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Fig. 1. Structural formula of sweeteners.
a) Sucrose (Suc). b) Sucralose (SLC). ¢) Aspartame (APM). d) Neotame (NTM).
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Fig.2. ROS production from sperm by addition of sweeteners.

a) Sucrose (Suc). b) Sucralose (SLC). ¢) Aspartame (APM). d) Neotame (NTM). Results are expressed as mean values + SE,
n =4 ~ 8. ROS, reactive oxygen species; SE, standard error.
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Fig.3. Actions of sweetener on sperm motility.

a) Sucrose (Suc). b) Sucralose (SLC). ¢) Aspartame (APM). d) Neotame (NTM). Results are expressed as mean
values = SE, n =4 ~ 8, * p < 0.05 vs control without sweeteners by Turkey test.
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Fig.4. Decrease actions of NTM on the membrane potential of sperm mitochondria.

NTM was added to the sperm suspension and incubated for 30 min. Results are expressed
as mean values + SE, n = 6, * p < 0.05 vs control without sweeteners by Turkey test. NTM,
neotame; SE, standard error.
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Fig.5. Radar chart of plasma free radical scavenging activity after administration of APM and NTM.

a) At 2 weeks. b) At 8 weeks. Results are expressed as values when ROS elimination rate in control plasma defined as
100%. APM, aspartame; NTM, neotame; ROS, reactive oxygen species.
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Fig. 6. ROS production from sperm and 4-HNE-modified protein in the cauda epididymis induced
by administration of APM and NTM.

a) ROS production. b) 4-HNE-modified protein (53 kDa). ¢) Membrane image by Coomassie brilliant blue
staining. Results are expressed as mean values + SE, n = 3 ~5, * p < 0.05 vs control by Turkey test. APM,
aspartame; NTM, neotame; ROS, reactive oxygen species; 4-HNE, 4-hydroxy-2-nonenal; SE, standard error.
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Fig.7. Actions of APM and NTM
administration on total motile
sperm count.

The sperm motility was measured 2,
4 or 8 weeks after administration of
APM (250 mg/kg/day) or NTM (40 or
100 mg/kg/day). Results are expressed
as mean values + SE,n =3 ~ 5. APM,
aspartame; NTM, neotame; SE,
standard error.

b)
150 ¢ Head amplitude
130
S 110 |
ag I
O 90
B —O— Control
R 70 L Arm@50me/ke/day) .
—#— NTM (40mg/kg/day)
50 F —@— NTM(100mg/kg/day)
30 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 J
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Time after administration (Weeks)

Fig.8. Effects of APM or NTM administration on
sperm motility.
a) Straightness. b) Head amplitude. ¢) Head frequency.
Results are expressed as mean values + SE,n =3 ~ 5,
*p <0.05,** p<0.01 vs control by Turkey test. APM,
aspartame; NTM, neotame; SE, standard error.
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