Hh A AR AR
—332— CHINESE JOURNAL OF FOOD HYGIENE 2014 4E55 26 B4 4 W)

R
=R VR I AT TR 3 DN 7 Bl i AR Y o

ms' A AFMN LR LB LR EM, THT 3R 2R A A, LR
(L%ﬁﬁﬁWEﬁﬁ%¢m%aﬁ@%#%%%%ﬁ&ﬁéﬁi%idbilmm%
2.EMERKF AT EFR,LE  100069)

M E.BH H2AAZE0 R LEE o &R E R E X I AR R F R I S A kT £
ot AR EHAT SR AERAN IS, FE O PREGRZOERKRE P ENAE A - KRXRTE, £H
B R AR E B Kok kb e A X ik A CHL(F B2 S i) M4 3 &% s X ok F B X B R A 96 LA 1t
Rye FmaAE s 4 st iF724hkd, R PR EZEZoARERABEARENAGBTHIRARZRX
@t % # & (MTD) =20.00 g/kg BW, A R &R, mR ey LD, >10.00 g/kg BW, A EHRALF, RO IR ERFREXT
vhoh Ak EmL MR T vt A R0 IC, 5 A H 7.4 2 5.6 pg/ml; £ 4 k & HXB ¥, 2 2150 mg/ml 45 £ #
Akt &E24h B A BAR T, mEM LC,=16.5 mg/ml, it ZLIAFPLEEEFZRAYITFRGEHS
KRFeteg At EmbAriXnhy, R ARG @M Eg K TotegF0 192 50 e 8 55, 327 & kAL 1k 2 Ao A
BB B AR 69 B R A

KR EM A, 2RER; KobmBEb; FREAHER; WRERSF, FRFXD; 1
qPEﬂﬁ}yet;:Rlss;()7;Q291 XEkAREAD ;A X E S :1004-8456 (2014 )04-0332-05
DOI.:10. 13590/j. cjth. 2014. 04. 007

Using three methods to test and evaluate the fruit and leaf’s toxicity of Phytolacca Americana L.
ZHANG Peng, LI Yu, YOU Yu-zhou, FENG Ying, TENG Ren-ming, MA Rui, GAO Shan, NING Jun-yu,
JING Hai-ming, LI Guo-jun, TAN Zhuang-sheng, MA Ling
( Beijing Center of Preventive Medicine Research, Beijing Key Laboratory of Diagnostic and
Traceability Technologies for Food Poisoning, Beijing 100013, China)

Abstract; Objective The fruit and leaf’s toxicity of Phytolacca Americana L. were tested and evaluated by acute oral
toxicity test in mouse, in vitro cytotoxicity test and C. elegans toxicity test. Methods In the experiment of acute oral
toxicity test in mouse, the maximum limit method was used to test the leaf’s toxicity and Horn’s method to test the fruit’s
toxicity. In vitro cytotoxicity test was carried out on CHL cells using neutral red uptake method. C. elegans toxicity test was
carried out after 24 h exposure using 96-well plates. Results By acute oral toxicity test in mouse, it was proved that the
leaf was no-toxic with the maximum tolerated dose no less than 20. 00 g/kg BW and the fruit was actually no-toxic with LD,
greater than 10. 00 g/kg BW. The fruit’s toxicity was greater than the leaf’s. In the in vitro cytotoxicity test, the leaf and the
fruit’s IC,, were 7.4 and 5.6 pg/ml respectively. In C. elegans acute toxicity test, the death of the nematodes was not
detected at the dose of 215. 0 mg/ml after 24 h exposure to leaf, whereas the ICy, of fruit was detected as 16.5 pg/ml.
Conclusion It was indicated that the Phytolacca Americana L. fruit’s toxicity wasgreater than the leaf’s using classic mouse
and C. elegans exposure model. In the in vitro cytotoxicity model, the fruit’s toxicity was a little higher than the leaf’s with
minor difference. It was suggested that C. elegans model had more practical potential than in vitro cytotoxicity model on
toxicity screening.
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Table 1 Acute oral toxicity test result of the fruits of

Phytolacca Americana L.
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Table 2 In vitro cytotoxicity test result of Phytolacca Americana L.

B A/ (pg/ml) R %
0.0 0.0+8.8
1.9 40.1=£2.2™
Bt 7.8 52.0£7.7"
31.3 85.9 1.1
125.0 85.0+1.27
500. 0 85.3£0.2"
0.0 0.0£0.0
1.9 44.3£1.7"
7.8 53.2+1.4"
31.3 75.9 £12.0™
125.0 85.2+1.4"
500. 0 83.23.7"

T e e S5 5 X IRAL LR, P <0. 01
R3O BB AR (2 =)

Table 3 C. elegans toxicity test result of Phytolacca Americana L.

EWFRE AR/ (mg/ml) R/ BETH /%
0.0 44 =5 0.0+0.0
21.5 42 +3 0.0+0.0
H 46.4 45 +3 0.0+0.0
100.0 45 +8 0.7+1.3
215.0 49 +3 0.0+0.0
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1.9 46 £5 3.4£2.8
51 7.8 44 +7 0.0+0.0
31.3 43 £6 85.6+9.8"
125.0 37 +8 96.1+£7.9™
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Experimental study on effect of natto powder on immunological function of mice

PENG Liang, WANG Yan-wu, FU Wei-zhong, HE Li,

( Guangxi Autonomous Regional Center for Disease Control and Prevention,

Abstract; Objective

To explore the effect of natto powder on the immunological function in mice.

QIN Hui-yan, YAO Si-yu
Guangxi Nanning 530028, China)

Methods Natto

powder were consecutively orally administered to mice with different dosage for 30 d. Humoral immunity, cellular immunity,

phagocytic system function and activity of natural killer cell were used to access the effect of natto powder on immunological

function. Results

Natto powder could stimulate proliferation and transformation of mice’s spleen lymphocytes,

promote

delayed hypersensitivity, increase the quantity of antibody producing cells, enhance the level of serum hemolysin, accelerate

the carbon clearance and intensify the peritoneal macrophage,

and had no significant effect on activity of natural killer cell in

mice. Conclusion It suggested that natto powder could enhance the immune function in mice.

Key words: Natto; immune regulation; mice; toxicological experiment
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