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Effects of Some Medicinal Plants for Liver Enzyme Activities

Tae Hee K, Ki Sook Yane, Eun Sook Cumane, and Sung Kyung Baix
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Abstract—The methanol extracts of five medicinal plant materials selected were
tested for antihepatotoxic activity. Protective effects on the liver defect caused by CCl,
can be proved by liver enzyme activities of serum GOT, GPT, LDH and ALP,

The curative effects of these materials against CCl-induced liver damage in albino rats
were compared with those of control groups. It was shown that the extracts of Hepatica
asiatica and Stellaria media showed antihepatotoxic effect on CCl -induced liver damage;
however, the extract of Gleditschia officinalis had no effect.
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Oenanthe stolonifera, Umbelliferae, Stellaria media, Caryophyllaceae, Taraxacum platy-

carpum, Compositae, liver protection.
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Table I. Dose schedule

Days
Group
1 2 3 4
Control Saline Saline Saline Saline
Positive control Saline CCly CCl, Saline

Silymarin Sily.
Test Ex.

CCl,+Sily. CClL+Sily. Sily.
CC14+EX CC14+EX EX.

1: CCl,: Olive oil (1:3) solution, 10ml/kg was given
orally.

2: Silymarin 30mg/kg was given orally.

3: Sample G,H,0,5,T 700mg/kg was given orally.
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Fig. 1. A comparison with S-GOT activity between
control and test group.
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Fig. 2. A comparison with the S-GPT activity
between control and test group.
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Fig. 3. A comparison with the S-LDH activity
between control and test group.
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Fig. 4. A comparison with the S-AIP activity
between control and test group.
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