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Antioxidants Effects and Roles of Endogenous Sulfhydryls in the
Gastric Mucosal Protection of Puerariae Radix
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Table | . Effects of puerariae radix extracts(PRE) on
linoleic acid-induced lipid peroxidation. in vitro.
PRE. px MDA nmole
Contro} 2592
200 26,02
400 17.57
600 16,78
800 388

Atter auto~oxidation of linoleic acud in the waler-alcohol system for
e dave, the dewiee of oxidanon was measured by the TBA method.

Fach values are mean, 0 20 MDA matondinldehyde.
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wgles 2 adbe &3 oEH FFE BHAF
ltH(Table ).

Table Il . DPPH radical scavenging effect of PRE. in vitro.

PRE. ug Activiey (%)

Conlrol [}

0 8.0

130 iR.5

300 (R

000 190

300 55.0

1000 38.3

Radical Scavenging Activity (%) ((Control O.D. - Experimental
(DY Contral 0D X100, Each values are mean*tS.D. n=3 RSA,

radical scon enging acovuy .
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Table W . Effects of PRE and iodoacetamide on lipid
peroxidation in ethanol-induced gastric lesions.

Group Pretreatment  LPOINMDA nmoles/p tissue)

Normal Naone 500 2 0.7%
Conrrol CNC 637 = 0.1y
Sample | IRE 460 = 048

Sample 2 PRE - 1DA 4.07 = .00

Rats were pretreated with 1% CMC (1.Sme. ig). PRE {2 5g/ke, g}
or PRI {2.5¢/ke. i) plus 1DA {30mg/ke, b, and 20mn ioter
absolute ethanol{im?) was administered dnragastrically. The  animals
Values are mean ! S.D.. noo6. T8 pd00F s
FEUOpd0L00 ax compared  with  the
sodivm safts 1A,
agenty: LPOC dipid

were Kilted 1 howr later.
compared  with normal - group.
wroup,  CMC,

wodoacetamide (sutthyedryl
MDA malondiatdebyde.

contral carhoxyimethyl  collujose

blocking peroxidation:
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% fdeA Basach

BIES 1 HAFHd APTodMe 2392038
nmoles/g tissue® ol vla] nj$ {93}
7ttt A oz IRy, BEA
iodoacetamide® A A& A¥ Lol 1981046
nmoles/g tissue2 BiRS GSH¥E e F/tad
= iodoacetamidec 2lste] FojstAl A HA

(Table IV, Figure 2).

Table N. Effect of PRE and iodoacetamide on glutathione
level in ethanol-induced gastric lesions.

Croup Prereatinent GSH {mnoles’g tissuer
Normal None 244 2 036
Control CMC PR 2 D2K T
Sample 1 PRI AR LTI | I E
Sample 2 I'RIE_IDA 1WA = (.46

6. 55 pco)

compared  with the

are mean PSD 0
p<0.05  as-

\ alues as vmnpated  with normal

Lrpup. control  group. GSHL

elutathione.
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o0, ethanol 9 X CMCZ Fo3 fziFd
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428 A (17.9%) 72 2 8H R o
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(Table V, Figure 3).

Table V. Effect of PRE and iodoacetamide on SOD activity
in ethanol-induced gastric lesions.

Grouw Preneatnent SOD {unis/mg protein)
Normal None J.00 = 049
Connol CMC 4.00 2 0297
Saanle 1 PRE 335 2 046t
Sample 2 PRE - 1DA 401 2101
Values are mean PSS 0 60 0 F pl0s o compared with normal
wroup 7 pa0.03 as compared widh the control group. SOD. superonide

dismutase
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Table, M. Effect of PRE and iodoacetamide on catalase
activity in ethanoi-induced gastric lesions.

Group Preneaimen Canlase {funis/me protein}

Nonmal None 17.87 =~ 1.13
Connol CNIE RIVER A S
Sample 1 PRE 21,45 = 501
Sample 2 PRE - 1DA 2158 = 158
Values are meamm*S.D. n=6. 4 p{0.05 as compared with normal
eroup.
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Antioxidants Effects and Roles of

2z anet Wl Sulfhydryl EtEtEel Y -

Endogenous Sulfhydryls in the
Gastric Mucosal Protection of
Puerariae Radix

Choi. Ho-Jeong’. Shin. Heung-Mook*

Dept. of Physiology, College of Oriental
Medicine, Dong-Guk University
Ethanol induces compoundhemorrhagic  gastric
lesions and causes a dose-dependent decrease in the
concentration of endogenous nonprotein sulfhydryls
in rat gastric mucosa. Sulfhydryl-containing drugs
protect rats from ethanol - induced gastric lesions.
Based on this

findings, we investigated the

involvement  of sulfhydryl compounds in the
antioxidant effects of Puerariae radix, a traditionl
herbal

lesions in the

medicine, against ethanol - induced gastric
absence and

sulfhydryl

presence  of

iodoacetamide(IDA, blocking agent) in
rats. respectively.

Because of the known role of sulfhydryls in gastric
cytoprotection, its role in gastric antioxidation was of
extract(PRE)

reduced lindleic acid autooxidation and exert DPPH

intrest.  In  vitro, Puerariae radix

In vivo, PRE increased
antioxidants(SOD, catalase. GSH) and reduced lipid

radical scavenging effect.

peroxide level in ethanol-induced gastric mucosal
lesions. But treatment with PRE plus IDA
siginificantly inhibit the antioxidant effects such as
SOD and GSH but did not affect catalase levels.

These results suggest that Puerariae radix may play
roles in the gastric cytoprotection through antioxidant
effects and increase of SOD activity and GSH level

are dependent of endogenous sulthydryls.
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