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Comparison on total phenols content and antioxidant activity of ethyl ace-
tate extracts from two kinds of stingless bee geopropolis
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Abstract: In this study, the effects of different solid-liquid ratios on the extraction rate of geopropolis from Tei-

ragonula gressitti ( Sakagami) and Lepidotrigona flavibasis ( Cockerell) were compared by using ultrasonic-assisted method.

Total phenols content and antioxidant activity were

7% H #:2020-02-05
EE TR A A0 H (ZDYF2018082) ; [E 5% [ 48 F}2#
T4 1 (31402145)
B HF(1980-) 40 SeM S IR W-LBFSCE  BHSE i rate. The results showed that the extraction effects were
M54 FLEY . (E-mail) wujiaol202@ yahoo.com, 3 different under different solid-liquid ratios of geopropolis
HNIEFE —1EH, and ethyl acetate, and pH of ethyl acetate extracts of 7.
BIEE : LRLE, (E-mail) wang_yujie@ yeah.net gressitti and L. flavibasis ranged from 3.17 to 3.58 and

evaluated in the ethyl acetate extracts of two stingless bee

geopropolis under the condition of the highest extraction
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2.25 10 2. 75, respectively. When the solid-liquid ratio was 1.0 : 5.0 (g/ml), the highest extraction rates of T. gressitti

geopropolis and L. flavibasis geopropolis were 47.68%+1.26% and 43.12%+3. 64% , respectively. The total phenols con-
tent of T. gressitii (47.91£0.36) mg/g, GAE was significantly lower than that of L. flavibasis (58.94+1.04) mg/g, GAE

(P<0.01). DPPH free radical scavenging capacity increased with the increasing of mass concentration of ethyl acetate ex-

tracts from two stingless bee geopropolis, and ICy, values were (26.30+1.04) pwg/ml and (24.60+1.02) wg/ml, respec-

tively, indicating those ethyl acetate extracts of L. flavibasis geopropolis had stronger antioxidant activity than those of T.

gressiiti geopropolis.
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total phenols; antioxidant activity
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Table 1 Comparison on extraction rate and pH of ethyl acetate ex-

tracts from Tetragonula gressitti geopropolis and Lepi-

dotrigona flavibasis geopropolis
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Fig.1 The standard curve of gallic acid
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Fig.2 Comparison on total phenols content of ethyl acetate ex-

tracts from two stingless bee geopropolis
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Table 2 IC5, for DPPH radical scavenging capacity of ethyl acetate

extracts from two stingless bee geopropolis
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