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Comparison of Glucose-lowering Activity of the Extracts from Kangwon-do Mountain Mul-
berry Leaves (Moli Folium) and Silk Worm. Sung-Hoon Kim, 'Keum-Soo Kim, Jin-Ha Lee,
’Eul-Kwon Chung, *Young-Shik Park, *You-Jeong Park and Hyeon-Yong Lee. Division of Food

and Biotechnology, Kangwon Nafional University, Chunchon 200-701, Koreq,

'National In-

stitute of Heaith, Bethesda 20892, USA, “Research Institute of Health Food, Myungdin, Inje 250-
852, Korea, ‘Department of Food Processing, Kirin Agricultural Cooperatives, Inje 250-852,
Korea -1t was proved that both ethanol extracts from Mori Folium from Kangwon do and silk worm
had higher inhibition acitivity on o-glucohydrolase than the water extracts. In adding above 8.5 (mg/L)
of silkworm extracts, the inhibition rate on o-1,4 glucosidase was saturated while the inhibition rate was
continuously increased in adding the extracts from Moli Folium. It was also found that the diethyl ether
fraction showed much better inhibition activity than water fraction from ethanol extracts, vielding ca.
85% of inhibition rate for the extract of Moli Folium, compared to 91% for a commercially available
hypoglycemic drug, Chloropropamide. In separating the diethyl ether fractions by Consecutive Sephadex
gel filtration and Thin layer chromatography, three and four active spots were obtained from Moli Fol-
ium and silkworm, respectively. It is interesting that the similar Rf spots from both species among sev-
eral spots in TLC have the highest inhibition acitivity on a target enzyme, which can imply that the ac-
tive substances from both species are same or similar molecular weight and structure. Glucose-lowering
activities of both speciese were also examined in vivo, showing that the fraction from Moli Folium had
better activity than that from silkworm, and its activity was similar to that of a commercial drug.
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Fig. 1. The ratio of inhibiting a-glucohydrelase in adding Concentration (mg/L)
the extracts of M. folium and silkworm by different ex- Fig. 2. The comparison of inhibition ratio between ethanol

traction solvents. extracts of M. folium and silkworm.
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Fig. 3. The comparison of inhibition ratio between two frac-
tions of water and diethyl ether after fractionizing ethanol

crude extracts as well as a commercially avialable drg,
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Fig. 4. The results of measuring the inhibition acitivities of
the diethyl ether fractions through Sephadex gel permeation.
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Fig. 5. The profile of spreading the diethyl ether fractions of
by thin layer chromatography.
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Fig. 6. The comparison of inhibition ratio of several spots in
TLC from M. folium and silkworm extracts.
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Table 1. The results of measuring in vivo glucose-lowering
activities of the extracts from Moli folium and silkworm and

commercial drug

Postprandial 45 min.
glucose-lowering activity (%)

Species

Moli folium’ 75.54-4.8%
Silkworm” 63 +-3.2
Chloropropamide™ 88.4+-8.6

“The treatment concentrations were 350 (mg/g).
""The treatment concentration was 25 (mg/g).
*p<0.05 confidential different from the 0 day control.
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