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Abstract: Objective  To establish the UPLC fingerprints of Houpo (Magnoliae Officinalis Cortex) from two different origins
(Magnolia officinalis and M. officinalis var. biloba) and provide reference for quality control of Magnoliae Officinalis Cortex.
Methods UPLC Method was adopted. The determination was performed on a column of Waters Acquity UPLC®*BEH Cis
(100 mm X 2.1 mm, 1.7um) with acetonitrile-0.4% phosphoric acid solution as the mobile phase by gradient elution at a flow rate of
0.4 mL/min. The detective wavelength was 294 nm, the column temperature was 30 ‘C, the injection volume was 1 pL. Similarity
evaluation, cluster analysis (HCA), principal component analysis (PCA), orthogonal partial least squares discriminant analysis
(OPLS-DA) and #-test were used to evaluate the fingerprints of Magnoliae Officinalis Cortex from two different origins. Results
There were nine common peaks in the fingerprints of Magnoliae Officinalis Cortex from two different origins. Two of them were
identified as honokiol and magnolol by comparing with the reference substance. The fingerprint similarity between 13 batches of
Magnoliae Officinalis Cortex and the control was 0.907—0.993. The fingerprint similarity between six batches of Magnolia
officinalis var. biloba and M. officinalis was 0.770—0.895. According to the analysis of CA,19 batches of Magnoliae Officinalis
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Cortex were divided into three categories. Four kinds of differential markers were found by PCA and OPLS-DA. By #-test, there were

significant differences in the contents of four differential markers between the two different origins(P < 0.05). The content of

chemical components represented by peaks 2, 4 and 7 in M. officinalis var. biloba was higher than that in M. officinalis. The content

of honokiol in M. officinalis was higher than that in M. officinalis var. biloba. Conclusion This method is simple and specific,

which can provide reference for the differentiation and quality control of two kinds of Magnoliae Officinalis Cortex.
Key words: Magnolia officinalis Rehd. et Wils.; Magnolia officinalis Rehd.et Wils. var. biloba Rehd. et Wils.; UPLC fingerprint;

chemical pattern recognition: cluster analysis; principal component analysis; magnolol; honokiol
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Table 1 Origin information form of Magnolia Officinalis Cortex
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Fig.1 UPLC fingerprints of 13 batches of M. officinalis
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Fig. 2 UPLC fingerprints of six batches of M. officinalis
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Fig. 3 Reference fingerprints of M. officinalis (A), M.
officinalis var. biloba (B) and chromatogram of honokiol and

magnolol (C)
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