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B E: BN HEEAARES KREUKEN TRERFRNZER, Bk 75 18 °CHET .  25.5% (mim)fEhK
IKMEFN 25% R Ve Ve a2, I bl et Bt rh B B e | B | WS U . B RN SRR, TR |
KM R AR S B B A | JREE BRSSO A T AT AR DG | ZUBERR IR T 5 FEA SR R I I G R . R K
R 25 d R, I AERE 4.99% ., EE ST 1.18%, HINJEELR 1.87 g, ThFI I 8.68%; Vel 35 d ik
A, EASERR 3.53%, EE SR 1.87%, BN 1.48 ¢, ERAIFIK 38.95%. JHFEM R (H(EASE RS
HKI). O HEER SEAM TP RE) . NG A5 )Y 5 G TR F A DG (P<0.05)., & B
Ve ME IR R B AN B . ARREE, AT, LR R R Tk =0, M R (B, Ol NHAIEN
TEA R L5 AT i A B 14 R R F A
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Comparison of physical and chemical indexes and taste quality of salted egg
in single mud-salted and water-salted methods

SUN Jing', LI Kai-Yao', XIANG Jun®, DU Jin-Ping'"

(1. Hubei Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Wuhan 430064, China;
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ABSTRACT: Objective To study the difference of salted egg quality between single mud salting and large vat water
salting. Methods The salted eggs were salted in 25.5% (m/m) salt water and 25% salt mud at 18 °C. The salt content,
water content, free amino acid and sensory evaluation of salted eggs were determined, the salt permeation law of mud-cured
and water-cured salted eggs, the correlation between salty water content and sensory quality, the relationship between amino
acid taste intensity and taste quality were analyzed. Results The salted eggs matured in 25 d, the salt content of protein
was 4.99%, the salt content of yolk was 1.18%, the salt content in eggs was 1.87 g, and the salt utilization rate was 8.68%;
The salt content of protein was 3.53%, the salt content of egg yolk was 1.87%, the salt content in egg was 1.48 g, and the
salt utilization rate was 38.95%. The R value (salt water ratio of protein or yolk), O value (balance coefficient between yolk
and protein) and N value (salt ratio of protein and yolk) of salted eggs were relevant with sensory quality (P<0.05).
Conclusion The salted egg protein made by single mud pickling is not salty, the egg yolk is salty and fresh, the quality is

better, and its salt utilization rate is higher than that of salty water curing. The R value, O value and N value of salted eggs
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can be used as quantitative indexes to evaluate the comprehensive sensory quality and maturity of salted eggs.

KEY WORDS: salted eggs; salting methods; free amino acids; taste strength value; quantitative indicators
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Table 1 Sensory evaluation criteria of slated eggs
itH Efit WAooy
HIE(10 47) ot T e, TR, TR 5~10
HH (305 HEREAZE, JLO6, AR5, AR ig 20~30
HEB0 ) HRERMERAI RIS, TRE, TG, 2R, RASELLAGER 20~30
R (30 43) JRPETE Y, AN, RN AT R, A DA BRIk 20~30

1.6 RBEFERERFNE

T B L TR (I ok FH 4 A s R o BT Ak, 5
2% VIRGIL 2154k, 7E GB 5009.124—2016¢ £ 444
R hrifE £ E SRR 1 ) L hl B w0
HIARE S EETE, A pH 6.5 19 0.2 mol/L B R Eh 2% #hif 60 mL,
6000 r/min ¥4 =AM 3 min, 10000 g ¥4 ES.0> 20 min,
T UE S L VE W 0.5 mL, FHH 3% KGR (m: V) WJE T pH
i} 2.0, IMARZEK 0.25 mL, 15000 g ¥R ES.C> 20 min,
U E 0.5 mL, F1 0.02 mol/L 4L VAW BE 5~10 £, 46
T B S R (1 2 A R 4514 pH 3.3~4.9 HIATHERR 2% v
WAV, B -2 R - 2 BR AN SR e (1101,
VvV, pH 7.4) 0 AW, A 2 FERRIILE 570 nm ALK
M, FEAHEIRALE 440 nm A ALK

5 R R PR Vi 2 A R Al L S R AR T R 4y i
kL TR AR 3 20,

T B S LR WK B 5 i (B (taste activity value, TAV)J&
R 8 S R I 5 o 5 2 2 AR R S WK (L ) G A
L7 BRI

FrAMELPPATESL 3 IR, 48R LPF R 22 R
No izl SPSS 25.0 HR{ X EdE AT B Ty 22 40 HT,
Duncan 3EK 5, P<0.05 N2ZEF B ¥,

2 HR55%

21 MIFEMNESHRFRNEMN

& 2 2 By =T ME RS B S Eh A R ]
A1 AR A 15 0 I K sl b D8 rh ik 23 B Tl P 147 7
AHBERNEA . EEPmED, K EIHRERN 25 d
M 25.55%F%A%F 19.65%, F 35 d FFEAKF] 19.07%, 40 d FE
R3] 18.86%; #hler & AT 25 d M 25.33%FF K]
17.21%, F 35 d [EAKF] 15.48%, 40 d FEAKE] 14.99%. K
HEWE LK 100 g, 25 | 35, 40 d FHAKPERS B
1.90. 2.48. 2.69 g/100 g /K; JefEikBEINCLRTe 15 g, 25,
35, 40 d FHRHERS T HIE 1220 148, 1.55 g/15 g .

i 9 7 [ v b 3Ry (0.48+0.01)%, B S EhFE N
(0.5+0.01)%. Bl SR T, BB &R T,
Wl 25 d B, JRME. JKIEEE S ERRA G A 2.96% .
4.99%, I TERAN 1.62%. 1.18%, 40 d I, I . K

FE iR EIA 3.60%. 6.93%, HEETEEFEN 1.96%., 1.41%,
WO ER BT E £ %(P<0.05), B PRI
85346 BHASE F R o3tk A B FEH RN T2 A o AR R ) S
ok, KRR SRR TR M, AR BEEES
(P<0.05). AR FIHERIRT S=Boe™ HKAUS K
SR 3 (AR B SRR, o By WS S AG B sk AR R
R RETIREL, k ER IO B A E R, AN TR
FERERVEE TN kAT, k MOCULAER A9 SOt . AR s
T HOSTRIAG 2 1) & ER R B S AR T AT 25 5, (A2 B
P, B 22 AR R, — 2 L B Y TR R S
il ER KW B S A S R TR], 1A & (AR, Rl
W JERFER SR | ALk A 2 S (S 2R R ol i B B A K 3R
AR, TR 225 R Bofd  kER 2SS, =
Er R NEE SN N SRR A0 AT, IBORE s A ) il 3 R 3R
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e e A S N AN 9

2 A Ty =AY 1 AR H R AB LN SR 3 R .
TKMELHER 73 i AR IR, SR RS HIBIR 0.14%~0.27%; 4k
IYBANEENR, HIEIE 0.01%~0.04%. R4S HEAEN
g, HIGIE 0.05%~0.13%, M AEHER A, HIGE
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A, X A] BB e AR O R R IR R 2 —

DVEE B AR ifE, AKME SR HE B 25 M1 35 d 2R
W AT G, W AR h K R L R . B AR
AR 4 FoR, AREINT 7 X8R5 F) R 5 B an
5 Fn. EAL. EERGHRBEZMEN SRR, K
g2 25 d MNP 1.87 g GEA&EL 1.89 g, WS

££0.28 g, EESIEF 4.99% ., EHTIEEK 1.18%), thH
H% 8.68%; JelEdl 35 d ENUEEE 148 ¢ (EARH:
133 g, W 045 g, BATERRK 3.53% ., EEH TR
1.87%), AR 38.95%, JRHMED:MEE AR B 55
FKME(P<0.05). BRI EE 5% LN GE 4B,
MR £ b A

%£2 BESAERMNELERN=3)
Table 2 Determination results of salt content of salted egg (n=3)
[P %ﬁﬂ(/?}%é‘ﬁ&%/% BEAFEHR% ‘ B H R % ‘
7K g Ve 7K Ve 7KW Ve
0 25.55+0.01° 25.33+0.09° 0.48+0.01° 0.48+0.01° 0.50+0.01° 0.50+0.01°
5 25.25+0.17° 23.62+0.03° 1.17+0.05° 0.94+0.03° 0.54+0.03° 0.70+0.01°
10 23.88+0.03° 22.17+0.01° 2.10£0.24° 1.39+0.02° 0.71£0.04° 0.93+0.03"
15 23.5140.11° 19.98+0.07° 2.9240.12° 2.05+0.03° 0.9240.01° 1.24+0.01°
20 22.95+0.21° 18.64+0.01° 4.29+0.03° 2.51+0.01° 1.12+0.04° 1.51+0.02°
25 22.65+0.09° 17.21£0.11° 4.99+0.15° 2.96+0.04° 1.18+0.11° 1.62+0.01°
30 22.36+0.22° 16.23+0.03° 5.68+0.21° 3.28+0.02° 1.25+0.13° 1.78+0.03"
35 22.07£0.13" 15.48+0.01° 6.43+0.22° 3.53+0.01° 1.37£0.06" 1.87+0.05°
40 21.86+0.06" 14.99+0.01° 6.93+0.26" 3.60+0.02° 1.41£0.05" 1.96+0.01°
1 AT RN B RAN,
#=3 BESHRERHAHMTURBRN=3)
Table 3 Daily change rates of salt content in salted eggs (n=3)
Wl A H i’a@k%&{% B H i@@fh%/%‘
7K Ve 7Kg Al
0.14+0.02 0.09+0.01 0.01+0 0.04+0
10 0.19+0 0.09+0.01 0.03+0.02 0.05+0.01
15 0.16+0 0.13+0.01 0.04+0.01 0.06+0
20 0.27+0.01 0.09£0 0.04+0 0.05+0.01
25 0.14+0.02 0.09+0.01 0.01+0.03 0.02+0
30 0.14+0.07 0.06+0.01 0.01+0 0.03+0.01
35 0.15£0.01 0.05+0 0.02:0 0.02+0.02
40 0.10+0.01 0.01+0.01 0.01x0 0.02:0
TE: -RRWIRE R 0.
F=4 HK RERBRESHETHERLN=3)
Table 4 Changes of salt content in salted water, mud and salted eggs (n=3)
i KM bl
REUd  #hokaihfe BAGHTe BEaihi/e LohBg HRahRe BASHhBe BESHEL B
0 25.55+1.00 0.18+0 0.1240.02 21.84+0 3.80+0.14 0.18+0 0.12+0.02 4.10+0
5 25.25+1.70 0.44+0.02 0.13+0.07 21.82+0.02 3.54+0.05 0.36:0.01 0.17+0.02 4.07+0.01
10 23.88+0.30 0.79+0.09 0.1740.09 21.84%0 3.33+0.02 0.53+0.01 0.22+0.07 4.08+0.01
15 23.51+1.10 1.10+0.05 0.22+0.02 21.83%0 3.00£0.11 0.77+0.01 0.300.02 4.07+0.01
20 22.95+2.10 1.62+0.01 0.27+0.09 21.8440.01 2.80+0.02 0.95+0 0.36+0.05 4.11£0
25 22.65+0.90 1.89:£0.06 0.28+0.26 21.82+0.02 2.58+0.17 1.12+0.02 0.39:0.02 4.09+0.01
30 22.36+2.20 2.15+0.08 0.30+0.31 21.81+0.07 2.43+0.05 1.24+0.01 0.42+0.07 4.09+0.01
35 22.07+1.30 2.43+0.08 0.33+0.14 21.8340.01 2.32+0.02 1.3340 0.45+0.12 4.10+0
40 21.86+0.60 2.62+0.10 0.3440.12 21.82+0.01 2.254+0.02 1.36+0.01 0.47+0.02 4.08+0.01
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Table S Salt utilization rates of salted eggs by 2 processing
methods (N=3)

7K g ek

AR HUd 25 35
EAGEER% 4.99 3.53
HAGHE/g 1.70 1.15
HEHT R/ % 1.18 1.87
EH /g 0.16 0.33
BN AR/ 1.87 1.48
hihi/g 21.55 3.80
EFHE% 8.68 38.95

22 MIFRXRERKERAZM

AR R, SRR ST NI ME BB B T
2%, MBEETALIL, FEHE A s E e AL AR
RN, W R AR 0985 5 i
Tl UL, 2 YRR K A S AN KA sg e, S BT KRR
Ak, ZERNE 6 Fin . BEG MR K, &, EEh
KR BEERASBTE I . ZERERIZ] 25 d, KL KR M
86.53% [ AILE] 81.39%, KIKFN 5.14%, FH & KEMN
49.15%FARE 21.32%, KAKFN 27.83%; 7EMERIF] 30 d, 13
TeZHBE A E KA 86.53% %A% 83.28%, KAKHN 3.25%, i
BEACK M 49.15% MR 24.38%, KACKN 24.77%. i
Tl R IACRIE R T EA . X5 EEhl B N 155
IKIERIRSE I B A 5 WEBIK A F R BRI, @it &

IR PR, FEERAREIOKP, LRI 2 FORTH
Fgihil LA AR, TS d I SKIERE N 0.56%~3.31%,
EHRKIRIE N 6.64%~19.70%, SF25220H] IS ALHH (KCI)
XF NaCl /- e il i, MEmilnT 7 d 250 ESOKIRE
S 0.79%~3.68%F1 3.73%~27.48%, 4 7K M R 25 T-AS 52
gk, X SHERIASE . S MAZE R KClL BUE NaCl
(5.0%~12.5%) 55 290 45 22 S A OC, (AXIER] T BUE B 5
BRI B K IR T (5~7 d)o 302 K R i i
HHCNINB B IR 2K, WG METIE T, SEhre A
VRN B (1 AT, T 22 )35 485 s 230 i IN L
13 T IR UK A R . BB AR S DR AR B 5
AR B AR R 0~5 d M H R BUS E R TRECE B
FASE, JEH 0~5 d EH BRSBTS B IAE
(4, MR 15 d UGBS 2 B 0 A Hd
ASBIFFERI 2 TN [ A J ) L 2 X WO A i 2
W, KEAHE R AKE N 5.14%, FEEIKE N 27.83%; 11,
TR FRKER Ny 3.25%, FEHRIKEN 24.77%. KIEHE
F . AR AR 1.58 /50 112 /%5, Rt
22 51 J K AT 8 5 R PO PE SR AR AN DR R B 26
AFLANTT R £ ER A% FK A A AT 5. PN 75 21O
D 7 B A Rl 8 e ) AR A S 36 v, 3 B A
HRshlE A, B, DhER SRR 2 R B A I RS i
TRAR IS B S KR AL e AL AR I RRARIRE h 2.89%~7.14%,
EW RIS 14.14%~26.02%), 4@ w%, (Hiss
WHEEL S i, REERR, 2R FLIR .

Fo6 2MMIARBRERNESKEN=3)
Table 6 Moisture content of salted eggs by 2 processing methods (nN=3)

EEATKE% EETKE%

i il K %g/d - - —

K NI e
0 86.53+0.21 86.53+0.01 49.15+0.05 49.15+0.05
5 83.2240.15 85.97+0.13 29.540.03 42.71+0.01
10 82.18+0.14 84.33+0.22 27.510.14 31.23+0.03
15 82.96+0.22 84.05+0.23 24.920.06 30.26=0.01
20 81.43£0.23 84.15+0.21 22.68+0.04 30.51+0.02
25 81.39+0.15 83.98+0.14 21.32+0.10 27.63+0.01
30 81.68+0.21 83.28+0.32 21.2540.13 24.38+0.13
35 81.23+0.20 82.43+0.31 21.17£0.02 22.16+0.07
40 80.63+0.16 81.6240.22 20.210.06 21.9620.02

23 ARMIMEERE. QE. N ESRETFS
=pp=A1)

YRR BA L B L RRI TR T PR, 45
UNZR 7o AR B e S 3 o [ 48 < T 8 2
PEFH R (P<0.05), [Rl— Ml R, s s R 5 e i ol ARk
B IR A B2 R (P<0.05), 5 &Eh R >4.5%0},

CURSS R, B E 3% e B &S, 4T
3.0%~4. 5% Rl BE 7 i 23 Y . el 2 Ao T
Jr R A A, BT ERR < 1%, I s
B, HmESE . IR, WEETEMIK; Hel)s e E
R [ R PR AR AR YR 1 R R <4.5%, &
A LR 1%, BIK I 25 d RIAIYENE 35 d B RUE A
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Jo, BB I, R PR H e SRR R
s TP TR IR SRR P P I E B,
TTIEE 5 8 1 S KR IBEAR G, AP PR S 85K

AREE R FE TR A KR S E A S RN UASE(P<0.05),

X—ZRUETANRZE TEATHRENE, RREATH
B IS JFEELR G P43 R AT ) L ORE S0 SR

F T PR 35 (1 7K 40 AN TR TS RE B2 LA ER 1
B NaCl 5 2521, RRIEAFES o NaCl ¥ R {1
JERRSR SRR/ B KR <100, FEH (M)A & R H/HIKFEX100
RIH (MR 8, HEE R ESEM REMHERE XN O
{8, BPEE 5 A A 2 400, Mg iRk 7 s,
iR R, SRS R (A 5 HEE RIE 50 0.55 F11.02, #;
TenlE /KA HL)S, BRI (1 =2 ) 5 P-4 B R 4T
W, KMEZH O (AN 1.83 BEAILE 0.90, W FE BB EL4 A FH
PHRZIR T ER A BB Y HL, X LAT S5 i 45 SR A —
5, Ve O BN 1.83 FEAKE 1.66 (M 20~25 d))F F = £
2.02 (30~40 d), X 5EHIFEI/KBEA R E>REEA R {HE,

5 K i 2R R (E>-TR AR R (BTG, XUl
T AR (M) S KR 22 S RTR T, TR s
EH . BN MRS (30~40 A BEL T HR A, &
B 14 A 0 5 I A P 7 A T U 305 sk 35 2, s ol
WEANRAREBENER, X— I BEIERENER L
RBE 2GR, X5 e s R . M R A
TR A LG .

SRR B TR A R BV R E S AR A, RE
HGIRTE NaCl fER FBKIE R, SEBEM &GRS 5K
BHEBYIRR, BEAGF)STHEELS OKRENME, BE
WASEAGE) S KERBAME, SEAG)THER
SRIAEAHDE, X519 8 (A0 8 # K 1 [ s 2 71 RN 2R 78 NacCl
WREETH = IS A — 3o 2 B G A A R R R A,
JKJHE 25 d FURE 35 d AR EE AT i, BURT N E(RPER 2R
W) <4.5%) KGR JRER N {5 PR HA
TS, LR BB -0.80 1 0.85, R {HN T 8k
(K Eh508 38 T K RS FERE

#z7 2HMIARXBRENZEIFS. RE. QEMNE(M=3)

Table 7 Sensory scores, R values, Q values and N values of salted eggs under 2 processing methods (n=3)

EE Y HIORHE HHRIE o1 NfH
gt K% /d

N JEHE N JEHE KM JeE N Ve K TeME
0 0 0 0.55 0.55 1.02 1.02 1.83 1.83 1.04 1.04
5 4.40+0.38 5.00+0.30 1.41 1.09 1.83 1.64 1.30 1.50 0.46 0.74
10 31.00+0.08 24.28+0.20 2.56 1.65 2.58 2.98 1.01 1.81 0.34 0.67
15 69.30+0.31 51.40+0.33 3.52 2.44 3.69 4.10 1.05 1.68 0.32 0.6
20 78.22+0.17 63.44+0.11 5.27 2.98 4.94 4.95 0.94 1.66 0.26 0.6
25 90.70+0.25 80.20+0.12 6.13 3.52 5.53 5.86 0.90 1.66 0.24 0.55
30 89.26+0.13 92.12+0.31 6.95 3.94 5.88 7.30 0.85 1.85 0.22 0.54
35 88.73+0.05 94.40+0.38 7.92 4.28 6.47 8.44 0.82 1.97 0.21 0.53
40 82.70+0.25 92.11+0.10 8.59 4.41 6.98 8.93 0.81 2.02 0.2 0.54

JREE A, FEARIBIASCHE T 4E R, Wik 8 P,
HA . EW R ERSEETFIEMR, FHRRBIIR
T0.9, 5 HE T AR | 1 el B el S
2R —2 KIBERE S O HRE BT, RIRE
O TR IEAR R o
24 MIARMREZREERLEE XKD

SEVEHE . AKHE 2 Fbin 07 2R iy B ad 2R 5 i
SRR 9 PR, w9 Bl ml I, 2 Mo T AR
HESERRINIEA —2, (AR LR R . &
APEERATR | T L RURIEE 5 BRIz, S Y
PR N L IR G TR, AR AT ol S [ 0 o B i 2 2 PR 1 2
B, AN 3 FEERACR, AREER | M EIR) . BHIR S
P22 288 . H 2 PRSI R 28 LR 8 FhOIZIR . TR |

AR, BRI o i UK (45.39 mg/g)>Te i
(20.19 mg/g), KIEAIRIBA & 2 5%, RERMT AR
T, KMESVRIE, RERM T AR . 240 . NER T,
IK BT Ay BT 14, 2 2 4%, U HURIMER, /K
Wi Ve Ml 2 53 4%, RapRmdl i, Kl et
£ 2~3 i, Aok s & s R R AL 187 ik,
AR AR MRS = VL R 43 2 S 2 U . KA
TR ERT, SR 2R AR . 2K, e R
FQINERTe DI

SEA A E IR EE, THRS IR TAV, X4
R, HAFTWRILR 1<TAV<2 1Y, /KIEH . Ve
H 4R, WIREIER TAV>2 1, KB4 . RIEHS A 6
Flr. 3, R K ML i 2 B A 2R 1Y) TAV {E>8,
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M TAV [EBK, IR SRR AR o),
AR 5 4 TR X R 1) i I S R W . K 2 A
TR R EBR (1 BB R TAV>2 (RN 25(21.76 mg/g, 6 1Y
Z TIRMEAL(12.96 mg/g, 3 ), JEKMERE 2T M &
BT A ISR AN R RN R IR e 7 B Sk
B2, Je 5 AL G Y BT A BT, 5 R A 3 1E A
Ko KM ZH RUAR I T 2R | R TN IR Y i 3 s TR A, X
WA B T KN R HA SRR A R . TAV<I Y RITIR 2 1R
OKHE 1 Ffr JEHE 4 Fin)RE bl [F] F R 2 HE PR 52 BRAE IR, S0 ak
HEIEE D, IR EZES KIRIL T /KL . 5 e IR i
JEh 6.8~6.9, HiLrhE, BEAEMEH A BELT, Jerh iy

AN B A AR A K A, (R U R R — 25 1)
iR, EERK G ZE IS, AN SR B
BE | A0 AT REXT AR SRR AY SR AR T B R 0L, 2=
A U4V T 3 ] 45 1] 285 11 104 A G T 42 1) i g
T {7 T A Bt MR AT 3 11 X R L B R IR A, A e T AR
TERIE RS SRR BT R s 8 R A
TR STk R, HETAV AT 35 1.10~5.08, AR SZH6 5K e Bk
HH 2R TAV 7ERTE N, BB RH R R = i
I 2 25 LU D TR A 0 R 5 S A R A R £
BiAF R A o WREaHE S B9 ik W H 2R SRR
FERRNIE | R S TTRR, T P E R

*8 MAMBEIEIREIEXME 2T (n=3)

Table 8 Correlation analysis of indexes of mature salted eggs (n=3)

EETKRE % HEEKEY%  EATHRE%  EESHE%  HEORME EHRME QO NE
R 7J<H§ -0.81" -0.83" 0.91 0.95" 091" 0.94" -0.86" —0.80"
Ve -0.917 -0.93 0.99" 0.99" 0.99" 0.97" 0.51 -0.85"
T #7825 5% .35 (P<0.05),
#£9 BEEZWHSSEERM TAV EN=3)
Table 9 Salted egg taste free amino acid and TAV values (n=3)
LR B/ (mg/g) - g ; R
VeEZH K MEZH e T2
p_— BHR 0.3 1.56 7.56 5.20 25.20
REH R 1.0 EN o ER o4
TR 1.3 0.30 2.93 0.23 2.25
2 F R 0.6 1.93 5.14 3.22 8.57
Atk R 3.0 1.34 3.30 0.45 1.1
it 2 2.6 0.04 2.13 0.02 0.82
TR 2.6 2.06 2.57 0.79 1.00
s 2 R x 1.66 2.54
RNER 0.9 1.04 1.84 1.16 2.04
SRR 0.4 1.95 3.38 4.88 8.45
HAE R 0.2 0.48 1.04 2.40 5.20
R B
R 0.5 451 5.62 9.02 11.24
AR 0.5 KA H 1.00 2.00
LR 1.9 231 4.57 1.22 2.41
5o R 0.9 1.01 1.77 1.12 1.97
SRR SER A 20.19 45.39
I -FINEH TAV,
3 o2 B FIFH#E 38.95%; /KR 25 d BB A] S8 e A, BNk

ABFRAE 18 CIHIRT . FT 504Kk 25.5%A938 KK
JREFI BT 340 25% B U Ve R, SRR BRAL A R AL
WA it T 11 91 32 B 1 B Ve A A B Rtk K T P 4
P RN 35 d IR RT SE A REE, BN 148 ¢, 3

it 1.87 g, AR 3 2K T B R IHE (P<0.05), 1Y 8.68%;
IKOE R R AR S S TAV>2 IR i TR i
RN T 3, oK WA ST B ) & v I 1 R )
JELR, PRI AR AR . AR R, A S R
T AT RRSE I B R . R IS SR AN, LR AR
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