %G, percentage of galloylation; mDP, mean degree of polymerization; nd, not detected.
b ANOVA to compare data; values with different letters within each row are significantly different (Tukey’s test, p < 0.05); n, number of grape samples.
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have clearly observed this for Dornfelder and for Gamay
wines, for two vintages, for which differences associated with
tannin content, galloylation percentage, and mDP were
reported.

Besides the mentioned significant differences in tannin profile
between CS and M, a closer look at Table 6 could lead to further
remarks. For both vintages, in seed extracts EC content in M
was higher than in CS, whereas CS presented a higher

percentage of G than M. These findings are in accordance with
Soleas et al. (23), who found that M wine exhibited a higher
content of epicatechin than CS.

Sensory Analysis. Although several researchers have studied
the impact of some media characteristics on bitterness and
astringency, they often involved simple molecules such as
flavan-3-ols (34-36), alums, or acids. The influence of grape
variety on tannin extract perception has been investigated to a
lesser extent (22, 37). The next step after the chemical analyses
was to check if the factor variety could influence the tannin
bitterness and astringency intensity.

ComparatiVe Sensory Analysis between CS and M in 2006.
Table 7 shows the notes that were attributed by the judges.
The panelist effect was not significant (p > 0.05), suggesting
that the evaluation of astringency and bitterness of tannin
extracts was made by homogeneous judges. On a scale of
intensity of 0-7 points, the average scores for astringency were
5.2 and 4.2 for seed tannins extracts and 5.5 and 4.9 for skin
tannin extracts in the cases of CS and M, respectively. As far

Figure 1. Principal component analysis of Seed Tannin Extract composi-
tion for 2006 (factor 1 vs factor 2).

Table 6. Comparison of Grape Variety and Vintage Effect of the Studied
Variables on Skin and Seed Tannin Extracta

varietyb vintageb

CSa mean value
(mg/g), n ) 10

Ma mean value
(mg/g), n ) 10

2006 mean value
(mg/g), n ) 10

2007 mean value
(mg/g), n ) 10

Seed Extract
C 12.94 ( 3.58 a 8.19 ( 1.38 a 6.76 ( 1.12 a 14.37 ( 3.39 b
EC 6.85 ( 1.96 a 8.28 ( 1.12 a 5.53 ( 0.98 a 9.61 ( 1.82 a
ECG 1.38 ( 0.33 a 1.68 ( 0.76 a 0.60 ( 0.21 a 2.45 ( 0.68 b
B1 2.55 ( 0.66 a 1.90 ( 0.49 a 3.77 ( 0.38 a 0.67 ( 0.16 b
B2 3.90 ( 1.79 a 2.80 ( 0.55 a 1.14 ( 0.16 a 5.56 ( 1.58 b
B3 1.59 ( 0.43 a 0.92 ( 0.15 a 1.08 ( 0.19 a 1.43 ( 0.43 a
B4 2.05 ( 0.88 a 1.71 ( 0.39 a 0.52 ( 0.14 a 3.25 ( 0.70 b
T 1.18 ( 0.5 a 2.13 ( 1.09 a 1.54 ( 0.44 a 1.77 ( 1.14 a
mDP 4.59 ( 0.61 a 2.60 ( 0.16 b 3.02 ( 0.30 a 4.18 ( 0.68 a
%G 26.91 ( 5.10 a 21.71 ( 5.15 a 14.4 ( 2.37 a 34.24 ( 5.15 b

Skin Extract
C 0.45 ( 0.14 a 0.28 ( 0.07 a 0.22 ( 0.05 a 0.50 ( 0.14 a
EC 0.36 ( 0.20 a 0.26 ( 0.09 a 0.07 ( 0.02 a 0.55 ( 0.18 b
ECG nd nd nd nd
B1 0.02 ( 0.01 a 0.05 ( 0.035 a 0.03 ( 0.01 a 0.05 ( 0.04 a
B2 nd nd nd nd
B3 0.79 ( 0.67 a 0.25 ( 0.16 a 0.05 ( 0.02 a 0.99 ( 0.66 a
B4 nd nd nd nd
T nd nd nd nd
mDPa 24.30 ( 3.78 a 19.60 ( 2.90 a 23.10 ( 2.27 a 20.94 ( 4.20 a
%Ga 3.53 ( 0.73 a 1.40 ( 0.70 b 2.06 ( 0.40 a 2.87 ( 0.80 a
%Pa 10.54 ( 1.98 a 2.97 ( 1.6 b 6.30 ( 1.70 a 7.21 ( 1.21 a

a In units of mg/g dw for seed and skin tannin extract. CS, Cabernet Sauvignon;
M, Merlot, %P, percentage of prodelphinidins; %G, percentage of galloylation; mDP,
mean degree of polymerization. b ANOVA was made separately to compare vintage
and variety effect; values with different letters within each row are significantly
different (Tukey’s test, p < 0.05); (, standard error over three replications in one
grape sample; n, number of grape samples; nd, not detected.

Figure 2. Principal component analysis of Skin Tannin Extract composition
for 2006 (factor 1 vs factor 2).

Figure 3. %P and %G (percentage of prodelphinidins and galloylation,
respectively) in Skin Tannin Extract for the two grape varieties studied in
2007. Values with different letters are significantly different (Tukey’s test
p < 0.05). Bars represent standard deviation (n ) 5 and 5).
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as bitterness intensity is concerned in seed tannin extracts the
average scores were 4.7 and 3.9 and in skin tannin extracts the
average scores were 5.2 and 4.8 for CS and M, respectively.
Even if the panel is trained, standard deviation may still be
important due to personal perception. No significant differences
were found on astringency or on bitterness intensity (p > 0.05)
for both skin and seed tannin extracts between CS and M. CS
and M varieties did not have a significant difference in sensory
perception of tannin extracts despite the chemical differences
in tannin composition between them. With the exception of
variations in proanthocyanidin composition (such as polymer
size, extent of galloylation, and formation of derivatives) the
other factors that influence these sensations (including sensory
methods and interactions in mixtures as well as physiologic
factors) could explain our findings. The intensity of astringency
and bitterness builds up when several samples are tasted.
Increasing the ethanol concentration of wine from 8 to 14%
(by vol) approximately doubled the bitterness intensity but had
no effect on astringency (38, 39). Ethanol enhancement of
bitterness was also observed with oligomeric tannins in model
wine solutions (40). Saliva may also influence astringency; it
has been speculated that when subjects were partitioned into
groups on the basis of their salivary flow rates and the data
were analyzed separately, low-flow subjects perceived the
maximal intensity of astringency later and rated it more intensely
and for a longer time than did high-flow subjects, for both red
(41) and white wines (38).

ComparatiVe Sensory Analysis between CS and M in 2007.
In vintage 2007, the average values for astringency were 3.9
and 4.2 in seed tannin extracts and 4.0 and 4.2 in skin tannin

extracts for CS and M, respectively (Table 8). The average
scores attributed by the judges for bitterness intensity were 3.8
and 4.2 in seed tannin extracts and 3.1 and 3.6 in skin tannin
extracts for CS and M, respectively (Table 8). Statistical
analyses showed that the grape varieties did not affect the
astringency and bitterness intensity in either skin or seed tannin
extracts (p > 0.05). Again, these observations could be attributed
to the above-mentioned factors (sensory methods and interac-
tions in mixtures as well as physiologic factors).

For both vintages, the grape variety showed the same behavior
pattern. It influenced neither the bitterness nor the astringency
intensity. A closer look at the data reveals similar assessment
of bitterness and astringency intensity, but in general, lower
intensity values were attributed to the orally perceived attributes
in 2007.

Some studies have examined the mouthfeel properties of
grape proanthocyanidins (42-45) so as to improve our under-
standing of the relationship between polyphenol sensory proper-
ties and their structure.

To investigate the extent to which our sensory measures could
be explained by the proanthocyanidin composition, Pearson’s
correlation was performed. Because the grape variety did not
influence the astringency or bitterness intensity, we have grouped
the chemical and sensory data for seed tannin extracts in 2006
and 2007 vintage and also for skin tannin extracts in 2006 and
2007 vintages. In skin tannin extracts, a positive relationship
was found between B3 content (r ) 0.74, p < 0.04, vintage
2006), mDP (r ) 0.647, p < 0.04, vintage 2007), and
astringency intensity. No correlation was pointed out between
both astringency and bitterness intensity and chemical data for
vintages 2006 and 2007 in seed tannin extracts. The correlation
between astringency and mDP has been also confirmed by
another study (31). Vidal et al. (31) have previously evaluated
the mouthfeel properties of different proanthocyanidin fractions
in wine-like solutions and showed that the higher the mDP, the
higher the overall astringency. In another study, Fernandez et
al. (22) demonstrated that Carmenère wines were perceived as
less astringent than CS wines, despite the fact that they presented
a higher proanthocyanidin concentration and a higher mDP than
CS wines. The apparent paradox was explained by the higher
amount of epigallocatechin subunits of Carmenère wine proan-
thocyanidins. The positive correlation of B3 concentration with
astringency intensity in skin tannin extracts is also interesting.
Peleg et al. (6) demonstrated that the maximum intensity of the
oral astringency of monomers was significantly lower than that
of the dimers or trimers, which did not differ significantly. There
are a number of reasons that all of the previous research
findings (42-46) correlating both astringency and bitterness
intensity with chemical data have not been confirmed. In this
study, the trained judges defined astringency as drying or
puckering in the mouth without attention to subqualities. They
did not evaluate model wine samples using the mouthfeel wheel
and specific mouthfeel descriptors with astringency subqualities.

Figure 4. Principal component analysis of Seed Tannin Extract composi-
tion for 2006 and 2007 (factor 1 vs factor 2).

Table 7. Comparison of Astringency and Bitterness Intensity between
Varieties in 2006a

astringency intensity bitterness intensity

tannin extract CSa Ma CSa Ma

seeds 5.2 ( 2.1 a 4.2 ( 1.1 a 4.7 ( 1.3 a 3.9 ( 1.3 a
skins 5.5 ( 2.3 a 4.9 ( 1.4 a 5.2 ( 1.2 a 4.8 ( 1.3 a

a CS, Cabernet Sauvignon; M, Merlot. Mean astringency and bitterness over
two repetitions; (, standard deviation over the two repetitions; values with different
letters in a row are significantly different (Duncan’s test p < 0.05).

Table 8. Comparison of Astringency and Bitterness Intensity between
Varieties in 2007

astringency intensity bitterness intensity

tannin extract CSa Ma CSa Ma

seeds 3.9 ( 1.2 a 4.2 ( 0.9 a 4.0 ( 1.1 a 4.2 ( 1.4 a
skins 3.8 ( 1.1 a 4.2 ( 1.1 a 3.1 ( 0.8 a 3.6 ( 1.1 a

a CS, Cabernet Sauvignon; M, Merlot Mean astringency and bitterness over
two repetitions; (, standard deviation over the two repetitions; values with different
letters in a row are significantly different (Duncan’s test p < 0.05).
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Thus, the judges may have not been able to specifically express
the mouthfeel quality perceived. Instead, they classified their
perceptions as astringent and bitter. The relationship between
tannin extracts and astringency should be further explored with
a panel trained to define more specific subqualities of astrin-
gency, such as fine, grainy, dry, and chalky. Moreover, judges,
even if they are trained, do not always describe bitter and
astringent perceptions with the expected descriptors. Recently,
Lesschaeve (unpublished observations, 2003) studied the rela-
tionship between the consumer language used to express likes
and dislikes and sensory descriptors of red wines. She found
that when consumers tended to like the wines, they did not use
bitter as a descriptor; bitter was used to express dislike and
tended to be associated with acid and astringent sensory
characteristics, not bitterness. In the same study, consumers who
liked astringent wines described them as having “a lot of
character” or “a long aftertaste”.

In addition, for the bitter taste, no general rule has ever been
reported to relate the structure of the molecules and bitterness
(47). Robichaud and Noble investigated the bitterness of some
phenolic compounds (42); they found that (+)-catechin and
gallic acid were more bitter than astringent. Boselli et al. (37)
studied the sensory aspects and the related chemical components
of five minor Italian Denominazione di Origine Controllata
(DOC) red wines; they created a predictive model for astrin-
gency but not for bitterness. Landon et al. (48) indicated that
perceived astringency as well as bitterness was significantly
correlated with tannin levels in Washington wines. Schlosser
et al. (49), who studied Chardonnay wines from three regions
of the Niagara peninsula, have demonstrated no differences for
aroma taste (perceived acidity, bitterness) and mouthfeel terms
(astringency, body). Little is currently known about the relation-
ship between bitterness and molecular structure; the number and
diversity of bitter tastants indicate that several transduction
mechanisms may be involved (50).

In our work we investigated the influence of grape variety
on proanthocyanidin composition and sensory perception of
grape skin and seed tannin extracts from Bordeaux wine grapes.
Until now, grape variety effect on proanthocyanidin composition
and sensory perception has never been studied in Bordeaux
predominant wine grape varieties. We have demonstrated that
there are aspects of proanthocyanidin (%P and %G in skin tannin
extracts, mDP in seed tannin extracts) that might differentiate
tannin composition of skin and seed tannin extracts according
to variety. The astringency and bitterness intensity for both skin
and seed extracts did not differentiate between CS and M.
Although difficulties in creating a predictive model for sensory
perception of skin and seed tannin extracts occurred, relation-
ships between astringency and proanthocyanidin composition
(particularly with mDP and B3 content) were observed in tannin
skin extracts. This work will be continued focusing on the grape
variety effect on mouth textural characteristics of tannin extracts.
Despite recent findings, grape variety discrimination according
to grape proanthocyanidin composition and sensory perception
remains a major challenge of wine research.
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