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Dose choice of Sargassum pallidum (SP), Radix Euphorbiae Pekinensis( REP), Radix Euphorbiae Kan-

sui (REK) , Flos Genkwa (FG) and Radix et Rhizoma Glycyrrhizae (RRG) and experimental design

(SP +RRG)/g-kg™"'

(REP +RRG)/g-kg ™’

(REK +RRG)/g-kg ™" (FG +RRG)/g-kg ™’

Level  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1 Factor 2
(SP) (RRG) (REP) (RRG) (REK) (RRG) (FG) (RRG)
1 0.83 0.39 0.12 0.39 0.04 0.39 0.12 0.39
2 1.26 0.79 0.24 0.79 0.09 0.79 0.24 0.79
3 1.89 1.57 0.47 1.57 0.24 1.57 0.47 1.57
4 2.83 3.14 0.94 3.14 0.59 3.14 0.94 3.14
5 4.24 6.29 1.89 6.29 1.48 6.29 1.89 6.29
6 6.36 12.57 3.77 12.57 3.68 12.57 3.77 12.57
7 9.55 25.14 7.54 25.14 9.21 25.14 7.54 25.14

SP + RRG refers to RRG co-administered with SP; REP + RRG refers to RRG co-administered with REP; REK + RRG refers to RRG co-
administered with REK; FG + RRG refers to RRG co-administered with FG.

Tab.2 Experiment group and doses of SP + RRG, REP + RRG, REK + RRG and FG + RRG

Group Level combination (SP+RIiG)/ (REP+R_I1RG)/ (REK+R_I1?G)/ (FG +Rli{1G)/
(factor 1 + factor 2) g-kg g-kg g-kg g-kg

A L4 +1L4 2.83+3.14 0.94 +3.14 0.59 +3.14 0.94 +3.14
B L7 +13 9.55 +1.57 7.54 +1.57 9.21 +1.57 7.54 +1.57
C L1 +L5 0.83 +6.29 0.12 +6.29 0.04 +6.29 0.12 +6.29
D L2 +12 1.26 +0.79 0.24 +0.79 0.09 +0.79 0.24 +0.79
E L5 + L1 4.24 +0.39 1.89 +0.39 1.48 +0.39 1.89 +0.39
F L3 +L7 1.89 +25.14 0.47 +25.14 0.24 +25.14 0.47 +25.14
G L6 +L6 6.36 +12.57 3.77 +12.57 3.68 +12.57 3.77 +12.57

The numbers of factor 1 and factor 2 refer to dose of each drug in Tab.1. L1 -L7. level 1 —level 7.
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Tab.3 Effect of RRG + SP, RRG + REP, RRG + REK
and RRG + FG on mouse intestinal propulsive rate
(IPR) in mice

IPR/%
Group

SP +RRG REP +RRG REK +RRG FG +RRG
A 64x8 63 +10 72 £7 66 +11
B 74=zx9 78 £20 69 £7 66 +£12
C 69zx15 46 =11 57 £17 64 £13
D 74=9 51 17 49 +6 58 +13
E 619 58 +10 59 +7 67 £13
F 70+5 66 +8 75 10 76 +8
G 83z5 62 +14 70 £10 66 +10

Mice were once ig given SP + RRG, REP + RRG, REK + RRG
and FG + RRG. See Tab. 2 for the doses of each drug. Each
mouse was ig given the 5% Indian ink 0.2 ml after 20 min of SP +
RRG administration 60 min of REP + RRG administration, 30 min
of REK + RRG administration and 20 min of FG + RRG administra-
tion, respectively. IPR was determined after 20 min of 5% Indian
ink administration. IPR(% ) = Indian ink propulsive length (cm)/
total intestinal length(cm) x100%. x+s, n=10.
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Fig.1 Effect of REP + RRG(A) and FG + RRG(B) on
mouse IPR. See Tab. 3 for the mouse treatment.
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Effect of Radix et Rhizoma Glycyrrhizae co-administered with
Sargassum Pallidum, Radix Euphorbiae Pekinensis,
Euphorbiae Kansui Radix and Flos Genkwa
on mouse intestinal function

HENG Qing-qging', BIAN Yong', LI Lin', XU Li', SHANG Er-xin’, QIAN Da-wei®, DUAN Jin-ao®
(1. Center for Drug Safety Evaluation and Research, Nanjing University of Traditional Chinese
Medicine, Nanjing 210023, China; 2. Jiangsu Key Laboratory for High Technology Research

of TCM Formulae, Nanjing 210023, China)

Abstract. OBJECTIVE To investigate the effect of the dose of Glycyrrhizae Radix et Rhizoma
(RRG) on intestinal function when RRG was co-administered with Sargassum pallidum ( SP), Radix
Euphorbiae Pekinensis (REP) , Radix Euphorbiae Kansui (REK) and Flos Genkwa (FG). METHODS

According to uniform design, mice in each group were ig given corresponding medicine. Each mouse
was ig given the 5% Indian ink 0.2 ml at 20 min after SP + RRG administration, at 60 min after REP +
RRG administration, at 30 min after REK + RRG administration and at 20 min after FG + RRG administra-
tion, respectively. All the mice were sacrificed after 20 min of 5% Indian ink administration, and the in-
testinal propulsive rate was counted. RESULTS When the total dose was between 0 —30 g-kg ™", with
the total administration dose certain, REP + RRG reduced the rate of intestinal propulsion following RRG
dose increasing (r=0.7853, P<0.05). When the total dose was lower than 5 g-kg™', FG + RRG had
no obvious effect on the intestinal propulsive rate. When the total dose was higher than 5 g-kg~' and
was kept the same, FG + RRG increased the rate of intestinal propulsion along with RRG dose increas-
ing (r=0.8414, P<0.05). SP + RRG and REK + RRG had no significant effect on the intestinal propul-
sion when compatibility proportion changed. CONCLUSION With the certain total dose, there was a
close relationship between effects on mouse intestinal function and the proportion of RRG and REP. In-
testinal function became weak when RRG dose increased in compatibility. There was a close relationship
between effects on mouse intestinal function and the proportion of RRG and FG. Intestinal function be-
came strong when RRG dose increased in compatibility.

Key words: Sargassum pallidum; Radix Euphorbiae Pekinensis; Radix Euphorbiae Kansui; Flos
Genkwa; Radix et Rhizoma Glycyrrhizae; intestinal function

Foundation item: The project supported by National Basic Research Program of China (2011CB505300 ) ; and
National Basic Research Program of China(2011CB505303)
Corresponding author. XU Li, E-mail. xuliglp@126.com, Tel. 13851852790
(ks B . 20130111 &2 HH. 2013-04-30)

(AR SFHE)



