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Influence of concomitant using Glycyrrhizae Radix on drastic diuretic effect of
Euphorbiae Pekinensis Radix

DING Pengmin, QIAO Shanshan, LIU Siqi, TAO Zhi, BAI Genben, WANG Rufeng
School of Life Sciences, Beijing University of Chinese Medicine, Beijing 102488, China

Abstract: Objective To investigate the pharmacodynamic incompatibility of Glycyrrhizae Radix with Euphorbiae Pekinensis Radix.
Methods Tatolly thirty SD rats were randomly divided into six groups according to body weight, with five rats in each group,
namely, Euphorbiae Pekinensis single decoction group, Radix Glycyrrhizae single decoction group, Radix Glycyrrhizae -
Euphorbiae Pekinensis (1:1, 2:1, 3:1) combined decoction group, and control group. The same volume of Euphorbiae Pekinensis
single decoction (0.24 g/kg), Radix Glycyrrhizae single decoction (0.72 g/kg), Radix Glycyrrhizae - Euphorbiae Pekinensis (1:1)
combined decoction (0.24 g/kg + 0.24 g/kg), Radix Glycyrrhizae - Euphorbiae Pekinensis (2:1) combined decoction (0.48 g/kg +
0.24 g/kg),Radix Glycyrrhizae - Euphorbiae Pekinensis (3:1) combined decoction (0.72 g/kg + 0.24 g/kg), and normal saline were ig
to relative group. In order to investigate the influence of Radix Glycyrrhizae on the drastic diuretic effect of Euphorbiae Pekinensis,
observed the urine output, total protein content in the urine, defecation amount and small intestinal propulsive rate of rats. Results
Compared with the Euphorbiae Pekinensis single decoction group, all of the Radix Glycyrrhizae - Euphorbiae Pekinensis (1:1, 2:1,
3: 1) groups showed less urine output and defecation amount, lower intestinal propulsive rate and higher urinary protein
concentration. Compared with the Euphorbiae Pekinensis single decoction group, All of the Radix Glycyrrhizae - Euphorbiae

Pekinensis (1:1, 2:1, 3:1) groups had significantly less defecation amount (P < 0.05 and 0.01), a part of the Radix Glycyrrhizae -
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Euphorbiae Pekinensis (1:1, 3:1) groups had significantly less urine output (P < 0.01), a part of the Radix Glycyrrhizae - Euphorbiae

Pekinensis (2:1, 3:1) groups showed significantly lower intestinal propulsive rate (P < 0.01), and a part of the Radix Glycyrrhizae -

Euphorbiae Pekinensis (2:1, 3:1) groups exhibited significantly higher urinary protein concentration (P < 0.01). Conclusion The

concomitant using Radix Glycyrrhizae can obviously suppress the diuretic and purgative effects of Euphorbiae Pekinensis, and

influence its drastic diuretic efficacy.
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