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Experimental study on grouth and reproduction of 7Ir4 knockout mice
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[ Abstract]  Objective To study the similarities and differences in growth and reproduction of 7/r4 knockout and
KM mice. Methods Twenty Tlr4 knockout mice and 20 KM mice (half male and half female) were selected to measure
body weight, body length, and growth rate from 4 to 12 weeks. Twenty cages were randomly selected with one female and
one male in each cage. Statistical analysis was performed for the number of second born pups. Results The body weight
and growth rate of Tlr4 knockout mice were significantly lower than those of KM mice (P < 0.05), but there was no
significant difference between 4 and 5 weeks in body length and growth rate. The body length and growth rate of 7lr4
knockout mice at other periods were obvious. Tlr4 knockout mice had a significantly lower reproductive ability than KM
mice. Conclusions 7/r4 knockout affects the growth, development, and reproduction of mice.
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Table 1 Comparison of the body weight of Tlr4 knockout mice and KM mice

JEIE (W) Weeks

S
Strains 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
TLR4  21.96+1.83" 23.52+1.83" 23.60+2.46 23.90+3.40" 24.53 +3.52" 25.70 £3.74* 26.21 +3.89" 27.04 +3.73"* 27.57+3.77"
KM 38.41+1.86 39.47+1.86  40.08 £3.01 40.17 £2.89 40.35+3.25 41.42+2.97 41.76+2.89 41.31 +3.48 42.55 +3.33
TEWHEMLZRRE, " P<0.05,
Note. There were significant differences between the two, * P < 0.05.
R2 TUA SEFERR/NFA KM /D R KR (% 0 =20)
Table 2 Comparison of the body weight growth rates between Tlr4 knockout mice and KM mice
LEN JAR (W) Weeks
Strains 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
TLR4 9.28+0.40% 17.06£0.52* 17.99+0.37 19.42+1.02" 22.72£0.46* 28.29 +0.73" 31.51 £0.41" 35.36 £0.46* 37.90+0.66"
KM 59.91+0.59 64.19+0.55 67.04+0.20 67.79+0.78 67.97£0.23 68.63 +0.52 73.96 +£0.38 71.91 +0.58 77.67 £0.53

H.WEMLZEFBE, " P<0.05,

Note. There were significant differences between the two, * P < 0.05.
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Table 3 Comparison of the body length of Tlr4 knockout mice and KM mice

LES JEE (W) Weeks

Strains 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
TLR4 6.94 +£0.73 6.97+0.72 7.21+0.66" 7.63+0.60" 8.20+0.55" 8.82+0.60" 9.25+0.56" 10.20+0.61*  10.58 +0.67 *
KM 7.42+0.79 7.47+0.81 8.26+0.77 892+0.79 9.42+0.79 10.08 +0.70 10.87 +0.84  11.58 +0.91 12.16 £0.94

H.WEMLZEFBE, " P<0.05,

Note. There were significant differences between the two, * P < 0.05.

R4 T0A FENEER/N A KM /N RA IR R (% ,n =20)

Table 4 Comparison of body length growth rates between the Tlr4 knockout mice and km mice

LHES JH I (W) Weeks
Strains 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
TLR4 15.25+0.33  15.97 +0.57 20.14 +0.38" 27.12+£0.32" 36.60 £0.41" 47.11 £0.17" 54.05+0.61" 70.05+0.55" 76.95+0.33"
KM 23.35+0.40 24.08 £0.33 37.19+0.42 48.18£0.34 57.09+0.39 67.50+0.44 81.55+0.52 93.15+0.54 102.59 £0.72
W MEMIZER BH, " P < 0.05,
Note. There were significant differences between the two, * P < 0.05.
RS Tl SEHRBR/NELS KM /D RUZTERE J1 (P40
Table 5 Reproductive performance ( number of cubs) of the Tlr4 knockout mice and KM mice
EA 585 Cage
Strains 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10
TLR4 6 5 4 3 5 2 4 5"
KM 8 7 6 7 8 5 8 7
EA %65 Cage
Strains 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
TLR4 2 2 3 4 3 5 6 3 2 5
KM 4 6 8 9 7 8 8 6

H.EMLZEFBE, " P<0.05,

Note. There were significant differences between the two, * P < 0.05.

(T#H% 47 W)
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