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Abstract
Kunming male rats were equally divided into four groups randomly after 7 d, which were strain before mutagenesis group (SBM group) , strain

[ Objective | To study the effect of Lactobacillus acidophilus after space mutation on gastroenteric function in mice. [ Method] 40

after mutagenesis group (SAM group) , Biostime probiotic group ( BP group) and normal control group (NC group). There were ten mice in
each group. Through feeding different bacteria suspensions, we researched their effects on cacation, intestinal flora, and small intestine move-
ment function of rats. [ Result] The counts of bifidobacterium and lactobacillus in SAM group were significant higher than SBM group and NC
group (P <0.05), the intestine movement function and defecation function were better than SBM group and NC group (P <0.05).
[ Conclusion] Compared with strain before mutagenesis, Lactobacillus acidophilus after space mutation can significantly improve the gastrointes-

tinal function in mice. lIis efficacy is equivalent with biostime.
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Table 1 Count methods of major intestinal flora

Tt Eﬁ?%% HigRactt o

. . ulture Culture y .
Intestinal bacteria . .. Counting

medium condition

MU BBL #5773 IR&,37 C 48 h HEaEFL A6
Bifidobacterium WK
FAFE LBS HiF JR4,37 C 48 h HEEFILEG
Lactobacillus &
7323:) WK SRR 14,37 °C 48 h B R A1
Enterococcus
kT VRBDA Higekt 14,37 C 48 h LIy
Enterobacter
1.4.3 /N ERUHEASE B[R] 25 (5 b7 5 RN 2 i 1 o A2 o /DN BR

FIFAEEI 1] | SRR XA 4k 0 P05 S ISR (6] o 7R
7 R E EASEAEEIK 16 h, % 41 /N 10 mg/kgBW 44T
EITHIZFIENERE H 30 min J5 4% 2/ % 0. 01 ml/gBW 45
TEHHE S RN BUSCA G A AR BB P IR RO
PEEr . DA SR IF IR UERS S RS s g /N B R R
I i), ZELEUEE 6 h, 10 5% 6 h /I UHE SR AR, 1R 5
FEFEIEAR

1.4.4 Nz shik K. /WNgis ik S Mk 7], 1
13 i B R AR AEOK 725 14 RUEE 30 min J5, 45241/ R
F210 mg/kgBW 3 5 &2 Jr #2545 , 5 30 min J5 4541/ A%
0.01 mL/gBW 45 TE8VTHE R o 25 min J5BSHEALSE/ N, 4T
TEIE I 5 B3 1 Z I, B 25 o AT ), N om & Il B
S e ol W L = AN 7B YA A s AU e 77k = 15 AN, 7B 58
K™ KA 2 S8 ROV R A BT R B i T 41
NEITR/NGHEDE R (% ) /NI (% ) = BT K
JE (em)/ /MGERE (em) x100%
1.4.5 Fdaab, SHRE B TP AR « K 24l
[i] LR IR 3R J5 2243 #1 (One — way ANOVA) | 4 L 45
K H Duncan 7%, iRBSA5RUSFBIME = bR RN, P <0.05
FRESBE .
2 ERE5H
2.1 FERIERERIABRE/NRF BN
2.1.1  VEASRHYJE ME RR LR B X /0N B T WU AT B 1) 5
A1 2 AT, 5 IEH /NEL(NC group ) AH HE, 9 A R] Y 4 A=
PR G /S RS b U AT R B 44 0 4 = (P <0.05) . BR
25 I HRAAN , 20 A 1 14 d J5 , L0 vp () SO AT 14
B R T 1R AR 5 AR AL/IN BRUOSUEL FT B 4
B 2 = USRI IR AR (P <0.05) , B 5 &4 Jo s 4
I EMER(P>0.05),

F2 HBiAWANREFEPNETFEBEMEEE (2 =10)

Table 2 Bifidobacterium count of mice fecal in different experiment

groups
FUEAT H i Bifidobacterium
g5 count //1gCFU/ g
Group EADS 5514 R
The 1 day The 14" day
VAERTTAIMREL SBM group 8.61 +0.16a 9.06 £0.22b
V575 J5 R4 SAM. group 8.66 0. 12a 9.41 0. l4c =
H A G 4 BP group 8.70 +0. 12a 9.49 £0. 15¢ *
25 FIX BEZH NC group 8.60 +0. 17a 8.62 0. 11a

TE : RIFUARIR NG RS R — B ] AR 20 50 75 0. 05 7K F- F 22 57 i
F(P<0.05); = Fn SR —4HHI5 | RIMELRERBE(P<
0.05),

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences among different groups at the same time at 0. 05 level (P <
0.05) ; * indicated significant differences with the determined re-
sults on the first day in the same group at 0.05 level (P <0.05).

2.1.2 YRR VERRFLER XN E ST R AR .
2 3 Al RS I IRALAT 2R A 14 d s, HEEfE
AFUAT BRI IS 25 T80 1 K, R 28 I TR R 4L/ BRURL
AT AR RO 2 e TR AL R AR (P <0.05) , 55400
fi AT R EZEF (P >0.05) o XU AR5 B R
FLIR T /N U E A Y BAT IR 1, BLCR I T 522 i
AR

2.1.3 PRI VERRFLIRHEN/ N BUBIE AT RO . thk
4 A, S IEH/INR(NC group ) AL, HE AN 2 42 B A /1N R
FEAE PR AR BB TR (P <0.05) , Ui A 45242 4
TEBOR PR AT AR, BRas 0 IR A, A3
P 14 d J5 , HIHME D A sR A B2 T50 1 K, Hrp
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(P<0.05) , 5G4 uh R WAL i E 225+ (P >0.05)

®3 HFRBREANREEDIATEHENILE (0 =10)

Table 3  Lactobacillus counts of mice fecal in different experiment
groups
FUATF % E Lactobacillus

285 counts //1gCFU/ g
Group ERER 514 K

The 1" day) The 14" day
VAR FRZL SBM group 7.86 +0.18a 8.74 £0.26b
VS5 IR k2 SAM group 7.92 0. 16a 9.33 =0. 16¢ *
A HETCRE A 4 BP group 8.25 +0.26a 9.41 +0.20c *
25 X HEZH NC group 7.94 £0.17a 8.13 £0.20a

LE : RIS ING FBEFIR R — B A R 4150 78 0. 05 7K 2% 5
#(P<0.05); = FoR SR —H 5% 1 RMELRERBH(P<
0.05),

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences among different groups at the same time at 0. 05 level (P <
0.05) ; * indicated significant differences with the determined re-
sults on the first day in the same group at 0. 05 level (P <0.05).

F4 ERBENREEPHREHENILE (0 =10)

Table 4 Enterococcus counts of mice fecal in different experiment
groups
R E % E Enterococcus
20 5] counts //1gCFU/ g
Group 1K 914 K
The 1" day) The 14" day
VEASHT k4 SBM group 7.27 £0.25a 6.47 £0.16b *
VEE R T RRZL SAM group 7.20 +0.20a 5.22 +0.15a =
B H IR 4L BP group 7.26 £0.18a 5.13 +0.18a *
25 XL NC group 7.22 £0.24a 7.09 +0. 16¢

T [FFUAN RN TR R[] — I R A [8] 28 517 0. 05 7K - 22 53 Wik
F(P<0.05); « FoR SR —4H1H | RIMELEREFBE(P<
0.05),

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences among different groups at the same time at 0. 05 level (P <
0.05) ; * indicated significant differences with the determined re-
sults on the first day in the same group at 0.05 level (P <0.05).

2.1.4 TR VETRFLIR B X/ B I A R .
25 AL S IR /N NG group) M LL i B AN R A 25 7 11
Je /NI R I T o R 4 S R (P < 0..05) L BR=S H
XHARZHAT 2B 14 d J5 2S00 A AT e A R
RTER 1K, A2 5 AR 2/ N RS P I A i A 3%
T IRAERTRMRZL (P <0.05) , 55 A ouaf A e 4G 1 25 2%
F(P>0.05),

RS FRBENREEPHITEHENILE (0 =10)

Table 5  Enterobacter counts of mice fecal in different experiment
groups
W FT # %5 & Enterobacter

il counts //1gCFU/ g
Group 1R 414 K

The 1" day) The 14" day
AR ARAL SBM group 8.56 +0. 18a 7.88 +0. 19b =
V575 J5 R4 SAM. group 8.47 0. 16a 6.55 +0.13a *
A IG5 A B4 BP group 8.54 £0.22a 6.49 +0.15a *
23 IV IE2H NC group 8.57 +0.21a 8.48 +0. I8¢

T [FFA R NG R R 7] — I [ [R 2378 0. 05 K 1 225
FH(P<0.05); =« FoR SR —HB1% | RMELEREFBE (P <
0.05)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences among different groups at the same time at 0. 05 level (P <
0.05) ; * indicated significant differences with the determined re-
sults on the first day in the same group at 0.05 level (P <0.05).

2.2 FTRIERERRFLAT B X/ BROHE(E B 18] | S (E A H 0 2
EEENFM K6 n LA, B/ RAREA W2
A, DAL R Ny o 5 25 FOX B AR L, JLAR B2
A ket N U TE B AR B D RE , 700G g 18 (AR RO B BE T
REVIRI N A Ao LE R B e ETRFLIR R V5 AL )
PRFLRIR . A A= oG A R 2/ SRS, R R 22, R
IRFITEH /N BIE R FMURAS 578 I R RR AL 25 T 1 A 43
A AT 225 (P >0.05) , B AT AR A2
XHRZA B 225+ (P <0.05)

F6 FHiXWAE/NRHMERE . EERBMAFEEENLLER (n=10)

Table 6 The first defecation time and the amounts and weight of feces of mice in different groups

2051 R R A 1] HE(H TR FHEIB AR
Group The first defecation time //min Weight of feces//g Amount of feces //%i/6 h Feces shape
AR AL SBM group 87.00 = 10.05b 0.49 +0.02b 17.60 £1.95b IEH
AR HERZL SAM group 62.48 £5.61a 0.58 +0.01b 24.70 £1.25¢ 1EH
BT B4 BP group 65.40 £7.25a 0.58 £0.01b 28.00 2.70¢ TR

25 AN B2 NC group 158.90 +15.39c¢ 0.28 +0.0la 9.00 +1.4la fifi ,

T FFARRNG PR R 22 57 35 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different lowercases indicated significant differences at 0.05 level (P <0.05).

2.3 BFELRIEREBRIAFEN/NR/AER ISR Em N
B T RAE 7S PR AR AT P RGN A A e 2 A T
ZH IR/ IR S 2 TR T8 AW BRZEL (P <0.05) , i As e
PRIRRZH/INERU/ N I 23 0 25 1o T A8 i TR R4 (P < 0..05)
H5 &4t WM 25 (P >0.05) , B2 5 ERFL
FEEXH/ NV I O HESE D RE ZEOL T2 Mg IR R LAF I
3 Tt E4ie

K85 A 17 708 5 % N S ARt 5187220 Y o G S I T
R R N R ARSI . a8 A A RR

19, ARSI R, B A — BB B 75 AL T 3, B8 T A
A RS A B VAT . N RSl 18 WA R
TRANER, T A DR A DR R SRR I R T
—AEIMMES RE. BrEERE) P24 10" ~ 10"
AN, 29 ZEE R 9 173 I TR AT 0 oA BILAA A
AR A 2 R, SBT3 AN FLAT B A i 1 A L A4
e, KIS AT LU DT A A I BT, SO B A N A
WV MRS E 1, S mr i RE 1 s I SR AN AT 1 55
JeA E R IR, BT E Y P i — el A2 Z R



420 0

% 1) 5 2 UG o B SUBR A A R i T A e 105

e
(=1

(=)

=)
——io
o

DA
o

Progradation rate
of small intestine /f %

o
=
e

0 -
FENMAMRE FEEPRE G4 LAt Tastea
SBM group SAM group BP group NC group

85| Group

E1 FTRErRERIE/NR/NGHERERZMm(n =10)
Fig. 1 The comparison of progradation rate of small intestine in

different groups
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