P RL2% Guangxi Sciences 2015,22(6) :616~619

9 4 41 26 505 ) R A (8] - 2016-01-06
IR 4% 48 42 805 AR Ho ik - hittp: //www. cnki. net/kems/detail/45. 1206, G3. 20160106. 1010. 010, html

%ISR E X = R B B R A

Anti-inflammatory Synergy Effect between Mangiferin
and Mogroside
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Abstract ;L Objective] The interaction effects between mangiferin and mogroside were investiga-
ted to explore their anti-inflammatory synergy. [Methods}Both mouse models of ear edema in-
duced by xylene and increasing permeability of celiac capillary induced by acetic acid were em-
ployed to study the anti-inflammatory effects by means of factorial analysis of variance. [Re-
sultsJCompared with blank control, anti-inflammatory effects of mangiferin are found in both
mouse inflammatory models( P <{0. 05) , whereas no anti-inflammatory effect of mogroside is
found in any mouse inflammatory model( P >>0. 05). The anti-inflammatory effect in the group
of mangiferin and mogroside is stronger than that in the group of mangiferin ( P <C0. 01),and
also mangiferin and mogroside have interaction
effects on anti - inflammatory synergy ( P <<

RS F # 2015-01-20 0. 05). [Conclusion]In expectorant test,there ex-
B E(1988—) 40, BFouA 250, E MBI  Ists interaction effect between mangiferin and
H44, mogroside, and mogroside can significantly im-
* PR R E A S R A S B (GXG-  prove anti-inflammatory effect of mangiferin.
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957 L FRYTERE, BWREME N W E MG M D
WRMEEREY, WRFWRANEEFE SRS, #
ERHFSPURME LSS RATDRMEX =R
HEBE WM TRES — LR, [ATA
MRERIZRHE RGN R AR E% T i F14F
A, BRREE A E RGN EERG R
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BRI SAE OO0 A & FRER B R TE . KARH
RN R LCRL2 IR R W -1 AR W
REEM, M ZXRMHFESRIEMRFEAKLRE.
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1.1 ##y
.11 RE

F039300 B 45 (X (SUNRISE A &) ;G135 B
FRF(EHFY-FER AR (B FRAFT;96 5L
B (7 MIE R £ AT v I S A R A ®)D; TDL-5
BERBEOI(EEZZRZEME).
1.1.2  Z4h B

TRE TEHREY G B RFTAEA R &,
65 :20100516 4R FR & & 96. 8%0); B W REF
PERZEZH W ARAF,HS 20120810, /5 5k & &
80X B (AR G . XK EAERERA
Al ,Ht5:090925); —HFE (AR %, T MAEL T A
PR |5 . 080621) 5 KBS AR (AR 2%, il 3k 77 75 B
T, #45.0905071) ; Hb ZE KA GE AL R E 200 %
BB RAF] LS :100514)
1.1.3 ZBkaH

EUA/NRBTHER RFESLT Y PR,
¥ F Al iE 5 . SCXK A 2003-0003,18~22 g, 3.
Y mEFEFEREN, SR (22L2)°C, HXEE
(60+5) % , 1A MEAR HESBURLIRL R, B KK IR &

i

JEAE 2W0I5F 128 H22K% 68

1.2 A%
1.2.1 ZWRED &Ik ke

TEREFEHN 100 mg - kg, FWRMENE
75 mg e kg™, BUMNR 40 R EEHLA A4 B LK
P EXT R, A H), AR K= REHBE),
ABEBK+FNRMHFAC H), £ Hihk+
ERFFBZNRMHEADH) . FREKX1.g.0.2
mL/10 g (A& %S 7 d, RIRAZ 45 min 5. 4
HHEEZH X 0.02 mL 34,15 min 5 , i #4056
/NEL T 6 mm AT AL #RVE A0 A5 B AH RS0 FT T F
HiE &80 X EailREAHERERS A
HArEEWEEN I EEMKE (mg.
1.2.2 A SRR & 5 gale ]

ERFHEHN 100 mg - kg VB RRIMTHE
A 75 mg e kg™, BUNR 40 HLBENL A HE R K
HEAXRAE,A 4D, K+ EREFEHMBA) .,
AEE K+ FNRMETHC H), 2B AK+
TEREFTZWRMBFADA), EREX1.g.0.2
mL/10 g &, %4 7 d. KIKHBZ 45 min J5, &
BRI ST 0. 25 % 3CE 2 0.1 mL/10 g (R ,i. p. 0.
6 Y PKEERZ ,0. 2 mL/H, 15 min J5 B FMEALFE/NEL,
6 mL 0. 9%NaCl 1. p. #4T/E VL, WEE B, TE
AL 3000 r/min B 10 min, B _F 75 K, B BHR Y
ML 7E 590 nm A ZE OD {4,
1.2.3 #ELE

BAELL 2 £+ 5 FoR, A SPSS19. 0 43t B
TTHRARFZH, AE LB RA 851, 5 B 24
FH F %,

2 #EREHSW

WIEHERCGR DEW, ERTFARREH(P <
0.,05), FWRMHEMNET M RIEHCP >
0.05), =RHEFHEIRIME M, K R/EA LH A
ERFER(P <<0.0D), WESER(FE 2HEKH,
el & T EREXREMAE TP <0.0D),%
k1 NREEMKE(xLts,n=10)

Table 1 Mouse ear swelling degree(x+s,n=10)
A BLUE e ik

e MR Mouse ear swelling
Group Dose(mg « kg™1) v
degree(mg)
A 4, 88%1.28
B 100 3.13%1.13~
C 75 3.85+2.26
D 100475 2.90+0.98**

EAEHE . 5 ABWE., » {F P <0.05, »x fF P
0.01.

Note:Compared with the group A, * and * * indicate statistical sig-
nificance at P <{0. 05 and P <{0. 01 level (z —test).
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DRMEFTPRER (P >0.05 BFEZEER
HAER (P <0.05), JiMZERALAHE T Z WURH
HESRTRRIEM, SERTSATLURARRR T
REBITRAGR.
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Table 2 Results of mouse ear swelling tested by the factorial a-

nalysis of variance

g 3

. SS v MS F P
Sources of variation
M5 R Total variation  316. 26 39
%1 |8 Between group 101. 34 3
B 52.15 1 52.15 . <0.01
C 20. 64 1 20.64 3.46 =>0.05
D 28.55 1 28.55 4.78 <<0.05

# 2 Error 214,92 36 5.97

WIRER(ER DR, ERFAMREACP <
0.05), FIRIMHEAEMLMNE FRIAREACP >
0.05), ERHEHSFRME &M, KL RIEM LB H
ERFER(P <0.0D), HHNSHERCGR HRY,
7R B R S SR AR S B R AE AT A STRK (P <<0.05),
BNRMELHTARAERCP >0.05), HFHZHA
ZHEAEM(P <005, HELHAAHNETFNR
HEBHRLMRER, SERTEHTUARRS
ERHERIMRARL.,
3 NEEREANDTEEMEEROMKE (xLs,n=10)
Table 3 The absorbance of peritoneal capillary permeability in

experimental mice(x+s,2=10)

205 & B

Group Dose(mg *» kg™1) Absorbance(u)
A 0.15240.028
B 100 0.1134:0.040"
C 75 0.15440.114
D 100475 0.09240.027**

EAAE RE. 5 ABLE, « FP <005 xx EPL
0.01, ’

Note: Compared with the group A, * and * * indicate statistical sig-
nificance at P <C0. 05 and P <<0. 01 level (z — test),

x4 MREBRESGNEEEESTROFAFTEINER
Table 4 The factorial analysis of variance results of peritoneal

capillary permeability in experimental mice

. SS v MS F P

Sources of variation

2 AR F Total variation 0. 4249 39

2 [&] Between group  0.1261 3
B 0.0521 1 0.0521 6.28 <<0.05
C 0.0206 1 0.0206 2.49 >0.05
D 0.0533 1 0.0533 6.42 <<0.05

i# 3 Error 0.2988 36 0.0083
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A S B SR AT 43 A vk, BIF ST S R R B OUR B
HXNROTIRZ ., 454 RT3 Y L8 DR SRk
R ERBETR L% R LB AR 7 BB
E R 100 mg « kg™ BRI EH R RE R LMK
M, H AR E AR RARERE R 75 mg + kg .
MALZRTERE . ZNRMHEHHE D H A 100
mg+ kg "M 75 mg - kg™, HRRYLERFET
EREFVRMEA B WRMF LR RIEA MR
HEZXRMELA RARFHAKEMHERT
B,

WEEFF R BRA R T M E DRI A0 25 AR
FHEE hn Ao, WG PR IF & B R R At T BB K AR
T 28 A T SR 1 500 R B USRS £
B I AR R A R SRR ERE A AR TR R
G, E T2 A A, 0 A B IE A LA L TR AR
R A RSB IG R . B AT K B 2 DUR
Rt PR T P 1 4 A R R 6E A, T 7E T P AL BT
BRI SAEERNRRNNART L. FFUALE
X RE S R T HITERAMGKRLE . R
X L HF T LR B R BRI M E.

4 it

EAZRFANET,FIRMERRAHIR
fER MERFSZRARMT A HEZEAEXLE
fER . X F B EZ/N R E KSR S5 5 R0
BRI Js 6 40 N RSB B M TT AR RS, 8 A A TR 53
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