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Fig.1 The schematic diagram of

improved smoke poison box
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Table 1 The survivle rate of the experimental animals

2 51 PHN/ % Qe 15 /% e 30 /%
oy | 40(100%)  38(95.00%) 37(92.5%)
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Table 2 Percentage of oxygen concentration

in each infected box
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Table 3 Comparision of TSP concentration

in each infected group
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Application of Improved Cigarette Smoke Exposure Method
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Abstract. Objective To investigate the effect of improved method of smoke exposure on survival rate in mice.
Method Based on the common smoke exposure method, we have made an infection device which capable
introducing air into the bottom of the poisoning box that in order to increase the amount of oxygen and monitor the
temperature simultaneously. The Kunming mice ( the experimental subjects ) were divided into the control group
(in the common poisoning device, no poisoning), the poisoning group 1 ( common poisoning method ), the
poisoning group 2 (the improved poisoning method), and use the statistical software spss20.0 analysis to compare
the survival rate , the oxygen concentration in the poisoning device, and the total suspended particle concentration
of mice in each group (the control group, poisoning group 1, poisoning group 2).Result There were total of 160
Kunming mice,and divided into the control group (n=40), the poisoning group 1 (n=60), and the poisoning
group 2 (n=60) randomly, both with male and female. The experimental results showed that the survival rate of
the mice in the poisoning group 2 was significantly higher than that in poisoning group 1 (x°=7.647 P=0.02<
0.05). The oxygen concentration in poisoning group 1 was significantly lower than that in poisoning group 2, and
the oxygen concentration fluctuation in the poisoning group 2 was small, and the difference was statistically
significant (#=5.260, P =0.045<0.05). There was no statistically significant difference in TSP concentration
between poisoning group 1 and poisoning group 2, indicating that the improved smoke exposure device did not affect
the dose and exposure process of the poison. Conclusion The improved smoke exposure device will reduce the
mortality of experimental animals under non-pharmaceutical factors and will not affect the experimental exposure
process.
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