EHRVE I R B R MR K F 2R A AR = RO Vol. 37 No. 5
H Journal of Northwest A&F University(Nat. Sci. Ed.) May 2009

BEE4E Y IREEE X R E By £ 3B & 0 e R

>~ b la,1b,2 N 2 7 la.1b 2 S O 2 4 3> la,1b 7 1b
EXXJE o ’é/]ﬂ?@@ 9X[3E§ A ’?IS\'IJ’{]/% 93’@57&1‘3 9%% :
(1 PEACAR MBI KF a A Bl 2B, b, 3 4 e HHER S 2 Rl B R S % L BEVE Am e 7121005
2 i A A T2E W Be SR B AE M BOR R 5E bt B K 305-806)

(i ZE] [EMY BT ERM 0 6 515 9 A R4 B A K P B AR 25 558 10 5%, A 8 18 FE Bk &2 B0R (W Bk & 4
B 2% . [ ik]) Do f—5 GRZ & AD fde i 2 GRRUR S A2 B T8 B A A8, L0 mmol/L NaCl 4b #
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Abstract :[Objective] The study was carried out to reveal the changes of growth and antioxidant sys-
tem in different organs of alfalfa seedling under salt stress and to provide some support for the study on al-
falfa vegetation resumption. [Method) Two alfalfa cultivars, Xinmu No. 1 (tolerant cultivar) and Northstar
(sensitive cultivar) were used as the plant materials, and 0,200 mmol/LL NaCl was used as control and
stress treatment respectively. The study analyzed the seedling growth, H,O, contents, MDA contents,
membrane damage,activity and isozymes of antioxidant enzymes of alfalfa shoots and roots treated 7 days
by 200 mmol/L NaCl. [Result] NaCl stress inhibited the growth of alfalfa shoots and roots,and resulted in
the increase of H, O, ,MDA contents and membrane damage. Lower degree of growth restraint effect and
membrane damage of shoot and root organs were exhibited in Xinmu No. 1 than Northstar. Under salt
stress,antioxidant enzyme activity including superoxide dismutase (SOD), ascorbate peroxidase (APX),

catalase (CAT) and peroxidase (POD) significantly increased. The capability of scavenging reactive oxygen
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species (ROS) took on organ difference in CAT and POD. The CAT activity in shoot was higher than that
in root, but reversed in POD. SOD-][ , APX-] .,POD-[ and POD-]V were identified as sensitive isozyme

bands to salt stress. [Conclusion) Tolerant alfalfa cultivar can reduce the damage by enhanced antioxidant

protective ability under salt stress.
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YR R 22 B0 58 3 B 2 W 00 o A R ek it HL ey T
HOR KB 38 BAT B KU 70 R K A 45 45 T 32
WA TR . e A, B I BA s PR A
PR R HA HEER BE 7 o 2 20 R R el 17 B AR R R
R A Tl S [) A B Y R Ak K R msifl . 42 i
A T R PR B R 16 AR K A ) DG B IR R 2 —

Bt o 4 R Tl 5 G T VR Al 1) A SR K il
FAACAE A5, 3 WA Eh Ak A A el i i e, 4
SRt H AR R 9. 54 X 10° hm? , 30 [ 4 2 3 %5t
+ M TE AR 0.99 X 10° hm?*™, FE A 7Ev5 L AE
A AR B i v b IX R 38 0T ARl R R g A
AP A A T AR KRS, ST ER A T AR W i A
PR A= AR AZ AL, Ok 0 R R P 1 T R RS LA B S
W . FRWE AT A A R T AR A2 BE
A K &= B T 1 48 (Reactive oxygen species, ROS),
W O; H,O,, « OH 55, 435 P 20" A 5 i B 2 18]
(18 3 285 V- A5 1 15 IR I 751 R 24 A B i ot 4R Ak A P
SR B R G S AL R A K A
T LA A B AR S (SOD) (BT IR 1 2 i
ALY (APXD) | i A AL A Bl (CAT) | 3 A Ak 1) il
(POD) 4+ e H KR S5l (GRO 45 (1 40 AL AR 47 i
G B U LR A DG T IR A5 /N 43 1 AR Tl 2800 Mk S
5 4 JB o LA S % ol 300 5 M0 3 o) A ) 3 1 4R Ak A
O3t o VR Ry B DR B b A TR D WA A ML 1Y 35 1%
15 5 B Ak [R) Dy Tt 5 0 3 ol R 5 P 5 538 — o R
JE BT DL WA ) B0 PR v [R) Sh i R 25 e 3R Akl
S A 200 B AR Y R AL

Tt~ 1 5 R4l o AR K B B 2 — I A W R R R
T AE R IR R A R Y SRR BT L BE Y AR i ae o
AWy T LA 4y A R S e B AT A A ) 2
AR S0, AR A QW38 45 10 X Al W 4t
PRGN TR LY HEXTHE
WY I 4 B [ 6 8 L e S AR DR 9 I AR G
(] w7 AL et K G ) 30y il A8 A i) A e B e b . A
5 DL 2 Fhoxr ki aa 2 i R USSR S A ORE B SR
200 mmol/L NaCl XJ ¥ 15 1 & - 4 i 28 R4 H

M A 4 BT BB 1 M BT AR DR 3 il R 48 (SOD L APX,
CAT.POD) ke H [w] Ty il 1) 52 Wl o 5 75 B 4 1 45 A [+
o B R AR A AR BN Bt A A B AR LR L AR BT K
VB AR AE E 0 2 M BB, B AR A A
BRI BRI W R S B 5 7%

1 MRS 7

1.1 HRExEaE

AR Sy £ 20T i R 4 — % (Xinmu No.
D) FrEh U A AL A &2 (Northstar)

TEIBORF R 09 Fh 7 72 S K T #h 3k 30 min, %
ALH L4 .5 ¢/L NaClO il 8 5 min, L K oh
E7T~8 .4 CHEZF 3 dJ5 &R/ T 1/2 MS K 4k
(4 405 mg/L MS h K 4i 4 &, Sigma 2\ A 37 g/L
YEg . pH 5. 7)), o %0 200 mmol/L NaCl /K
W ae b B, IF LAV I 0 mmol /L NaCl £ S X
(25£2) CHEREFR 3 d. FF T (254+2) COEsR 350
*$).16 h R A AE TR 4 dL A xR
B2 6520 HUER 7 d B4 BEATAH DCHR AR I A L Ak
MHEL 3K,

L2 MERHERFTIE

L2.1 ¥ ARKAEESERE DOBT4E. HE
2K Uk 25 5% B B SR Ak, R A 5T O ORL R B ok
4 2V, 5 2 i R — R, 2 R
KB 120 A4 ] Tmage J BAF50 8702, 40
WREE TS L THCHE 4 8 U 40 O 28 AR T G e
L Z R WA, — 70 CEARERAF T HO,
MDA K470 48 AR il 55 AH 5G4 AR 19 7347

1.2. 2 H,0, &% Z BN Bindschedler
SEUST 5 B E L BRI 40 mg #E T 1.5 mL B
D TEW A 74U A 200 L 50 mmol/L
W R A0 2% v (pH 7.0) ,4 C .13 000 r/min 5.1 30
min, §t 100 pL EEW LIS 900 pL 125 pmol/L
T R R N (F 100 mmol/L 1l Y B, 250
pmol/L FeSO,., 250 pmol/L (NH, ),SO,. 25
mmol/L H, SO IR A . ZIFE 30 min, LA 100
L 50 mmol/ L B4 22 wh W 1 — W 19y 1 52 1O W
25 0 BRI E 560 nm &R Y IO B E L HL O, 3% &

pmol/(m”
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M pmol/g %K.
1.2.3 A8 (MDA)&Z MDA /£ R A
b B T B ) 22— o B4 N R G A R R
PPt . MDA & 50 5 2 A& S i A B
FeZ /2 (TBA) J7 ikt BRIy 40 mg #EGH T 1.5
mL E.0 8 TEWR A P ST L A 100 pL =5
R (TCA IR .4 C.12 000 r/min B> 5
min, B 67 pL B 5 933 uL 5 g/L TBA W
CHHAR R %0 20% TCA FEHD IR A .95 CRIE 30
min Ji, KIB¥HE .4 'C.12 000 r/min &> 15 min,
P ERE N 1.5 mL B0, 1 mL TBA
JNE R 28 1 6 BRI S 532,600 FT 450 nm &b 1) I
HEEAH . MDA % & H mmol/g £IR.
L2.4 A AmdEs SRAR AR E" . B
i A EHT 15 mL & L A 10 mL & B 1K,
JH 455C #UH S 4% (Isteck Co. , Seoul, Korea) il &
HRE ARG T 121 C R K 15 min, 0 B
FIT AT B4 HL S BT, P U0 22 A8 R S TH B AR X B
FR 3% M o AR K R A P/ V6 = I B R BE G AMNB T R
SH /M AR B AN B L FE < 100 %6,
1.2.5 #AMABEER MY 0.1gkHT 1.5
mL B0 TR A P A B SR JE 200 pll 50
mmol/L W2 8 2% i & 77,4 C .13 000 r/min &
> 15 min, FIEWEB EHELOE .5 T IKE . L/
I 7€ BE S A0 Tl 3% k. PV R 4 1 i ] Bradford
Tkt e

(1)SOD iE . R H McCord 25 1 41 i {6, 2
o T L LAl 40 i 5 2 ¢ #E 2.5 min i85 50%
(T R 1A SOD i P ELA

(D APX 7. R Nakano %" i J5 2, LA
PRI AR R S B 4. B 20 p L 4R BUT . A
850 puL 50 mmol/L HEPES £ i (% 0. 1 mmol/L
EDTA.pH 7. 0; /1 T2 AW %) & 50 pl 0.6
mmol/L HLIRIMEL A 100 L 1. 0 mmol/L H, O, , 7E
290 nm AL AE 1.5 min NG BE (9 BRARAE € X1
min 4L 1 pmol HLIF IR 1 i 8 1 4~ APX % 1
LER iV

(3 CAT T tE. R Aebi™ iy 5 4M W i 2,
B 20 pL EESREBUR L INA 650 w1 50 mmol/L B B2 #f
Zeoh (pH 7.0, I T2 HIME) K 330 pL H, 0,
240 nm AL 2 1 min N i H, O, JHFE51E 198
() AR AR, L mg 35 B min 43009 H,O, 28 1
A~ CAT T A

(OPOD &, RHAAIAEE ", B 20 uL

4R IO A 400 L 100 mmol/ L % 41 22 vh ik
(pH 6. 0. FH F 45 FI %) 320 pul. 50 g/L @ A,
2.1 mL H,0.160 pxL H, O, FF4R T 7E 420 nm 2b )
JE 20 s WWROGEE R INE . & AE 20 s N @A
MyE K 1 mg 205845 R 1> POD I PEAL

1.2.6 RAACE F) ) B 09 - 7 M B e I b ok
T B B R T MR R S = bRl 1. 2.5,

HL Pk R T AR 2R T A4 T i R g P K 7 o S IR
JEEE 3 mm, Y 100 mm X 150 mm, 43 B I e & N
75 g/ L A A BE 40 g/, APX HLUK B, 2% vl i
FRES N PTIR i RR A K E O 0.8 g/L. B
SOD., APX k 50 pg #& /4L, POD 2B 20 ug
B/ L0~4 CHAMT,SEil 15 mA ML . F7 15 B
= 2R 243 BRI S L IR A (XA AR L HLIK 2~
3 h, BV ARSI 25 ok ik 3 WL AT e 4
M, PR AT .

(1)SOD, 2 M8 Beauchamp 252 {477 1, ¥ &t
JEiE A 50 mL B¢ {8 g (% 250 pmol/L NBT, 25
pmol/L ¥ # 2 (100 L TEMED /) 50 mmol/L
R0 2% s pH 7. 8) 1,60 r/min $E KBS IFH 30
min J& , % B8 B 2 G I O G € 4k .

(2)APX, 2 Mittler 55" (1 J5 v . % I %6 4%
3WIE A 150 mL 50 mmol/L B8 2 W (& 2
mmol/L FLIRMLEE, pH 7. 0) 1,60 r/min & K K g
FH .8 10 min, Fi2 A 50 mL 50 mmol/L B #f
ZE (& 4 mmol/L $LIF M AR .2 mmol/L H,0,,
pH 7.0) 1,60 r/min £ JKKEFH 20 min,50 mL 50
mmol/L B E % M (pH 7. ) IEIEHE 1 min, i 55
A 50 mL 50 mmol/L #8225 #p ¥ (& 28 mmol/L
TEMED.2. 45 mmol/L NBT,pH 7. 8) /1.5 i& 4%
TARWHE Bl S B RS .

(3)POD, &M Kim % 1 ik K B IR E A
50 mL 3¢ 4 % (f 100 mmol/L B¢ 4 i f1 0. 88
mol/L H,O, {ff RIS R IR &) Ot B = Wi
7
1.3 #HiEsE

FT A Bl FH 7 B £ BR 1 22 (Mean &= SD) 7 4
IR R R AE SPSS13. 0 #EAT i 3 Pk 22 R 4017 .

2 AR5

2.1 #HBBNEEF REKEEREH I
T AT LUA L IR W A KR Ui 228,

HRAS B i Jo o ¥ e TR — 5 . 5O IRAH EE . 200

mmol/L NaCl &b 2 B #1548 2h i i A= K, 2
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AETE R ZE R K B FRAL(P<C0. 05), 2F MR ff
AR B REE (P<<0.01), NaCl il &4 F .5

H— 5 1 25 RS B B TR 3 TR A

£ 1 200 mmol/L NaCl frBX EEF MK EEHREN I

Table 1  Effect of 200 mmol/L. NaCl on length and fresh weight of alfalfa shoots and roots
oAb K& /mm Length ff i dt/(mg « ¥k~ 1) Fresh weight
s NaCl/(mmol « L™1) — -

Cultivar Zf Shoot R Root Zf Shoot M Root
B —5 0 18.9£4.0 40.7%9.3 20.3%2.4 9.7£2.5
Xinmu No. 1 200 9.3+1.5" 16.8+5.9* 8.941.1%" 3.6£0.7%"
etk 2 0 20.7+3.8 49.5+10.1 23.9+2.3 11.9+2.5
Northstar 200 7.5£1.5* 12.344.9* 8.1£0.9*" 2.6£0.4"*

BN E 3 KT 5« RoR X A 22 T 3 (P<C0.05), » x /R 50 BRAH L 22 bk b 3% (P<<0.01), FEM,

Note:Data are expressed as the mean of three replicates; * indicates significant difference compared to control (P<Z0.05); * x indicates

highly significant difference compared to control (P<Z0.01).It”s the same with below.

2.2 EHBpEWNEEZF.R H.0. MDA &2 R Ext
JBR BE 3 1 9 B T
F2BREFEAERKZMT, 2 A HTE &R
FERESERER AR FE . 200 mmol/L NaCl g
AR L2 H, O, MDA &5 0 K A T 5 3 7 1 B
i X Hod NaCl A BRG] 5 % 4l 18] H. O, &
HAAAE R E 225, MDA & & KR x5 OB M A7 7E
e S 2 22 5 L AFURT 0 — 5 45 48 A5 B8 T 3k U

Jeilk . 200 mmol/L NaCl fift & F . Fril— 5
A E H.O, MDA & & 5% | JC W 3% 22 5, A
XoF I BG83 P 3 T o s AU B AR h S TR AR (A 1 B
B R T R R T R A S AR 5
F W] 200 mmol/L NaCl &b B = A= T 3 o (4 15 M 44
S SO MR A A3 B 5 2 0 R AR T ek
an AL B BAR AP 5 B R AR T2 .

% 2 200 mmol/L NaCl BB X EEZF iR H. O, MDA & 8 K 183 F iR & 1%

Table 2 Effect of 200 mmol/L. NaCl on H; O, , MDA contents and relative membrane permeability of alfalfa shoots and roots

_ _ AHAT o s B/ 6
S 50,/ . 1 / . 1 o
(?L"Jl ‘ﬁl ) NTLI{ . H 0z / (umol » g1 MDA/ (mmol + g=1) Relative membrane permeability
tiva - L
uvar mmo g # Shoot R Root #§ Shoot R Root ## Shoot R Root
Hik—= 0 0.35240. 060 0.31040. 027 0.01740. 002 0.016=40.003 10.414+1.33 8.19+0. 85
Xinmu No. 1 200 0.50940.029*  0.316+0.048 0.05340.006** 0.021+0.002 29.7742.08* " 14.76+1.14"
Jui &2 0 0.28940.110 0.28440. 065 0.0154+0. 001 0.01240.001 11.74+1.98 7.90+0.75
Northstar 200 0.65340.103" 0.42440.059" 0.06940.014* * 0.026+0.003" 40.6641.06" * 22.58+2.02" "
2.3 HMETEBF R SOD EFHERERIIEN ML PR APX JG PR ¥ AR R B B 3 22 5% . 200
T mmol/L NaCl it . S22 b APX 36 ¥ B 2 T+ =

3 W IEIEE AR SGMAT AU A 41 2.
R SOD {EMHEHE T H % — 5,200 mmol/L NaCl
38 T B SOD 1% VW] W It AB B 0 — 5 2 AR A%
B R SOD {EHE BB R TIet 2., B 1A Hi
SOD [a] T g3 7, 2 b E A 1Y 28 A v 44 I 2 4
Flh SOD [ 2 i, B M s SOD -[II Fit SOD -1V % 74 15
BEE5, UL ZE MR R Y SOD [7] 3 B A2 7E 22 5. 200
mol/L NaCl Jfpift &, ¥k —5 2Fp SOD -1I .
SOD-II . SPD- IV 3 14 55 F X% B, 4 93X 2 28 v SOD
T T 0 R s b 8 2E R A SOD- 16
FAFRE . 2 Bl E A5 MR A SOD- 1T 3% 4 Fb X BE i A

THs .
2.4 HBPETEHREF . R APX BHERHERBIIEH
T

M 3 ATLUE IR A KA iR 2Rk 2

B — MR b APX 36 P 8 2 1 AR i i 2 AR
O APX WM S X R S BN, Bl — SR T
APX iE M A F At 2. APX [R] T il 3 (&
1B) B, 2F AR o (1 [) 2 i 28 R [R]  JH o 2 i o
Kl 2] APX-11 . NaCl JBira8 52w f Sk B 2 1% [ ) il
HJ APX- 1 B — 5 28 AR i APX- T i3
TP A RN S 2 A . 54, ik R 2R R
T APX- 1V I Mg = X R
2.5 HBETEHREF.RCATEEMNTH

F 3 WoR, Fh CAT MiE A5 SOD, APX
AL, 200 mmol/L NaCl il 254 F .CAT 75k i 3
o TR IR, Hop i —5 58 T A & (AR CAT
PEJC I 25 A8 Ak, PO b AR CAT ISPt 6 B 3% 22 5+
(P>0.05), [AWF, ZEd iy CAT 36 M B & TR,
T 2R CAT i M & AT R sT sk vl Re T K.
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£ 3 200 mmol/L NaCl 83t B & 3 . 4R f SOD,APX.CAT.POD i& 1% K9 8 M
Table 3 Effect of 200 mmol/L. NaCl on SOD, APX, CAT and POD activity of alfalfa shoots and roots
o SOD it/ (U « mg™") APX & 1E/(U » mg™h)
Cﬂiﬁ' NaCl/(mmol » L) SOD activity APX activity
uthvar # Shoot R Root # Shoot R Root
B — 0 12.27-+1.05 16.04-1. 97 2.28-0.23 3.27-0. 69
Xinmu No. 1 200 53.26+8. 36" 32.7244.17" " 7.95+0.59" 5.754+1.15"
J0H 5 0 15.15-1.11 18. 7842, 62 2.18-£0. 91 3.55-0. 62
Northstar 200 24.3746.90 26.114+1.61" 4.99-+1.05" 3.8941.09
N CAT i #E/(U » mg™ 1) POD i /(U « mg™1)
. ﬂlﬂ,ﬂ“ NaCl/(mmol » L) CAT activity POD activity
ultivars %f Shoot 8 Root %f Shoot 8 Root
= 0 2.15-£0. 37 0.8840.12 54.14412.58 298.10+13.12
Xinmu No. 1 200 7.5441.96" 0.7740. 30 41.59-+7. 84 265.09417. 72
Jei 2 0 1.7640.12 0.7240.14 49,1049, 37 427.39+29. 65
Northstar 200 4.7440.48% * 0.660.26 54.3941.22 185.79+37. 97" *
2.6 HETEEF.RPOD EAMRERIIEN ZE [ D A D AR L 45 6] T 0 M A 5,
T FECEEP R POD WG BAL TR . EhMa 50T, 2

F3W® W, 5 CAT M, % POD i 78
NaCl Jir36 /i J5 T 25 48 4k . HLB A AR, id B H:
BARE2Z5% . POD EMR P e 78 2F vh n] i & ¥ 4
FONE A /E R . NaCl Bt )5 . 85— 5 R dh i
POD ¥ 1 5 BTG 5 2 22 S, 1 X% F £k So & b b
P BT 7 s BUR IEF A KA L POD 35 1 i F
W—5 AR T 32 5L a5 e, 3L POD 35 1 B A%
IR R HAR TR — 5. 5 H bt Sk i A TR
POD [F D il 4% H 8 £, AR 5 o &2 2% (B 10D,

ANETE i PR ZE R POD -1 M 71 & . /2 POD -V i
PEBEAR . OF 8 B[R] Ty il 335 2 T R B Gl i — 5
POD -V[.POD -Vl ; db#% & POD -V) ., #hifia s .2 4
1 AR POD- T 1 35 34 58 s POD -V 3 14 75 5
A — 5 AR e B 3 L (E T b R AR P B RIS
X FPAE 4k AT BE X POD 36 P 9 5 ma A W B k. 25
POD [F] Ty fig i) 25 4k 7] LU H, POD -1l .POD -1V 47 7
T2 ARPIRREE B, ELPh a0 5 06 M 2 2 3 B i Y
AR 2F KRS B rh L R ) £ AU POD [R] Tl

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
I
I
m -
v
A B C

B 1 200 mmol/L NaCl i} F B %5 2 MR SOD (A) ,APX (B) & POD (C) [7] T i (19 25 {k,
1,9.17 M1 3,11,19 3B 4854 0,200 mmol/L NaCl i1 £ F #id— 5 1% 52,10, 18 F1 4,12, 20 Pkl 43314 0,200 mmol/L
NaCl 8 £ JUtk 2 19 2855, 13,21 A1 7,15,23 Pkl 438518 0,200 mmol/ L NaCl k8 54 F 8 — 5 1AR 5
6.14.22 Fl 8.16,24 JkiH 4> %14 0,200 mmol/L NaCl il 414 F AL & AR

Fig. 1 Tsozyme changes of SOD, APX and POD of alfalfa shoots and roots under 200 mmol/L. NaCl stress

Lane 1,9,17 and 3,11,19 indicate the isozymes anlysis of Xinmu No. 1 shoots under 0 and 200 mmol/L. NaCl condition, respectively;

Lane 2,10,18 and 4,12,20 indicate the isozymes anlysis of Northstar shoots under 0 and 200 mmol/L NaCl condition, respectively;
Lane 5,13,21 and 7,15,23 indicate the isozyme anlysis of Xinmu No. 1 roots under 0 and 200 mmol/L NaCl condition, respectively;

Lane 6,14,22 and 8,16,24 indicate the isozyme anlysis of Northstar roots under 0 and 200 mmol/1. NaCl condition, respectively

3 W

R 7E 8 57 Eh it T 5 A5 0BT W af i e A 0 i
P8I P B2 3 | 0 S o 4 IS I 5 T 48 i P (1
SEREHE L IR T A 0 AR L e R R S SO )
FET-HH . AW 5E 1, 200 mmol/L NaCl # #l 1 & 4&

ZF AR B 5 A 4 (ERT A — 5 B A OIR
DL T AR A2 I i 2 SR 30T 40 v 9 A A Y
MR ERPEA G . A — R EE BT P4 HL O, & e
FhRA ST T 2Tk R UL ER b S 2T A Lt
KW KAz o AR S KGR 40 A 5 A2 450 405 R BE A R
MDA F5 5 FIAH S 5 I35 P 28 5 W] T 45 i 005 il a2
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(BT . AHRIE 25 R B, NaCl ikt 6144 F
2 ANETE SRR ZE AR g MDA 7 S A X 5 O
Byt f 5 MDA & 8 A5 Ak 55 AR 6 5 5% 52 1 A
S L U B R T 38 35 T AN i R 1 e AR A g 4
B 1 B 1 2o ST B A i A7 5 47 A B A 1 b
e B2 [P AR 0 45 AR 1 2 . 3 40 %) 453 40
JE K H O, £ 5 0 25 45 B I A K 2 60 A GG
S ULIVE N — R EZE AT E S T H O 2 58U
i 3 S A ) B D PR 22— 4 A X 5 B ) IR
HE— M T K

KT YT ERHLE, [t 55| 0 G E H
TR ZBAMTR A . 15 P S B AR 1 2 P 40 i Tirf
3 0 O S R 2R AR S P A R ) — A
BLER 43« A B A A AR B B 3R S B R ) i B 4k, X
ke T SOD, APX, CAT, POD 45 £ Filt fifi 1 1 P 41
MZEEa ., CA R R, 784 PR 58 030 5 1
T B AR PR . L2 T R O T
L T RN (S SR =R T SN R - 4]
£,.S0D ol LI O; Bifb oy H. O, AWBF5E 1, 200
mmol/L NaCl i}i8 J5 . 5 f& 2 Rt 5 SOD i 14 15
. B B— 5 SOD 3f ¥ /9 T 55 06 = T bk
B3 0 3R 2L S R LA L R AR S R SR Y O
T BRBE 7. T KRR B M O X A0 i ) 45 F 1
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