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Fig. 1. Schematic emission control system of gaseous smoke of a cigarette.
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Table 1. Effect of each Propolis groups on SOD activity
in mice serum (Mean = S. E.).
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Table 2. Effect of each Propolis groups on antioxidation
activity in mice serum (Mean £+ S. E.).

SOD activity (inhibition rate (%))

Groups

Antioxidation activity (kcount)

Groups

Mean *= S. E. Mean + S. E.
Control 15.34 = 3.88 Control 0.103 £ 0.019
Propolis No. 1 22.36 = 4.65" Propolis No. 1 0.061 = 0.021""

Propolis No. 2 29.75 = 2.10""

Propolis No. 2 0.072 £ 0.025""

Significantly different from “p < 0.05, *“p < 0.05 by
tukey-kramer test.

Significantly different from *"p < 0.01 by tukey-kramer
test.
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Fig. 4. Anti-oxidation activity measured by the SOD method. Significant differences ("P
< 0.05 ""P < 0.01) were found between control group and each propolis group

by tukey-kramer test.
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Fig. 5. Anti-oxidation activity measured by the AAPH method. Significant differences (*P
< 0.05, “"P < 0.01) were found between control group and each propolis group

by tukey-kramer test.
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Abstract

In this study, improvement of lung function and positive effect of antioxidation were examined using two kinds
of Brazilian propolis products for overcoming injury caused by tobacco smoke. We orally administered 250 mg/kg
of propolis of to ICR mice over a three week period. We let mice breathe smoke of a cigarette in a special air
control breeding environment and performed the comparison. We examined antioxidative effects of propolis using
a blood test, a urine analysis, a pulmonary histological experiment, SOD-like activity, and the AAPH method.
Using these methods for antioxidation activity, antioxidative effect of propolis was confirmed. The antioxidation
activity as SOD-like activity in the propolis treated group was significantly higher than that in the control group.
In addition, antioxidation action of the propolis was also conformed by the AAPH method. In a histological

experiment of the lung, improvement of histological function was found in the propolis treated group. The
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antioxidation effect is probably caused by the antioxidative action of the flavonoids which are primary active
components of propolis and by internal SOD activity like altepilin C-like activity. In addition, we thought that

stress that the immune system goes through from an amino acid and flavonoid of propolis was improved.
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