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Table 1 Group of experimental mouse
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Table 2 Effects of fucoidan on body weight and organ index in mice

548 P14 R E g RERRE g B M 45 # /mg - ¢! A B35 #/mg - ¢!
N 23.07 £ 0.60 27.50 £ 0.71 3.23 £0.31 1.82 £0.43
M 23.1+0.73 23.60 + 1.78# 1.36 £ 0.27# 0.39 £ 0.24#
FLM 23.06 £ 0.84 24.77 + 1.66 1.82 £0.12* 1.02 £ 0.19*
FHM 23.50 £ 0.95 24.35 £ 1.37 1.91 £ 0.26%* 1.00 + 0.28%*

T # 85 N AM LB EA B EH 2R (P<0.05),* £85 M M LB EA 8512 R (P<0.05),
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Fig.1 Histomorphology of the spleen tissue in mice
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Fig.2 Effects of FUC on CD* T lymphocytes level in mice spleen
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Fig.4 Histomorphology of the ileum tissue in mice
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Table 3  Alpha diversity of intestinal flora

! Shannon #5 £ Simpson & 4k Ace 5 4 Chao # %
N 2.88 +0.11 0.11 £0.02 93.18 £ 3.30 94.67 £6.12
M 293 +0.24 0.11 £0.03 96.25 + 1.98 96.14 + 3.62

FLM 2.92 +£0.24 0.11 £0.04 92.92 +3.89 94.25 +£5.02

FHM 2.77+0.10 0.12 +£0.02 97.88 £6.79 95.87 +6.74
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Fig.6 Effect of FUC on relative abundance of dominant bacterial phyla in mice
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Fig.7 Effect of FUC on relative abundance of dominant bacterial genera in mice
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The Effect of Fucoidan on Immune and Intestinal Flora in Immunocompromised Mice
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Abstract Objective: To explore the regulation of fucoidan (FUC) as a functional food on immune function and intestinal

flora in immunocompromised mice. Methods: Forty male BABL/C mice were randomly divided into 4 groups. The inter-

vention group was given high and low doses of fucoidan for intragastric intervention every day for 28 consecutive days.

The control group and model group were given equal volume of normal saline every day. Except for the normal group,

the other groups were intraperitoneally injected with cyclophosphamide on the 24th day to construct an immunocompro-

mised mouse model. Enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay, flow cytometry, HE staining, high—throughput sequencing of
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16S rRNA gene of intestinal microbiota, etc. were used to detect the changes of mouse immune function and intestinal
flora. Results: Compared with the normal group of mice, the immune function of the model group was significantly de-
creased, and the spleen and intestinal tissues were severely damaged. After FUC intervention, the morphological damage
of the spleen and colon tissues was significantly improved (P<0.05). At the same time, FUC alleviated the increase
of inflammatory factor levels in serum (P<0.05). Besides, the content of Bacteroides in the cecal content of the model
group mice was significantly increased (P<0.05), Lactobacillus and Roseburia were significant decrease (P<0.05) compared
with the normal group. After FUC intervention, the imbalanced intestinal flora was restored in model mice, and the com-
position structure of intestinal flora was approached the normal group. Conclusion: FUC can effectively improve the im-
mune function and alleviate the intestinal mucosal damage in immunocompromised mice. The mechanism may be related
to the change of intestinal flora.
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