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Theoretical basis of imcompatibility of Euphorbiae Pekinensis Radix and
Glycyrrhizae Radix et Rhizoma based on diuretic and purgative effects on mice
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Abstract: Objective To investigate the theoretical basis of incompatibility of Euphorbiae pekinensis Radix (EPR) and Glycyrrhizae
Radix et Rhizoma (GRR). Methods In order to compare the effects of EPR used alone and combined with GRR, the diuretic effect was
studied by weighing method to observe the urine output of normal mice, while the purgation effect was studied by observing the
defecation time, feces pellets, and feces shape after drug administration. Results In the equivalent dose range of China
Pharmacopoeia 2010, the diuretic effect of EPR powder is stronger than its aqueous extract; GRR aqueous extract did not show any
promoting or suppressing effect on the diuresis; Within 1 h after coadministration of EPR powder and GRR aqueous extract, urine
output was significantly reduced, suggesting that GRR might inhibit the diuretic effect of EPR; The co-detection of EPR and GRR did
not cause the obvious changes of urine output. There was no significant purgative effect of EPR powder alone and coadministered with
GRR aqueous extract at the same dose level. Conclusion The diuretic effect of EPR can be suppressed by GRR in the equivalent dose
range of China Pharmacopoeia 2010, suggesting that the sweet and mitigation property of GRR relieving the effect of removing water
retention by purgation is one of the incompatibility theoretical basis between EPR and GRR.
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F1 FERE-HERMENNRHRENENE (x+5,n=10)
Table 1 Effect of EPR combined with GRR on urine output of normal mice (x+s,n=10)

3l FilE / JRIE /g Wi /g
(gkg ™) 1h 3h 4h
X R — 0.7240.12 0.5940.09 0.4340.09 0.230.04 1.9840.15
Bl S 0.04 1.00+0.30" 0.88+0.14 0.4240.12 0.1940.06 2.49+0.28"
PN €7 0.3 0.52+0.27 0.57+0.30 0.44+0.08 0.3540.13" 1.89+0.41
0.6 0.6140.31 0.6510.28 0.4610.10 0.2440.16 1.9640.50
R R 0.3 0.9340.35" 0.4610.11" 0.41+0.13 0.21£0.10 2.0240.32
0.6 0.89+0.18" 0.5420.10 0.420.09 0.1940.09 2.0340.14
HRK 0.4 0.71%+0.15 0.61+0.13 0.43+0.08 0.25+0.08 1.9940.19
12 0.670.20 0.61+£0.15 0.41£0.17 0.23+0.09 1.90+0.43
2.0 0.95+0.19 0.6610.16 0.3540.11 0.2040.07 2.1540.28
HORHOR R+ H 0.340.4 0.84+0.23 0.55+0.14 0.38+0.09 0.24+0.08 2.01£0.18
KPR AT 03+1.2 0.8540.15 0.5840.09" 0.3840.07 0.2140.04 2.0240.15
03+2.0"  0.8320.09 0.56+0.11" 0.36+0.13 0.160.05 1.9240.16
0.6+0.4 0.75+0.17 0.43£0.15 0.3240.12 0.17£0.07 1.6840.26"
0.6+1.2"  0.83%0.13 0.46+0.15 0.33£0.07 0.15+0.06 1.7740.23"
0.6+2.0 0.59+021%  0.58+0.15 0.4240.16 0.2040.10 1.78+0.43°
HRKE+HESTW 03404 0.64+0.25 0.54+0.16 0.38+0.15 0.28+0.13 1.84+0.23
03+1.2 0.794+0.17"  0.62+0.18 0.3740.12 0.1940.08" 1.9640.28
0.34+2.0 0.630.35 0.640.10 0.49+0.14 0.270.09 2.0240.37
0.6+0.4 0.60-0.28 0.46+0.22" 0.34+0.19" 0.24+0.16 1.6440.73
0.6+1.2 0.92+0.16"  0.61%£0.17 0.29+0.07" 0.19+0.05 2.01£0.25
0.6+2.0 0.7740.23 0.7340.13 0.424+0.14 0.2040.07 2.1240.31

"n=9, LXtEZIHE: "P<0.05: AR ROREALILE: ©P<0.05
#n=9, P <0.05 vs control group; 2P <0.05 vs EPR group at the same dose
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F2 FAB-BERMANNMRHENENE (x+s5,n=10)
Table 2 Effect of EPR combined with GRR

on defecation of mice (x+5,n=10)

I/ HAE 6 h S
(kg B /min ¥/ K

pugist — 225.60+61.53 3.70+2.75
HHOKIRK 0.4 237.60+62.34 4.40%3.34
12 193.90+66.09 4.70%2.50

2.0 172.404+37.05  5.10%2.42

BRI KL 0.3 219.40£53.77 4.90+1.79
0.6 237.60%+74.01 3.70+2.41
0.34+0.4 227.70+56.42 4.30%2.36
03412 254107725 3.60%2.46
0.34+2.0 197.90+60.58 2.50%1.72
0.64+0.4 205.50+90.57 3.90%3.84
0.64+12 222.10+85.04 3.60%2.50
0.64+2.0 249.20+97.07 3.60%3.66
HURHOR AR 0.3 229.30+£76.74 4.40+3.03
0.6 177.504+37.34  5.20%1.40
0.34+0.4 213.80+£66.04 4.50%2.55
03412 196.20+61.08 6.00%2.00
0.34+2.0 175.50+44.90 5.60%1.78
0.64+0.4 202.30+5226 4.60%1.26
0.64+12 190.00+20.61 5.50%2.01
0.64+2.0 208.00+62.01 3.50%1.96
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