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Several experiments of maceration of a sherry wine vinegar with different fruits (orange, lemon,
strawberry, grapefruit, and lime) have been carried out. After optimization (only peel, no heating and
seven days as maximum time of maceration), parameters such as polyphenolic content, superoxide
anion scavenging ability (related to antioxidant activity) and ascorbic acid content were determined in
sherry wine vinegars macerated with two amounts of peel and for two maceration times (3 and 7 days).
The analysis of variance pointed to a clear relationship (p < 0.01) between type of fruit and amount of
peel and polyphenolic content. The factor “time” was practically not significant for any polyphenol. Sherry
wine vinegars macerated with different fruits exhibited higher superoxide anion scavenger ability, with the
maximum values found for the vinegar macerated with lemon peel. The correlation analysis showed that
the superoxide anion scavenger ability of the vinegars macerated, and thus their antioxidant activity, was
highly correlated (p < 0.01) with several polyphenols, especially with naringin, hesperidin, neohesperidin

and gentisic acid and not with the ascorbic acid content.
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INTRODUCTION

In the past few years, the food industry and consumers are
becoming more conscious of the nutritional value and safety of food
and ingredients. Interest in the consumption of natural antioxidants
(especially phenolic compounds) has increased considerably, due to
their antiviral, anti-inflammatory and antihypertensive proper-
ties (1, 2). Therefore, some authors affirmed that the daily ingestion
of phenolic-rich food could prevent chronic, degenerative and
coronary heart diseases (3,4), such as cancer and atherosclerosis (5).

Polyphenolic compounds are present to a large extent in vegetal
products, such as vinegars, wines and several fruits (6—8). On the
one hand, citrus fruits are a great source of phenolic compounds,
and hydroxycinnamic acid derivatives and flavanones are the two
main groups. Ferulic, p-coumaric, sinapic, caffeic and chlorogenic
acids are the principal hydroxycinnamic acid derivatives in citrus
fruits (9, 10). Naringin and narirutin, together with hesperidin and
neohesperidin, are the most abundant flavonoids in the edible part
of many species of citrus fruits (3, /7). On the other hand, the
polyphenol content has been studied at length in enological
products, particularly vinegars, such as red wine vinegars (12),
traditional balsamic vinegars (¢) and Sherry wine vinegars (6, 13).
Particularly, our research group has previously studied the poly-
phenolic composition of Sherry wine vinegars (14—16). According
to these authors, trans-caftaric acid and trans-p-coutaric acid are the
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main hydroxycinnamic acid derivatives present in Sherry wine
vinegars, together with (+)-catechin and gallic acid, among flavan-
3-ols and benzoic acids.

Several papers suggest that phenolic compounds play an impor-
tant role in the antioxidant activity of fruits, vegetables and all their
derived products. Alonso et al. (15) studied the correlation between
the antioxidant power of brandies and vinegars and their polyphe-
nolic content. In citrus fruits, several studies have tried to establish
the relationship between antioxidant activity (by means of total
antioxidant determination, free radical scavenging activity and
superoxide anion scavenging ability) and polyphenolic concentra-
tion (9,10,17,18). Also, several authors have studied the antioxidant
capacity of some individual phenolic compounds. For instance,
Gorinstein et al. (/8) associated the lowest antioxidant activity with
ferulic acid and the highest with caffeic acid, whereas Miller et al. (19)
observed that (—)-epicatechin and gallic acid, together with hesper-
idin and narirutin, had a higher antioxidant capacity.

Apart from these findings, nowadays, the enological market is
full of traditional products. With the aim of diversifying it, new
and healthy products derived from vinegars are now starting to be
developed and studied. Although only a few researches on acetic
fermentation of fruits have been developed in Europe, Japan and
China has got a consolidated industry in this type of products. For
instance, Chang et al. (20) studied the physicochemical properties
of different concentrated fruit vinegars, and subtropical fruit
vinegars have also been analyzed by other authors (27, 22). With
regard to macerated vinegars with fruits, to date no European
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scientific data have been reported in the literature, but some studies
have been found in Asia (23, 24).

The aim of this research is to study the polyphenolic composi-
tion and antioxidant activity (by means of the superoxide anion
scavenging ability) of Sherry wine vinegars macerated with several
fruits. In this way, new vinegar-derived products with higher
functional properties and optimal organoleptic characteristics have
been developed. Therefore, in order to establish optimal macera-
tion conditions (parts of the fruits, heating, maceration time and
fruit quantity), several assays have been carried out. In addition, a
correlation study between the polyphenolic content and the anti-
oxidant activity has been carried out.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Samples. A Sherry wine vinegar (nonaged, 7 acetic degrees and 1
alcoholic degree), supplied by a local winery, was employed to carry out
the present research. This vinegar was individually macerated with
different fruits which presented an optimal maturity and health stage:
orange (Citrus sinensis and Citrus aurantium, from Valencia, Spain), lemon
(Citrus limon, from Murcia, Spain), lime (Citrus latifolia, from Mexico),
red grapefruit (Citrus paradisi, from Valencia, Spain) and strawberry
(Fragaria ananassa, from Segovia, Spain). The employed Sherry wine
vinegar without maceration was used during all the process as control
vinegar, maintained under the same conditions as the macerated vinegars.

Development of Optimal Maceration Conditions. First, in order to
establish the optimal conditions of the maceration process, three assays
were carried out. For this approach, orange fruit was selected as represen-
tative of the rest of the studied fruits, because it is one of the most consumed,
extended and previously studied ones.

Three different parameters were taken into account: part of the fruit,
maceration time and heating. Three glass containers were filled with two
liters of Sherry wine vinegar in each one. With the aim of establishing the
most appropriate part of the fruit, 3 x 3 cm pieces of orange were added,
both peel and pulp to one container (400 g + 250 g), and only peel to other
two containers (400 g). In order to study the temperature effect, heating
(40 °C) was applied in one of the containers with peel. The experiences with
heating and pulp plus peel were discarded. The authors thought that the
joint use of both variables, high temperature and pulp, could produce
different and numerous reactions which could deteriorate vinegar’s sensorial
profile. Sampling was done at 7 and 14 days of maceration. All the containers
were continuously stirred at 300 rpm, and every 12 h they were completely
mixed to facilitate a closer contact of the upper material with the vinegar.
Each experiment was carried out in duplicate.

Maceration with Different Fruits. A second scheme of maceration
conditions with different fruits was carried out. The fruits selected were
orange, lemon, lime, grapefruit and strawberry. Two different maceration
times (3 and 7 days) and two different amounts of peel (200 and 400 g) were
studied. In the case of strawberry, 200 and 400 g of the entire fruit was
employed. No temperature was applied in this second scheme of macera-
tion. All the experiments were carried out in duplicate.

Analysis of Polyphenols and Furanic Compounds. UPLC separa-
tion, identification and quantification of phenolic compounds were
performed on a Waters Acquity UPLC system, equipped with a diode
array detector (DAD), according to the method proposed by Schwarz
et al. (25). An Acquity UPLC BEH CI18 column (100 x 2.1 mm/ID, with
1.7 um particle size), also from Waters, was used. The identification of each
compound was carried out by comparing retention times and UV—vis
spectra with those provided for commercial standards. When commercial
standards were not available, the calibration curves of compounds with
similar chemical structures were used. This was the case of eriocitrin and
neohesperidin, which were quantified with the calibration curves of naringin
and hesperidin, respectively. All the analyses were carried out in duplicate.

Several phenolic compounds (such as benzoic acids, hydroxycinnamic
acid derivatives and glycosylated flavanones, the last ones specific to citrus
fruits) and furanic derivatives have been identified in Sherry wine vinegars
macerated with fruits. The identification and quantification of benzoic
acids, furanic derivatives and glycosylated flavanones were made using
the DAD chromatograms obtained at 280 nm, whereas a wavelength of
320 nm was used for the hydroxycinnamic acid derivatives.

J. Agric. Food Chem., Vol. 58, No. 22,2010 11815
Table 1. Study of the Optimal Maceration Conditions?

superoxide anion

time peel/peel scavenger ability
(days) heating + pulp® (mmol/L + SD)
7 yes P 3.273 £0.063
7 no P 3.058 +0.005
7 no PP 2.756 +0.063
14 yes P 3.586 +0.017
14 no P 3.045+0.121
14 no PP 2.820 £ 0.040

#Mean values (n = 4). Fruit: orange. PP, peel; PP, peel + pulp; SD, standard
deviation.

Analysis of Antioxidant Activity. In order to determine the anti-
oxidant activity of water-soluble samples by means of superoxide anion
scavenging ability, a method based on photochemiluminescence (PCL)
was used. The photosensitized chemiluminescence was measured with a
Photochem apparatus (Analytik Jena AG, Germany).

An optical excitation of a photosensitizer (luminol) produces free radicals
(superoxide anion radicals), which are partially eliminated from the sample
by reaction with the antioxidants present in the sample. In the measuring cell,
the remaining radicals are detected by chemiluminescent reaction with
luminol, and antioxidant activity is determined. Unlike others, this method
is not tied to specific pH values, so it is adequate for vinegar samples. Results
are presented in equivalent concentration units of ascorbic acid.

This analytical method has been previously employed in blood plasma,
drugs and cosmetics (26—28), plants and several fruits (29, 30). However,
no previous data about antioxidant activity in vinegars have been reported
by this technique.

Ascorbic Acid Determination. In order to check the possible influ-
ence of the ascorbic acid content on the antioxidant activity, it was
separately quantified. The vitamin C content in the final vinegars
macerated with fruits was determined by direct titration with iodine (37).
Briefly, 25 mL of the macerated Sherry vinegar and 25 mL of 2 N sulfuric
acid (Scharlau, Barcelona, Spain) was transferred into a 250 mL Erlen-
meyer flask. The mixture was diluted with 50 mL of water and 3 mL of
starch, and 1% (Panreac, Barcelona, Spain) was added as an indicator.
The solution was directly titrated with 0.1 N iodine previously standar-
dized (Panreac, Barcelona, Spain).

Sensory Analysis. The sessions were carried out in a standard tasting
room (UNE 87-004). All evaluations, exclusively orthonasal, were carried
out at 22 °C. Fifteen milliliters of macerated sample was presented in blue
glasses, generally used for olive oil sensory analysis, and covered with a
glass top in order to minimize the possible loss of aroma. The panel judges
(number of judges: 15), all of whom were laboratory personnel, were
submitted to a training period about general and specific sensorial aspects.

A structured five-point scale (UNE 87020 equivalent to ISO 4121:1987)
was used to quantify the general impression: bad (0), mediocre (1),
acceptable (2), good (3) and very good (4).

Statistical Analysis. Analysis of variance (ANOVA), Student’s 7 test,
correlation analysis (CA) and principal component analysis (PCA) using
the statistical computer packages Statgraphics Centurion, version 15.0
(Statpoint Inc., USA), and SPSS Statistics version 15.0 (SPSS Inc., IL,
USA) for Windows XP were performed.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Optimal Maceration Conditions. After preference evaluation of
a panel of expert assessors in sensory analysis, and taking also into
account superoxide anion scavenging ability values (antioxidant
activity) (Table 1), optimal maceration conditions were selected.
As can be seen, Sherry wine vinegars macerated only with peel
presented higher antioxidant activity values than those macerated
with both peel and pulp. In addition a longer maceration time
(14 days) did not significantly increase antioxidant activity.

In relation to the general impression determined by sensory
analysis, for each sample, both the average value and the standard
deviation for all the tasters were calculated: peel without heating
after 7 days, 3.5 £ 0.4; peel without heating after 14 days, 2.8 & 0.6;
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peel with heating after 7 days, 3.2 £ 0.3; peel with heating after
14 days, 2.3 4 0.4; peel and pulp without heating after 7 days, 2.5 £
0.6; peel and pulp without heating after 14 days, 1.7 4+ 0.7. Among
the vinegars macerated with only peel, the one without heating after
one week reached the highest value (3.5 0.4), while that elaborated
by using heating after 2 weeks was the worse valued (2.3 £ 0.3). As
can be seen, shorter periods of time (7 days) were preferred, and
heating deteriorated the aromatic profile of macerated samples.

Therefore, and taking into account that the final product was
mainly focused on the consumers, the following conditions were
fixed for subsequent macerations: employing only the peel, with-
out heating and with a maximum time of maceration of 7 days.
The fact of not heating during the maceration process provides a
wider scope to be proposed as a new development method of
vinegar-derived products for the industrial sector.

Vinegars Macerated with Different Fruits. Polyphenolic Com-
position. Taking into account the previous results, later macera-
tions using the achieved optimal conditions were carried out with
different fruits (orange, lemon, lime, grapefruit and strawberry).
Two different maceration times (3 and 7 days) and two different
amounts of peel (200 and 400 g) were studied.

Eighteen polyphenolic compounds and furanic derivatives
were determined in the studied samples, and their concentrations
in the different macerated vinegars as well as in the control
vinegar (without maceration) are presented in Table 2. As can be
seen, in general terms, all the vinegars macerated with fruits
increased their individual polyphenolic concentration. Moreover,
as it is logical, some new compounds, not found in the control
Sherry vinegar, were transferred to it during the maceration process.
On the one hand, some compounds were ceded to the vinegars in a
large extent (on the order of g/L). Hesperidin was the main
compound detected in vinegars macerated with lemon, which was
in agreement with Grandi et al. (32), and it was also found in those
vinegars macerated with orange, lime and grapefruit (33—35).
Naringin was detected in vinegars macerated with grapefruit, being
the polyphenolic compound with the highest concentration when
this fruit was used. This fact was previously reported by Hsu et al. 35)
who described this compound as the main one in grapefruit juices.
It was also present, but in a lower level, in vinegars macerated with
orange and lime. Finally, neohesperidin was found in vinegars
macerated with orange, lemon and grapefruitin a high level of
concentration. On the other hand, some compounds not present in
the control vinegar were detected in the macerated vinegars, butin a
minor level of concentration (on the order of mg/L). These were
gentisic acid and ferulic acid, found in vinegars macerated with
orange, lemon, and grapefruit; eriocitrin, which was detected in
vinegars macerated with lime and grapefruit; and narirutin, which
was in those macerated with orange, grapefruit and strawberry.

In addition, typical polyphenolic compounds from Sherry
vinegar (e.g.: gallic acid, protocatechuic acid, p-hydroxybenzal-
dehyde, caffeic acid, etc.) were also determined in the macerated
vinegars with concentration values similar to those found in the
literature (15, 16). However, some compounds from the control
vinegar were not found in some of the macerated vinegars such as
furfural in orange, lemon, lime and grapefruit macerations or
protocatechualdehyde and tyrosol in vinegars macerated with
lime and grapefruit. This fact could be explained by taking into
account possible interference of other nonidentified compounds
derived from the fruits that could affect the identification of the
studied compounds and/or possible losses by adsorption of these
compounds to the solids during maceration. Further studies
could be done in order to clarify this point.

In order to study statistically the differences in the polyphe-
nolic content of all the samples, polyphenol data were submitted
to analysis of variance. In this case, three independent factors
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were considered: fruit, amount of peel and maceration time. As
can be seen in Table 3, the most significant factor was fruit (p <
0.01) followed by amount of peel, significant for protocatechuic
acid, hesperidin, naringin, cis-p-coutaric acid, and ferulic acid.
Hesperidin and naringin exhibited clear increases as the amount
of peel increased. The factor time was practically not significant
for any polyphenol. So, a less time-consuming process for the
development of this new type of vinegar could be proposed.

Figure 1 shows the UPLC chromatograms at 280 nm of the
Sherry wine vinegars macerated with all studied fruits and the
control vinegar without any maceration. As can be seen, vinegar
macerated with strawberry presented the most similar polyphe-
nolic profile to the control vinegar, i.e., it was the fruit that
provided less polyphenolic compounds to the macerated vinegar
(only narirutin). Vinegar macerated with orange was the vinegar
with more additional compounds, and, in addition, some poly-
phenols already present in the control vinegar, such as p-hydro-
xybenzaldehyde, cis-p-coutaric acid and caffeic acid, increased
their concentrations with this maceration as well (Table 2).

This fact could be corroborated with the principal component
analysis (PCA) that was carried out on polyphenols. When the set
of data was subjected to PCA, five significant PCs arose accord-
ing to Kraiser’s criterion (eingenvalues > 1). Figure 2 shows the
score plot of the first two PCs, which explained 57.12% of the
total variance of the polyphenols. As can be seen, almost all
samples are clearly grouped according to the fruit employed in the
maceration. The group of the most similar samples to the control
vinegar was the one formed by the samples macerated with
strawberry, as it was previously noticed. Orange maceration
provided the most different vinegars to the control vinegar, and
samples macerated with lime, lemon and grapefruit were placed
in an intermediate position. The variables with a higher weight
for the principal component 1 (39.53% of total variance) mainly
were protocatechualdehyde, tyrosol and #-caftaric acid. For the
second factor, principal component 2 (17.59% of total variance),
p-hydroxybenzaldehyde, naringin, narirutin, cis-p-coutaric acid
and gentisic acid were the main constituents.

Vinegars Macerated with Different Fruits. Antioxidant Activity.
Antioxidant activity of all macerated vinegars, and of the control
vinegar without maceration, was measured by means of super-
oxide anion scavenging ability (Table 4). It is worth mentioning
that antioxidant activity of Sherry wine vinegars significantly
increased when they were macerated with the majority of the
fruits in the studied conditions, with the exception of strawberry,
according to Student’s ¢ test (Table 4). So, in most cases, more
healthful products were developed by macerating fruits and
vinegar. Analysis of variance (Table 4) revealed, in most cases,
as significant factors for antioxidant activity the three factors
considered: fruit, amount of peel and maceration time.

By far, the maximum values were found when the vinegar was
macerated with lemon peel, especially with 400 g of peel. These
values increased significantly (more than 100% of increase) in
relation to those obtained employing a minor amount of peel
(200 g). Miller et al. (19) reported very high levels of antioxidant
activity in fruit juices due to the presence of hesperidin, which is
the main polyphenolic compound in the vinegars macerated with
lemon, as it was previously stated. In general for the rest of the
fruits, significant increases of antioxidant activity were also found
when higher amount of peel and maceration time were used, with
the exception of maceration time for lime.

The high amount of ascorbic acid that is present in the studied
fruitsis well-known (36), and it has been related to the antioxidant
activity of fruit juices by Miller et al. (19). In order to check if
the final ascorbic acid content of the macerated vinegars could
have influence on their antioxidant activity, it was quantified in
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Figure 1. UPLC chromatograms at 280 nm of Sherry vinegars macerated with fruits (400 g of peel, 7 days). Legend: Control Sherry vinegar (a); Sherry vinegar
macerated with strawberry (b), orange (¢), lemon (d), grapefruit (e) and lime (f).Identified compounds: 1, gallic acid; 2, 5-hydroxymethyl furfural; 3, protocatechuic
acid; 4, trans-caftaric acid; 5, furfural; 6, protocatechualdehyde; 7, gentisic acid; 8, trans-p-coutaric acid; 9, cis-p-coutaric acid; 10, tyrosol; 11, p-hydroxy-benzaldehyde;
12, caffeic acid; 13, ferulic acid; 14, eriocitrin; 15, narirutin; 16, naringin; 17, hesperidin; 18, neohesperidin.

Table 3. ANOVA Analysis Applied to Polyphenolic Compounds and Furanic o ]
Derivati ‘O e | ® Orange
erivatives g | o1 & Grapefmit
fruit amount time a \F * ¢ Lemon
= . " oy ., o Lime
polyphenols and S sk . J = Stawberry
furanic derivatives F p F p F p ] ao;’ * Control Vinegar
S os3f a g
gallic acid 42.94  0.00007 554  0.0248 6.88  0.0131 E ’ A
5-OH-methylfurfural 104.52  0.0000° 0.07  0.7993 0.15  0.6994 e i m 1
protocatechuic acid 207 041066 1956 000017 496 0.0329 4.3 7 e s o % =
furfural 269.21  0.0000% 0.17  0.6808 7.75  0.0088% : : ¢ : o . g
p-OH-benzaldehyde 596  0.00107 0.17  0.6808 185 0.1825 Component 1 (39.53%)
protocatechualdehyde ~ 864.13  0.00007 197 01695  0.01  0.9100
narirutin 6553 0.0000° 339 00748 212 0.1548 Figure 2. Plot of the studied vinegar samples in the space defined by the
tyrosol 7545  0.0000° 259 04173 076  0.3905 first two principal components (PC) with regard to polyphenolic compounds
eriocitrin 65.86 0.00007 6.89 0.0130 0.17 0.6836 and furanic derivatives.
hesperidin 64.11  0.0000° 18.64 0.0001% 078  0.3833
naringin 3369 0.0000° 996 0.0034* 023 0.6368 them very similar and ranging between 13.53 and 17.25 mg/L.
neohesperidin 104.01 0-0000: 642 00162 141 02436 These values were statistically different from those corresponding
t-caftaric E.iCId . 182.77  0.0000 0.05 0.8217 131 0.2614 to the control Vinegar (p < 0.01).
t-p-coutaric acid 3.92 0.0103 250 0.1237 428  0.0465 . . .
A 4 a On the one hand, the maximum value was achieved by the vinegar
¢-p-coutaric acid 8.92  0.0001 12.97  0.0010 0.32  0.5780 . R .
gentisic acid 3439 00000° 666 00145 435 00447 magergted w1th §trawberry, just the one .WhICh had the low§:st
caffeic acid 11.94  00000° 072 04025 005 0.8200 antioxidant activity. On the other hand, vinegar macerated with
ferulic acid 4094  0.0000° 1673 0.0003" 0.33 0.5675 lemon, which had by far the highest superoxide anion scavenging

@Values are significant at p < 0.01.

the samples macerated during 7 days with 400 g of fruit peel
(Figure 3). As can be seen, all macerated vinegars presented higher

levels of ascorbic acid than control vinegar (11.50 mg/L), all of

ability value, and thus antioxidant activity, presented values of
ascorbic acid similar to those vinegars macerated with other fruits.

So, itis logical that, when these data were submitted to correla-
tion analysis (CA), the results obtained (Pearson correlation coeffi-
cient = 0.230; p = 0.236) revealed that these two parameters,
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Table 4. Superoxide Anion Scavenger Ability (mmol/L) of Sherry Wine Vinegars Macerated with Different Fruits and with Different Conditions®

amount of peel (g): 0 200 400

time (days): 0 3 3 7
control vinegar 2.230 £ 0.000
orange 3.167°+0.002 3.685°+ 0.005 d 3.650° =+ 0.001 4.163°40.032 d
lemon 5.123° 4+ 0.053 6.542° 4+ 0.013 d 11.63°40.250 14.07°£0.083 d
lime 2.750° + 0.037 3.092°40.001 3.848°+0.022 4.146°4+0.107
grapefruit 2.386° 4+ 0.007 2.951 +0.036 d 2.804° 4+ 0.021 3.152+ 0.010 d
strawberry 2.184°40.045 2.121%° £0.041 2.306°+0.008 2.085°40.025 d

2Fixed parameters: fruit peel and without heating. Mean values & SD (n= 4); g, grams. ® Significant differences according to the amount of peel for 3 days of maceration (p <
0.01). °Significant differences according to the amount of peel for 7 days of maceration (p < 0.01). Significant differences according to the maceration time (p < 0.07). °No

significant differences between each macerated vinegar and control vinegar (p < 0.01).

Concentration (mgiL)
a

16
14
12
&
@
4
2
o

Control Lemon Orange Straw berry Lime: Grapefruit

Figure 3. Ascorbic acid concentration (mg/L) in Sherry wine vinegars
macerated with different fruits. Mean values with standard deviations (n = 3).

antioxidant activity and ascorbic acid content, in the samples
studied, were not correlated.

Therefore, all of this let us conclude that the increase in
ascorbic acid content after maceration did not affect antioxidant
activity of macerated vinegars. This fact is in concordance with
Rapisarda et al. (9), who pointed out that ascorbic acid only
played a minor role in the antioxidant efficiency of orange juices,
and with Tabart et al. (37), whose work revealed that all studied
phenolic compounds, such as gallic acid and hesperidin, showed a
greater antioxidant capacity than ascorbic acid. However, other
authors (38) observed that ascorbic acid played a high role for the
antioxidant capacity of citrus juices, higher than that played by
certain glycosylated flavanones. These authors explained these
contradictory results on the basis of factors such as citrus variety,
maturity, material preparation and methodology used to deter-
mine the antioxidant activity.

Correlation Study. Correlation coefficients of superoxide anion
scavenging ability (antioxidant activity) and individual polyphe-
nols are shown in Table 5. The antioxidant activity of the vinegars
macerated was highly correlated (p <0.01) with several polyphenols,
especially with naringin, hesperidin, neohesperidin and gentisic
acid. The rest of the polyphenols, most of them phenolic acids,
showed a nonsignificant correlation with antioxidant activity. Xu
et al. (38) found that the flavanone glycosylates narirutin, naringin,
hesperidin and neohesperidin showed a higher correlation with the
antioxidant activity of citrus juice than certain phenolic acids
(caffeic acid, ferulic acid, protocatechuic acid and p-coumaric acid).

In summary, the results obtained indicate that several phenolic
compounds are extracted from the fruit employed during the
vinegar maceration process and that this enrichment implies a
higher antioxidant activity of the macerated vinegars. Among the
phenolic compounds found in the macerated vinegars, those with
higher antioxidant activity were several glycosylated flavanones
(hesperidin, neohesperidin and naringin). So, it can be concluded
that the optimal maceration conditions (fruit peel, no heating and
only 3 days) produced new Sherry wine vinegars with higher

Table 5. Correlation Study between Studied Compounds (Polyphenolic
Compounds and Furanic Derivatives) and their Superoxide Anion Sca-
venger Ability

superoxide anion scavenger ability correlation

studied compounds Pearson correlation coefficient p value
gallic acid 0.399 0.056
5-OH-methylfurfural 0.069 0.378
protocatechuic acid 0.325 0.065
furfural 0.052 0.406
p-OH-benzaldehyde 0.122 0.022
protocatechualdehyde —0.075 0.367
narirutin —0.086 0.348
tyrosol 0.107 0.313
eriocitrin —0.078 0.362
hesperidin 0.561 0.003%
naringin 0.932 0.0007
neohesperidin 0.732 0.000%
t-caftaric acid 0.044 0.421
t-p-coutaric acid —0.331 0.061
c-p-coutaric acid —0.095 0.333
gentisic acid 0.445 0.009%
caffeic acid 0.081 0.357
ferulic acid —0.079 0.360

4 p values <0.01.

functional properties and optimal organoleptic characteristics.
This new proposed process could be easily employed by any
vinegar maker company, and it will allow diversification of its
production and to develop a final vinegar derivative that could
have many beneficial effects on the final consumers, regularly
employed as food dressing.
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