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Abstract

This study examined the protective effects of ginger and processed (Beopje) ginger extracts on gastritis in—
duced by HCl-ethanol in SD-rats. Beopje (or Poje) is a branch of herbal medicines processed using a Korean
traditional method to achieve specific pharmacological effects. Gastric lesions were induced in the rats by a
treatment of 1 mL of HCl-ethanol (60% ethanol+ 150 mM HCI). The rats were divided into seven groups: Normal
(1 mL of saline without HCl-ethanol treated group), Control (HCl-ethanol treated group), GL (35 mg/kg of
ginger treated group), BGL (35 mg/kg of Beopje ginger treated group), GH (350 mg/kg of ginger treated group),
BGH (350 mg/kg of Beopje ginger treated group) and Cimetidine (80 mg/kg of cimetidine treated group). The
gastric injury inhibition rate was 40.2% and 64.9% in GL and BGL and 68.4% and 99.6% in GH and BGH re-
spectively, showing significantly lower rates than the control (p<0.05). The level of gastric juice secretion
decreased significantly in all ginger administered groups. The pH of the gastric juices of BGH increased and
the acidity of BGH and cimetidine decreased significantly (p<0.05) compared to the other groups. Beopje ginger
had stronger inhibitory effects on gastritis than ginger without the Beopje process. The protective effect on
gastritis by the ginger and Beopje ginger extracts increased in a dose-dependent manner (p<0.05). These results
suggest that ginger has inhibitory effects on HCl-ethanol induced gastritis in rats that can be improved through

the Beopje process.
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Fig. 1. Preparative procedures of Beopje ginger and ginger.
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Table 1. Effect of ginger extracts on the changes of gastric
injury in HCl-ethanol induced SD-rats

Treatment Dose Gastric iznjury Inhibition rate
(mg/kg) (mm°) (%)

Normal 0.0£0.0% 100

Contol 6.89+2.35" 0

GL 35 412+2.18" 402

BGL 35 2.42+1.32™ 64.9

GH 350 218+1.37° 68.4

BGH 350 0.03+0.07 99.6

Cimetidine 80 1.734+1.04% 74.9

Normal: Group received saline without HCl-ethanol.
Control: Group induced gastritis by HCl-ethanol.
GL: Group received 35 mg/kg of ginger extract and induced
gastritis by HCl-ethanol, BGL: Group received 35 mg/kg of
Beopje ginger extract and induced gastritis by HCl-ethanol,
GH: Group received 350 mg/kg of ginger extract and induced
gastritis by HCl-ethanol, BGH: Group received 350 mg/kg of
Beopje ginger extract and induced gastritis by HCl-ethanol,
Cimetidine: Group received 80 mg/kg of cimetidine dissolved
in distilled water and induced gastritis by HCl-ethanol.
YValues are mean * SD, n=7. “d\eans with the different letters
in the column are significantly different (p<0.05) by Duncan's
multiple range test.

® = Control

GH cimetidine

Fig. 2. Effect of ginger extracts on stomach appearance in
HCl-ethanol induced SD-rats. “The abbreviations are same as
shown in footnotes of Table 1.
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Table 2. Effect of ginger extracts on the changes of gastric
secretion volume in HCl-ethanol induced SD-rats
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Table 3. Effect of ginger extracts on the changes in pH and
acidity of gastric juice in HCl-ethanol induced SD-rats

Treatment” Dose (mg/kg) Volume (mL) Treatment” Dose (mg/kg) pH Acidity (mEq/L)
Normal - 0.3+0%? Normal — 2.13%0.08" -
Control — 4.60£0.47" Control — 1.79+0.14° 37.50£9.75%
GL 35 3.10£0.56" GL 35 201+0.23"  2750£5.00"
BGL 35 2.69+0.28° BGL 35 221+030°  25.00£5.77°
GH 350 2.66+0.29¢ GH 350 225+050°  24.00+894°
BGH 350 0.32+0.21° BGH 350 3101026  11.00£2.24°
Cimetidine 80 1.20+0.20° Cimetidine 30 2.89+052""  18.75+t854™

DThe abbreviations are same as shown in footnotes of Table 1.

?Values are mean+SD, n=7.

““Means with the different letters in the column are sig-
nificantly different (p<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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DThe abbreviations are same as shown in footnotes of Table 1.

PValues are mean=+SD, n=7.

““Means with the different letters in the same column are sig-
nificantly different (p<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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