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Abstract

To investigate the effect of glycyrrhizic acid on the stress resistance of Eriocheir sinensis, a 50-day
culture experiment was conducted with 150 Eriocheir sinensis (average body weight: (20 % 5) g),
using three glycyrrhizic acid (GA) addition groups (GAO.1, GAO.5, GA1) and one control group (with-
out GA). The GA addition groups were set as follows: 0.1, 0.5, and 1 mL/kg GA added to the basal diet,
or 1 mL/L GA added to the culture water. After the experiment, non-specific immune indices in he-
molymph and hepatopancreas, intestinal structure and functional tissues, and expression levels of
immunity-related genes were detected. The results showed that compared with the control group,
the survival rate and weight gain rate of Eriocheir sinensis fed with GA were significantly increased
(P <0.05), the intestinal folds and mucosal layer were significantly thickened, the content of malondial-
dehyde (MDA), and the activities of alanine aminotransferase (GPT) and aspartate aminotransfer-
ase (GOT) were significantly decreased (P < 0.05). The expression levels of immunity-related genes
GPX, ALF-1, and Crustin-2 were significantly increased (P < 0.05), but decreased at a GA concentra-
tion of 1 mL/kg. Among them, the immune indices of Eriocheir sinensis fed with 0.5 mL/kg GA showed
the most significant changes, and the activities of acid phosphatase (ACP) and superoxide dismutase
(SOD) were significantly higher than those in other groups (P < 0.05). This study indicates that add-
ing an appropriate concentration of glycyrrhizic acid to the diet can effectively enhance the stress
resistance of Eriocheir sinensis, providing data and theoretical support for the application of glycyr-
rhizic acid in crustaceans.
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1. 5|8

HHARGREL I (Eriocheir sinensis), {BFRIMTEE, ZGFMINMER, FEEKX, 2024 H/=82) 88.8 Jin,
SR EEREEW P RZIIKRF N —. EFk, FEEFEMENAET K, FRENYZ BRI, 1H
BE RIS SRR R Z o, SEPORAUR 2 RESET. A, dEMHIUER. L m
KAEEER, i RIFFEI R, BUETRENVI RN 3G 2, X AESFR AN R R iE il — e fa
Fo B, BRIV S IS NG SCA TR BRI ST 7 0], BIFGI K S B s Im R, K A
VISR T, XK IR = b 0 n] i 48k Je B i H B B R

FPEIR NG AE — I Re T VA B IR S e Dy Re s i, FEAFEAEAE R, METR. R
K HEHR. hEAGE. H, hEGHRINFIREE MR IR AW SRR, AIRK
HIR &R J1[1]. HEBR(Glycyrrhizic acid, GA)& H ¥ R EAMEMENR Y < —, BEHL. buE. il
B BOREEE AR S A EER, EIRRIATT 2 R 2] [3]. AFFURIL, HEER AT LA B4
BRI ARG T o 91, EAE TRDREFR s i B H FEIR B8 A M I 0 5 W IR 255 A0 B (4 7R
PRRSV) [4]. J& 285 22 G0 TR FE (2R, SADS-Co V)25 25 L[ 5], 15 H BEHR AL i 1 i X9 5 v
2 0 T M AT PR A B N VD T IRBE I RE /0, /D RS IR0 K A2 28 (6] [ 7] MEAMBEA B U R I H B A a6 T4
VIl AR RR . H B2 B WG OGN AT A8 N Sk E = BEANGERE LG [8]: AR/ B b H Rd ke & i R e 5
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FEE F

PG , VRIT B RS (9] BIMTEG FEK s, HERR B R ThEE. kiE, H e
i E IR L2k i (Seriola quingueradiata) ¥ 5EIRER H (Enterococcus seriola) B HIHKPTRE J1[10]. TPkl
IH B T R B O B N AR A AR A AR KR RR, IR B AaAERK. KB EFRIEH.
Yo g8 IR RGEAH ST R R IE[11] [12].

HATCAVH R, HEERX R esh et ie A OB EH . R A I H BERR v] TR ML Xt
W (Litopenaeus vannamei) [ABELEGAE, BEFFRRILT- 2 b HAR[13], BERE/DRIFFEKER. &
PERIZ: G BE A RFE R AL ANGUR I[14]. SR, HEE AR SR B BE e DR IR ], H TR A
Rt sinia. At, A Feis i e TR K AR B R} v AN AR BEAR R I H R, s Al 50 RS
L9k R f i o T S B AH S BTG 1 A B A G BRE IR R AP DL R TE S5 i RN T e 23384k, R H
B ARG BRGNS I Re i, DA H R R A AR SR BE SR T T I B R SR R R 2

2. MMERE
2.1. M8

SIS F AR R ST R B8 VT K P2 IR . JEBGRE N 20.0 £ 5 g H SR SE BTG
B 2P R T AN RS AR FRAS A BRI TE 78 2 B S E R K B 9% S de B 7R A1 R B H AR
BRIV, P8 IR MK AR AR AR IR E 25.0 £ 1.0°C . pH 6.5~8.5. VA%(DO) 5~8 mg/L, PURIEREE FH #7570 1&

2.2. A&

22.1. PEGEEFEETERLBREANES

B 150 g R g B BRI N LA G IR 4L 1RIB4L. GAO.1. GAO.5. GALl), 2 AltAZET 54
IKFEWN - IR AL FR B K A TR N H 382 (Catalysis, PEHES) GEFE/KIAEFR: GA=1000:1)7E /MBS . =
AR INZL(GAO.1, GAO.5, GAL)/r BIFEMEZRIN T 0.1. 0.5 Al 1 mL/kg FIH BERATARE, 6 I ZH AR
PR TCA NI FERE AR . AR W IR R R 5% TERE, B 9:00 FEMEAE H SR 30%, R
- 17:00 FMAEE H SR MR 70%. BERG 2 Ri— 0K, SEB A 50 d.

Table 1. Experimental feed formula and nutrient composition (dry weight)

F 1 REAREC S REFRS

ZHIC 5 formula/% E 3+ 7KF nutrient composition/%
Ky 35.00 HEH 44.8172
S 25.00 RN R 7.8121
1ELEH 16.00
B/ STid) 5.70
ISR 4.00
28 5.00
EANdi 4.69
JUE ] e 0.3
SRR 0.2
R N E 0.01
HAERIBAY a 2.00
W RIREY b 2.00
PIERES 0.10
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SRS TR EE R E Oy ok SR, IRINR EE N T, HEREELN 45%, MBS ELN
6%, RIS IR 7 JCE TR WA 1

1) 4RI AYI(mg/100 g IR AYD): 48425 A 4200001U, 4E423% C 6000 mg, o & By EEEZHES 2000
mg, 4E4EZ D3 120000 1U, 4E4EZ K 1000 mg, 4E4EZ B11000mg, 4E42% B2 1000 mg, 4E4EZ B6 1600
mg, 4EEZ B122mg, MM 5000 mg, M 400 mg, ALEE 6000 mg, AH)E 10 mg, ZFER4S 3500 mg.

2) BRI li(g/kg HHR): KCI 0.84 g MgSO4-7H,0 3 g. NaH,PO, 6.45 g KH,PO; 3 g.
Ca(H2POy4)>-H20 7.95 g+ CaCO;3 3.15 g+ CeH10CaOg- SH,0 4.95 g FeCsHs07-5H,0 0.36 g+ CuSO4-5H,0 0.1055
g+ ZnSO4-7H,0 0.1428 g. MnSO4-H,0 0.0321 g. AlCl3-6H,0 0.0045 g+ CoClo-6H0 0.042 g+ KI10.0069 g.

22.2. FEEMBEERS

TFRRIG S ARG, LI b R B AR 24 h, AEUKD R4S 10 min 75 SARIRFREE, AL AR
Ky, MRS AR ey AR, SRR AR AT IR AR, T BRI R (SRMBE H R (WG). M
=100 x [CRE — WHE)VIE]. FiFHE =100 x (REEB/VIIREL).

2.2.3. #mlitsE

SN T VP LB R R R I B A RE D R AR R R e Fa b, BRLHBENLIEE 3 R b AR 1 R AR 1l
WRESAITRAR . A5 1 ml JC B S 2 R D S R BE, AR B I SK IR 5 58 3 D R At
Ab AR L) 1~2 mm, IR 25 04 IR Dot VA9 ¢ BI&THE, 2.73 g FTIFIR, 13.14 g NaCl, 4.41¢
FrEERE =44, 1.681 gEDTA-2Na) 1:1 {84, BT 1.5mL EHEELEF. ZEIE L 15 min (800 g4°C), UK
B LIEAEAAE-80 CUKAR T . /ARG BT ORAT TR A b, BREE 5 A7 T80 CUkAH R
17, 1 RNA JEIA AT . B R 0.3 g R, #ZHER: 0.9%EMEK = 1.9 FHENRS, 7
VKA A T ARSI, FELL 2500 t/min B0 10 min, B EFEWRET 1.5 mL BO0&S, #FET-80°C,
FFE ACP. MDA, GPT. GOT %G, »4h, ASTFEHI, ERNEYE 4%% % H R
S, WIIRATE, FHT IR A0 AR B R iy 1B 25 R I Th R

2.2.4. ERFEMER

A58 FH A I PR R it ARG 003 7] S8 (e ) i S i) o % 2 v R 28 8 Ly EL R R A 5 v 1 R 12 Tl
i (ACP). N _E(MDA). & N2 M (GPT). B EF 2 M (GOT) TR E N E . bt fs, AbriEdhsL,
SRAS I 7 BT

(1) BRM: W BRI R F S AR vE I 58 , B FF IR 50 K i AN i 73 0 5 2 (R WR &, £ 37°C
TWFE 20 min, MIAZIEWR)E, @ISR EFRCE 405 nm AMIESRKIROGE

(2) WG TBA V&R, KBRS FIS RIS 25 5 B AR S, 95CHE 40
min, #RJ5 3500~4000 r/min, 50> 10 min, HU G, FRE B EEFRXAE 532 nm Abic s E

(3) AN E AN G R LN 2, K EIR 5128 FIEFIE 2 55 B AR YIRE, 75 37CTF
JE 30 40P, DAL 37°CIE 20 2050, 8IS RSB EEARACAE 505 nm A ROGRE s

(4) AL MR ER BRI E , KRR 5 9% EIEFNIIE 70 0 5 ORI G, £ 37CF
JFE 30 408l IIANZIEW 37°CHEE 20 4080, IEIIHEEEEARACAE 510 nm AL TEEIROG A .
2.2.5. RNA 28U cDNA &5

i TRIzol iXFM 100 mg FFENRA SR $2EUE RNA, FEIEIE 1.5%50 M BE R s KRG RNA F 5
B HA KB R G 158 S8 55 £ (TransGen Biotech A&, 1 [E) Ui BECHIE S A R, {7 PCR 1k
1T, ¥ 7 uL cDNA 545 1 pL Random Primer 7£ 200 uL PCR BcHEE iR 5], 65CHEE 5 min. §%
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FEE F

BE R 10 pL 2 x TS Reaction Mix. 1 uL Transcript RIRTMix. 1 uL gDNA Remover, KX #% BFE
¥ 25°C 10 min, 42°C 15 min, 85°C 55, FEFEHJAREF 4 CIHIRL. SN cDNA P PI7E-20C R AT,
FiF qRT-PCR 73#7 .

2.2.6. LATPERERE(QRT-PCR)SHA

AR 5140 5 5 4% 2.0 LhrR AR 2 B I R AR 1) cDNA B, 34 HE 7% ok 2 /& PCR X771 & SYBR
(A4, H ED U - AR SR IR AT R R AH 2R GPX. ALF. Crus2 [1] mRNA RiL &7 E &7,
9¢ )6 5E B PCR SZI67E CFX96TM Real-Time System (Bio-Rad, 3% [ 28 Fib47. SZE&KH 10 uL A R4
$5: SYBR Green Premix Ex Taq 7uL, L F#F51%0(10 uM)%- 1 uL, cDNA ##R 2 pL. Boifik R TR
JG, 4°C, RHEEO S A8 B NPIEY IR 95 CAME 30 £, 95°CAME 5P, 60°CHEfH 30
W, WE FIRIERE 40 X, 60CRER NG T, AL RFEEIZTHRE 95C. EHMEE 10x 1) cDNA iR
HBEAT qRT-PCR SE5G, BAMFEM AT = UCPATSE5G . DA JC I n S it DRl M 75 1) v AR 28 25 18 B ik iR 3R 08
) EsGPX. EsALF. EsCrus2 2:[K Ct{E/ENTHR, SR 2788C T iRt SR R ) A0 SR B & [ 15].

Table 2. The sequences of primers used in this study

2. AAREAHG

5% Primer ¥ %1 Sequence (5°-3°)
GPX-F GACTACACCCCAGTGTGCACCA
GPX-R TGATCCAGCCATTGTGATCCTC

ALF-1 gF GACGCAGGAGGATGCTAAC
ALF-1 qR TGATGGCAGATGAAGGACAC
Crus-2 qF GCCCACCTCCCAAACCTAT

Crus-2 qR GCAAGCGTCACAGCAGCACT

2.2.7. BEBARLESH

HUAME SIS 5 () R AR sk B B T I 2R, & 4% 2 R, [ RS RIF. &I R B R
BIRAF AT 2K G, TR Rt B REREESIFE . £ HEA BRI R
8% Eclipse Ci-L (Nikon, Japan) i i fr i SRS 7, A FH 1 v W82 A 23 BT 81 14 Tmage-Pro Plus 6.0 (Media
Cybemetics, U.S.A)X RAEZIM B @7 VE 0o @i A S V) 7 8o s =)y 8 AR TRDBOR
R IR ATF A ER AL 23] A5 00, U0 A S A B S S LR AT SO R o % B AR ER A R I
15 B A i bRk

22.8. Gt A&

A FERIEHE LAIEL £ ARHEZE TR IR . KA Graphpad Prism 9 #4744 . FTE 24 % ] SPSS (IBM
SPSS Statistics 26) AT T 5 Z AT IS AN T ZE 500, HEAT 7 Duncan’s Z E ILEE, Hi P <0.05 1
REAFREER.

3. BRE R
3.1. GA XL B4 K R BRI R D

GA X A SRB BE VA7 5 5 S5 3G E A 1 o I 46 3. 50T HRZAAHLE , 3 4> GA T BRI (GAO.1, GAO.5,
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GA)FINZ I 4 (1) 1 B R A7 15 R 5 B NP < 0.05), TR AL 1E B R B 2w T HAh A, A B R 4L
2%, (H5RIEHMEL, GA0.5 Al GAl1 TR INAHKFERE S, H/KEEFR.

Table 3. Effects of GA on survival rate and weight gain rate of Eriocheir sinensis

3. HERNhERBEEERNM

2H 51 Group 34 weight gain rate/% %% Survival rate/%
XTHEH 5.60 + 3.35b 46.67
RIEA 11.70 £3.322 53.33
GAO.1 8.38 £2.57° 56.67
GAO.5 8.20+£3.21b 73.33
GAl 7.46 + 2.08° 76.67

GAO0.1: GA ¥KJE N 0.1 mL/kg, GAO0.5: GA WKE N 0.5 mLkg, GAl: GAREN 1 mLkg. FFIHIrE AR TR
FoRAHIAE BEMEZERP <0.05), A MHFFREE R4 R0 8 E M ZE 7P > 0.05),

3.2. GA JP G EER ISR R RIS HRE RN
3.2.1. PEEGEEEMMKEFATERERD ACP FEHKFTK

M T AT, SRHRRALAEE, REEIN 0.5 mL/kg GA MEFE ) b e gk AR B2 ifn bk B R AT R AR ACP 3%
FIKFE B2 TP < 0.05), i HAh ik B 70 B & AL B BRI

A B
220 0.005 -
S =
g g a
2 a =35 0.004
§E 1s £ET b
S E S8 b I
5= Bl T
T2 b b X 8 0.003 A
(SR b w2
< <10 I c <2 c
B 22
=z I £ 0002 -
£33 E3
S 05 8
S S 0.001
< <
0.0 . , . . 0.000 r r r r
w4 B4l GAO.l  GAO.S GAl WHEH Bl GAO.l  GAOS  GAl
5l group #H 7l group

A—— AR MM T T ACP 35 J17KF o B——h ARG BT IR ' ACP ¥ 17K T

Figure 1. Variations in ACP activity in hemolymph and hepatopancreas of Eriocheir sinensis following 50-day dietary expo-
sure to graded levels of GA

B 1. FMARIRE GA 187F 50 d FHEHESE MMKEFMATRR ACP SEHTK

3.2.2. PAEREE MM E MRS MDA SET

ME 200, SXFHRAALEE, 7E 4 AN T AR E GA TR ME IR AR g8 AR, Itk
LRI AT B R R MDA f 5 5 25 5 2 PR AR (P < 0.05), H A7 0.5 Ml/kg GA 211 MDA & & K(P <
0.05).
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Figure 2. Alterations in hemolymph and hepatopancreatic malondialdehyde (MDA) levels in Eriocheir sinensis after 50-day
GA administration at graded concentrations

E 2. FMAELRE GA (83 50 d FPEHESZ MK D FTER S MDA 82Tk

3.2.3. AL EE MMEFRFERRRS GPT M GOT FHKELK
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A—— ARG R GOT 36 17K . B—— RSB BT IRR o GOT i /17K Fe C——rh ek B B it (2 v
GPT i /1K1 D——H R B BRI GPT % /1K1
Figure 3. Changes of GOT and GPT activities in hemolymph and hepatopancreas of Eriocheir sinensis after feeding with

different concentrations of GA for 50 days
3. RMAERE GA 185F 50 d Frhieg 2z 8 MK B MATARER GOT #1 GPT jEHEK

o
n

B3 AT, SXFRRAIAREL, 78R SRSk B AR B A 0.5 mL/kg GA A1 1 mL/kg GA TaRHR N4l GOT
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T ST 553 B (P < 0.05), R4S 0.1 mL/kg GA #RIN4l GOT i& 1K P EREMEER, M h e
BRI, 4> GA IR GOT G138 B E K T X 4P < 0.05), HATEWEHEM 0.5 mL/kg
GA F1 1 mL/kg GA %F GOT & MER2 A 2508 LR VAT N 0.1 mL/kg GA #2002 3 (P < 0.05).

ME3 AL, SxFREAAE, 7E 4 AAEREI TARKRE GA T RRSR 2B B A N, Mtk
MIFFERR & GPT HIE 117K T2 B BFR(P < 0.05), 1 GA KX GPT iGtEm LR#E %R

3.2.4. PIEGERFTRARS SOD FEHKETHL
M 4TI, SRR, ZEGRIPRIN 0.5 mL/kg GA I h B EE T I iR th SOD 3% /17K - &
EFRE(P<0.05), MHAMKERGHLEEERE S BEZEFK.

0.0015 -

— O

0.0010 -

L0

0.0005 -

JHF % RSO DY 71(U/mgprot)
SOD activity of
hepatopancreas(U/mgprot)

0.0000 T T T T 1

XHRH  RIEA GAO0.1 GAO0.5 GAl
2H 5 group

Figure 4. Alterations in hemolymph and hepatopancreatic superoxide dismutase (SOD) activity in Eriocheir sinensis after 50-
day GA administration at graded concentrations

4. SRIMAELRE GA {5 50 d f5 ey a2 mik B FATFAEAR SOD JE Tk
3.3. GA X iEg BB a2

Hr ARG B MR R TR IR 2 SR ] 5. 32 4 058 S mrn, SxTERAAAHLEL, 4 DMAFRE GA RN
2 P 4 R JEL R 8 5 2 JEL P 3 SR S R

200 pm

Figure 5. Wrinkle wall thickness and mucosal thickness of Eriocheir sinensis

B 5. hiegiB RN R
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Table 4. Wrinkle wall thickness of Eriocheir sinensis

F 4. hIEPEBWEREE

4 BE )5 ¥ Wrinkle wall thickness/mm

Name

1
X HEH 0.130687
SEIG e 0.244074

2 3
0.234978 0.187995
0.303755 0.213392

4 5 FEME
0.24129 0.276711 0.214332
0.251968 0.225585 0.247755

Table 5. Mucosal thickness of Eriocheir sinensis

F= 5. PEAERBRIREEE

Zi i )2 )5 Mucosal thickness/mm

Name
1 2 3 4 5 A
1 100-1 0.166938 0.292097 0.217162 0.27968 0.387695 0.268714
15100 0.281524 0.267821 0.317373 0.423486 0.304192 0.318879
3.4. GA FhiEg e HiH X EERIZNE M
A B
40 - ~ 25 7
2 . 3 a a
% 530 - e 222
X3 ab X 5
X 3 ® 5
® e =215
72 be = be b
z g20 - I N8 T I
&g cd 5 8 1.0
32 o I 3 s
w > S 3
1.0 A g o
T 2 05 A
o o
&
0.0 r r r r 0.0 T T T —eeid
XHRA  Rld GAol GA0.5 GAl WA R4 GAol GAO.5 GAl
2H 5group 2H 7group
C
2.5000 -
2.0000 -
b

ESALF-1 AHXJ ik K
Relative expression level of ESALF-1

1.5000

1.0000

0.5000

0.0000

cd

be

YR R GAO.1

2H3llgroup

GAO0.5 GAl

A——FEsGPX #Xt FIE /K. B——EsCrus2 fX} FRIE/KF. C——EsALF1 Xt FIEK .

Figure 6. Relative mRNA expression levels of immune-related genes in the hepatopancreas of Eriocheir sinensis following
50-day dietary supplementation with graded levels of GA

6. FARAREIKRE GA 50 RGP I EREATIRIR R EHXEE mRNA BIEXFRIAKFE
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HH AL SR B T JI G 28 AF SR RITE BRI B L 6] 6 B . S IRZHAREL, ZELaRL 43 BRI 0.1
mL/kg F1 0.5 mL/kg GA [ 48 B8 AT ik b EsGPX. EsALF1. EsCrus2 [ mRNA Fi5 & & & TP
<0.05). MEZRIN 1 mL/kg GA I i 2 BFR(P < 0.05).

4. it
4.1. GA M HIEFGESES KRB

HR B2 NN AT DA TR] 42 B B4 et FR e sh WD ZE G, SR A s R AR R I R (1610 AHT TS R
s FHATRBUIHER GA NGRS IR R R G BOR, RS IER (0.5 mL/kg) T LR P AR 2%
B E RS R, HRX IR T e R BN IEA 250 FREE K™ st , ARtk
B TRk o 8 0 R % MR R 25 AT LB e AR A A I R AR A ST S e B B S TR ([17], L
Ocampo %5 NAF 78 B H SRR G I AR IR AE WSSV U J5 A7 15 3 52 [ 18], TR RN 1.1%
i - H R R T R BE A k57 A AR B IR ST AR, — R AR g B R [19] 0 H eI T SRR AT
R B 400 1) i Gl 2 A R e AR SR A N OR [B) % 9 v R e sh WA %, R I 38 i W AL B RS 77, {2
BEE TR AT A BOSORT & AR, SR R

4.2. GA X4 BB 5 RS R L R IEIRRIRAT

P Ve R (A CP) 2 VR 20 B vA A (O bn A g, 2 T 8 HE Sh A0 7 WG v A il P 26 B L B 20, 50
AN A OG, AIRANEMI S S, R N R R EAER . AR RS RS oR, ErRdEshn 0.5
mL/kg GA, HHELRE B MRk AP BAR T ACP i1 B8R . SAM T4 KBl Chen 2 N & LA R
RSN GA REXGRH S ACP BTG ME[17], LiuF A NRIWF RS Wb fg Y, $MEEIN 50, 75, 100 A1 150
mg/kg GA FRRDRH) v Q5 IR I 40 B AAT R R TR ACP 15 M35 B2 R [ 141,

B (MDA)Z —Fh i i AR =4, W5 & A DNA FUIR R S A T RS &Y, S5
YT REREAS RO . PRt MDA 5 50T DL WELAAR i B ik S A T R R 5, A ()42 fe i 2H 20 45 AL
PHFERE . EARB T, WRAIRI GA BEFRC 7 i Aeal 2 8 Mk AR ) MDA & &. X5
TE R 2011 5 B R ZOR [ 14 ORI 7 0 25 SR AR

BN AT (GPT) A B M (GOT) 2 ik W EZ I E LR, T B TEpifk, EEAR
AR R AE A o S E 2 2450, GPT M GOT &R+, Fitk GOT #1 GPT 3wl i T
VAR AT THRE R « AW T4 R W, Tk I GA AT DA ik 38 BRI Hh Ak 2 8 i bk E R0 BFJE IR GPT
I GOT Gt [FIFE, 75 T2k b H SRR RE0S PEARMIE T GOT F1 GPT v 1 5%t fa A4 AR B0 A 5 4
[21]. ZR1MT GA X FHFEENY GOT Al GPT & 1 i 540 14 A IR

AP AL (SOD) & — Fh B B LA LB, FEAHMR ) V2 A o B R LR T (O )b
A RO R A (H0,), AT AR 41 b 52 AT . A 90t SRR, Tk ain GA v LR 42
i AR 0 T T AR LS D TR I SOD WM o AE X R 98 F 7R ISR BSR A RIAR: . ARDR R RN 150~200 mg/kg
R e E IR T UARIE XS IR SOD &%,  H 2 IR S AP ERY 88N [22]. X — KI5 v IR R 2R AT 7L
S5 BAH BN IE——%8 1 75~100 mg/kg GA Refdi ve IR S 2R A N SOD i 14 2 2 =i [ 14], 1AM 200 mg GA (1)
fifi 1 SOD V& MR W TH (23], MEAEREIE, 2 GA IR I w2255 SOD i P 7= A fli il ,
FEHEAT - H R A 7 7% 5 B AR A I 7 R k[ 197 XA R IR E GA 8 smpiE e, Jm
WL =AM VIR A Rk — DR T

PAESSRED], RIS R GA W Hm rh ARk B B LR 138 7 SRS e 1 S S TG, AT 1Y
SEATLA BB AR RE SR G B ThRg, ek 2R o T R AR
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4.3. GA MG ERRIFIE LRI

3B 00T F S S S BE R AN D RE R SRR, M vl S g R R 0 5 9 2 2 g T A R4 R R AIE
A0 v P 1A R 0 B R T TR R, R T AL IR RE S SR [24 ] TR RER IR — R SR e T TR
brs FCEATIEFEESIE RS TR UM B A8 R T8 A B B BRI T ARSI BE . A TURE, iR
IR NI B 20 MR 208 BB SE) REVE SN 07 R 2 (R kG 582 TR 2 (251 I HLAE h ARk
BB, H BRSO RENS BB I i BRI R B [26]. FEAREFUH R EL, B GA Ja hiegk ik g
i T A R R0 A 2 P 2 H UL 2 008 5« [RIREAT F TR B GA X iR/ SR i B 2t I LA 2 R AE I 27,
R f% ok 55 it 20 25 JE5 $0 ) BT 0 A4 Pl 45 5 (28], (ELH BEER FR Fe sh W T S5 4 O FR T 72 i 20 o 23 W
HHL], GA W] Refeidt i AR SR BE i b e RV B G T, RN 5O i Y PH W A HEE TESR O T 2%
s BE TS SR AR BE T APz E IR AL BE 7T -

4.4. GA rh e BB AT IR BR S 1R X B E mRNA FRiAKFHIF M

GPX BRI gmtg i 2 e H MO S Y, REREIS PRAE i A 101 FA S H H I, PR 4 e 52 41
A7 . PUEKAMPs) & — K ZAAEE TR BAT SIS N T 20K Pl 2 i1
(ALF-1)HI Crustin-2 #& FF 528l WIH0 R K AR DGR I 01 A B L G2 977 160 28 9 1) B 220 Bl 43 o 17 B 245348
P 6 22 W) AT DA 35 92 1 e 55 R [20 R0 AR G B B2 [30] itk R AT BT BRI ALF-1 3RIA7KF. A
WA RV T GA [ g B BT Bl b GPX. ALF-1. Crustin-2 f) mRNA #ik &S, HEEE
IRFERIBEINTE — Ve N 2 LT % . SF W ICIER GA REBIK G S8BT R k>, B k45 1K
Be[31]. 4RI GA WRINEN 1 mL/kg I =/IEE mRAN Fis & R RERIFX R RAE Z 71K, BRE
AR . GAEERINAN I T 52 GPX I S A0 SR R 1 SR 1 5 40 M Y Bk R G, S sm LAk S )i
BAI[32]o HEARFIVE LS A BR B, G Rk — BB 7.

5. &t

FEGR R I BRI RE VR P 1 H SRR RE NS 0 4R i R R B R AT R AN R, PR N
(MDA) & &, 25 Ve 2 B (GPT) M4 S A Z M (GOT) S MK, M5k S B ORI IAl GPX. ALF-1,
Crustin-2 FIAKFo AR 0.5 mL/kg GA TR IR SR B8R (A N S Befian AL oM 2, JF HRE
BEIRBE(ACP) i A A SALBE(SOD)E PEACT AL A 2 55 28 T vy o WF FC R WIAE D} rp NI I 9 5 H 5
PR RE 5 T A 28 S0 SR R R (R 0 0 AR Sk e B PR AR IR 3R R A rp S BEAR S R (A N SRk &, 45
AR B BTN AE 71, HIRIEDN 0.5 mL/kg I RCR e o AW TE H B IR AR D8 — R bl RRAS IRl AE H 52 3]
Porb K N R SR O T Bl SCHE A ER SCH

SE 3k

(11 5k#rF, XFE, 298E, % fAERBMWES &L PR AR BERT. PE BRI E, 2023, 59(3): 46-53.

[2] Z48, &5 HERBUIE TS 2538 E A FC i R )], YLoR R EE 2, 2019, 51(5): 81-86.

[3] BREEED, L, WRRME, 2. HERRIAEYER RS AT RN ). BIRITE RS E, 2023(6): 30-35.

[4] WHHE. H2W. HEREIPUE LM 5% A MR SR 7L [D]: (200852, A R R,
2016.
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FU[I]. o TR B SR, 2022, 44(10): 1076-1083.
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