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Abstract

In order to learn the bio-active healthy factors relating of species and sub-species in China, the
leaves of 20 samples from 7 species and sub-species, namely, Hippophae rhamnoides. ssp. sinen-
sis, H. r. ssp. yunnanensis, H. r. ssp. mongolica, H. r. ssp. turkestanica, H. gyantsensis, H. Neurocarpa, H.
tibetana, were collected from wild resources locations in Tibet, Xinjiang, Qinghai, Gansu, to analyze
the inositol, methylinositol, L-quebrachitol, Sucrose, glucose, fructose, malic acid and V¢, with the
method of GC-MS. The results showed that the contents of nositol, sucrose, glucose and fructose in
leaves of H. gyantsensis were the highest, and the contents of inositol, malic acid and Vc in leaves of H.
r. ssp. yunnanensis were also the highest, and the contents of L-quebrachitol in leaves of H. r. ssp.
mongolica were the highest, too, while the contents of inositol, sucrose, glucose and fructose in leaves
of H. Neurocarpa were the least, the contents of methylinositol and Vc of H. tibetana the least, and the
contents of L-quebrachitol in leaves of H. r. ssp. yunnanensis and the contents of malic acid in leaves of
H. r. ssp. turkestanica the least, too. The test results give scientific bases for the afforestation and de-
velopment of the test species and sub-species of Hippophae in the Three-North and Tibet areas.
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1. 8I8

BEIT (74— BT DK SR A MRAE B R . AEG 2R B 2 —[1] [2] [3]. A EAEENILISR, B
WL A 530 A O B L LR AT B 7k P R AR VR B0, AR NS TE R 5 A% T T 0 TR G 55
R AP, ISR, (AR RO RO, PR T B4 5], DRSS LA, EHRAT
KB PR ORI VR I, UL T 4 R B AR R T AL R Ak 2 kTS 5t . 3R 30 F T (5% 1 4 75 VR
FURZ[6]-[11], WFFC AR th B v 1 B9 (A6 7 T 27 7E 10— L. 70 (Hippophae) K470 2 1T 4 K
BEST RAE T TR S0 — KPS, (EAR 6 Bl 17 TEAR[12] 0, 3R 75 3820 5% F i [X 49 A S 6 il 13
R3], Vb B S AR R 55 7 T D PR T 2 HRR[14] [15], MR IR E S R EK RS T
TELE; Yo F BT B 50 45 DR B LR — 25 5 S SL R R RS A A R VR [16] [17], MASHEATIR
N FERITE R o A% SR A 38 45 1 3 L A D IR TR 5 HORE I 58 10 5 {2 AT % ) — e A 03 o PR
I 4 5

2. ¥ 55%
2.1. BT A R A
T35 R BUORE 2 W (A D SRR T PH K . S8R . 0. HOR S g R ARV B, BURER ] )y 2019
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A

9 HAE 10 H EEAREMENE 1, ¥ & B H EVSE(H. r. ssp. sinensis). = F¥PHE(H. r. ssp. yunnanensis).
SEHTVPBE(H. r. ssp. mongolica). F1IEYPE(H. r. ssp. turkestanica). YLV Hl(H. gyantsensis). i 5 vbi(H.
Neurocarpa). PV HE(H. tibetana)dt 7 MFPERIE AN, 20 NHEES .

Table 1. Basic information of leaves collecting locations of wild species and sub-species of Hipphphae
% 1 REE LSBT RA S A S

B WAL WS JERE I ] KA H A G i R (m)
SRR QY1 2019.10.11 Hil e KEEFRIZMY 108°27'25" 36°02'11" 1209
SRR QY2 2019.10.11 Hil e KB EFRIZMY 108°27'27" 36°02'12" 1209
SRIESRAY QY3 2019.10.11 Hila KB EFRZMY 108°27'22" 36°02'08" 1218
PR Lz1 2019.10.16 PSR Z T LR X 94°34'30" 29°33'51" 3879
BRI LZ2 2019.10.16 VEFBRR 2 T 2 X 94°30'40" 29°33'53" 3081
E U ZYH 2019.9.18 BraEE R A O 90°48'26" 46°11'26" 1072
b SQH 2019.9.18 B R A O 90°48'26" 46°11'26" 1071
AT bk ZD1 2019.9.21 VEFBRLIA H Sk 79°48'04" 31°30'12" 3681
T bk ZD2 2019.9.21 VESBURLIE B Sk 79°48'04" 31°30'12" 3680
T b ok ZD3 2019.9.21 VHFEUAL I B G AR T 79°40'52" 31°28'45" 3590
LRI ZD4 2019.9.21 VEFEUAL I B G AR T 79°40'25" 31°28'59" 3585
LRI AX1 2019.11.1 R T ) L 75°52'00" 39°00'17" 1523
HE DR AX2 2019.11.1 S R e e B 75°41'51" 39°07'34" 1427
LA IR CN1 2019.10.16 VRS S EL i A 2 91°48'09" 28°18'10" 4370
TLACD LZX1 2019.10.16 PaRE T 92°17'12" 28°27'10" 3980
TLACD Hz1 2019.10.16 PR TRE 91°56'11" 29°45'23" 3955
Join SR s LG1 2019.10.9 HIETEEAIK Y 101°58'05" 37°24'23" 3115
G D PL1 2019.9.21 PEA = B DU 81°06'20" 30°26'58" 4056
D PL2 2019.9.21 PEIAT = B TUR 81°06'20" 30°26'58" 4052
G 5 b ik NC1 2019.10.16 PURER T TR & 92°1521" 29°41'29" 4322

VoI ORI SE IR T SRR DR AL IR AR 1 RO TR 2 AT
2.2. MR7E

WLEE (inositol) . H E:LEE (methylinositol). I # AEZ (L-quebrachitol). FEIS(RERE . HZIME. B,
RIEE. Ve: KRS - BB H B (GC-MS) AT I 74T

3. BRESR

SR BT SR E R EE A 1, ZER R RIS RO G, B 1——REERERY; 2—
—EERE IR 3——F LIRS, 4—HRARNE; 5—IBDNE, 6——Him b, 7—LiY; 8——JEhk.
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Figure 1. GC-MS chromatogram of sugar fraction of leaves of test Hipphphae

B 1 SR A IS R G

7 ASFRQIEARZ R 20 ASH-FE 5 A UURESE 8 > S BEA RIS TR T Hadnill e 4521, 9+ 2.

Table 2. All the test results of bio-active factors relating to health of dried leaves of wild species and sub-species of Hipphphae

F 2. NEFEEHM)PERTH SRREXH—LEFEHRFNELERILCE

QLRSS S

MR PEIEER CRA EEAR WEmAR REAE PRMAR VoAl

(mg/100 g) (mg/100 g) E4 &  (mg/l00g) (mg/100g) (mg/100g) (mg/100g) (mg/100 g)
Qv1 4025 344.6 10.58% 412 2317.2 765.7 381.7 127.0
QY2 81.6 244.9 6.26% 575.1 220.9 210.3 93.6
Hh 7D
Qv3 198.7 149.6 9.69% 94.5 887.8 4025 229.2 55.0
iy 227.6 246.4 8.84% 67.9 1260.0 463.1 273.7 91.9
Lz1 242.9 996.4 8.04% 63.2 377.9 407.0 1377.1 3295
LRV LZ2 214.0 153.1 5.85% 76.8 930.0 861.9 957.4 495
iy 2285 574.7 6.95% 70.0 653.9 634.4 1167.3 189.5
SQH 79.4 240.8 11.31% 62.0 1371.6 495.1 352.5 105.0
E M ZYH 77.4 272.2 11.89% 99.1 1218.7 483.8 263.7 108.3
iy 78.4 256.5 11.60%  80.5 1295.2 489.5 308.1 106.6
AX1 330.9 250.2 8.83% 126.6 500.4 5435 203.8 55.4
AX2 205.1 159.7 8.60% 633.5 514.7 4421 175.3 336.1
ZD1 435.4 4256 11.52% 3128 24716 1759.0 382.9 62.1
EIRIAUS ZD2 30.6 71.3 3.70% 3238 182.1 69.3 65.6
ZD3 42.4 90.3 6.75% 226.8 59.8 39.5 100.6
ZD4 110.8 182.5 13.25% 438.9 155.8 57.4 100.0
iy 1925 196.6 8.77%  357.6 746.0 523.7 154.7 119.9
CN1 241.1 609.1 12.06%  1481.1 846.2 582.9 4347 92.5
LZX1 294.1 406.7 13.92%  199.1 1837.4 884.2 146.0 88.6
YLDk
HZ1 4587 310.9 7.21% 27844 1397.6 944.1 233.9 59.1
Sy 3313 4423 11.07%  1488.2 1360.4 803.7 2715 80.0
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Continued
T SRevb ok LG1 61.6 140.4 8.85% 32.2 256.8 2345 195.1 92.8
NC1 603.9 71.1 14.05% 16134 783.4 853.7 324.3 65.3
PL1 58.2 81.8 9.15% 200.3 243.0 240.4
VUSRI TR
PL2 50.3 56.3 7.01% 55.4 135.8 59.3 47.7
Fi 2375 69.7 10.07%  834.4 3732 385.3 204.2 65.3

Fi 263.5 204.7 9.46% 539.2 900.6 528.3 322.0 113.6

3.1. NEFHEEM)EDERTAHALEE S XL

WUEE 2 2R CSEE, 737308 CeH106, | IZAETE T S PRSI A R E A, TR ] e
WAL R $E, a4, DIEaEE &b i D& a2 e s, WA RHIALTERER
. QUEEILE 9 N RigfE, Hrd D-F1k-LEE (D-chrio-inositol) 5 L-F14- WL (L-chrio-inositol) H. A iE ) 5
Fatds, FoAx 7 P TERE G, I LR B R i B R 24 UL (myo-inositol) [18]. WLEE & T £ #3E
&y, B R MR R ) 2 B B SV PR A 1 SO R o WUBEAIRBRSS & 2 JF = AR IR E, iX
Pl mT ARSAR AR I, TR sh kA Ak, (R ERE [E AR, BB BRI AE M s BRikz 4k, WLEE
EEASEENR . IRE AR EER.

MY R b s B2 AR D S el (L) ) ) G ) LR 5 P37 A o, 3 1A o0 & e 4aephidt
T, K 2.
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Figure 2. Contrast of inositol of dried leaves among all the test wild species and sub-species of Hipphphae
2. NEFCEFEFE D BT ALEE S EXTEE

JLEE-& & (mg/100g)

7 NVD R I FR) 20 ANFE ST LR £ 8 A e /N ) 30.6 mg/100 g % i =i ) 603.9 mg/100 g (3 2),
AR, “FHIME 204.7 mg/100 g. M 1 ATLMR E A i, A 4 ASFCEFD) VIR & &P 351E
KT BARTFME (204.7 mg/100 ), 43 AN FEYDBE(574.7 mg/100 @) TLA¥PHE(442.3 mg/100 g). Z i
#(256.5 mg/100 g). " [EVDH(246.4 mg/100 g); 3 NRRCIEFR)IVLEE S & P E /N T AT 18 (204.7
mg/100 g), 435l IE¥b i (196.6 mg/100 g). b i(140.4 mg/100 g) 777V (69.7 mg/100 g).
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3.2. RNEFEEM)EDERTHREAESEX

JULTEE o 14 22 S30RT T B I o JULTRE P I JUTLE ) B 2 B0 AT 2R, AR B BAT AR 22 [ 0 S A
K, 737N CrH1wOs. LRE B BERATEMAEAE T 2 M S, UL D-FARE (D-pinitol) . FI#EARE
ANLLAZE (sequoyitol) (I FU IR IE i 2, JLABILEE B0 FF BESRATZAEY) L-HIENLEE . D-HLLRE . D-1=Hins
(D-ononitol). 1-D-O-FIENIEE. L-FARE. 1-O-HIERE LT 4ENESs, HRARUUMEERIKEE S I 2 Fedt
PR A PR [19] o JULRE H K AT ARE M sh vk (0 A B AR, O dm B IR . PO BT IRI S

AR QA ] R LR & P AR s 0L, W 3.

400
331.3
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227.6 228.5 4363
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200 -
100 - /8.4 I 61.6
0 n T T I T T T l T T

FEWB ZFWE F B P AR MR TR R
Figure 3. Contrast of methylinositol of dried leaves among all the test wild species and sub-species of Hipphphae
3. NEFEFNEFE P ERTA PR EES EXTEE

F 22 UL B2 2 (mg/100g)

7 ANYS IR A1) 20 ANFE & 0 - FE I JLRE 55 2 A se /M) 56.3 mg/100 g 215 =5 11 996.4 mg/100 g (4
2), MR, “FIME N 263.5 mg/100 g. MK 2 FTLMR EMME tH, KA TLHPEE 1 AN A F
LR & 448 331.3 mg/100 g, KT i /4P 24118 (263.5 mg/100 g), 4y 6 i (I ) e B L AL & =1
BE /N T AR 416 (263.5 mg/100 g), 737 A PE kYD 11(237.5 mg/100 g) = F§¥)#(228.5 mg/100 g).
Hh & 7D #(227.6 mg/100 @) H 7P E(192.5 mg/100 g)- 5 vb Bk (78.4 mg/100 g). A SR 70 (61.6 mg/100 g).

3.3. FEFEEH)EDEHRTH B ERES EXL

WIRTHTIA, FEARRRIEERI AR 2 FEATEDZ —, Hr TN CHuOs 70 TN 194.18, HF R
T 35 90 1) 2 R R4 (Aspidosperma desmanthum)H,  ERLEEH Y “ T IRR E|E” , B FRZ N A2 RIRAEAE I
BAADETE R TR H0[20] [21], FTHFEAE N EA RIS R IURERT AP R JEA R, 0 R V66
32 S SRR R0 S0 S T 25 BT VB HE O o 4 22 WDt Bt B R A A % 43 [22] [23] [24] [25]
[26], A2 TV T e A C TS . S A R TR, FIFRPUE R PUE . B
FUEE, T MHIME A VR RIE . o W RIE . WE PRI RN S 2 [27]

7 AN (IEAR) 20 ANFEL T AR & 5 RN 3.70% 2 i =i 1) 14.05% (3% 1), BB R
K, FEHER 9.46%. N [ HELFHb S il 8- P (LA [B] (1P 2578 A a3y, #4 1 AEREE & BEAL M ATy
W 4), PTUMREMHE H, A 3 ANFRCER) 8 E AR S &P ME R T Bk TFIME9.46%), 77l 5
TP (11.60%) . TLAVPIE(11.07%). POsibiE(10.07%), Frhoumtybih. TLAD BRI RE R m v ik
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A

CEFN); 5 ANFRCEFN A EARRE S P IE N T AT 1E(9.46%), 4 SRV (8.85%)  H [E Vbik
(8.84%)~ HILVLHH(8.77%) == VP IR(6.95%). 7 MFi MR A AR T, SRS 5 H R UREAIT .
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] 6i

HEVIR =BV S PR AR B SRR TE D R

Figure 4. Contrast of L-quebrachitol of dried leaves among all the test wild species and

sub-species of Hipphphae

4. REFHIEM)EFE LR TH B ERES EXEE

3.4. NEFHEEM)EDBRTHEERS S B

R REE AN OUR A B EDAT, VA REERIEAHT R A Th (4, BIAEY 0 3 A e
Yolsts SRBECERIABE PR By, R TR ARSI MANE . RBE SR =3 N R > SRR,
735 AR (CeH1206), #REH 6 MK, BINTEH I RAAAE . SRR REIR MR IR YK, & AR A B8
PR E A, SRR, R e REDC R BB S A NG B TR BRI AR A
SRR Ve SERSRIIEERE, o7 EE 2 KO 3 A B MR R IR SRR 2 M TR Y H+ s #
HARKVER, AR L-PUR R, Ve & — Mt is, otk ik, V52 204 & Ml 2 #8 # 2
HZ5FM. o 7 EHRBEFD QAN E AR (RERE . R BER). BROERIR. Vo) RinT

BIZAAE DL, K2 1 A SR AR S BAE TR (A BEAT 138, PEILEE 3.

Table 3. Mean values of sugars and acids of dried leaves among all the test wild species and sub-species of Hipphphae
= 3. NEF(EF)E 48R T HER RN E T 191E

o WA RS HE RS R RbEE & WREBE R Ve & &
(mg/100 g) (mg/100 g) (mg/100 g) (mg/100 g) (mg/100 g)

oh [ 7R 67.9 1260.0 463.1 273.7 91.9
ZEVH 70.0 653.9 634.4 1167.3 189.5
el 80.5 1295.2 489.5 308.1 106.6
LERIAU 357.6 746.0 523.7 154.7 119.9
TV 1488.2 1360.4 803.7 2715 80.0
Tl b R 322 256.8 2345 195.1 928
P B 834.4 373.2 385.3 204.2 65.3

T 539.2 900.6 528.3 322.0 1136
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M2 R DA W, 5 MHERIER T EME, LR CIRY) B K21/ IHE PR O

RERE: VLHDRR. PO, HOEVbRE. SV ZRUB R EVDRR. R

HERE: LAOPB. S, TP EYB. PR, ZE YRR TEEDRR. TRV

Rl TTADER. ZEDER RYR, SOh VDR, RV PUEb R AR R

WIRER: mEVBR. SNV TP EVB TLADRE. VDR IRV, bR,

Ve: mEWIBR. IR, SRR, MR R EVDRR. SRR PR

MRS ERFE, 3 DWESIEAR(RERE . S AT P BONEEE, SRR SRR br A
AL SIS, Ve HEF R TR BRI .

4, Fig
4.1. ANEEFnER B EE

WUEE & —FoKIEVESE AR i R, B 5445 K By 4i2E R H UM, OB H KR g &
B Ik, MR AUEAF By, (EGHMI AL ML S KBt E FRIIER . H BT BRIVLEE ™~ & 3 kt/a, FKEFI
HAR A B A P RN T SR 84 35 kt/a, SRR K. EE. PHRK. AKRFglE&EEE
SEAURETY 2R T3, e rb R e A L AR SRS 24 8 7 70% 45 45 s Tk, B i ATk 20978 45 s Hhe 4k 10%.
[ WL AR 2 100 t DA b, BBA TR SES, ERERIEYCR F3fl . ki A7 G B
M

— B K R RS & AR R, B UM &4 300 mg/100 g, % &4 200 mg/100 g, % &4 170
mg/100 g, BREREE A 140 mg/100 g, BEAPG KA 100~200 mg/100 g, #E & & FMEA, A 1~100
mg/100 g, A HRE 5454 15 mg/100 g /£ 45[28]. —S8TEZF 24, R Z WA B L v BOREIN 52 V0 ok R
SERUURE S R FT[29], FRHBULEE & EAA A ZARR, He JEV BN 26.0 + 15.6 mg/100 mL, 5
HYPEECN 19.9 + 3.3 mg/100 mL, #HEVDEEN 7.7 + 3.8 mg/100 mL, 3 Ryl R S LIRS B S SRR AN
RN .

SRRV I AR A TR S E. AT SRR RSN F BT, FHEFTIEEES NS
RV L URE S & IR AEAS R QA B b P2 & &, DS Wil ik, 2y 27.0 mg/100 g,
VLAY Wi =, 15 258.7 mg/100 g SR IDIICRE , WIREAEEEHh i) & &M m TR S 5. hE VR
HELEE & BN 147.3 mg/100 g, i TR ST &, WEFA VDB S A S ok A, WU (0
N TS E R 6], AME ST 3 POV BREE SR . 3BV LR & & = TV R, H
5T B e SR S AR

T8 KR SIS IRENE, T34 FEUUELR B VLR & 2R3N [30] [31]. A TE 47
WA FRYITE R BARERMNSE R, REEH VD iR & ACE Nt AR 010 TRk, 2
VRIS & & IR NIBE S 25, AN BRI RMERT, (R E AR YD IR (T2 ) ] () A ] 82 4% i
B E. ANidix RO HEN, 3875 2 DLJS R IR NI S A REIR1G T SE 4518

4.2. BEXRE

AR EIEE AT, SRRy, EA BRI, (e ke B R A K e B 1k
JB RS . FAAE 1976 4F, Rasputina 55 H 96% B MAMA&YD IR, mTh 4 B8t B A AKEE[32]. 2003
., BRVE A A8 E R B A G 22 A8 K A 2 2 B VD R o 2y 5 45 B LR [33] o 25 22 1 2 K4 72 A1 BA T~ 2005
FEAEYD IR S22 B Y R ORI (2-0-H13E-1,2,3,4,5,6- /N FR L IR CU5t) I R B & B AEAS [ b i B3 10 o
AN, Fp [ v oz v TP B (H. r. ssp. rhamnoides) fl152 5 ¥bk[34] [35] [36] .
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FE] P B AV D R 1 A2 R B A 9, J2 T 2009 AR 2 Wi )i 2 B R BT ) ISA 230 I U 22 b R R A
Yang B. R IR S 5 A FHUANT . ALt Molk K550 5 F e TV B AR EE LA %« RAEAES B (Al & =5
A R FL[37] [38], KILEEARE S & T s, HUCHEERA, WS 85K E4K
FEEMN ALK, OEKESERICHEHEER, 29 AnEGERS, NIPHEES O 8RR
KR RARAE TR AR

b5 R BA RIS A 5T [39] [40]R M, YOI A e 2 3 PRS2 ZUWE SR AR db/db /B AAR R, I3k
BALRE, HEERESGE 2 BHRFZ B 20 SRR SARFE QSRR s 2 8
WP 2 ORERAVE 3 . BEFRIESE, F AR & b VDS oot b, B v i R e e i,
BB A ERAT Y, [t H TS RS, 56T DUESEb i oG8 2 ZO5E R AR -

AR SCAN R P CIE AR 0 A AR B PR v B 4R 7 A 5 b ii(11.60%) « YLAUDHE(11.07%). 75
VD IE(10.07%) . [ VD IE(8.85%) . T E VL (8.84%) . T Ybik(8.77%). =YL K(6.95%). XfLLIR%
TR SR E R S A ARRE S BT S S VB A R, T E g R RE, SR
KM, W EVD i 2.76 ANE e X XM A=A TV, A7 Ly b i (I Ffr) [a] 2 30 HE
B, BEEABIRAR, B RAERKI. 3522 ERENER 3 AN A, A E Vb ok Is T3 =
Ll 8 (e R e M 2 R ), 5 VD TR YR A4 50 0 A R (I S Aty KR 1 UM)oK U T35
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