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Toxicity Test of Two Mutation Strains of Marine Rhodotorula on Mice
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Abstract
vided into 7 groups. Mice in test group 1), 2),®) were fed with Rhodotorula mucilaginosa J6 — 82 bacteria suspension with the bacteria number of
1 x107,1 x10° and 1 x 10" ind. /mL respectively. Mice in testl group @),(5),® were fed with Rhodotorula glutinis J2 =75 with bacteria number

of 1 x107,1 x10”,1 x10" ind. /mL respectively. The mice in control group were fed with sterilized red yeast culture medium. The acute toxicity

(College of Agriculture ,Guangdong Ocean University , Zhanjiang , Guangdong 524088 )

[ Objective ] To study the acute toxicity of two mutation strains of marine Rhodotorula on mice. [ Method ] 42 mice were randomly di-

of R. mucilaginosa J6 —82 and R. glutinis J2 —75 on mice were studied. [ Result] 42 mice were clinical healthy,there was no incidence of death
or pathological changes. There was no significant difference between the control group and test groups in average body mass, drinking water a-
mount ,organ index of mice,but total lymphocyte count and lymphocyte ratio had significant differences between test groups and control group.
There was no histopathological change in liver tissue of mice in test groups. [ Conclusion ] Rhodotorula mucilaginosa J6 —82 and Rhodotorula glu-

tinis J2 =75 had no acute toxicity on mice.
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Table 1 The average body mass changes of mice in each group
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Table 2 The comparison of lymphocyte ratio and total number of lym-

phocytes of mice in each group
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Fig.1 The comparison of the average amount of drinking water
of mice among different groups
F3 RS J6 -82 IH/NRAEIRIEHHM(n =3)
Table 3  Effects of Rhodotorula mucilaginosa J6 —82 on organ index of mice (n =3)
205 O JHE JIE i3 Bk
Group Heart Liver Spleen Lung Kidney
JREHD Test groupd 0.42 £0.01 4.18 £0.05 0.27 £0.03 0.62 £0.04 1.07 £0.02
JRIZH Q@) Test group@ 0.45 +0.02 4.35+0.11 0.33 £0.04 0.63 £0.04 1.10 0. 03
RIGLHB) Test group® 0.44 +0.03 4.36 0. 10 0.31 +0.03 0.62 +0.02 1.08 +0.01
X} H82H Control group 0.48 +0.03 4.40 £0.15 0.32 +0.06 0.60 +0.04 1.12 £0.03
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Note: (a). test group D;(b). test group @);(c). test group @); (d). test group @; (e). test group &); (f). test group ©;(g). control group
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Fig.2 The observation of liver tissue of mice in each group (400 x )
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Table 4 Effects of Rhodotorula glutinis J2 —75 on organ index of mice (n =3)

205 I ST I JitiiE I
Group Heart Liver Spleen Lung Kidney
I 2H @ Test group @ 0.43 +0.02 4.26 +0.05 0.34 +0.04 0.66 +0.04 1.16 £0.02
R G Test group B 0.42 +£0.02 4.23 +0.10 0.29 +0.03 0.61 £0.01 1.13 £0.04
R @ Test group © 0.44 £0.03 4.15+0.11 0.36 +0.04 0.60 +0.03 1.11 £0.02
X HE2H Control group 0.48 +0.03 4.40 +0.15 0.32 +0.06 0.60 +0.04 1.12 £0.03
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