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Fig.1 Changes in molecular weight of GPs during digestion in vitro
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Table 1 Changes in reducing sugars and hydrolysis degree of GPs during digestion
& 18] /h ﬂfjﬁ%/ KA 1% B 1 /h if;:‘:%/ KBS
i i 0.0 1.76 £ 0.07*  0.70 + 0.09° I i 0 4.99 £ 028 5.62 +0.34'
0.5 1.61 +0.06°  0.52 + 0.07° I 490 + 040+ 5.75 £ 1.02'
1.0 1.65 + 0.06°  0.56 + 0.08 2 502+0.17¢  6.05 + 0.42'
B ik 0 254 +0.100  0.85 % 0.23° 4 506+ 022 6.17 +0.54'
1 2.83+0.05 1.58 +0.13" 6 530+ 033 6.75 + 0.84'
2 325+0.15°  2.62 %029
4 3.90 = 0.07° 425 + 0.16
6 445011 564 =028

T« 79 2Z 6] AN [/ 50 7R 22 53 1825 (P<0.05)
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Table 2 Changes body weight and organ index of mice in each group
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=89 6.10 £ 1.37°  2.67 +0.21* 415 +0.10®0 0.51 £0.03* 391 +£0.14* 0.24 +0.01" 1.22 + 0.04*
FOS 579 £2.94* 251 +£027* 4.05+0.24* 051 +£0.03* 3.89 +£0.15* 0.28 = 0.02* 1.24 + 0.03®
GPs 6.11 = 1.37¢ 248 +0.22¢  4.18 +0.14*  0.52 £ 0.03* 391 +0.24* 0.29 + 0.02* 1.26 = 0.06°

TE < [ 81 2 i) A ] 5 BE 2R 22 53 Wik 25 (P<0.05)
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Fig.2 The content of immunoglobulin in serum and SIgA in feces of each group of mice
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Effects of Garlic Polysaccharide on Intestinal Flora and Immune Function of Healthy Mice

Zhao Renjie, Bai Xinyan,

Xiang Lu,

Lu Xiaoming",

Qiao Xuguang

(College of Food Science and Engineering, Shandong Agricultural University, Key Laboratory of Food Nutrition
and Healthy in Shandong Province, Taian 271018, Shandong)

Abstract The digestive properties of garlic polysaccharides were evaluated by simulating digestion in wvitro and their ef-

fects on the immune function and intestinal flora of healthy mice were investigated. The results showed that garlic

polysaccharides exhibited good anti-digestive properties, and approximately 93% of garlic polysaccharides could not hy-

drolyzed after oral and gastrointestinal digestion and were utilized by microorganisms. The results of animal experiments

showed that garlic polysaccharides could promote the growth and development of mouse spleen, and significantly promote

the levels of IgA (34.56%), IgM (39.56%) and IgG (106.22%) in serum as well as SlgA (61.54%) in feces. It also

improved the intestinal environment of mice, including promoting the proliferation of beneficial bacteria (such as Bifi-

dobactertum and Lactobacillus ), inhibiting the growth of harmful bacteria, and increasing the levels of acetic acid and

propionic acid. This result demonstrated that garlic polysaccharides could act as prebiotics and enhance the immune

function of the body.

Keywords garlic polysaccharides; in vitro simulated digestion; immune activity; prebiotic activity



