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Table 1 The relationship of the survival B. 7 kGy, ¥ &RJ512 B % #F logy = logA + BX
Pumilus to the absorbed dose RN E & ﬁ A logy=8-0.6%, XA TR
MUCHIE  (kGy) I Avfr??iﬁgléﬁ/ﬁgber Eﬂﬁ/l\ﬁf@ﬁrﬁﬂ@?fﬂfiﬁ?ﬁﬁ]ﬁ, (flﬂlﬁ 1)e
Absorbed dose(kGy) j (gnumber/ml) T K GFFE (E-Coli), WugF@FIE
0 6.7 x 107 BHRRERTE 2, .
1 3.6 X 107  ULHERZERGERE,
- H 6
: 210 A=6.5x10", B= -5.1 = -0.99
3 2,6 %108 . ‘
4 6.8 % 10% AP E - Coli D, {7 0.19 kGy,
5 1.0%10° )
%2 E- Coli FEMABREMROER sk v
Table 2 The relationship of the Survival o
E. Coli to the absorbed dose : . 6
WUHIE  (kGy) | FEFIERKC/mD g4t -
Adsorbed dose(kGy) *Avarage(zﬂzé\éi}slx;mber Logy=8-0,06X “,z
: e 2} ~
0 | 3.84 x107 : . &
0.2 ! 9,4 x10° 0 L 4 A i s d
| . . 2. ¢ 6 8 10 12
0.5 | 4.0x10 M Dose (kGCy) '
0.8 ’ 2.8%10° . '
‘ B 1 B. Pumilus gy 8 -—HIEhS

. 3
1°O. . 4'7?(10 Fig, 1 Survival-dose curve for B. Pumilus
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Table 3 Nutrition in roast duck
o e om s
} Before irradiation After irradiation
Vi(mg/1008) 0,049 0.048
Vi(mg/1008) 0.037 0.033
K€% ‘ 65.80 65.60
Water(%) (
HEE%) 25.50 25.40
_Profein(%)
HARNI(%) | 6.20 5.95
Fat(%) i '
' Ty =
: Ty
400f
=
= 300
=
LY
3
2 200 ,
5 °.
& :
100
1 \
,i.\ X 1 L | I 1 1 1 1 L ‘
W % 2 4 6 8 10 1z 14 16 18
g BRSA)  Dete (week) 4
3 sumEhbAKAEN

1. # Male, 2, # Female; ——=uyh4i Test
group; XWsE  Control group,
Fig, 3 The body weight of mouse as a
function of time
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Table 4, Blood test
) MRl Male e Female
ST4MM Red cell [H4nfs White cell T40M Red cell B[4l White cell
(10 k/mm?) (k/mm?) (10 k/mm?) (k/mm?)
S| 931.9+103 7.92+41.32 803.2+108 6.71%£1.25
Test group )
ol 856.4+110 6.81+1.48 905,1+91 7.24+1,76
Control group
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Table 5 Internal organs test

Pt 3 LA T (T T B T ey B

e Y oL 2 - ——

) > Heart  Jifi Lungs HF Liver % Spleen = Kidney
# Male (g/100 8) -
oMt 0,314+0,04 0.48-0.06 3.83+0.23 0.16+0.02 0.6410.05
Test group : }
R IE LR © 0 0.30%0.03  0.46%0,07 3.44:£0.32 0.15+0.04 0.70:0.04
__. Control group. | ~ , e
i Female (g/100 g)
Dty .
Test_ group 0.33+£0.04  0.53%£0.08  3.32%£0.34  0.18%0.03  0.69%0.05
R AL g ’ . ' ,
Control group 0.35+£0.04  0,5940.08  3.61+0.26  0.18+0.02  0.720.06
%6 ﬁiﬂﬂﬂﬁéﬁﬁ'ﬁl‘iigfﬂ
Table 6 Dijstortion rate of bone Marrow ccll Chromosomes
vop | g R BrESH0)
LR ; Number of Number of Distortion
observed distortion rate
Sample i cells cells
e e — e e e e
R ! )
Test group ) 500 8 1.6
Py l
Control group 500 9 1.8

e i e aemm v e mn o — - B L T N R R T Ir T

%7 BASEREGEEER

Teble 7 Distortion ra!e of testis cell Chromosomes

- ; B R B EYRF(%)
A . : Number of Number of Distortion
observed distortion rate
Sample ' Celis Cells
DS :
- Test group \ 150 16 10.6
PAgiRE:l ‘ ,
Control group | 125 14 11.2
KIS B =5,
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Table § Unmetabolic activation test

¥R ng:ght __i“‘_‘” ) “_Ekjir__“ Tazo0 ,_,.TMM
Sample (mg) { X s X s X s X s
) 100 1 125 18.1 . 30 7.8 192, 18.2 298 32.6
Skin of 200 148 21.8 31 11.3 166 20.8 286  23.1
duck 400 170 41.0 27 . 10.3 135 19.4 202 26.3
A 100 213 27.0 28 9.5 161 14.0 350  25.6
Body of 200 205 19.9 - 29 11.2 132 31.1 278 22.4
duck 400 194 32.5 28 6.6 151 23.7 275  35.6
M 100 | 181 35,1 - 30 11.5 149 26.6 310 20.6
Fat of 200 181 20.7 27 5.8 182 51.2 -+ 297  24.8
duck | 400 166 17.1 32 8.6 187 51.2 323 26.9
[E14E Spontaneous ; , 19.1 34 7.4 189 21.0 209  22.9
ﬁ:{r;uéant . ;167 19.3 33 6.7 190 23.3 303 30.6
X Ra Lomparison 167 :
fH14: Positive :
_ x:“lg Comparison 350 _ 3552 >4000 2400

é<1 1k = B RRRZ AR, IR RIBR RS ASTR. X R HJLL,»U S ’J”h\fﬁ: i £:zo

9 HURHTLERREER

Table 9 Metabolic activation test on Beijng Roast Duck

! B T T T Tarer
¢ (=] ji2:Y A9 Agg Ateo Aloz
o Weight |- - — e e PRI — e
Sample (mg) | X S X S X S X S
I 100 156 19.5 39 1.0 168 37.0 285 16.8
Skin of 200 | 150  14.5 39 1.0 151 26.5 307 38.3
duck 400 167 9.5 . 32 10.4 154 28.0 305 24.8
7 100 174 18.2 36 5.2 140 38.6 204 39.3
Body of 200 167 14.5 36 7.0 151 13.7 300 35.5
duck |- 400 |- 166  19.5 31 8.7 155 43.5 . 284 9.6
W 100 160 21.4 38 6.8 157 30.5 277 9.5
Fat of 200 149 16.2 33 6.7 165 26.2 296 20.4
duck 100 | 149 18.2 38 7.5 130 6.8 209 34.9
BRIy Spontanco{ls '
mutant . 165 9.5 39 6.2 169 24.0 349 31.5
3488 Comparison 170 12.0 a1 7.6 162 23.5 306 18.5
fH14 Positive ;
%+ #H Comparison 1356 664 . 1740
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F”W%%Eﬁ%k&&?@y,ﬁﬁmm . (8) BREL: BIRR 4T IR 8wy 1/2~2/3,

SPLAE RIF. PARTRERER. S, Ao R R SR B AL S XY A sl W b ke



56 EEMASER I ZE2R BB
5. Ames 334 )

F Xao-s WAEWRFHREN, 22 Ames B3I, Tagrs Tagss Tawes Tare B HFEIEIELFIIE(L
TR, BRI EESEE AR REE, TRERRTES, 9,

6. AEiRR '

JyTEM RIS YOS RER, BIREMRETE, BHIW. BORASMEMLAAIL S0 RA, RA
G A RIRAR BRI R IT RS, REeod, 1. 2, 3, 4. 5, 6onAlMENT®
%, I, %, W, B, BF. RBRERED: REBROBETHES 4.78 5, 8 REBFE
#1545 5.06 47, FII, ERMR L, REEBSHETRSIEROES,

B8 * x W

[ 1] F. Minsch, Mianch Med Wochensch, 5, 101, 9, 202 (1896).

[ 23 S. Prescott, C. Science N. S, 20, 246 (1904). -

[ 31 FAO/IAEA, “Food Irradiation Newsletter”, Supplement vol. 11, Ne. 1, April, 2~15 (1987).
(41 Ames (f#%i%, KEHE, DIIKERGEFEOYGHE, EMEZDERESH, 12 (3), 154

(1985).
[5] Gastel (RBAF, REIEED, EEMMARIMA Ames iR45, FESMES, BARSH, 12(3), 186
(1985).

(FEf Bl HAE: 1987 fq:"us BeA)

IRRADIATION PRESERVATION STUDY ON BENJING .
ROAST DUCK BY LOW DOSE

Wang Weiguo, Gu Yongbao, Li Fengmei and Zhou Ruaying
(Beijing Radiation Center)

ABSTRACT The irradiation technique combined with freezing has been used to
control the microorganism in Beijing Roast Duck. Cobal-§0 was chosen as y-ray sou-—
rce. The absorbed dose was 2 kGy on an average. After irradiation, the microbe cou-
nts have reached the tolerable. Compared with untreated ducks, the irradiated ones
showed no remarkable change in-nutrition, chemistry, vitamin etc. It has been proved
through tests that the irradiated frozen Beijing Roast Duck is wholesome.

KEY WORDS Irradiation, Beijing roast duck, Microorganism, Wholesofeness



