ER=EARERMLZFMNES 5 F0E MR 5 Fo AR RO T 3%

', S W *
I, MFES, H4E T,
ey, HEPK 400016)

IR, XAE Y, EORW (ERERAY, aPESYR: bAESIE, o hEHLR K

WE: BW AREAF BN FEANE S Fo BANEY 09 5 A AL, At —F T RAR BAN TR AT L AT R F A R R AR
FikYE, FiE R HPLC M BANR B B4 P B AN S5 o BANGY 09 &2 SR BAMRE. T B EAT R
AN 5 Fo BANEY 69 BB A A - 8.22%, 2.30%, 2.07%Hw 0.43%, BANEIL T BANG S BA MO E ST EFAA
Gt FEN(P<0.05). ik BAFRRHIE T EAD S EAB G EEEFERR, ERBEHNAFRNTL, BT FH
FE e e R R 2 BT A P R A, 57 SR B AN e R AR B R 8 TR

KEIE: BAN; BANE; FEANE; SAURMEEE
HESES: R284.1; R917.101 XERFRASTS: A XEHS: 1007-7693(2012)07-0614-04

Research on the Distribution of Magnolol and Honokiol in Different Parts of Magnolia Officinalis
Rehd.et Wils. from Chongqing

ZHANG Dan®, YAN Xuewei®, CAO Weiguo™™", WANG Gang®, LIU Wei’, WANG Y ongli*(Chongging Medical
University, a.Traditional Chinese Medicine College; b.The Lab of Traditional Chinese Medicine Sciences; c.Traditional Chinese
Medicine Experimental Teaching Center, Chongqging 400016, China)

ABSTRACT: OBJECTIVE To study the distribution pattern of magnolol and honokiol in different parts of Magnolia
officinalis Rehd. et Wils. from Chonggqing, so as to provide a scientific basis for further development and utilization of its
resources and quality control. METHODS The content of magnolol and honokiol in the different parts of Magnolia officinalis
Rehd.et Wils. was determined by HPLC. RESULTS The total content of magnolol and honokiol in root bark, trunk bark,
branch bark and leaf of Magnolia officinalis Rehd. et Wils. was different as 8.22%, 2.30%, 2.07% and 0.43%. The content of
magnolol and honokiol in the different parts of Magnolia officinalis Rehd.et Wils. showed distinct variability. CONCLUSION
The content of magnolol and honokiol in the different parts of Magnolia officinalis Rehd.et Wils. was different significantly. The
quality control of magnolia bark should be lucubrated, and the clinical medication of the different parts should be distinguished.
The leaf resources of Magnolia officinalis Rehd.et Wils. possess exploitation potentials.

KRY WORDS: Magnolia officinalis Rehd.et Wils.; magnolol; honokiol; HPLC

JEAN R H S AR 2, R BRI,
TARBRWZ DR, R TR, s,
RUVRHE, TEMERE, BRI G SE  JE AN T
o E 25 2010 fERR, AR ZZRHE ) JF AN (Magnolia
officinalis Rehd.et Wils.) 2% [V] i J& A} (Magnolia
officinalis Rehd.et Wils.var.biloba Rehd.et Wils.)f]
TR MR P e, AN 2 AT UK A

JEARN P 5 AN AR B AR SIE SRR G, B AL
A5 AN TR I T 5 2508 5 A o T B £ 55 8 5 Wi AT 5
I, R I RASE [ HHE N PR SRR 256F AN [ R 41t
U2 RE P R R I R 22 SRR, U B R AN 24 4
JREZZEANTE, JERN MR T T B B BRITR
Be 3 ANERAL, DR B AN T RE £ JE A AS [
P S RAFAEZE S . HT R WK T AN AN A B

EEWMB.: Wb X EHEAE 5 H (20100208); TP L S X BHE T H (2011-62-1)

EHBEAN: S, &, Wi, YR Tel: (023)65712062
¥t Tel: 13389679838 E-mail: cwgzd2001@sohu.com

<614 . Chin JMAP, 2012 July, Vol.29 No.7

E-mail: zhangdan01234567@sina.com

BEEE: WaE, B, mit, &

TR E AN T 255 2012 4E 7 J148 29 555 7 1)



A7 JELRI Py 5 R JEL RN Iy ) R 2 e O RO, AR
TR U0 0L LA PR 7 T8 Hb 24 61 JE A R AN %, R A
SO AR G, PRSI AN AN [F]A7 J2 AR gy 5 A
JEANY R 23 AT R, R AN M R T P
IR B 24 ] JSE AN IR B R A ARG % 2%
1 NR5RS
1.1 ¢

Byt LC-20A 0 AH (435 4%, LC solution
38 T AR Bl RG] KH5200DA 48 /0
UE#s; Millipore % 771d 98 £ 4t ; METIER TOLEDO
AGoo T3 2 —H TR
1.2 ikzy

JEAN Ry oF R (L 24 A A
Ky B, b5 40 5 h 110729-200411. 110730-
201011, AEE=dE M), FERAEakal, KNE
2K, ARG A k.
1.3 ZiMFE

ARSI JEERDRE S SR H AR 37 X 2 HE PRI
HE S #1073 m, K4 108°49', b4k
31°44"), Lok 3 HLFES, SRERIE N 2010 4F 8 J
By, KRS E AR b 25 U= W R BT % b R
Fh(Magnolia officinalis Rehd.et Wils.), &4k &7 A
[F 53 A B TR BOZFEAN 4 Mke i, JF
a3 I BEATLEUCRE A 1 0 418 %6 H
2 HEEER
2.1 B R A R

4% 44 : Diamonsil ODS Cg(250 mm X 4.6 mm,
5 um); VishAH: FEE-/K(79 © 21), %k 1.0 mL-min™';
FEIR A =0 HEFEE 20 pL; B I K: 294 nm;
PRSI JE AN 0 1SRN ANMIC T 3 000, 7EIESC
PEF S A3 R e, At ilE 1.
2.2 N IR R A

A3 RS B AR EUEAMEY 10.5 mg. FEAME 8.0
mg, %% 50 mL &, RSt R,
A1, AR Rt B i A5
2.3 PSR I A

2 R EUF AN AN RIS FE i 4ok 25 3 435 JEAR
R 2 0.08 g, JEANT R B2 0.2 g, JEAM
R4 0.2 g, JEANH A2 0.8 g, E 100 mL
HIEMEIR R, FER AN FEE 50 mL, %%, R
Fh, RGBS 30 min, MAHREERE,
AN AR DR I, $25), I, R # st
JEW 10mL, & 10mL &4, &4, .
o E I 252 2012 48 7 H 5 29 %45 7 1)

A
b
|—J\_ " i i ﬂ i J
0 5 10 15 20 25
t/min
B
a
b
] 5 10 15 20 25

t/min

t/min

(I} 5 lh IE'\ 20 ZIS
)

5 10 15 20 25
t/min
a

L

0 5 II(} IIS 2}] ZIS
t/min

B 1 R
A-JSFMR B B-JEANT s C-JR AN R D-JE AR E-XF gL a-
FEFNG ; b—JE AN
Fig1l HPLC Chromatograms of samples
A-root bark of Magnolia officinalis; B—stem bark of Magnolia officinalis;
C-branch bark of Magnolia officinalis; D—leaf of Magnolia officinalis
E-reference substance; a—magnolol; b—honokiol
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R 1 FANT E b B ANER Y A IR I E 45 R (n=6)
Tab 1 Results of recovery of Magnolol in Stem bark of
Magnolia officinalis(n=6)

Wop i B A X R [Idkses PRl RSDY
W% %

g HiH/mg AfE/mg mg %
0.103 0.979 0.990 1.957 98.84

0.099 0.941 0.990 1.929 99.85
0.095 0.903 0.990 1.923 103.08
0.104 0.988 0.990 1.953 97.47
0.110 1.045 0.990 1.989 95.35
0.102 0.969 0.990 1.911 95.15

F 2 FANT BP o B AN B e Ao DR 3 4 R (n=6)
Tab 2 Results of recovery of Honokiol in Stem bark of
Magnolia officinalis(n=6)

Rty A S R e R IR/ CPYIEL RSD/

g 17 F/mg AHF/mg mg % WHR/% %

0.103 1.391 1.320 2.724 101.02
0.099 1.337 1.320 2.653 99.73
0.095 1.283 1.320 2.628 101.93
0.104 1.404 1.320 2.661 95.23
0.110 1.485 1.320 2.749 95.76
0.102 1.377 1.320 2.691 99.55

®3 HREMNEHE
Tab 3 The content results of samples
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