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Using arbucular mycorrhizal fungi for enhancement of zinc uptake
of rice under aerobic rice cultivation

anBa 81mes” nay ¥ s giliium’

Q

Suphathida Aumtong!” and Chadaporn Uppanun'

unanda: dyninisaauaaudenzgd (zn) resdiendgnluszuuinds Wuidgmanulsialdluniamnzilgn
P e A a P 9 9 % P - X o -
Aangustyie nsinaadulsclonivas zn ldundnn fanisldisslamianimasentagans Tulaslsm

, . N I L X oY ay Ha e . d
(arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi, AMF) LﬂmﬁmwmmqaLmﬁmmmmu muuwmwummmnﬂrmmLw'a
ﬂﬂmmmmﬂ@ﬂmqwuﬁaummm 1 maimmﬂummivmumqmummmummimmm@mm\i (continuous
water-logging) LALILAUAYNATL 0.3 bar 18471 ImﬂLi_l'%‘ﬂumaummvmwmﬂuﬂaﬂLﬂmm AMF LL@"ﬂ@ﬂmﬂ
Glomus geosporum G. etunicatum Wae Acaulospora foveata Lu@"mrmmq 60 U ATATALTNNNL Zn ‘Vl’&ﬂmim
TuAu dminusisaessiu negadu Zn aaed1n waznisdnendelusnaesidas AMF (Root colonization) wuddng
~ H A da 1 a . Y o v 8 o | a Ay A P 1
nugniieaesszuuANTu Alnsldvaige AMF a8asinee T Ruuliuminudeganddunlainisfisiode
atly Tnaannznisldioie A. foveata Hminusisrasdausugangauazinisgadyu Zn gean dmiuAinisdn
andelusnaeddesn AMF wudnsldide G. geosporum 34mmsmmmm’lumnmmm AB 61.53 % luanie
wmuwiummﬂmma fin1sdrendevasluaesleo winiu 5.12 % u'ﬂﬂ‘-ﬁﬁﬂu mwm’]m Mycorrhizal responswness
(MR) a2 Mycorrhizal Zn responsivness (MZnR) “lumuwmf]mu 0.3 bar smﬂz_gm:ﬁﬂm AMF @qmmuwmm
AdnAty: antaganslulasledn, danzd, nsdgndnouuuldainie

ABSTRACT: Zinc (Zn) deficiency of rice plant cultivated under aerobic system is a common problem found in
growing cereal plant. Enhancing of the availability of Zn to the rice plant employing arbuscular mycorrhizal
fungi (AMF) is one of a good method for solving this problem. Therefore, the objectives of this study is to investigate
the effect of AMF on the growth and Zn uptake of rice (cultivar Sanpatowng 1) which cultivated under two different
of moisture regimes, flood condition (continuous water-logging) and aerobic condition (0.3 bar). The plants inoculated
with three different of AMF species (Glomus geosporum, G. etunicatum and Acaulospora foveata) and uninoculated
control were compared. After 60 day of cultivation, extractable Zn in the soil, shoot dry weight, Zn uptake, and root
colonization by AMF were determined. The results revealed that among both of two different water levels, plant
inoculated with AMF tended to have biomass higher than uninoculated control, especially plant inoculated with
A. foveata which gave the highest of shoot dry weight and Zn uptake. For the root colonization by AMF, the plant
inoculated with G. geosporum exhibited the highest value of 61.53%, while uninoculated control was lowest found
(5.12 %). In addition, the value of Mycorrhizal responsivness (MR) and Mycorrhizal Zn responsivness (MZnR) were
found in low moisture soil (0.3 bar) higher than those from water-logging soil.

Keywords: arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi, zinc, aerobic rice
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UNUI

dnafluisanvnsmanaasiaide Inanandatig
Lﬁm%ﬂuﬁhdﬂﬁ“ﬁﬁm (green revolution) azl1N4
Faam Uil nandnanas ieeannis
uilstlsuaasan mgennie 1w AanuL L Asie
viviay m%mmLLﬁaLLﬁ\iﬁ@dﬁLﬂuﬁmﬁﬁﬁmﬁzﬁﬁﬁm
Tunsigndnavesnidthaide Tneuiidszanns 23
Auaneng wisetsznnns 20 % m@qﬁuﬁﬂ@un%q
nasseauilymuulduauuiands (Bouman
et al., 2005) wanaNinie Zn Tudnadednly
ﬁmmwﬁwmmmwm@m@Imm@wq:miﬂf@nbﬁm
TuanIwaAuwn (Wissuwa etal., 2008) hazinlls
NANARAAAY ﬁé'qmﬁmmﬂ‘ﬁﬂLLﬁﬂﬂ;W‘ﬂ@W%
Hunnsddestinifieannanan (Neue et al., 1998)
naldilaviensnienldiuginafinusianisanm zn
(Ismail et al., 2007) tngialidrauansarniseia
Zn 1291 IN 299N 9R3 AL TR WTan anaInaINIg
Ugniszunn 2-3 flanindannsgn wazanunem
ﬁuﬁqm‘i’qnﬁﬂqﬂiumqﬁﬂmﬁﬁ 7-8 (Fomoetal.,
1975) $nfedniufiafilasanisana zn Inasedy
Anadnduaes zn Tuludeu dossvazunnnaian
20 mg kg AaDad e Amdunistgndnalu
mmwmiﬂgn%mmuﬁﬁaﬁu mauflaataifiunig
ldile Zn (ZnsO, 6,31 0.8-1.6 nn./13) (Doberman
and Fairhurst, 2000) uﬂﬂ@’m‘ﬁ m@%ﬁmﬂzﬁﬂﬂ
Zn ”Lugﬂmmﬂaﬁw%nwwdmlﬁ’ﬁ’uﬁuﬂﬁﬁm
(Rashid et al., 2000) dviusemalneiidszans
Uslnpdhadiuunaandanundn madisdensdly
windnalaansldijadenzdlunuuniddanzasn
st unans %Lﬁm%\m@mﬁm%’mum@mmwﬁm
Tnaunnnsa9dg %q*ﬁfmmimqmm;mwwmim
Suinarnnisadensd Audeddenza@ndu
Uslomin Wun Auiidongilfenundn pH g9
PFannwpaiianasuaiun uaznea g viseiiu
Auiidauntedmgivitegaiuly Aulaevialyd
Fane@vtanam 10 A9 300 mg kg' Ay
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ANTAZAEAUAINGT 2 114 75 ug kg AmSLAULAR
wAFEANAINGY 0.8 pg kg sEALANnATRIAINEE
TuAuTeanialasae diethylene triamine pentaace-
tic acid (DTPA) ¢/luta 0.5-2.0 mg kg™ kazANH
dnduingfee 0.8 mg kg' Usnnndans@ndu
UszlemiluAuan wdetindnAindnnaunisdeiin
g sndnagedinydainaulddesas duiu
a Ao < o wa Ay
Aulunfnresdsznalnedalantifiniaaiididne
n19270817% LAuA gaRUaNLT gaRuAHiuazaan
wazgpAuLelzng dausulsnddnefsnaalaun
TARUTEILIAA TARUATLNLAL TARUYINNIN 70
Aulleazila 9ARUAIAR waTgARUAIUIEN]
dwiugeauieuina IaRua ULl LaTTARY
WuNNeNdanzd deanalidae DTPA 0.40, 0.10
WAy 0.95 mg kg'  ANNANGL (BEUTIN LATADLY,
2554) wuan1an1aaanssulunisivuaaaly
Uszladiaas zn Mfundrnetanils A nasld
dselamiannidasanianans lulaslsdn (arbus-
cular mycorrhizal fungi, AMF) iaLsAanNLTuL
Uselaml zn Aidegan Inaanizianiannuainnsm
Tun9gld zn anmuaunnld wazitiasaniloym
v T
nsaadivanisilgndng adlaiinnsidanulaeu
stuuunisdanisuivensgndnn ununnsign
WULAGANNRYNYIaNd A (paddy soil) Tneinng
dgnuuulnsidunisdgndaandsendnun e
Fasnsliiinlss@nininnisldingeau deiEen
dannstlgndnanuuldennie (aerobic rice) tned
o a A 9 o o Y o
ansiznsdgnlusunuiausazinasloninlusysy
Ay . o 7 P A a aa
aifinsviandain uazalaifinswiranaulnafnu
a = o I a =ﬂ| s
wnszhulen (inwian) luAunaugananysal
(Bouman et al., 2005) AmFuAunagnalaianin
NM999NTT @1RasiAN317A Zn LS 1 Aivnne
TEnnsdgndnonuuiindasiy aziifunn zn fadn
18RN91 1 mg kg™ (@fipsiag DTPA) Hailinsedn
Auneliinsdatintiul pH wazFunaimnfue
49 uazATIRaNdIwmu@aasn (Marschner, 1995)
X 4o ¥ ey
waNaINi NINARNANNTUAAAITUNAIENNT
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\ARRUTIIRY Zn lignnisnivtana (Yoshida,
1981) Faviu d“mqﬂa:mﬁmmmuﬁﬁm%@ﬁﬁ@ﬁﬂm
N@‘H'ﬂdﬂﬁiﬂ@m%@i"] AMF sian190AFLE15 Zn LAy
nswasgyrasinaiugdumnes 1 TnanFauienly
srvumslihuuiviands wazn1sdgndnouuy
ldane

A8N1sANEN

1. WHUNITNARNDL: 2LNUNINAABILLL
RCBD (randomized complete block design)
o H p~ = o X ol
MUK 3 41 TALH 4 NINUUG AT VITNLNUFN 1
Control (}ildi@alunaslsn) neviuusi 2 T4
Aj a = rdI % ‘i’ a
LIRAY G. geosporum NINNURAN 3 ldvimanu G.
etunicatum NINNUAT 4 ld¥ialTan A. foveata

a o &' s

2. maindFanusdesuasdasaitian
a5 lupaslsgdnluaninnszans (pot culture):
naiNfFuurevdasansiiagans lumaslsn
TpeRanaiNLTuNlunszane Taelddreainadly
frend TAn1sinAugAUINEILAZNINENRIAN
THuis udothldevsnmengoimgil 121 96
WATEd WIU180 WA ARfadl 3 1 A1ntiun
NLNANALTANINeIERI 1:1 Taefunms waoda
Aulanszane 7 Alaniu vinnisdgndannalee
NeIaALAR IAtinANa19aTae Hoagland ‘s solu-
tion Ine/TdLmmiazaiar| ax 30 Hadans (neusay
ATITUNLBUN0L N =420, P = 927 K = 2,346 uaz
Zn=13.6 mg L) Watadnsengldlszanm 3
P o < o v A A a A
waunanIsiunen Taanisinsungniasyivile
Aunald anthudufuniansninunieanliiia
udaiuAuuieily lugewanasnntlaainlugifdu
PigmnRtlszann 4 — 5 ssATaioa viaana
daeeliaulunsznieden wifs Ngomgiives
(591, 2550)
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3. msesaNAuLgNUAzAUNTNASaY: 11
AUTANNNAY (pH =6.5 ,Available P = 109.9 mg
kg', Exchage.K = 352.3 mg kg, Extrac. Zn =
25.3mgkg’,SOC=1.2% Lasiiieuiutlumane
(sandy clay loam)) il dneanudasensin
PELNIUIA 2 TaAAs Antdsauldnszang
15 Alan3u nthlszanas 300 Tadansadliud
pgnlsfdniuiald 1 Au anntuhauidennld
R4 UNANANNVTNNUE 7131 500 NFNFaNIENNY
(Insfanuuglasilszanns 300 ailas) ANt
Funddaiugduilnes 1 91g 14 u unlgnasiy
n3z04 Lilamsy 14 54 %aﬁﬁmimuqmmm%u Tnel
il 2 gm Tmﬂqmmmu@umm%ﬁi 0.3 bar
PBIAUNIIAY Lmzqmﬁmmzﬁqﬁﬁmﬁﬂﬁu 2
uRiwas iedhaengld 2 deu snafuifies

4. msesramidasantiagans lunasls
41114571219 (Root colonization): M3AMAMiTa
santiagans lueaslsausnsaanisdiandsinive
ANNADTUR McGonigle kazAnse (McGonigle et al.,
1990) Taenindaasngnfigungsenldazenn &
Tduaunatazinns 10 ufiums dldalud
glnunad@anlansantos dudu 10 wWefifiusd
(10% KOH) anumniiseanns 121 avAaaiies
yutlsranns 4w udadagasrinauluiitingn
KOH e annuuduwanane tnludeudas
0.05% trypan blue Tu lactoglycerol ﬁqmmﬁiﬂ
i 121 eeraaldes Wi 4 Wil aantiuiisn
Mauualasidodesnlindesqansseil

5. MSUUANNANISNARRL: TAAINEGITEY
Ay tneldndummnsdnyn 7 dundsdgn (dnann
TAuATAUDNEen) Janna121e9ly Taaldnay
wRsdann 7 Tundstlgn théudhasndainmin
an wantnldaudaagouunil 70°C uaan 48
Falua udasiandeimeinudie wazsinnsiamei
876) Zn (HNO3 + HCIOA) (Jackson, 1973)
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[Plant dw (+AMF)—Plant dw (—AMF)Xx100]

Mycorrhizal responsiveness (MR)Z

(Hetrick et al., 1992)

Plant dw(-AMF )

[Zn uptake(+AMF)—Zn uptake (—AMF)Xx100]

Mycorrhizal Zn responsivness (MZnR):

7. NSRSzt aya: UIAINANTUE
251914 MR 4aY MZnR wda1in lvn A u g
UM Zn uptake TAUATUAILANAUANNUE
(correlation) WATANN1INADAY KATTEUNELAN
leAsraIuAlatldRa LSD (least significant

differenc

1.

e)

NANISANHILATIANTDL

nsapnsiuaslanidaandanasla

AaslstRanisiasyaulaasdn

nssguiALtaneasdaiugdulnest filgn

Tugiuuunisdnmi 2 guuuae n13deun (WL) uay

Zn uptake(-AM F)

SnseAUANTLIR9RULAT 0.3 bar WudnHa
Y0932 F LAY Anannlinnaaseyiiuinludau
g3t uFaresdng TudaonuLansetnIg
anm ‘Emﬁmﬁnuﬁmg”luﬁm 1.29 - 2.21 N3N/6
wriae19lefinu Wudﬁmﬁﬂ@ﬂ%\mmi:ﬁu
AT sl dTaLTe AMF #Arne) Huualiin
dwiinuegandnauiilaifinsdinsndeadly Tne
Iuiﬁqﬁﬁgnﬁluﬁuﬁ?ﬁmmw%u‘ﬁ' 0.3 bar Wy
dmsldalte A, foveata fitmminusrasdandy
qqﬁ'zgm (2.21 NFNFRAY) 99989K1AB G. etunicatum
(1.42 nFusaF) waz G. geosporum (1.32 NFNFA
5114) LL@:”LsJﬁmiﬁlzdﬁQL%@(1.29 NFUABFW) AN
a6 (Table 1)

Table 1 Shoot dry weight in responsiveness to AMF inoculation and mycorrhizal responsiveness (MR) of

San Patowng 1 which were 60-days-old after transplantation (DAT).

Water Mycorrhiza Shoot dry Zn in shoot Zn uptake
regime weight (mgrkg) (ug/plant) MR (%) MZnR (%)
(g/ plant)
0.3 bar  No Mycorrhiza 1.29 4.47B 3.53B 0.00 0.00
0.3bar  G. geosporum 1.34 7.97 AB 6.29 AB 4.15 78.36
0.3bar  G. etunicatum 1.42 10.67 AB 8.43 AB 10.36 138.81
0.3 bar A. foveata 2.21 11.30 AB 8.93 AB 72.02 152.99
WL No Mycorrhiza 1.33 7.67 AB 6.06 AB 0.00 0.00
WL G. geosporum 1.45 9.13 AB 7.22 AB 9.05 19.13
WL G. etunicatum 1.88 13.00 AB 10.27 AB 41.46 69.57
WL A. foveata 1.97 15.50 A 12.25A 48.74 102.17

Note: In a column, means followed by the same letter are not significantly different (LSD, P = 0.05)

WL= Continuous water logging, MR = Mycorrhizal responsiveness, MZnR = Mycorrhizal Zn responsivness
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2.
lani@as1 AMF sian1sgadu Zn

uavaIsluuuaInIsliuIuasnsg

mm@\ﬁmmumﬂﬁﬁﬁ Lmzmiﬂ@m%@m AMF
mmsmmmmumm Zn m@wﬂf;wuﬁ@ummm
w9 daTin (WL) AN AU TR
137 0.3 bar Inginnssanisingsarinlfaanudad
284 Zn Tudqldimnuunnsneiunneaiia we
dwsnaunennsldriade AMF Wudﬁ%’ﬂ@ﬁﬂ@ﬂ%d
AB9TLULIANMNTY TiENNsldTaTe AMF TUAF

18
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14
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0.3 bar
== WL

>
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""P’oﬁ:iem
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-AMF  G. geosporunt. etunicatum A. foveata

oON DO

(a)

Uptake Zn (ug plant'1)
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fipmaduduaes zn Wdhagenindudnaign tae
Lifinsldvnde AMF wudndnafidgnides A,
foveata HArNdNduag Zn Tudnngegn 15.50
mg kg™ (WL) ez 11.30 mg kg™ (0.3 bar) 78943
13.00 mg kg™ (WL
(0.3 bar) kaz G. geosporum inng

W1Aa G. etunicatum ) WA
10.67 mg kg’
mmuﬂ\wi@n’]ﬂm'ﬁqé@ﬁﬁ%m 9.13mgkg” (WL)
(0.3 bar)

WAy 7.97 mg kg (Table 1 lWay

Figure 1)

14
12
10

>

0.3 bar
== WL AB
AB

AB

o N MO

-AMF  G. geosporunG. etunicatum A. foveata

(b)

Figure 1 Effect of water managements combined with inoculation of mycorrhizal fungi on (a) Zn

concentration in rice and (b) Zn uptake by rice. WL = continuous flooding ,

mycorrhizal fungi.
3. Naﬂumgmmummms"lﬁ'ﬁﬂ WA
ﬂ@‘ﬂl,%ﬂ‘a"l AMFRaUsunu Zn luhu
mmmgmmumﬂﬁﬁﬁ mema‘ﬂ@,m%@m AMF
sai5anou Zn Tufiu wudinnsdain (WL) Wazdnn
sefIANTUIsAULET 0.3 bar Hnav 1B
Zn Tuaulufianuuansneaiun1eaia 40.75 mg
kg™ (WL) Lay 36.30 mg kg' (0.3 bar) Lazdniu
mmmmi‘ﬂmmmﬁ AMF ‘wmmuwhﬂ@nmqm
AR9ITLIUANNTY uaziinisldvaiZas AMF ol
pine] fifiunnues zn faraldgendtluAuiidgn

Fnluilngldviade AMF agnaldudnAmyunng

o

- AMF = No inoculation of

«37 e lufins 0.3 bar nsldide G. etunicatum T
50 Zn TuAwwiniy 49.00 mg kg™ (WL
40.80 mg kg
131104 ZnluAu Ae 38.90 mg kg™ (WL) Laz 45.7
mg kg™ (0.3 bar) gwisunnsldviniga A. foveata 1

) LAy

(0.3 bar)) wazr G. geosporum q

Uiunas zn WhusfigaidieSoudieusuiuid
msldvaidedaaiuie 37.90 mg kg™ (WL) uaz
33.40 mg kg
PdenLdni i Zn ﬁoll’]‘?]l@;m 33.70 mg kg
(WL) Az 25.30 mg kg™ (0.3 bar) (Figure 2)

(0.3 bar)) & wsulusunlinisld
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Figure 2 Effect of water managements

-AMF  G. geosporunt(. etunicatum A. foveata

combined with

inoculation of mycorrhizal fungi on Zn

concentration in  soil. WL = continuous flooding , - AMF= No inocolation of mycorrhizal fungi Note:

Bars, means followed by the same letter are not significantly different (LSD, P = 0.05)

A nFumnuduAussznInaRsRLinLay
mmmmiﬂ@um%@m AMF Tagiianseunanan My-
corrhizal responsiveness (MR) @ﬁuﬁimﬂﬂ%lﬁﬁu
enfuinnsdgnitesluneslsmnluszuunslss
thuridnans 2 sluuy Huarinldian MR adeeng
1a1 (Table 1) TpeiAn MR ﬂ@d%’nﬁﬁﬂﬁiﬂ@mé’ﬂ?’]
A. foveata §34m (72.02 % (WL) WAz 48.74 % (0.3
bar)) 90989NNAR G. etunicatum (41.46 % (WL)
WaE 10.36 % (0.3 bar)) was G. geosporum dns
m@mwﬂ\iﬁi@mﬂzﬁﬁqﬁ@rﬁﬂ%m (9.05 % (WL) lay
4.15 % (0.3 bar)) (Table 1) Favfuaziivlgdnnng
Ugnites AMF Sinarinlsiiwiinutiesiiegs uaz
finsgadu zn gendimslildvaden AMF Tng
fi130191NAN MR 4T MZNR UaNANHHATes
mﬁ?ﬂqm%@m A. foveata TaxfumaTisLs 0.3
bar #A1 MR WAz MZnR gandnmu WL

4. madhenderaadesanianad lu
Aaslsdn Tusinana (Root colonization)

nanisAnewLdnndnendelusndinves
Femn AMF TuAuiissfuaaaT 0.3 bar flAnge
ndnAWRTszAUAMNTILLIL WL lunnatinyes
AMF Tmﬂwumﬂi’mg’@wﬁﬂumnwmﬁam G.
geosporum, A.foveata ,G etunigatum Linfiu
61.53, 43.59, 41.02% ANNANTY dmSuRuiladl
nsldid e 5.12% (Figure 3) Lazdanuan Tu
Authinds (WL) Tsiwunnsdinen Aurae@alumn
WLag! (0%) \Heeannidesn AMF Lﬂu@ﬁuﬁﬁ'
faqldaandiai (obligate aerobes) g0 loi3uNns
e AMF ludnafigniufudgninedainddaa
el %n‘ﬁ”ﬂwﬁwLLinmmﬁ@uﬂ%ﬁﬂmwu{iﬁaﬁu
AsRmLINNT2e9snd1af ldunnidn Baldnnsdn
iﬁﬂ”luﬁqqmnmmmm?fyLﬁu‘lmfaﬁmimﬁm%u
nl%i3as1 AMF 1nmitmende asdenaliido
AMF finnssesdinanasluaninnisdain (Haji-
boland et al., 2009)



396

WAKNERT 42 arTUNLAL 2 : (2557).
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-AMF G, geosporunts. etunicatum A. foveata

Figure 3 Mycorrhizal root colonization from rice which grown in two moisture regimes.

5. ANMNANNUEIEZUINNITAATL Zn 1
drarunsignidas AVF

HANNIANEIANNANR LS ITUININ9RATU Zn
(Zn uptake) kAL MR WAL MZznR Tnefinnslsitinges
g‘ﬂmeqﬂmﬁnmm@%@%udﬂuﬁu WL Hau
ﬁuﬁuﬁﬁuwmmmﬂﬂ'wﬁﬁﬂéqzﬁﬁﬁmmmﬁﬁ LAAY
Jdlerlunns MR uag MZnR 1 1Bunas Zn
uptake %LWN%M@]’QE (Figure 4 (a)) Laziilatinen
MR 18z MZnR Tdvnaanuduwusiuan Zn uptake
WUdAY WLIlEagN Rt wudn MR uay
MZnR HanduWuwsn19msady Zn uptake

N
N

0.3 bar : r =0.6746,y= 5.7345+0.0490x;p=0.3254 4 ¢**|
S

0
i

Zn uptake (ug plant‘1)

4 WL: r=0.9863, y=6.0518 + 0.1167x; p0.0137
@

[ )
Zn uptake (ug palnt'1)
o

w
N

0 20 40 60 80
MR (%) (a)

(p =0.0137 wa¥< 0.0001 AINA1AY) TaedAn r
WinAL 0.9539 1Az 1.0000 ANANAL (Figure 4(a)
LAz Figure (b)) dauFuTiALTeL 0.3 bar Wi
471 MR WAz MZnR Handuiusn19amaeiy Zn up-
take (p =0.3254 La¥< 0.0001 ANa1AL) Ineidlen
r Winfiu 0.6746 Waz 1.0000 ANNANAL (Figure 4(a)
waz Figure (b)) FathuanneamsAnsniianaasiinig
14 AMF Tnenannzaneiuiiesiuiidaasunisld
a4 Zn sesdnalunsugndnauundszvdeni e

-
N

-
o

(o2}
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~ = |

AaTHNNsANEse b

@ 0.3 bar
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Y (@]
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Figure 4 Correlation between Zn uptake of San Patowng 1 (a) mycorrhizal response (b)

mycorrhizal Zn response for three species of AMF. Note: WL = continuous flooding

ANEANITAN TN LU ALINTZDNNASIH 1anaD
T luszAunilsdsumumaesida AMF 1 ldlugtlaes
wme AutdosvinlidadinissaiulaLaznisgn

. X o 4o X

1 Zn s Ineannznnsdgndnansyiuansm
0.3 bar Faiflunistgndrauuuldanis Geuanls
annismaaesitanatinlidgnisdnwmases lu
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svuumslgnin iedszudainsielllé Gao etal.
(2007) ?Wﬂﬂﬁ%dﬁﬂﬁ?ﬂ@ﬂl,%‘ﬂ?’] AMF ludnagne
fugiRAsasnlunign zn 1ége azliuad
mmmul,mvmﬂwmmw\mﬂ@Tn@uj ”Lummmmi
anld Zn 193419508 fauannnsdnenasail a1a
aznanaladndiaiugduilines 1 Lﬂuwqum@u
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_ i o
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anMALUINTTaNaazFANITE1A Zn Tudna
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