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Abstract

Purpose: To study the effect of artificial cultured cicada flower fruiting body on immune function
of mice. Methods: Three dose groups were set up, which were 0.083 g/kg, 0.167 g/kg, 0.5 g/kg,
equivalent to 5 times, 10 times and 30 times of the recommended intake of human body. Distilled
water was used as negative control group for carbon clearance, mouse peritoneal macrophage
phagocytosis of chicken red blood cells and NK cell activity identification. Results: Compared with
the control group, the middle and high dose groups could increase the phagocytosis index of mice
(P < 0.05). The NK cell activity in the dose group was improved, and the difference was significant
(P < 0.05). Conclusion: Cicada flower entity could enhance the phagocytosis of macrophages and
kill activity of NK cells.
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1. 5|18

WA R IREAL G LR 28, thRREEENE. AHE, & RER R R e R
f—FP I EEE 1] (2], WA FEORGA. BN, B A SE. R T R A SR T DA 1 4R 9% () HeLa
YA, M FERREIRE Y 800 pg/mL B, HANHIFE mIA R 61%;: MEHEA LR 200 mg/(kg-d)iT,
XF S180 FiifJ88 /)N SR AR Za 0B B 42.9% (3] AAE AT 7t 32 AL SE U A Wil 35 52 =1 ICR /) BRUA TR S Dy se,
(RN WA e ICR /N BRI LA A W D REAE FH (4]0 AREERIEEOT 70 R AL 22 W6 R PR I e 51 S 1) A
P /IN B A B R S T T RE[S ] R IRIIAEAE LA N S RS0 TT R 55 EERIMER, (HRIREELE
PRI RIR TR, POSTA RN TR FRMEE . AW 50 B @ sh P S ¥R 5 N TRE FR BT /N B
FeIE DIRERIREI, LA N T35 IR A0 7E £ b R R gk b (9 FF R FH O TR — 5 AR

2. HNERE
2.1. M8

2.1.1. ik
FE: ARSI T 75 WAL T S B VL2 S0 A= iy B2 AT 9 o 308 3 94 1 X0 ) R T A = B 7R T 1 o
SEIGEIY): ICR /NBR, WIUAIATE 18~22 g, HfEME SPF 2%, 1 B3 v SLIG sh WA IR TTAT A 7 it
LI EIW AV ATIE S SCXK () 2017-0005, A H&AES: 20170005023759, 20170005025270, 5 &S24
%, HE 20C~25C, MHXEE 40%~70%.

2.1.2. (LES5EHF

1088 BOHL, PR TR, MERWE, Db, %M, 200 BiFM, @5 TG, U
96 FLEEFRM, PR 96 FLEFFRIR .

WA EPEEERTE, NayCOs M, 1% LAY R NIE T, 20%AS 2040l , AE3ERK, TEE, H
B, Giemsa 44, Hank’s ¥, RPMI1640 7828577, DNEILIE, UKBEER, &M 23%K, 2.5% Triton.
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22. /&
IR (R i RS ST SR FITED (2003 47150 B L EAG 45 b o

22.1. FIB%EE. ZAHRGLETHHFAMEE

ALY T SR NARHEE SR 1.0 g/d, # NP1 60 kg i, FIH N 0.0166 ghkg. ANAHET
IS M5 AR EL(0.083 gkg), 10 5N FIEH(0.167 g/kg), 30 5 AFFIEL0.5 gke), LK
JIBAPEXS REZH o 43 S EURE 1,67 g+3.33 g J2 10.0 g LA 1%5% IR AF 4 3 NI UE 75 &8 200 mL, #E B 4524,
REE AR 0.10 mL/10g. #4E 30 REERLZ 1 K.

2.2.2. NEBREEESLLE

VAR SRR — YOl E 7 NG T/, BT 30 d, EBRSHREH R, HEESET
FAAEBRER K AR 3~4 £i5, SRJE MWD RURBE K% 0.1 ml/g MIAIEEN, JF5 EIFaETHR

FEVHES 22 2 min (t1)A, M/ R R HE S Bk AR AR I 20 pL, i3] 2 mL 0.1% Na,COs ¥R ', LA Na,CO;
RN AR, 7E 600 nm P KACEAT 2 EHOD)RIM, LLOD1 F£on. EIFHF A 10 min (t)I, =
B EIREAE, HEEHOD)S R L, OD2 £oR.

10 Zr iR ML 45 R S W A FE/INER, BYTF/NBRIG R, SCHE R AL, K 19 & R ROK AR AT, 4y
APRE . T AR TR o, HREARR/NRBRERIE RE /T, SN R i A T RE[6] -

K- lgOD1-1gOD2

2—t1 M
e KE
ﬁ%ﬂaﬁa—ﬁgiiﬁﬁngf 2

2.2.3. NRIEREERE YR A EREXG LT R SEIE (FERE)

AL 2.2.1 77 RG24, S 285 A 5 — RAE /N RIS 1 ml 20% XS L4080, 5545 30 min
Ja s R/ BREIUHE R FA AR A8 A0 [ 5 A8 Bt b, BREEST— N, LS 2 ml AR B K, BTSN
BT min, WY T ml BRSSPSR T 2 AT B

PR a N LRI, R b, R R A E T 37 CRIRAT 30 min, ZJEHUHE
B A B SRR e, PEVRREUR B IR — B, VR R AN H AT, RS E T A PR 1
WP E 5 min, T 4% Giemsa BEERZZ MR AL 3 min, et 58 )5 A ZB/KIEDE, EE0E B R 2 0RFF
—E, REEERT.

Rl T e 3o BT a8 T, WS B RAmEIL, JEHE, SE5KBUT i 100 4, BEALEF
e, MBAER. DEESE TR BONE R R, R AT
AT IV XS 21 240 5

u;rk b‘, =
R = o M e )
S LT 0
I (%) = x100% 4
N S E T @

2.2.4. NK 4 A 5514 2 -2 BR i S E§ (LDH) M E 5%

YAC-1 fEZHfu AR5 7. 24 h )5, TG FHBUNRRNE, A JCR Hank’s R/ 0L H R
BB, 5 200 BRI 3E, H Hank’s #5EFF 1000 r/min 250 10 7080 2 X, 7 1iE, 3k
R TFHAIM2E, LL 0.5 mL KE/KZMLAM 20s; 25N 0.5 mL 2 £ Hank’s ¥ /% 8 ml Hank’s 3, &5
> 10 min (1000 r/min);
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1 mL % 10%/M- L5 RPMI1640 56 AR 7Rl E 2 1 %IKEEIRFRE, G2 deta, RN IH80E
A E, BRI IR T 95%; AR5 A RPMIN1640 58 435 78 UK 4B Rl 2 < 107 A~/ml.

EUYH M LA Hank’s VG 3 X, RPMI1640 52 &5 72 B A 4 x 105 >/ml.

U B 96 FLEEFRIR, WHE 3 MNRMAL. 3 NFRANRM EARREL . 3 MR KRR AL 43 Al in e
A B AR 4R B % 100ul SE2H M A% I5 900 %% 100 pl SEZH M A1 2.5% Triton %% 100 pL, J57E 37°C, 5% CO,
RFRFERFE 4 he

g5 B 5 B0 5 min (1500 r/min), LI IS 100 pL TFJE 96 FLES M, JiiA 100 uL LDH
BRI, [ 8 min, FHHN 30 uL 1 mol/L f#4ERER , 7F 490 nm b 5E Y6 % FEE(OD), -5 NK 40 s,
AT

‘ [ RILOD — F RFERELOD
4 VEME (%) = %
NKAHLEYE (%) = 2 mdion A mergLon < % )

2.2.5. HiEGe i ot
SKISEE ] Excel 4itt, JFDAEAARHEZEL R, SCURS5RA] SPSS Giit /i AT HEAT 5 2 5 TE AR 56
AEHE AT, P<0.05 M EAS S ERERSR, P<0.01 MYCHRASI S EREEZR.

2.2.6. EhiEIE
BN SEU AT AR RF I A YIRS BR A 7] SR sh MR A 5 18 B 2 Dy Atk

3. ZRENH

WHTRERR], N TRIRI WAL 1 S mT B R 32 N AL R S
3.1. 43T SRR R B xR IR ERE LR F R E SN

JRAGE AT 507 2R R (P > 0.05), B PER IR 1 R, M 1 AR, N TE IR AL
REFRAETR R EA, BREL. SR RANTFEER BERIENRARAFREEEZREP <
0.05), BEREIRE/N RIS AT A, RN RS R AL 7 SR BE B 80 /) B PR B R 77 Th R

Table 1. Effect of cicada fruit body on carbon clearance in mice (mean + SD, n = 10)

= 1 BT SRR NR IR BBV (A EHRIEE, n=10)

ZH 5 & (g/kg) FWEIaE
UiReFayicea:l ZETK 1.88 +0.50
A=A 0.083 3.00£0.51"
a2 0.167 2.61+044"
A 0.5 251+0.16"

FE: SRR, TP <0.05,

3.2. SRTEF SR )N bR RS B E Rk 4R AR Ak X8 4T 4R AR AV R2 0

P T 0 Sl X=Sin-1P1/2 BAT Bt e e, ¥ d)m IAEE AT & 77 Z 55 TEER(P > 0.05), FIEEEL
JE AR EE AT 577 255 PEESR (P > 0.05), Hfi BT RN T 42 2 P |l 2 I, N TR e e
TSR B 7 R LA e ) B L PR A R T 0 RN R R AR S B P IR LA AR AR R R 2 R (P <
0.01), TRFIEHAZERA K. Y HINTEEFRAGHAE dURE 7 SLAAE b % DL RE R 35 15/ B
FRAIAFRERE ST, AT 5 G
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Table 2. Effect of cicada flower fruiting body on phagocytosis of chicken red blood cells by mouse macrophages
Fe 2. WRAEF SCURT /)RR S Rk 4 A A Mk 3G 2T 4 A Y A Ak BE 1 B9S2

251 FE (g/kg) FWEE o3 (DT HR ) TR AL

B Mt 2H FRIEK 0.20 +0.02 0.32+0.01

IR 0.083 0.23 +0.02 0.33+0.01
rhi 0.167 0.31+0.03" 0.35+0.01"
[l 2] 0.5 0.36 +0.03" 0.40 +0.02"

FE: SHMRTEALE, TP<0.01.

3.3. B F iRt/ R NK AR E RSN

NK 403G PRI X=Sin-1P1/2 #EAT 8R4, 4 s MBUR /T & 77 Z 55 R (P > 0.05), HilE b
SRR AR 3. T 3 TATAT AE B T 537 B s R S A HG i 751 5 2HL 1Y) N R 5 9 ek et e 2
L BE M Z R (P <0.05), AAEHAENEEZERP<0.01), MENEHEEEEES. WHE T
T Y, NK 20 e BE R SO R B i 4 mn BFE,  ATBR s LA S e

Table 3. Effect of cicada fruit body on NK cell activity in mice
= 3. BATETFSLURRT/NR NK 4BBE M A9

¢ FIE (g/kg) NK 235 14 (%)
IS i ot HEL 2L ZETRK 3527 £+4.85
IR A 0.083 39.58 £ 6.55
R 0.167 4358 +3.97
fg b 0.5 54.66+£3.11"

v SRR, "P<0.05, P <0.01.

4. &iL511ig

WEAEAE S BET7 T AT AN T, (AR ZEURIRT SR EMHID W, A 7S i RN TR
(LT SR Rt /N BRUIE B HE G o, W R4 e NK 20 M s VE AT BV A B A ke 7, 1E— B B AL
GBI I B I3 (7] 2 Al AR 70 DR AE /K S-SR 7 B0 RE T 088 /0 B S e 25 1 JLAEE
MR s, etk ARG TE SN, e v LR AR AT I DD RE 8] 2R A AT FU SR WAL A mT B g e /s
SR S T RE . M ThRE . HZ BRI D RE S NK ARHis P, UE BREAE e/ BROR AT B2 A
PETIAEI[0]. ASLER SR BN N TSR 7SR TR hiRAE. mR R R R
BENER I BRER IS D RE(P < 0.05); SFITEXIIRAE B, N RE R A AL T~ Sk vh 7 B2 A s 77 B A 2 e
v/ B 2 L A X £ A PR A L A A, HA AR 2 R (P < 0.01);  7EHE 55 NK 2103 1
JTD, N TSR K 85 HR 5 S A e 75 B R g 7R B S 2 AN 2 2 (P < 0.05, P < 0.01)3 52 /=1 NK 4l
WETE, AR SRR N T ST RA L, ARt P U] T WAL 1 SC R AT RELEHE SRR S % Th e 5 T
RAEEBEMER, Rt DI R BEE 1 B SEI AL

I /N B R [ A ) 0 P 7 A 16 2 BN T 55 5% (R A S T AR vy [ It 4 D ) 5 ik
735 NK G 0 5 0 358 N T35 9% (18346 7 SR AT BLJRdE NK RIS 535 Pk . SEa8 45 R B oRiiqe 15k
PRI REX /)N BR G BE I 5 7 T A AR AR (O P, AT JE— 20 S S AL A G BE D RE o
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ERSCIS U, N TR RS IR (WAL SRR I 5 S 0 TR BB AT, AR SO TR

FRUAEAE BT i AR IO A M 7 TR 3t 17— 58 R 2 AR 4

=
T A FE A 25 0 78 1R E (No. LGN20H280004), #ivT. 48 — it 2= Bk 25 ) BHf il 42 191 H (No.
ZYAOX2018005),
SE 3k
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