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[ Abstract] Objective To explore the possibility of two kind of minipigs as the animal model for metabolic
syndrome. Methods  Bama minipigs and Tibet minipigs were selected to measure their body weight, body size and
metabolic syndrome-related parameters including blood lipid, blood sugar and free radical. Results  Compared with Tibet
minipigs, Bama minipigs was heavier in weight, shorter in length, larger in neck circumference and abdominal
circumference, higher in obesity index, and what’ s more, the difference in female Bama minipigs was more significant.
The levels of TC, LDL-C, HDL-C and TC were higher in female than in male. GLU levels in Bama minipigs was higher
than that of Tibet minipigs, and with differences in female Tibet minipigs significantly, while the level of FRA and HbAlc

in the Tibet minipig was higher than that of Bama minipigs, Insulin level in female Bama minipigs and male Tibet minipigs
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was respectively higher than the male Bama minipigs and female Tibet minipigs. MDA levels in female Bama minipigs was

significantly higher than that of male Bama minipigs and Tibet minipigs, the level of SOD and GSH-Px in Bama minipigs

was higher than that of Tibet minipigs. Conclusions

Through the analysis of normal physiological parameters, such as

body weight, body measurement, blood lipid, blood sugar and free radical, Bama minipigs tend to be obese; the level of

blood fat of female is higher than that of male in two kind of minipigs; the level of blood sugar of Bama minipigs is higher

than that of Tibet minipigs, but the ability of Bama minipigs to control blood sugar is better than Tibet minipigs; the ability

of Bama minipigs to antioxide is better than Tibet minipigs. In short, according to the specific needs different kinds of

minipigs are selected to use in the metabolic syndrome-related research and verified in actual modeling practices.
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Tab.1 Results of body weight, body size and obesity index

B+ B - T+ T- F P
BW(kg) 20. 87 £0. 74 22.35+0.76 18.99 +£0. 90# 20.12 £1. 00 2.720 0. 049
BS(cm) 80.76 £1.00 79.08 £0. 89 80.36 +1. 11 84.20 +1.32*#% 4.023 0.010
NC(cem) 51.08 =0. 88 51.00 £0.92 48.16 +1.22 49.84 +1.04 1.784 0. 155
AC(cm) 68.00 =1.09 72.60 £0.94 " 66.64 +1.17* 70.04 £1.31°% 5.212 0. 002
POI(L/cm) 0.29 £0.01 0.31 £0.01 0.27 £0.01* 0.29 £0.01 3.168 0.028

H P FARE B+ AR EREE(P<0.05) ;" "R B-HHKREREE(P<0.05); " FRE T+ HHEEFEBE(P<0.05),

Note: * Compared with B + group P <0.05; # compared with B- group P <0.05;

$ compared with T + group P <0. 05.

&2 MIRKINES R (mmol/L)
Tab.2 Results of blood lipid ( mmol/L)

B+ B- T+ T- F P
TC 1.52 £0.07 2.10+0. 11" 1.82+0.06** 2.08 £0.07* 11.982 0. 000
HDL-C 0. 68 +0. 04 0.83£0.05" 0.74 £0. 03 0.82+0.03" 2.979 0. 035
LDL-C 0. 84 +0. 04 1.24 £0.08 " 1.04 £0.05** 1.25+0.07* % 10. 569 0. 000
TG 0.33 £0.02 0.44 +0.03 " 0.37 £0.02 0.43 £0.03 " 3.937 0.011

H. " FRE B+ HHUKERBE(P<0.05) ;*FRGB-HAHEERBE(P<0.05); FmRE T+ HIEZEREE(P<0.05),

Note: * Compared with B + group P <0.05; * compared with B- group P <0.05; *

compared with T + group P <0. 05.

F3 M SWERE PR 2R AR £ AR 4 R
Tab.3 Results of GLU, FRA, Insulin and HbAlc

B+ B - T+ T- F P
GLU('mmol/L) 5.02 +0.26 5.26 +0.23 4.56 +0. 46 4.10 £0. 17 ** 2.900 0. 039
FRA( pmol/ml) 263.00 +3. 82 264.80 +7.47 269. 64 +5.57 265.92 +5. 05 0.248 0. 863
Insulin( mlU/L) 68.35 £2.23 72.73 £2. 66 69. 88 £2.96 67.45 +3. 14 0. 698 0. 555
HbAlc¢(nmol/L) 2080.70 £134.66  1852.20 +£148.29  2267.70 £149.48  2130. 80 +163. 38 1. 340 0. 266

TR B+ AR ZER BFE (P <0.05) " F /R 5 B - A EZER BE(P<0.05),
Note: * Compared with B + group P <0.05; * compared with B- group P <0. 05.

F 4 SCE/INAE BRI EE R
Tab.4 Results of free radical

B+ B - T+ T- F P
MDA ( nmol/ml) 9.21 +0.31 11.49 £0.62 " 9.88 +0.33* 9.93 +0. 60* 3.919 0.011
SOD(U/ml) 4.34 +0.33 4.68 +0. 31 4.07 =0. 31 3.82+0.43 1.133 0. 340
GSH-Px(U) 1100. 70 +98. 73 1273.00 +315. 24 814. 27 £60. 95 951. 49 +81. 67 1.302 0.278

W FoR Y B+ HIBER B (P<0.05) *Fm g B - HIIERERBE(P<0.05),
Note: * Compared with B + group P <0.05; * compared with B- group P <0. 05.
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