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Abstract: The stilbenoids, a group of naturally occurring phenolic compounds, are found in a
variety of plants, including some berries that are used as food or for medicinal purposes. They are
known to be beneficial for human health as anti-inflammatory, chemopreventive, and antioxidative
agents. We have investigated a group of 19 stilbenoid substances in vitro using a cellular model of
THP-1 macrophage-like cells and pyocyanin-induced oxidative stress to evaluate their antioxidant or
pro-oxidant properties. Then we have determined any effects that they might have on the expression
of the enzymes catalase, glutathione peroxidase, and heme oxygenase-1, and their effects on the
activation of Nrf2. The experimental results showed that these stilbenoids could affect the formation
of reactive oxygen species in a cellular model, producing either an antioxidative or pro-oxidative
effect, depending on the structure pinostilbene (2) worked as a pro-oxidant and also decreased
expression of catalase in the cell culture. Piceatannol (4) had shown reactive oxygen species (ROS)
scavenging activity, whereas isorhapontigenin (18) had a mild direct antioxidant effect and activated
Nrf2-antioxidant response element (ARE) system and elevated expression of Nrf2 and catalase.
Their effects shown on cells in vitro warrant their further study in vivo.
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1. Introduction

Stilbenoids are a group of secondary plant metabolites belonging to a wide family of plant
phenolics. Although stilbenoids share a simple C6-C2-C6 unit, i.e., a 1,2-diphenylethylene structural
unit-glycosylation, prenylation (including the formation of Diels-Alder adducts), and the ability to form
benzofurans and oligomers make the group structurally large and diverse [1]. Historically, stilbenoids
have been studied because of their prominent antibacterial, anticancer, and anti-inflammatory
properties, and many studies have also described their antioxidant and chemopreventive properties.
Among the stilbenoids chosen for these experiments (see Table 1) and also one of the best known is
trans-resveratrol (1). This stilbenoid has been the focus of thousands of studies in recent years and
has been shown to possess a promising potential for interactions with many cellular components.
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Its antiaging, anti-inflammatory, antioxidant, and immunomodulatory properties [2,3] have inspired
clinical studies and trans-resveratrol (1) is currently described as a compound that is beneficial for the
treatment of inflammatory diseases, metabolic syndrome, type 2 diabetes, and cardiovascular diseases.
However, its relatively low bioavailability and rapid metabolism in vivo make the efficacy of this
compound uncertain and reveal the need to investigate stilbenoid derivatives with greater activities [4].

Based on our previous results concerning anti-inflammatory activity (effect of lipopolysaccharide
(LPS)-stimulated activation of nuclear factor κB/activator protein 1 (NF-κB/AP-1) and also
subsequent signaling pathways) [3], we have tested 19 stilbenoid derivatives in the cell
model THP-1-XBlue-CD14-MD2. We observed the production of reactive oxygen species
(ROS) at the basal level and after stimulation with pyocyanin [5] after short- and long-termed
exposure to determine any possible antioxidative and pro-oxidative effects, and compare
its effects with quercetin [6]. These compounds that showed potential to interact with
oxidative processes were further tested for their effects on the expression of enzymes involved
in oxidative stress: catalase (CAT), glutathione peroxidase (GPx), heme oxygenase-1 (HO-1),
superoxide dismutase 1 (SOD-1) and superoxide dismutase 2 (SOD-2). They were also tested for their
effects on nuclear factor erythroid 2–related factor 2 (Nrf2), which controls the basal and induced
expression of antioxidant response element–dependent genes to regulate cellular resistance to
oxidative stress.

Table 1. Structures of the test stilbenoids.

Biomolecules 2019, 9, x  2  of  16 

compound that is beneficial for the treatment of inflammatory diseases, metabolic syndrome, type 2 

diabetes,  and  cardiovascular  diseases.  However,  its  relatively  low  bioavailability  and  rapid 

metabolism in vivo make the efficacy of this compound uncertain and reveal the need to investigate 

stilbenoid derivatives with greater activities [4]. 

Based  on  our  previous  results  concerning  anti‐inflammatory  activity  (effect  of 

lipopolysaccharide (LPS)‐stimulated activation of nuclear factor κB/activator protein 1 (NF‐κB/AP‐1) 
and also  subsequent  signaling pathways)  [3], we have  tested 19  stilbenoid derivatives  in  the  cell 

model THP‐1‐XBlue‐CD14‐MD2. We observed the production of reactive oxygen species  (ROS) at 

the basal  level and after stimulation with pyocyanin  [5] after short‐ and  long‐termed exposure  to 

determine  any  possible  antioxidative  and  pro‐oxidative  effects,  and  compare  its  effects  with 

quercetin  [6]. These  compounds  that  showed potential  to  interact with oxidative processes were 

further  tested  for  their effects on  the expression of enzymes  involved  in oxidative stress: catalase 
(CAT), glutathione peroxidase  (GPx), heme oxygenase‐1  (HO‐1), superoxide dismutase 1  (SOD‐1) 

and  superoxide  dismutase  2  (SOD‐2).  They were  also  tested  for  their  effects  on  nuclear  factor 

erythroid 2–related factor 2 (Nrf2), which controls the basal and induced expression of antioxidant 

response element–dependent genes to regulate cellular resistance to oxidative stress. 

2. Materials and Methods 

2.1. Test Compounds 

The  stilbenoid derivatives  to be  tested  (1–19, Table 1) were  isolated  from natural  sources or 

obtained  commercially. The naturally  occurring  stilbenoids  trans‐resveratrol  (1), pinostilbene  (2), 

thunalbene  (3),  piceatannol  (4),  piceatannol‐3’‐O‐β‐glucopyranoside  (5),  batatasin  III  (6), 

pinostilbenoside  (7),  1‐(2,4‐dihydroxyphenyl)‐2‐(4‐hydroxyfenyl)‐ethanone  (10), 

3,5‐dimethoxystilbene  (11),  pterostilbene  (15),  pinosylvin  monomethyl  ether  (17),  and 

isorhapontigenin (18) were obtained from Sigma‐Aldrich, synthetic compounds trans‐stilbene (12), 

cis–stilbene  (13),  4‐stilbenecarboxylic  acid  (14),  trans‐α‐methylstilbene  (16),  and 

2,4,3´,5´‐tetramethoxystilbene (19) were purchased from Sigma‐Aldrich (Steinheim, Germany). The 

compounds  2‐carboxyl‐3‐O‐methyl‐4´‐β‐D‐glucopyranosyl‐dihydroresveratrol  (8)  and 

3‐O‐caffeoyl‐(95)‐β‐apiosyl‐(16)‐β‐glucopyranosyl‐5,3´‐O‐dimethyldihydropiceatannol  (9) were 

kindly provided by Dr. Sebastian Granica  (Medical University of Warsaw, Warsaw, Poland) who 

had isolated them from Tragopogon tommasinii Sch.Bip. (Asteraceae, Cichorieae) [7]. 

Table 1. Structures of the test stilbenoids. 

 

 

    R1  R2  R3  R4  R5  R6 

1  Trans‐resveratrol    OH  H  H  OH  OH  H 

2  Pinostilbene    OCH3  H  H  OH  OH  H 

3  Thunalbene    OCH3  H  OH  H  OH  H 

4  Piceatannol    OH  H  OH  OH  OH  H 

5 
Piceatannol‐3´‐O‐β‐glucopyran

oside   
OH  H  O‐Glc  OH  OH  H 

7  Pinostilbenoside    OCH3  H  H  O‐Glc  OH  H 

11  3,5‐dimethoxystilbene    OCH3  H  H  H  OCH3  H 

12  Trans‐stilbene    H  H  H  H  H  H 

13  Cis‐stilbene    H  H  H  H  H  H 

14  4‐Stilbenecarboxylic acid    H  H  H  COOH  H  H 

15  Pterostilbene    OCH3  H  H  OH  OCH3  H 

R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6

1 Trans-resveratrol OH H H OH OH H
2 Pinostilbene OCH3 H H OH OH H
3 Thunalbene OCH3 H OH H OH H
4 Piceatannol OH H OH OH OH H
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3-O-caffeoyl-(9→5)-β-apiosyl-(1→6)-β-glucopyranosyl-5,3´-O-dimethyldihydropiceatannol
(9)

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Test Compounds

The stilbenoid derivatives to be tested (1–19, Table 1) were isolated from natural
sources or obtained commercially. The naturally occurring stilbenoids trans-resveratrol (1),
pinostilbene (2), thunalbene (3), piceatannol (4), piceatannol-3’-O-β-glucopyranoside (5),
batatasin III (6), pinostilbenoside (7), 1-(2,4-dihydroxyphenyl)-2-(4-hydroxyfenyl)-ethanone (10),
3,5-dimethoxystilbene (11), pterostilbene (15), pinosylvin monomethyl ether (17),
and isorhapontigenin (18) were obtained from Sigma-Aldrich, synthetic compounds
trans-stilbene (12), cis–stilbene (13), 4-stilbenecarboxylic acid (14), trans-α-methylstilbene (16),
and 2,4,3´,5´-tetramethoxystilbene (19) were purchased from Sigma-Aldrich (Steinheim, Germany).
The compounds 2-carboxyl-3-O-methyl-4´-β-d-glucopyranosyl-dihydroresveratrol (8) and
3-O-caffeoyl-(9→5)-β-apiosyl-(1→6)-β-glucopyranosyl-5,3´-O-dimethyldihydropiceatannol (9)
were kindly provided by Dr. Sebastian Granica (Medical University of Warsaw, Warsaw, Poland) who
had isolated them from Tragopogon tommasinii Sch.Bip. (Asteraceae, Cichorieae) [7].

2.2. Induction of Lipid Peroxidation

Lipid peroxidation was measured using linoleic acid and
2,2´-azobis(2-amidinopropane)dihydrochloride (AAPH) as has been previously described [8],
with some slight modifications. The reaction mixture and also the positive control consisted of 8 mM
linoleic acid (Sigma Aldrich, Saint Louis, MO, USA) and 20 mM of AAPH (Sigma Aldrich). Each test
compound was added to an experimental tube at a concentration of 15 µM. The negative control
contained only the vehicle (DMSO). The reaction mixtures were then incubated for 24 h at 37 ◦C.
Following incubation, the content of malondialdehyde (MDA) formed by lipid peroxidation was
measured as described in Section 2.2.1. All of the experiments were performed in triplicate.



Biomolecules 2019, 9, 468 4 of 16

2.2.1. Thiobarbituric Acid Reactive Substances Assay

The content of MDA in each reaction mixture was quantified as described by Vasantha Rupasinghe
and Yasmin [9], with some modifications. The thiobarbituric acid (TBA) reagent (20% (w/v) trichloracetic
acid (Sigma Aldrich) along with 0.375% (w/v) TBA in 0.25M HCl (Sigma Aldrich)) was added to each
reaction mixture. The mixtures were incubated for 30 min at 95 ◦C and then cooled to room temperature.
The MDA-TBA adduct which formed was extracted from the mixture with an equal volume of butanol
(Sigma Aldrich). The extraction was done in two steps: The mixtures were vigorously vortexed for 15
min, and then centrifuged for 5 min at 16,000× g. Each butanol fraction was transferred to a 96-well
plate, and the absorbance was measured at 532 nm using a FluoStar Omega spectrophotometer (BMG
Labtech, Ortenberg, Germany).

2.3. Cell Culturing

THP-1-XBlue-MD2-CD14 cells were supplied by Invivogen (San Diego, CA, USA) and cultured in
RPMI 1640 medium containing stabilized 2 mM l-glutamine (Biosera, Nuaille, France), supplemented
with antibiotics (100 U/mL penicillin and 100 mg/mL streptomycin (Biosera), and 10% fetal bovine serum
(FBS) (HyClone, Logan, UT, USA). The cells were kept in an incubator at 37 ◦C in a water-saturated
atmosphere of air containing 5% CO2. The suspensions of THP-1-XBlue-MD2-CD14 cells were passaged
approximately twice a week.

The HepG2 human hepatoma cell line was purchased from the European Collection of Cell
Cultures (Salisbury, UK). Cells were grown in DMEM low glucose medium (Biosera) supplemented
with antibiotics (100 U/mL penicillin, 100 mg/mL streptomycin), 10% FBS, and 2 mM l-glutamine.
Cultures were kept in an incubator at 37 ◦C in a water-saturated atmosphere of air containing 5% CO2.
Stabilized cells (12−35th passage) were split into microtitration plates and used for further experiments.

All procedures, such as viability control (each time only cells with viability greater than 95%
were used), erythrosine B staining, and light microscopy, were done in standard aseptic conditions.
Each experiment for each compound was done three times in an independent triplicate.

2.4. Antioxidant Activity Testing

Antioxidant activity was initiated by triggering the formation of ROS by applying pyocyanin
to the cultured cell. In order to measure the fluorescent probe 2´,7´-dichlorodihydrofluorescein
diacetate (DCFH-DA) was introduced to the cell culture, where it was immediately deesterified to form
2´,7´-dichlorodihydrofluorescein, which then causes fluorescence when it was oxidized by ROS [10].
The compounds and standard of quercetin [6] (Koch Light Laboratories, Haverhill, UK) were tested at
a final concentration of 2 µM, which previous cytotoxicity tests revealed as non-toxic for all of these
compounds [3]. Stock solutions (20 mM) of the test compounds were prepared by dilution with DMSO,
and stored frozen at −80 ◦C. Before each experiment, they were thawed and diluted to achieve the
desired final concentration of 2 µM. Pyocyanin was used to trigger oxidative stress in the cells [5].
The stock solution of it at a concentration of 100 mM in DMSO was stored in a freezer. Before each
experiment, the stock solution was thawed and diluted to achieve a final concentration of 100 µM per
well. The maximum amount of DMSO in solution with cell culture was 0.1% (v/v).

2.4.1. Determination of Antioxidant Activity

A suspension of cells in RPMI 1640 serum-free medium at a concentration of 500,000 cells/mL
was aliquoted into a 96-well microtiter plate, 100 µL per well. The cells were incubated for 2 h at
37 ◦C in 5% CO2 atmosphere to acclimatize, and the test compound of final concentration 2 µM was
added. Quercetin was used as the reference compound, along with a negative control—DMSO alone.
This procedure was followed by 1 h of incubation (37 ◦C, an atmosphere of 5% CO2). Pyocyanin
solution (as the positive control) was then added to all wells after that period, and the incubation
followed next 30 min. After that DCFH-DA solution was added and after 30 min for the short term
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or 24 h for the long-term exposure, the fluorescence (excitation at 485 nm; emission at 538 nm) was
measured using a FluoStar Omega spectrophotometer.

2.4.2. Determination of Antioxidant Activity—Pyocyanin Free Model

The testing was carried out under the same conditions as were used to determine the antioxidant
activity of the test compounds alone, without pyocyanin added to stimulate the formation of ROS.
Pyocyanin served as a positive control for comparison. Both 2 h and 24 h exposures of cells to tested
compounds were used.

2.5. Protein Expression of Antioxidant Enzymes

The effect of test compounds on protein expression of antioxidant enzymes was observed in
THP-1-XBlue-MD2-CD14 cells. The cells were incubated in the form of floating monocytes (1,000,000
cells/mL) in 3 mL of a serum-free RPMI 1640 medium and seeded into 6-well plates in triplicate at 37 ◦C.
After a 6 h treatment with one of the test compounds at a concentration of 2 µM dissolved in DMSO,
the cells were collected using lysis buffer (50 mM Tris-HCl (pH 7.5), 1 mM EGTA, 1 mM EDTA, 1 mM
sodium orthovanadate, 50 mM sodium fluoride, 5 mM sodium pyrophosphate, and 0.27 M sucrose)
with protease inhibitors (Roche, Mannheim, Germany). The protein concentration was measured using
a Bradford method protein assay kit (Sigma Aldrich) according to the manufacturer’s instructions.

To separate the proteins, 20 µg of the proteins from the cell lysates were loaded onto a 12%
SDS-polyacrylamide gel. They were then transferred electrophoretically to polyvinylidene fluoride
(PVDF) membranes with 0.2 µm pores (Bio-Rad, Hercules, USA) that were subsequently blocked using
5% bovine serum albumin (BSA) (SERVA, Heidelberg, Germany) dissolved in TBST buffer (10 mM
Tris-HCl (pH 7.5), 150 mM NaCl, and 0.1% (v/v) Tween-20) for 1 h.

The membranes were incubated with the primary antibody (mouse anti-CAT 1:1000 (Sigma-Aldrich;
product No. C0979), rabbit anti-SOD1 1:1000 (Sigma-Aldrich; product No. HPA001401), rabbit
anti-SOD2 1:1000 (Abcam, Cambridge, UK; product No. ab16956), rabbit anti-NRF2 1:1000
(Abcam; product No. ab137550), rabbit anti-GPx1 (Abcam; product No. ab22604), mouse anti-HO-1
(Abcam; product No. ab13248), or mouse anti-β-actin 1:5000 (Abcam; product No. ab8226)) at 4 ◦C
overnight. After washing, the secondary antibody (anti-mouse IgG (Sigma-Aldrich; product No. A0168)
or anti-rabbit IgG (Sigma-Aldrich; product No. A0545) at a dilution of 1:2000), was applied to
the membranes, and they were incubated for 1 h at room temperature. Bands were visualized
using a chemiluminescent kit (Bio-Rad) and a PXi Syngene Chemiluminescent Imaging System
(Syngene, Cambridge, UK) and quantified by optical densitometry (AlphaEaseFC 4.0.0 software,
Alpha Innotech, San Leandro, CA, USA).

2.6. Activation of Nrf2-Antioxidant Response Element System

The influence of the test compounds on the activity of Nrf2 was estimated using an antioxidant
Response Element (ARE) reporter kit (BPS Bioscience, San Diego, CA, USA). HepG2 cells were
transiently transfected for 24 h (35,000 cell/well in 96-well plates) with the ARE luciferase reporter
vector (firefly luminescence) plus a constitutively expressing Renilla vector using the TransFast
Transfection reagent (Promega, Madison, WI, USA). After serum recovery, the cells were treated for
24 h with each of the test compounds at a concentration of 2 µM dissolved in DMSO (a non-toxic
concentration). As a positive control for this experiment, we have used DL-sulforaphane (Sigma Aldrich)
at a concentration of 10 µM solved in DMSO, as recommended by ARE reporter kit. The luciferase
activity from the cell lysates was detected using a Dual luciferase reporter assay system (Promega) and
a FluoStar Omega spectrophotometer. Data were normalized to Renilla luminescence.

2.7. Statistical Evaluation

The experimental data were processed in Excel (Microsoft). The results of the blank experiment
were subtracted, and the experimental results were normalized to the positive control. Outliers were
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removed using the ROUT statistical method (Q = 5%) in GraphPad Prism 6.01 (San Diego, CA, USA).
Groups were compared with the help of the one-way ANOVA test followed by Fisher’s LSD multiple
comparison test. The value p < 0.05 was assigned as statistically significant.

3. Results

The antioxidant or pro-oxidant activity of 19 natural and synthetic stilbenoids was determined
using various in vitro methods. First of all, the influence of test compounds on lipid peroxidation in a
cell-free assay was measured. Lipid peroxidation was studied because lipids are the main components
of cellular membranes and often the targets of oxidative stress. The products of this oxidation are lipid
peroxides, which can have toxic effects on other cellular components, such as DNA or proteins [11].

Thus, we evaluated the effects of stilbenoids in the peroxidation of lipids in linoleic acid by AAPH.
The results are displayed in Figure 1. Trans-stilbene (12) with 46.4% inhibition of lipid peroxidation,
followed by pterostilbene (15) and 3,5-dimethoxystilbene (11), most effectively diminished lipid
peroxidation. On the other hand, quercetin did not inhibit lipid peroxidation. This was rather surprising
because quercetin had been chosen as the standard precisely because we did not expect it to show
pro-oxidant activity at a concentration of 15 µM [12]. Resveratrol (1) with −49.4% was the most effective
pro-oxidant stilbenoid. Pinostilbene (2), piceatannol (4), and piceatannol-3´-O-β-glucopyranoside (5)
also showed some statistically significant pro-oxidant effects.
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Figure 1. The effects of stilbenoids 1–19 (at a concentration of 15 µM) on the lipid peroxidation of
linoleic acid caused by 2,2´-azobis(2-amidinopropane)dihydrochloride (AAPH), and measured as the
production of malondialdehyde (MDA) using the thiobarbituric acid reactive substances (TBARS)
assay. Quercetin was used as a standard (15 µM) and AAPH alone served as the positive control (PC).
The negative control (NC) contained linoleic acid alone, and thus, no lipid peroxidation occurred.
The effects of the vehicle were subtracted from that of each stilbenoid. * = p < 0.05; ** = p < 0.01;
*** = p < 0.001; and **** = p < 0.0001.

To evaluate these results, we have employed an antioxidant method using the
THP-1-XBlue-CD14-MD2 cell model. Some stilbenoids showed an effect on the pyocyanin-stimulated
formation ROS after 1 h of incubation. A statistically significant decrease in the levels of ROS was
observed for piceatannol (4) (53.8%), and piceatannol-3´-O-β-glucopyranoside (5) (41.4%), but neither
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compound was as active as the quercetin standard (77.8%). Several other compounds showed some
increase in the formation of ROS. For pinostilbene (2) and thunalbene (3), this effect was statistically
significant, showing them to act as pro-oxidants in this short-term incubation model (Figure 2).Biomolecules 2019, 9, x  7  of  16 
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Figure 2. Antioxidant and pro-oxidant effects of stilbenoids 1–19 (at a concentration of 2 µM) on the
formation of ROS after 1 h of incubation. In the THP-1-XBlue-CD14-MD2 cell model, the formation of
ROS was triggered by adding 100 µM pyocyanin; quercetin was used as the standard (2 µM), pyocyanin
alone served as the positive control (PC; 100 µM) and the vehicle alone was the negative control (NC).
** = p < 0.01; **** = p < 0.0001.

From the results, we can observe that the stilbenoids which acted as antioxidants in lipid
peroxidation assay (e.g., trans-stilbene (12)) did not prove to be antioxidants in a cell-based assay.
The advantage of assays using cell cultures is that apart from observing the activity, we can also have a
clue whether the compound is able to cross the cell membrane or not.

The effects of long-termed incubation of stilbenoids 1–19 on the formation of ROS following
simulation with pyocyanin were evaluated using a 24 h period of incubation. Figure 3 shows
that, as in the short-termed system, piceatannol (4), and piceatannol-3´-O-β-glucopyranoside (5) as
did isorhapontigenin (18) decreased the formation of ROS, but a statistically significant effect was
observed only for quercetin, the positive control. In contrast, pinostilbene (2), thunalbene (3), batatasin
III (6), pinostilbenoside (7), and 2-carboxyl-3-O-methyl-4´-β-D-glucopyranosyl-dihydroresveratrol (8)
increased the formation of ROS to a statistically significant degree.
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Figure 3. Antioxidant or pro-oxidant effects of stilbenoids 1–19 (at a concentration of 2 µM) on the
formation of ROS after 24 h of incubation. In the THP-1-XBlue-CD14-MD2 cell model, the formation of
ROS was triggered by adding 100 µM pyocyanin; quercetin was used as the standard (2 µM), pyocyanin
alone served as the positive control (PC; 100 µM) and the vehicle alone was the negative control (NC).
* = p < 0.05; ** = p < 0.01; and **** = p < 0.0001.

We also evaluated the effects of the stilbenoids alone in the cell model, without artificially
stimulating the production of ROS. Incubation times of 2 h and 24 h were chosen. The results of the
2-h incubation are shown in Figure 4. The pattern was similar to that for the data shown in Figure 1.
Statistically significant increases in the levels of ROS were observed for pinostilbene (2) (29.1%),
batatasin III (6) (17.4%), pinostilbenoside (7) (26.3%), and pinosylvin monomethyl ether (17) (18.2%)
compared to the negative control. Thunalbene (3), 3,5-dimethoxystilbene (11), trans-stilbene (12),
and cis-stilbene (13) were also pro-oxidant, but with less significant increases in production of ROS.
On the other hand, piceatannol (4), piceatannol-3´-O-β-glucopyranoside (5), and quercetin standard
significantly reduced the levels of ROS.
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Figure 4. Antioxidant and pro-oxidant effects of stilbenoids 1–19 alone (at a concentration of 2 µM) on
the formation of ROS after 2 h of incubation. In the THP-1-XBlue-CD14-MD2 cell model, the formation
of ROS was triggered by stilbenoids alone; quercetin was used as the standard (2 µM), pyocyanin
alone served as the positive control (PC; 100 µM), and the vehicle alone was the negative control (NC).
* = p < 0.05; ** = p < 0.01; *** = p < 0.001; and **** = p < 0.0001.

Results of the 24 h incubation are shown in Figure 5. We detected only slightly decreased levels of
ROS after incubation with some of the stilbenoids alone, but, a pronounced increase was observed for
resveratrol (1) (36.9%) and pinostilbene (2) (60.4%) compared to the negative control.
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Figure 5. Antioxidant and pro-oxidant effects of stilbenoids 1–19 alone (at a concentration of 2 µM) on
the formation of ROS after 24 h of incubation. In the THP-1-XBlue-CD14-MD2 cell model, the formation
of ROS was triggered by stilbenoids alone; quercetin was used as the standard (2 µM), pyocyanin alone
served as the positive control (PC; 100 µM), and the vehicle alone was the negative control (NC).

Based on the of the results described above, we analyzed the effects of compounds 2, 4, and 18
on the expression of enzymes associated with oxidative stress, because the observed activities might
also have been caused by effects of these compounds on endogenous enzymatic antioxidant systems.
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We analyzed the effects of compounds 2, 4, and 18 at a concentration of 2 µM after 6 h of incubation
with THP-1-XBlue-CD14-MD2 cells on the levels of CAT, GPx, HO-1, SOD-1, and SOD-2. As shown
in Figure 6, the test compounds did affect the expression of these enzymes. A 6 h of incubation with
compound 2 had decreased the expression of CAT in a statistically significant manner (p < 0.001).
However, the expression of the same enzyme (CAT) was significantly increased by quercetin (p < 0.01).
Also, the expression of CAT enzyme was increased by compound 18, but not in a significant manner.
Compound 2 had proven to be pro-oxidant in the previous experiments, so it was not surprising that it
downregulated the levels of antioxidant enzymes. On the other hand, quercetin and compound 18 had
proven to be antioxidant and upregulated the expression of CAT.
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Figure 6. Effects of compounds 2, 4, and 18 (at a concentration of 2 µM) on the levels of selected
antioxidant enzymes CAT, GPx, HO-1, and SOD-1 and -2, and on the expression of Nrf2 after 6 h of
incubation. The THP-1-XBlue-CD14-MD2 cell model was used with quercetin as the standard (2 µM),
pyocyanin alone (100 µM) as the positive control (PC), and the vehicle alone as the negative control
(NC). ** = p < 0.01; *** = p < 0.001; and **** = p < 0.0001.

For another protein expression, the results were significant when cells were incubated with
compound 18 and positive control (p < 0.01) for Nrf2 protein. Also, the positive control pyocyanin
significantly elevated the expression of HO-1 protein (p < 0.001). The changes in the results for other
compounds and enzymes were not statistically significant, although expression of SOD-2 was elevated
after incubation with compounds 2 and 4.

The obvious effects of compounds 2, 4, 18 and quercetin on the expression of several enzymes
associated with antioxidant defense encouraged us to analyze their effects on the upstream regulator
Nrf2. To verify the mechanism causing the effects of test compounds, we evaluated their direct effects on
the activation of Nrf2-ARE. Figure 7 shows that compound 18, as well as DL-sulforaphane, the positive
control, triggered the activation of the Nrf2-ARE system in a statistically significant manner (p < 0.001
and p < 0.05, respectively). This might explain the mechanism behind the increased expression of Nrf2
and CAT induced by compound 18. Surprisingly, quercetin did not activate the Nrf2-ARE pathway,
although it was able to increase the expression of CAT.
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Figure 7. The effects of selected stilbenoids 2, 4, and 18 (at a concentration of 2 µM) on the activation of
Nrf2-ARE system. The HepG2 cell model was transiently transfected with the ARE luciferase reporter
vector firefly luminescence and a constitutively expressing Renilla vector. The results are expressed as
the ratio of firefly to Renilla luminescence. Quercetin was used as the standard (2 µM), DL-sulforaphane
was used as a positive control at a concentration of 10µM (PC), and the vehicle alone served as the
negative control (NC). * = p < 0.05; *** = p < 0.001.

4. Discussion

The antioxidant and pro-oxidant activities of natural and synthetic compounds can be tested
in different ways. Cell-based methods have an advantage over biochemical screening in that they
are more complex, and their results offer a more thorough interpretation of the conditions within
the organism. We, therefore, used first the lipoperoxidation cell-free measurement of TBARS and
then for verification the THP-1-XBlue-CD14-MD2 cell model and the formation of ROS triggered
using pyocyanin (a blue-green phenazine pigment with oxidoreductive properties). It stimulates
oxidative metabolism, increasing the formation of ROS via the oxidation of NADPH [5]. The flavonoid
quercetin was used for reference because it is a well-known antioxidant, and at greater concentrations
shows pro-oxidant properties [6]. Like the flavonoids represented by quercetin, the stilbenoids are
phenolics found at high concentrations in medicinal plants, vegetables, walnuts, and edible fruits,
such as grapes or berries [1]. The most well-known stilbenoid is resveratrol (1). In combination
with anthocyanins, this compound is believed to be responsible for the beneficial phenomenon called
the French paradox. In addition to its anti-inflammatory and antioxidant activities, it is antiviral,
neuroprotective, cardioprotective, and chemoprotective [13].

Stilbenoids affect organisms in different ways, depending on their structural characteristics.
Therefore, we studied a large group of synthetic and natural stilbenoids (1–19), to find out, if and
how their structures affect their antioxidant or pro-oxidant effects in cellular systems. In the cell-free
lipoperoxidation inhibition assay, the most active compound was trans-stilbene (12), followed by
pterostilbene (15) and 3,5-dimethoxystilbene (11). And unexpectedly, quercetin and resveratrol (1)
acted as pro-oxidants.

The cell-based antioxidant assay showed rather different outcomes. Piceatannol (4)
and piceatannol-3´-O-β-glucopyranoside (5) showed significant antioxidant
activities after a short-term incubation with cells stimulated by pyocyanin.
3-O-caffeoyl-(9→5)-β-apiosyl-(1→6)-β-glucopyranosyl-5,3´-O-dimethyldihydropiceatannol (9),
pterostilbene (15), trans-α-methylstilbene (16) and isorhapontigenin (18) decreased the formation of ROS,
but not significantly. The other compounds did not decrease the formation of ROS as much as
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quercetin, the positive control. On the contrary, pinostilbenoside (7) and pinostilbene (2) showed
significant pro-oxidant activities. Clearly, the glycosylation of 4 reduced the antioxidant activity,
however not significantly.

Long-term exposure of cells to compounds 1–19 with pyocyanin showed no statistically
significant antioxidant effects, but isorhapontigenin (18) diminished the formation of
ROS by 49.7%, followed by piceatannol (4) and piceatannol-3´-O-β-glucopyranoside (5).
Mild activity (10%), greater than in the short-term exposure, was also observed for
1-(2,4-dihydroxyphenyl)-2-(4-hydroxyphenyl)-ethanone (10). Other compounds had little effects
on the levels of ROS, or were pro-oxidative, as seen for pinostilbene (2), thunalbene (3), batatasin III (6),
pinostilbenoside (7), and 2-carboxyl-3-O-methyl-4´-β-D-glucopyranosyl-dihydroresveratrol (8).

Twelve of the 19 test compounds are hydroxystilbenoids (with a free hydroxyl). These can
be divided into two groups according to their structure: Those which can form quinoid systems
after two-electron oxidation, and those which cannot [14]. Hydroxystilbenes that contain a catechol
or pyrogallol moiety belong to the first group, whereas the ones which possess only phenol or
resorcinol arrangements cannot be so oxidized to form quinoids [15]. Compounds in the first group
generally display much greater scavenging effects and can increase their overall antioxidant activity,
for example, by chelating metal ions [16]. Piceatannol (4) was the only compound with a free
catechol moiety. The structurally similar piceatannol-3´-O-β-glucopyranoside (5) has an ortho hydroxy
group, but the critical is occupied by a glycosidic bond. Compound 4 had a greater antioxidant
activity, which confirms previous studies showing the antioxidant potential of highly hydroxylated
stilbenoids [14,15]. Piceatannol (4) affects the same molecular targets involved in antioxidant defense
(AP-1, Nrf2, HO-1, COX, iNOS, NF-κB, and IKK) as resveratrol (1), but it showed a much greater direct
scavenging effect and also greater inhibition COX-2, NF-κB and the formation of the pro-inflammatory
cytokines TNF-α and IL-1β [17,18]. Because the antioxidant activity is greater for the short-term
exposure of cells than for the long, the direct scavenging effect will likely predominate over stimulation
of the antioxidant defense, but possible improvement in the overall antioxidant status cannot be
excluded [19,20]. The blocked hydroxy groups of stilbenoids may be responsible for reducing the
antioxidant effect not only directly, but also indirectly, by reducing the ability to inhibit enzymes
responsible for the formation of ROS, such as xanthinoxidase, monoaminoxidase or, - in case of
nitrogen-containing reactive species - iNOS [21,22].

Another compound with antioxidant activity was isorhapontigenin (18), which showed only a
small effect after one hour of incubation (8.8%), but much more (49.7%) after 24 h. This result can be
attributed to modulation of the antioxidant defense by antioxidant or pro-oxidant enzymes. Studying
the same compound, Abbas et al. have found increased levels of glutathione and the antioxidant
enzymes SOD and CAT [23], and another study has shown the increased expression and activity of
SOD-2 and GPx1 [24], which we also found.

Several test compounds were inactive, showing neither antioxidant nor pro-oxidant effects.
Although other studies have reported antioxidant activities for these compounds, possible because
greater concentration (5–50 µM) were tested [1,14,16], we feel concentrations for greater than those
likely to be found are not realistic for the in vivo evaluation of biological effects.

Several studies have depicted stilbenoids as pro-oxidative compounds [14,16]. Resveratrol (1)
and its hydroxylated derivatives can be oxidized either enzymatically or non-enzymatically to form
phenoxy radical, which can, escaping further cellular antioxidant processing, increase levels of
ROS. Pro-oxidative effects of hydroxylated stilbenoids have usually been described for much greater
concentrations than were used in our study, but we observed pro-oxidant effects for several compounds
at a concentration of 2 µM only for both short-term and long-term incubations. The common structural
feature of compounds showing pro-oxidative effects in the short-term incubation was the presence of a
methoxy group at position 3, and hydroxyl at position 5, and no other substituents attached to this
ring, as seen for pinostilbene (2). Pinostilbene (2) was also the most pro-oxidative substance, increased
the level of ROS by 60.4% in comparison to the control in the long-term incubation. Resveratrol (1)
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with a 36.9% increase of ROS was next, and pinostilbenoside (7), thunalbene (3) and batatasin III (6)
with 3,5-dihydroxy, 2,4-dihydroxy, or 3,5-methoxy arrangements also increased the levels of ROS.
The pro-oxidant effect shown by resveratrol (1) after long-term incubation and possibly also by other
stilbenoids can be ascribed to H2O2 and other ROS formed as they decompose in culture medium [16].
This has not been observed during short-term exposures. Contrary to our results, Chao et al. found
resveratrol (1) and pinostilbene (2) protecting neuron SH-SY5Y cells against oxidative stress caused by
6-hydroxydopamine [25].

Enzymatic systems that eliminate excessive ROS, such as CAT, GPx, and SOD, and enzymes that
regenerate and produce endogenous antioxidants, such as glutathione reductase, thioredoxin reductase,
or glutathione synthetase, make the most important contribution to the antioxidant defense of cells [26].
By increasing the expression of the aforementioned enzymes, natural phenolics exert an indirect
antioxidant effect. It is possible that the increased expression of antioxidant enzymes is mediated
by activation of the Keap1-Nrf2-ARE (Kelch-like ECH-associated protein 1-nuclear factor erythroid
2–related factor 2 (Nrf2)-antioxidant responsible elements) signalization pathway. Some phenolics
are able, via Nrf2, to induce certain enzymes of phase 1 and phase 2 (e.g., glutathione-S-transferase,
UDP-glucuronyltransferase) of metabolic elimination to detoxify pro-oxidant xenobiotics. [26,27].
Nrf2 is blocked in the cytoplasm by its inhibitor Keap1. Nrf2, activated by electrophilic stimuli, such
as ROS, reactive nitrogen species (RNS), heavy metal ions, or some diseases) is released from the
cytoplasmic protein Keap1 and translocated into nucleus, where it binds to the ARE area that regulates
the expression of the target genes, for example, of HO-1, NAD(P)H:quinone oxidoreductase (NQO-1),
or γ-glutamylcysteinsynthetase (γGCS), which increases the levels of glutathione [28–30].

Enzymes that cause antioxidant effects are activated by an increase in their responsible coding
genes mediated by Nrf2. Most compounds that affect Nrf2 is thought to be pro-oxidants acting on Keap1,
probably by reacting with sulfhydryl groups of cysteine. Nrf2 is then released [26]. Compared to the
direct antioxidant effect of scavenging ROS (commonly observed using concentrations of 10–100 µM),
the activity involving Keap1/Nrf2/ARE is more effective, requiring only 0.5–5 µM concentrations. It is
independent of the stoichiometry and can amplify the initial direct effect of phenolics beyond the
timeframe of direct activity, making them effective even after they are no longer present in situ [26].

Armed with this knowledge, we analyzed the effects of compounds 2, 4, and 18 on the expression
of enzymes associated with oxidative stress. The effects of compounds 2, 4, and 18 on the levels of
CAT, GPx, HO-1, and SOD-1 and -2 were evaluated after 6 h of incubation. The compound 2 decreased
expression of CAT enzyme and basically unaffected expression of other proteins. Compound 18 elevated
expression of Nrf2 significantly and CAT non-significantly. Standard quercetin significantly increased
the expression of CAT and positive control pyocyanin upregulated HO-1. Greater concentrations of test
compounds, or a different period of incubation, or both together might increase the effect. The effect of
compound 18 on the expression of several enzymes associated with antioxidant defense was clearly
visible, and we, therefore, analyzed effects of the test compounds 2, 4 and 18 on the upstream regulation
caused by Nrf2. As seen in Figure 7, compound 18 increased the activation of Nrf2-ARE system in a
significant manner. This result corresponds to the elevated expression of Nrf2 and CAT.

Our results confirm previous studies showing that the stilbenoids, such as resveratrol (1)
significantly affect the activity of Nrf2 and the levels of enzymes under its control. Resveratrol (1)
enhances autophagy by increasing the activity of Nrf2. This activity is mediated by the binding of the
adaptor protein p62, phosphorylated by kinases in the cytoplasm, to Keap1 in competition with Nrf2.
The phosphorylated p62 binds to Keap1, releasing Nrf2, which translocates to the nucleus. [28,30].
Similar effects have been observed for oxyresveratrol [31]. Another stilbenoid able to increase the
activity of Nrf2 is pterostilbene (15). A study by Saw et al. has shown, that pterostilbene (15)
(and quercetin and kaempferol, two other phenols found in berries) directly scavenged ROS, activated
the Nrf2-ARE signal pathway and acted synergistically when used together at some concentrations [19].
The incubation of cells with piceatannol (4) (10–20 µM) also increased the expression of HO-1. It is
expected, that electrophilic quinone formed by the oxidation of piceatannol (4) binds directly to Keap1
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and initiates this process [32]. The activity of cajanin stilbene acid may also be due to the effect on
Nrf2 [33]. Similar effects were also seen in tests of extracts rich in stilbenoids, such as Vitis vinifera root
extract which contains resveratrol (1) [29].

5. Conclusions

A group of several stilbenoids was investigated in vitro, using a cellular model of THP-1
macrophage-like cells to evaluate their antioxidant or pro-oxidant properties, to determine any effects
that might possibly have on the expression of the enzymes catalase, glutathione peroxidase, and
heme oxygenase-1, and their effects on the activation of Nrf2. The experimental results showed that
these stilbenoids could affect the formation of reactive oxygen species in a cellular model, producing
either an antioxidative or pro-oxidative effect, depending on the structure. Selected stilbenoids also
affected the expression of antioxidant enzymes and showed some effects on the activation of Nrf2.
Depending upon their structure, stilbenoids can possess either antioxidative or pro-oxidative effects,
and they can also affect enzymatic antioxidant defenses. Pinostilbene (2) showed rather pro-oxidant
effects and also decreased expression of CAT in cell culture. Piceatannol (4) had antioxidant effect as it
directly scavenged ROS and isorhapontigenin (18) had a mild direct antioxidant effect, but on the other
hand, activated Nrf2-ARE system and elevated expression of Nrf2 and CAT.
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including cannabispiradienone glycosides, from Tragopogon tommasinii (Asteraceae, Cichorieae) and their
potential anti-inflammatory activity. Phytochemistry 2015, 117, 254–266. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Peyrat-Maillard, M.N.; Cuvelier, M.E.; Berset, C. Antioxidant activity of phenolic compounds in 2,2′-azobis
(2-amidinopropane) dihydrochloride (AAPH)-induced oxidation: Synergistic and antagonistic effects. J. Am.
Oil Chem. Soc. 2003, 80, 1007. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.phrs.2017.08.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrd2060
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16732220
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2019.01.128
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30797367
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mnfr.200900437
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20013887
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/toxins8080236
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27517959
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fitote.2015.09.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26393898
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.phytochem.2015.06.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26101147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11746-003-0812-z


Biomolecules 2019, 9, 468 15 of 16

9. Vasantha Rupasinghe, H.P.; Yasmin, A. Inhibition of oxidation of aqueous emulsions of omega-3 fatty acids
and fish oil by phloretin and phloridzin. Molecules 2010, 15, 251–257. [CrossRef]

10. Rastogi, R.P.; Singh, S.P.; Häder, D.P.; Sinha, R.P. Detection of reactive oxygen species (ROS) by the
oxidant-sensing probe 2′,7′-dichlorodihydrofluorescein diacetate in the cyanobacterium Anabaena variabilis
PCC 7937. Biochem. Biophys. Res. Commun. 2010, 397, 603–607. [CrossRef]

11. Gaschler, M.M.; Stockwell, B.R. Lipid peroxidation in cell death. Biochem. Biophys. Res. Commun. 2017, 482,
419–425. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Treml, J.; Šmejkal, K. Flavonoids as Potent Scavengers of Hydroxyl Radicals. Comp. Rev. Food Sci. Food Saf.
2016, 15, 720–738. [CrossRef]

13. Smoliga, J.M.; Baur, J.A.; Hausenblas, H.A. Resveratrol and health—A comprehensive review of human
clinical trials. Mol. Nutr. Food Res. 2011, 55, 1129–1141. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Murias, M.; Jäger, W.; Handler, N.; Erker, T.; Horvath, Z.; Szekeres, T.; Nohl, H.; Gille, L. Antioxidant,
prooxidant and cytotoxic activity of hydroxylated resveratrol analogues: Structure–activity relationship.
Biochem. Pharmacol. 2005, 69, 903–912. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Szekeres, T.; Saiko, P.; Fritzer-Szekeres, M.; Djavan, B.; Jäger, W. Chemopreventive effects of resveratrol and
resveratrol derivatives. Ann. N. Y Acad. Sci. 2011, 1215, 89–95. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Kucinska, M.; Piotrowska, H.; Luczak, M.W.; Mikula-Pietrasik, J.; Ksiazek, K.; Wozniak, M.; Wierzchowski, M.;
Dudka, J.; Jäger, W.; Murias, M. Effects of hydroxylated resveratrol analogs on oxidative stress and cancer
cells death in human acute T cell leukemia cell line: Prooxidative potential of hydroxylated resveratrol
analogs. Chem.-Biol. Interact. 2014, 209, 96–110. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Jeong, S.O.; Son, Y.; Lee, J.H.; Cheong, Y.K.; Park, S.H.; Chung, H.T.; Pae, H.O. Resveratrol analog piceatannol
restores the palmitic acid-induced impairment of insulin signaling and production of endothelial nitric
oxide via activation of anti-inflammatory and antioxidative heme oxygenase-1 in human endothelial cells.
Mol. Med. Rep. 2015, 12, 937–944. [CrossRef]

18. Son, Y.; Chung, H.T.; Pae, H.O. Differential effects of resveratrol and its natural analogs, piceatannol
and 3,5,4′-trans-trimethoxystilbene, on anti-inflammatory hemeoxigenase-1 expression in RAW264.7
macrophages. Biofactors 2014, 40, 138–145. [CrossRef]

19. Saw, C.L.; Guo, Y.; Yang, A.Y.; Paredes-Gonzalez, X.; Ramirez, C.; Pung, D.; Kong, A.N. The berry constituents
quercetin, kaempferol, and pterostilbene synergistically attenuate reactive oxygen species: Involvement of
the Nrf2-ARE signaling pathway. Food Chem. Toxicol. 2014, 72, 303–311. [CrossRef]

20. Pulido, R.; Bravo, L.; Saura-Calixto, F. Antioxidant activity of dietary polyphenols as determined by a
modified ferric reducing/antioxidant power assay. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2000, 48, 3396–3402. [CrossRef]

21. Halliwell, B. Free radicals and antioxidants: Updating a personal view. Nutr. Rev. 2012, 70, 257–265.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Zhou, C.X.; Kong, L.D.; Ye, W.C.; Cheng, C.H.; Tan, R.X. Inhibition of xanthine and monoamine oxidases by
stilbenoids from Veratrum taliense. Planta Med. 2001, 67, 158–161. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Abbas, A.M. Cardioprotective effect of resveratrol analogue isorhapontigenin versus omega-3 fatty acids
in isoproterenol-induced myocardial infarction in rats. J. Physiol. Biochem. 2016, 72, 469–484. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

24. Wang, H.; Yang, Y.L.; Zhang, H.; Yan, H.; Wu, X.J.; Zhang, C.Z. Administration of the resveratrol analogues
isorhapontigenin and heyneanol-A protects mice hematopoietic cells against irradiation injuries. BioMed Res.
Int. 2014, 2014. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Chao, J.; Li, H.; Cheng, K.W.; Yu, M.S.; Chang, R.C.; Wang, M. Protective effects of pinostilbene, a resveratrol
methylated derivative, against 6-hydroxydopamine-induced neurotoxicity in SH-SY5Y cells. J. Nutr. Biochem.
2010, 21, 482–489. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Sandoval-Acuna, C.; Ferreira, J.; Speisky, H. Polyphenols and mitochondria: An update on their increasingly
emerging ROS-scavenging independent actions. Arch. Biochem. Biophys. 2014, 559, 75–90. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

27. Liu, H.; Yang, J.; Huang, S.; Liu, R.; He, Y.; Zheng, D.; Liu, C. Mulberry crude extracts induce Nrf2 activation
and expression of detoxifying enzymes in rat liver: Implication for its protection against NP-induced toxic
effects. J. Funct. Foods 2017, 32, 367–374. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/molecules15010251
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bbrc.2010.06.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bbrc.2016.10.086
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28212725
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1541-4337.12204
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mnfr.201100143
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21688389
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bcp.2004.12.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15748702
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.2010.05864.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21261645
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cbi.2013.12.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24398169
http://dx.doi.org/10.3892/mmr.2015.3553
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/biof.1108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2014.07.038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jf9913458
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1753-4887.2012.00476.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22537212
http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/s-2001-11500
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11301865
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13105-016-0494-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27193109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2014/282657
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25050334
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jnutbio.2009.02.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19443200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.abb.2014.05.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24875147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jff.2017.03.024


Biomolecules 2019, 9, 468 16 of 16

28. Zhao, Y.; Song, W.; Wang, Z.; Wang, Z.; Jin, X.; Xu, J.; Bai, L.; Li, Y.; Cui, J.; Cai, L. Resveratrol attenuates
testicular apoptosis in type 1 diabetic mice: Role of Akt-mediated Nrf2 activation and p62-dependent Keap1
degradation. Redox Biol. 2018, 14, 609–617. [CrossRef]

29. Esatbeyoglu, T.; Ewald, P.; Yasui, Y.; Yokokawa, H.; Wagner, A.E.; Matsugo, S.; Winterhalter, P.; Rimbach, G.
Chemical characterization, free radical scavenging, and cellular antioxidant and anti-inflammatory properties
of a stilbenoid-rich root extract of Vitis vinifera. Oxid. Med. Cell. Longev. 2016, 2016. [CrossRef]

30. Shen, Z.; Wang, Y.; Su, Z.; Kou, R.; Xie, K.; Song, F. Activation of p62-keap1-Nrf2 antioxidant pathway in
the early stage of acetaminophen-induced acute liver injury in mice. Chem. Biol. Interact. 2018, 282, 22–28.
[CrossRef]

31. Jia, Y.N.; Lu, H.P.; Peng, Y.L.; Zhang, B.S.; Gong, X.B.; Su, J.; Zhou, Y.; Pan, M.H.; Xu, L. Oxyresveratrol
prevents lipopolysaccharide/d-galactosamine-induced acute liver injury in mice. Int. Immunopharmacol. 2018,
56, 105–112. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. Lee, H.H.; Park, S.A.; Almazari, I.; Kim, E.H.; Na, H.K.; Surh, Y.J. Piceatannol induces heme oxygenase-1
expression in human mammary epithelial cells through activation of ARE-driven Nrf2 signaling. Arch. Biochem.
Biophys. 2010, 501, 142–150. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Huang, M.-Y.; Lin, J.; Lu, K.; Xu, H.-G.; Geng, Z.-Z.; Sun, P.-H.; Chen, W.-M. Anti-Inflammatory Effects of
Cajaninstilbene Acid and Its Derivatives. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2016, 64, 2893–2900. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.redox.2017.11.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2016/8591286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cbi.2018.01.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.intimp.2018.01.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29414639
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.abb.2010.06.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20558128
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jafc.6b00227
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26998619
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Test Compounds 
	Induction of Lipid Peroxidation 
	Thiobarbituric Acid Reactive Substances Assay 

	Cell Culturing 
	Antioxidant Activity Testing 
	Determination of Antioxidant Activity 
	Determination of Antioxidant Activity—Pyocyanin Free Model 

	Protein Expression of Antioxidant Enzymes 
	Activation of Nrf2-Antioxidant Response Element System 
	Statistical Evaluation 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

