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Study on Ultrasonic-enzyme-assisted Extraction Process and Antioxidant Activity of Adenosma glutinosum

WANG Cheng-wen, CAI Ying-ju,FAN Jia-wei et al (Shantou Polytechnic, Shantou, Guangdong 515078)

Abstract [ Objective ] The research aimed to optimize the ultrasonic-enzyme-assisted extraction process of Adenosma glutinosum and evaluate
its antioxidant activity. [ Method ] The best process was preferred using orthogonal test.Four methods of in vitro antioxidant activity detection by
DPPH method, ABTS method, NADH-PMS-NBT reaction system method and FRAP method were used, and V was used as a positive control.
The antioxidant activities of four different extracts of Adenosma glutinosum were compared. [ Result ] The optimal process conditions were ob-
tained as follow: ethanol concentration of 75% , solid-liquid ratio of 1:40 (g:mL) , ultrasonic temperature of 60 °C, ultrasonic time of 30 min
and cellulase dosage of 0.6%. The extraction rate of this condition was 3.48%. The ethyl acetate fraction of Adenosma glutinosum had the stron-
7) was 126, 156
and 512 wL, respectively, and the total antioxidant capacity was 16.7 mg/g.[ Conclusion ] The extraction method is simple and feasible, and

gest antioxidant capacity. The ICy, of ethyl acetate fraction for removing three kinds of free radicals (DPPH-, ABTS"-,0, -

the extract exhibited strong antioxidant activity.
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Table 2 Orthogonal experiment results

DPPH - i B3R

s eaa .
WA e 0w
rate // %
1 1 1 1 1 1 42.89
2 1 2 2 2 2 48.81
3 1 3 3 3 3 51.64
4 1 4 4 4 4 56.49
5 1 5 5 5 5 60.79
6 2 1 2 3 4 47.82
7 2 2 3 4 5 49.66
8 2 3 4 5 1 49.04
9 2 4 5 1 2 60.61
10 2 5 1 2 3 60.39
11 3 1 3 5 2 48.98
12 3 2 4 1 3 56.98
13 3 3 5 2 4 65.13
14 3 4 1 3 5 55.31
15 3 5 2 4 1 54.54
16 4 1 4 2 5 52.68
17 4 2 5 3 1 51.23
18 4 3 1 4 2 47.38
19 4 4 2 5 3 49.05
20 4 5 3 1 4 51.34
21 5 1 5 4 3 45.99
22 5 2 1 5 4 45.18
23 5 3 2 1 5 44.51
24 5 4 3 2 1 45.28
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Table 3 Comparison of antioxidant activities of each extract of Ade-

nosma glutinosum
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