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Curcumas R KourkoumZH-8 freie 2 A7 & o A GoA Anj
o, Bee S5 oty 4% vzl FAR0n AAGHdo gy viE HES7] H&A
ArgEtdnh £8E tdA AEE 717F 60~100cme] e ZF719 el ¥ AAAE A
2 g0t &9 FAHAHEY curcumin [(EE)-1,7-bis(4-hydroxy-3-methoxyphenyl)-1,6
-heptadiene~35-onel < tumeric®] ¥&l9 15~2%<9 FA0 #AZE}. olRAL ZHX2HE
FHAE ZFAAIY & EAS JANIE FUA, FEAVAY, FFEY, U84 T4
FgtH oz f&3 AES /A Utk 259 7T ¥F A7V Bel XuHu Qe
7hgd & °4'_r‘°ﬂ"'1l_ SEo2NE Ee EAEY T8 H4HE T3 g o
&g FE EF & £ A
. s ¥ AEuy

1, A%
H*F%‘l‘l*l A GAM AXAN FHA 3 FUIHA EHS ALLSA
2. &9 FE2EY Az 2 9 4

2-l. % 2 £§

B4 &5 200g9 CH:CLE A7b8t] shakingdte 22 CH:LCl3%%E Hexan : MeOH

(1:D) EFLE o) &3t % tF E4ZAwr]e] Fo| n-HexanF 3} MeOHZE 22 F¥

393, MeOHEE 225 H compound I,0,II& LAt}

2-2. T4 B4 &9

zt gujd] 9 SF EYEY E coli S aureusd] Wi FT¥Aol HF A el

methanol fr.2 silica gel*l ¥3A1#A dichloromethaneZ Z+#3 @€A171 ¥ 323 ¥ column

chromatography & A8t subfraction® AUtk ZF subfractionE9] &F &4 E4& &

Q1371 98ty CHLlz : MeOH (30 @ 1) E#4vl2 TLCE 334 379 A{PEL £

3teo] compound 1,0,IIE AUt}

2-3. NMR &4 #% 4

Methanol fraction® 238 2% compound I,0,M9) 'H-NMR, BC-NMR spectrum® &

A& n, dadd B EFAL FHFAG

3. Fa4 NE

3-1. A g

Escherichia coli KCTC 1039(E. coli)$}t Staphylococcus aureus KCTC 1928(S. aureus)E

AL&-3t et

3-2. "1} A

TFE 37CAA 12213 wiFstn 50% glycerolS 1:12 E&€3t -75C A HAeHA
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Abg3t9 31, Nutrdent A= 2 A5 FFAPE A2 A3t ATt
3-3. g Ag
AR A Por FHHE
4. BAAE
=73 2 AR 2% ¥ Duncans’'s multiple range testZ ©]-&3te] FAEA 3t
m. 27 2 23

SHFEE 2 £YE9 ¥IA
£ 7+ fujd BB FFAAL dolr7] A& E colit S. aureusd) ¥ BFAA
&32 B33 A= Table 13 Table 29 2tk 74 £YEEY FE7F HoH2sE ODH
o) wro}A 3, dichloromethane ext., hexane fr.#} methano! fr.7}-& 9 methanol fr.o] E. coli
o] ul&) 64%, S. aureus®l W& 71%2 714 ¥ AFJAEIH}E Ve A
Table 1. Antimicrobial activity of fractionated samples from tumeric on the

growth of E. coli

=33 qrh

Sample m ODeto
0.25% 0.5% 1.0%
Control 0.894+0.02° 0.894+0.02° 0.894+0.02°
CH:Cl, ext.” 0.905+0.013 (-)* 0.586%0.008 (34)° 0.425+0016 (52)°
Hexane fr.” 0.895+0.006 (-)° 0.708+0.025 (21)? 0551+0.007 (38)
MeOH fr. 0.770+0.026 (14°  0505+0004 (44)° 0.325%0.018 (64)°

Residues’MeOH ext.

0.909+0.011 (-)

0.677+0.019 (24)°

0.518*0.018 (42)°

UConcentration of extract

)
Jextract

) .
Pfraction

Parantheses indicate the inhibition rates(%)
Means with the different letters in the same column are significantly different(p<<0.06) by Duncan’s muitiple range

test

Table 2. Antimicrobial activity of fractionated samples from tumeric on the growth of S.

aureus
Sample m ODeo
0.25% 0.5% 1.0%
Control 0.589+0.007° 0.589+0.007° 0.589+0.007°
CH:Clz ext.” 0.572%0.006 (3)° 0.521£0.003 (11)° 0.267+0.009 (55)°
Hexane fr.¥ 0.586+0.005 (-)* 0.565%+0.003 (4)* 0.519£0.009 (12)?
MeOH fr. 0.497+0.015 (16)° 0.304+0.001 (48)° 0.1710.008 (71)°

Residues'MeOH ext.

0.584%0.005 (1)°

0.533£0.004 (10)°

0.221£0.027 (62)°

YConcentration of extract

2’extract
Yfraction

Parantheses indicate the inhibition rates(%s)
Means with the different letters in the same colurm are significantly different(p <0.05) by Duncan’s muitiple range
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2. %7 84 849 £ € 54

2-1. ¥ A £

4 = g7 A& UENE methanol fr.o. 2 ¥ silica gel column chromatography &
TLCE AA 3o ¢€ Compound I 11,19 FF&A AHL AAEe Table 33 Table 49
2L 435 U9 4 compoundE L FE7F FolASFE gaH¥o] oA, E colist S
aureus®] t&lA CompoundI o] 7H4 £& $a&AE Ve AUT

Table 3. Antimicrobial activity of compound isolated from methanol fraction on the growth

of E coli
Sample 5 ODen
0.25% 0.5% 1.0%
Control 0.934+0.020° 0.934+0.020° 0.934+0.020°
Compound 1 0.62310.007 (33)° 0.257%0.010 (72)° 0.025£0.012 (97)°
Compound I 0.786+0.009 (16)° 0.468+0.011 (50)° 0.175%0.023 (81)°
Compound I 0.921£0.016 (1)* 0.865%0.023 (7)? 0.739%+0.016 (21)°

YConcentration of extract
Parantheses indicate the inhibition rates(%)
Means with the different letters in the same column are significantly different(p<0.06) by Duncan’s multiple range
test
Table 4. Antimicrobial activity of fractionated samples from tumeric on the

growth of S. aureus

Sample ODeoo

0.25%" 0.5% 1.0%
Control 0.640+0.008" 0.640+0.008 0.640+0.008
Compound I 0.386+0.017 (40)° 0.112%+0.008 (82)° 0.004%0.003 (99)°
Compound I 0.477£0.009 (26)° 0.245+0.019 (62)° 0.160+0.020 (75)°
CompoundIll 0.467+0.011 (27) 0.341£0,013 (47)® 0.276:0.014 (57)®

YConcentration of extract
Parantheses indicate the inhibition rates(%)

Means with the different letters in the same columm are significantly different(n<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range
2-2. &F9 v 2HEZREH EE ¥TEAY EFY 4

2 & methanol fr.2. 25§ silica gel column chromatography& 4A]8te] TLC/el A3k
o] R CompoundI,O,ME “C-NMR, 'H-NMR #4& AA# 23} curcumin,
demethoxycurcumin, bisdemethoxycurcumin® 2 F3 =R F2AL Fig. 1% Zo g4
g Ay AN E coli®t S. aureusdl ti¥ compound I & compoundl ¢] & o] EA
Yebd v, compoundlls FTFEA 0] WA JelsEd, 9l compoundI ¢ compound I
= methoxyl(OCHs)7|9} phenol”Z]7} &7 Ao FFEAHAL FsAlsd 9i&

compoundll ¥l A= methoxyl(OCH3)7]17} &A&A] &7] wWieletzn Al €l
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R;=R3=0OMe ; Curcumin I
R;=0Me , R;=H ; Curcuminll
Ri=R;=H ; Curcuminlll

Fig. 1. The structure of Curcumin I ,II,IlI
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Al RS 24 5487 slsld &
Z} EYE9 Fo8HE AMFsAR, silica gel column
& 2 I

72 f718vE 9
&
st JO,IME NMREA S ohg-3 22

Kol
chromatography$} TLCEZ
AEL AUk
L f71&mz &893 &3 3784 APA dichloromethane ext., hexane fr.3}
methanol fr.7}2dl methanol fr.o] E. colidl W8l 64%, S. aureusdl sl 71%E 714 &
AAAANERE JEPR AT
2. 7H¢ =& Fd 84S H9 methanol fr. 228 column chromatography$ TLCE 4
Alste] A& compound I,0,I09 ddA Ald 23 compoundl o] 7% =& FFEAHS
2
3. compound I ,II,ME NMREA$ ZI curcumin I, 1, M(curcumin, demethoxycurcumin,
bisdemethoxy curcumin)©2 FR8HAS™ compoundl o] 7} £ FFdL 2 AL
methoxyl(OCH3) 717} 8 Ao #ojdlr] wj&o)et Az},

compound
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