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Abstract ; Soil salinization is one of the key factors limiting plant growth and distribution. To explore
plant molecular salt-responsive mechanisms is the basis of enhancing plant salt tolerance in virtue of
molecular biological techniques, and also, the hotspot of plant physiology and molecular ecology.
High throughput proteomics approaches include two-dimensional electrophoresis (2-DE), blue-
native/SDS-PAGE ( BN/SDS-PAGE) , two-dimensional fluorescence difference gel electrophoresis
(2D DIGE) , liquid chromatography (LC) , and various mass spectrometry ( MS) techniques, be-
ing widely applied in the research of plant salt-response and supplied important information for un-
derstanding plant molecular salt-tolerant mechanisms. In this paper, a review was made on the
technical strategies applied in the research of plant salt-responsive proteomics.
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Fig.1 Research strategy of salt-responsive proteomics in plants.
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Table 1 Objects and strategies in plant salt-responsive proteomics studies

i A Rl 4 FEm TS BE HEE B SRk
Species Tissue Protein Protein separation Identification and bioinformatic analysis ~ Reference
preparation R IEF SDS-PAGE s isid el e
PG ii& H idie Rk Mass spectrometry Database
e p - Staining
K Length Concentration
(em) (%)
MBIF A thaliana 1 TCA/ Pl 2% 3~10 NL 12.5 CBB LC-MS/MS NCBInr [14]
i 13 47 12 MALDI-TOF-MS [15]
pasui] TCA 18 47 12 DIGE, %% MALDI-TOF-MS [16]
MESF A, thaliana, WY B/ k- RS 2% 47 12.5 (BB MALDI-TOF/TOF-MS ~ NCBInr [17]
I T halophila TR PR ] LC-MS/MS
KEG 0. sativa Viaie TCA/ T 18 47 12 R MALDI-TOF-MS, NCBInr [21]
MALDI-TOF/ TOF-MS
g 2 12 3.5~10, 15 (%¥)+ CBB nESI-LC-MS/MS Swiss-Prot, (2]
5-8 5(WK4H) NCBI EST
g W/ ¢ R s-H 17 3~10 12 CBB MALDI-TOF-MS [27]
LN TCA 11 3.5~10, 15(/rE)+ (BB Edman [ff# Swiss-Prot, PIR, [18]
6~10 5% GenPept, PDB
MR TCA/ N yu! 4-~7 12.5 CBB MALDI-TOF/TOF-MS ~ NCBInr [25]
licd TCA/ N 18 4~7 12 CBB MALDI-TOF/TOF-MS,  NCBI, Swiss-Prot, [26]
ESI-Q/TOF-MS EMBL, PIR
il TCA 13 3.5~10, 15(4%)+ CBB MALDI-TOF-MS NCBInr [23]
5~8 (5 W4i)
i M/ k- H RS %4 3~10NL  12(4})+  SYPRO Ruby, MALDI-TOF/TOF-MS ~ NCBInr [20]
4(¥47)  Pro-Q) Diamond
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i b FER % FEmT S BIE GAEE B BGN
Species Tissue Protein Protein separation Identification and bioinformatic analysis ~ Reference
preparation R [EF SDS-PACE o Pt R
e e Rtk Mass spectrometry Database
PG % H W p y
R p . Staining
K Length Concentration
(em) (%)
il TCA/ N 13 47 12 g MALDI-TOF/TOF-MS ~ NCBInr [29]
i R 18 47 1.5 Hip MALDI NCBInr [24]
R Zm v 47 12 CBB MALDI-TOF-MS, NCBInr [19]
MALDI-TOF/TOF-MS
RBAME Tris-HCI Z& nftfi 13 3~10 1.5 CBB MALDI-TOF-MS [30]
b 1#a TCA/ 2% 4~7 12.5 CBB MALDI-TOF-MS NCBInr [28]
INET. aestivum g TCA/ TR 2% 4-~7 12.5 (BB MALDI-TOF-MS MSDB, NCBInr [32]
g TCA/ T 3~10 CBB MALDI-TOF-MS [35]
R TCA/ TR 17 5~8 10,12.5  CBB, 4 MALDI-TOF-MS, NCBInr, MSDB, [34]
MALDI-TOF/TOF-MS  Swiss-Prot
N TCA/ N 17 5~8 10 s MALDI-TOF/TOF-MS ~ NCBInr, MSDB, [33]
Swiss-Prot
K% H. wdgare il TCA/TI 13 3~10 11.25 (BB MALDI-TOF-MS, TIGR [38]
nanoL.C-ESI-Q/TOF-MS
Tk Z mays LEEEN TCA/ Tl 18 3-10 12 CBB MALDI-TOF-MS PPDB [36]
1w, e DTT-TCA/ N 11 47 15 (BB MALDI-TOF-MS [37]
$ES. italica i TCA/ Pl 7 3-10 1.5 g MALDI-TOF-MS NCBInr [39]
K& 6. max iRk AR TCA/ N 11 3.5~10, 15(4#)+ CBB Edman [f#, Swiss-Prot, PIR, [40]
5-~8 S5(¥k4H) ESI-Q/TOF-MS GenPept, PDB
B V. vinifera HR TCA/ PR 11 47 125 CBB MALDI-TOF/TOF-MS ~ NCBInr, TIGR EST [49]
BV, vinifera MR B/ LR - 3/10, 4/6, R Edman [ff# NCBI (48]
5/1, 6/8
B P, sativum 1 TCA/ il 7 4-~7 13 CBB, il ESI-Q/TOF-MS NCBInr [45]
T AL hypogaea vl Bio Rad 7 & 47 CBB, H, ESI-Q/TOF-MS [44]
Pro-() Diamond
HRE N, tabacum I Jr A P 7 3~10 12 CBB LC-MS/MS NCBInr [46]
Lo i 3~10,  IS(/YE)+ CBB Fdman F&ff# | Swiss-Prot, PIR, [47]
5-8 54 MALDI-TOF-MS GenPept, PDB
Tl L. esculentum LN ] TCA/ P 24 4~7 12.5 DIGE, 4% [42]
iR, WRAR T 13 47 1.5  CBB, 4lij LC-ESI-  -Trap-MS ~ NCBInr [41)
OAES ruberosum  HLEHAY AR TCA 11 3.5~10, (4¥%)+ (BB Edman [ Swiss-Prot, PIR, [43]
5~8 S(W4H) GenPept , PDB
BAES. ewopaea o EHA BPP % 4~7 1.5 CBB MALDI-TOF/TOF-MS  NCBInr [52]
WS aegyptioca M TCA/ T 18 47 125 (BB LC-MS/MS NCBI, EMBL [51]
AMEB. gymnorhiza KL H Bio Rad il & 7.5 3~10 5-20  SYPRO Ruby LC-MS/MS NCBInr [50]
INSTREEE P, patens  BLFAE g 13 47 15 CBB LC-MS/MS NCBI [53]
MG D, saline  BIFNIE B/ £ TRk 18 3~10 NL 11 CBB MALDI-TOF-MS, NCBI [55]
nanoLC-MS/MS
il P BN/PAGE  6~18 (BB nanoLC-M$/M$ MSDB,NCBI [54]
N . % 4 H SR IE Blue native ; BPP ; -2 £ 04 M & e i - B3 4 $2 5 Borax-PVPP-Phe ; CBB ; % Hh3ia% 5 YL {4, Coomassie brilliant blue; DIGE ; 52 )(:24 5%
(%ﬂ’x HLYK Difference gel electrophoresis; EMBL: B ¥ 43 F 25 ) 2% B ¥& )72 European molecular biology data library; ESI. H M55 EE # Electrospray

ionization; IEF . L5 IR AR Tsoelectric focusing; EST: Sl ks

B Expressed sequence tag; IPG: [@ 4 pH £ & Immobilized pH gradients;

iTRAQ ; [RIV RFRIC 48 %F FIAHXT %E it Isobaric tag for absolute abd relative quantification; LC ; JAH i Liquid chromatography ; MALDI . 3 5 4fi B 06 fig
I8 B FL 25 Matrix assisted laser desorption ionization; MS; . JEiii% Mass spectrometry ; MSDB ; AR F A b 1 T B E Proteomics database of Impe-
rial College London; NCBInr: (EE E—l;ﬁ—:%ﬁ*{mu*‘bjkfﬁ 1 F BB R National Center for Biotechnology Information non identical ; NL: ARZE

Nonlinear; PDB%UU%:&%E%EF‘ ZEFIEAE E Protein data bank of America National Laboratory ; PIR . 5

B IR AR Ploteln information

resource ; PPDB;*E%E PR ZH 5 2 Plant proteomics data bank; Q: PUZRAT Quadrupole; SDS-PAGE ;% S A7 FR 4 - 38 TR 4 B B M FEL YK Sodium
dodecyl sulphate polyacrylamide gel electrophoresis; Swiss-Prot ; Hfi 1= F Bt P55 Protein data bank of Swiss; TCA ; =4 L& Trichloroacetic acid;
TIGR . 3 [E JE A5 8 )% The America Institute of Genomic Research Database; TOF; &f7H¢[f] Time of fhghl Trap: |
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2 EEREMEIEREARRE

FE A8 1 B it i A R A T AR 1 B 2 A Y
IR FOCHE. YA E SEAM 2. 2
Wy AR 2R AR & — ek AR A5, O H4%
S o B FP S 5 H A9 SR & B IR R A K A AN ]
A BT 22 55, BRMC BT X AS R AR, A 00 25 B (3504
i) A A0 P B 2R G A M RE 2y 2 VER
REZE TN Z T A AR ) S5, /N R 1 J5T 4 5 4
SE P REI A 2R R o 1) S BEEOTL H TR
FH T30 J0ip0 10 28 88 11 5 2H S A 10 2 11 O it il %
J7iE FEALE = MR (TCA) /B TTTEEE | W
P/ O B DTTE B DL S A sk e B (R 1
mE1).

2.1 =S FR(TCA) /AERTTTE

TCA/ TR BEITTHE 5 2 T W M 5l 38 i K 540 T 2R
5T &) THICUE A AR PR i) 8 2 11 A o, BB A% 5B
R RIS, IF B AR s bl ) Rty vk
TEER W0 2 SRR i i A L R rh ) iz N e
60% FYAHICHIFGE H R T TCA YLHE PN ER L IE 5k
TCA/ N BERTTTE 1) J5 ¥ Tl A dh . (B2 T 3t £
BHEFY) 0T L BR R I AN AL,

2.2 W/ 2R R R TTTE I

Pyl B 1o P R 05 K 2R 1 BV A TR 4565 &
MR e/ H BT UE 7T LA SR PR AR 2E 205 24 I
U, B 4k 45 20 R i P S 0 U vR © 4 N FH AE UL R
PRI O I 1K RN TR ST WEVE D A
AR JBih 6 e N Y B A BT LR AR.L SR, 1O A 5 TCA/
PR TVE R —FE AN RE A D 28 11 T T e L) 58 4
B IR) L, IF ERE b 25 2k R A2 2%, T A 6 [)
. A, FEER Bl me 7 A 1 BT 4 A5 A A
Rk rb A 1) R v B R 43 2 5 M R K Y A5 L SR A 0
*53[57] .

2.3 BIRWIRITER SR ROTE

Wang %517 BCitE ) B0 -3 2 4 H 15 ot - 19 i
$£7% (Borax/PVPP/Phe 47 , BPP fH48:1% ) T % H
1) 4 B T 5 A B R 2R 2 0 M s e T, i A AR 4
L BRI R TR 20 2 DL R R SR e, [
i SR BRI BTIR MR TN B~ £ BEAE S 5 A
FIRE AN G W 254 1 2 Ak, A AD 5 B iR O 4
B ESE X 22 FhoRE ) 10 7 [ 4H 22 (recalcitrant tissue )

ARG e B 1 9 20 R R IR A B I RCR. 22
TE KRR S PR AR RO IR B - FR BETE A9 7 12
RENS (2 FBCDCTE SN 58 4. i WF 9T 28 1 FH e s ¥
Xt R AR AR R AR e 0 R R 30 0 1V S S AT

RS H R S e A AR S B A RE AR
ZEUR =R

3 EAREMNSESKRNE AR

3.1 WA LK

XL T B JK ( two-dimensional gel electrophoresis,
2-DE) J&— i 8 1 1) £ 1 BORE o B R, S5
R AE (isoelectric focusing , IEF) Fll - e SLAE R 61 -5
TN Tk B 258 2 L 9K ( sodium: dodecyl sulphate polyac-
rylamide gel electrophoresis, SDS-PAGE ) 7] L1 43 1 #i2
A BT A F R R AT 20 [ B
[ FEL K ASCES B4 BRI M2 o R M A (8 B AR ) BT R
KAEF T 2-DE (5 BUPE R o B, 6 2 O A
BRI R E R AR G2 —.
3.1.11PG AR Ry EHE  J4F R, BlAE B i Ak [T AH
pH B#JE (immobilized pH gradient, IPG ) i £5 £ J& I
pH 8 Bl A W 5e 3, © 2B Wit 1T A Sl 1, ik
o A6 L SR Y T AR AR . T 4Gl AR
JE e S B AT T 2R (77,5 1112
13.17 .18 5% 24 cm) 5 pH yE[HI (3 ~10.3.5 ~ 10,
4 ~T7805 ~8) 19 IPG i 2k 55 A il B W (P 1
R 1) . BTN S5 B2 T/ 5L /N 5% pHL 3 B A
T B AR X ] B UK BEE b AR A B 22 i A 1 5 B
S, Pang 2R pH 4 ~7 24 em KA IPG &%
PRI 8 F AT 1o S IR ZY 1100 4>
HEHE U TR MR8 E 2 5T R pH
4 ~7 1y 18 em IPG JE A KM 2] 700 Ax 4> 8 H i
& 51
3. 1.2 SDS-5 TN 4 Ik e ¢ i B 7K ( SDS-PAGE)
SDS-PAGE I i J5E 2352 Wi 8 1 Sk il AR I 407
RN 73S . AEAB )68 e 7 2 9 o~ 5 vh 225K
FHYS — R BN, BT BE R 109 1) 1190 557
11.50% 24 120, [15-16:1021.2627.9.36.46] 50, (53] 5
12, 50 14172538297 39.41-2.9.51-%2) (&1 | 13 1) Be s
¥ Y SDS-PAGE BEMA B TR 7R 85 1 B o3
B, Wang 5 78X /N2 Tird 56 26 1T 4 0F 52 v ok
T 12.5% HI 10% PIRIAR BE BERERS , 10% HYBERL RE S
SrESEE IS TR H R 31,0 ~97. 4 kDa, 1 12.
5% ISE I AT AG I B4 B A1 3 T i Gk 3] 14. 4 kDa.
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WABFE R T /B S W4 Gk BE/NT 5% )
%%E@ﬁ&[18,20,22—23,40,43,4ﬂ ( l7§] 1 iﬁ:]%% 1) ,%%ﬁ%@g
AT VAR IS T S B 1 RE R 4 B — AN X
18, 22 I PGt o S I AR B B A B A B RIOR. SR
£ 2-DE 4y B it 8 vh, A5 i R AR T B L R AR B
HME AP RS TR BE 19 TPG R SR e 4 e, A2 3]
TR TR S A MY R AE SDS-PAGE
UK e W NS A AR rE ]
3.2 BERGE

R A T e (0 R ) R e T R I R
A ARSI . R ER e I 24 2R 1 R 4L 2R AT Y
Yett gy E B % L 52 §E (coomassie brilliant
blue,CBB) e o, i iR £ Yo £ F1 45 Fh 2 e e bl e o
(B 1R 1) . CBB G (83 RIS IR HR e £k &
SR B W AR e 85 75
3.2.1 BT (CBB) Yeft  CBB et ik gy sk
FH BRAE T B T 5LV B, Y A5 B 0 B (S T
P T 5 B2 0 R 4 B (E R ARG I R A
(S 52BN i A NWAS = 2SO N 3 AL ST A mE 2 N
XN 5 (ng ) G B LTS AR TAG I ) BT JE 12
T i — S T ORGSR P TR AR 1Y
3.2.2 AR Y. 5 CBB YLkt tL , il FR AR e
kR I R AR R, BT ARSI A 0. 1 ng B R
S Wang S AN /NAZ £ b3 1 2 AL AT Y
W R T CBB RIS RRAR Y (Wi F e 05 2%, oy
JARE] 650 F1 1100 Ac A7 (1 FE BT A {H R filf B4R Y
IR EEE 22 R M2 Wam, F H
P2 550 %) ol P 38 2 56 W) S35 e A A9 HE 25 2k, B
TR
3.2. 3 BOtY Rt SR YL R Rl DUERE = X B
SRS ) RS . R AR R ol A6 N 2 R R
AT PR 2 1 TS T 22 B i
7K (difference gel electrophoresis, DIGE ) F¥J cy2 . cy3
il cy5 et AR SYPRO Ruby 4t (a4 A%
PAK TR AR A A B 2Ot g R .

2D-DIGE J&“ 5 AR # A B2 A HoR A&
Z— IR CTR (ey2 L cy3 F1 ey5) 435
FRIc %t HE 5 b B 5 S5 TR G )5 64T 2-DE HLYK
A3 BT AR B 1 Y DeCyder™ 22 5 B4 43
B IEAT 0BT, SEBE T 76 [R]— Sk 58 i L [R) Bisf X6 2
Fiv R F1TORE S EAT 20 B A EE X 2 A 10 Bl T DAKG:
MEN 0. 25 ng B H RS BEA, KKW/N T L5
TR 2E, HE 1R S I T A M R A . R

2D-DIGE A | T B2 £ F 5 A ARSI FIARL A i
S Ndimba 451! B2 2D-DIGE X34k kit £ 1
RN I A R R R SR AT T 1 B A
5T, A F] 2949 AN EH B, b 2R RIKEA
Ji s R 266 A~ EAh R TR A B SE AT T
KAIT 2D-DIGE AR, MBI 175 37 4> 22 57 s 75
N 384 DR FIBLA . SR, f T3 DIGE A
PR BB b0 F USRI A A R E R EA
R VL HEAT B3 23T, PRG35 ] 4 BE JE ( pree-
parative gel ) 2R75 08 1 8 1 BORE i, AT AR5 22 5%
PR T A I ORI A T T AT

SYPRO Ruby f&—#5 Edman FEA#EMN ¥ A5 3%
YE AAHRAS DY 07 VR TR RRIE T ng 2T
HE B A EAT R, JF H SYPRO Ruby 54 1 it
S AR AT B 28 M 5 R Tada %57 i ] SYPRO
Ruby GRS 8138 25 T LR B ) AR 1Y 2 15
JREGEAT T 30T, K BERME-1, 6- — Wi BRI 4 1 A1 2
P IR SR W3 A8 e rp BAT E AR .
3.3 EABBEE BT 2
3.3.1 M THE A RN O5 i 2DE BT T
ELHAGHIN PR R I A i (TR DR RR AL AR AL 1B
Wi ) T LI 224 ) TR B 1 B A Vincent 55147 %)
AN [) 3 it R R 38 AR 3 B8 2R 1 BT AR Al
135007 e BN RY 191 DR B 43.5% MR
TRV T, H AR BE-1, 5- B R R AL/ 4R
fitf ( ribulose-1, 5-bisphosphate carboxylase/oxygenase ,
RuBisCO) KW IEAFAE 5 Fi[a] T 5, ATP & i fig 8
I A E N o WAL TSR (transformer serine/argi-
nine-rich ribonucleoprotein ) £ 7 4 Ffi[d] T. %!, OEE2
5 H (oxygen evolving enchancer protein 2) f77E 3 Fft
W] T2 UShEE POk i iR A A Wy il P e
70 RNA 553 F1  NAD AR5 8L 111 A% e 3t it A
VR IR 1 [R) IR 45 BT 2 AR T L. Ndimba
SN HT DIGE 45 A Xk £ 36 195 12 My 30 25 14 T
PR IT U BT AT 0BT, S E R B 75 Fh2e ek
REE B 31 FpOm R TR . AN ST B
BE DL R /N A R S AN R AT () e R
Ji2H =P A R 22 o £ 1 o B M A X 4 A6
A ST AT RE X TR 0 2500 995 2 1 BT RE
P FEAE AT 2501 0 B2 FAT T2 .
3.3.2 BERRALEE A BT O BERRALAE y—Fb
A R S 5 5 TR A Y EE M an A
(55 5 RV S s R o LA R A
Pro-Q Diamond %% %4} RE 6 7E TC [A] {3 2 b ic ARy
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FVEPUARZE G AR O BN 5 DU TR B 1 v i)
BRRRALEE BT e 0 il ad DO T B R
A HTRERR AL 1 5, O H AT RUAR 6258 ik B X 2
FH BB IR 1 7K S #3517 HE 3. Pro-Q Diamond 4% 5
SYPRO Ruby Bt £ 5 I, DA T S 38 % B iR £k &5 11 o
(RGN, Chitteti 5520 R FHX PIRRSE I Yoh x5 3t
P& ek R PR AR W R AL 25 1 BOHEAT 1 RS, RS
T2 Y 28 Fh 2252 RSB AL 1, 54. 5% BB
FRALEE e TR 1,1 17. 4% MBS S T
Feimid B JF HEA BT BRES & 16 P A AL 16 1 1
HEHBEIR 21.5% xR R B0 o 7 P iR 1 2
P15 AT REELA R AR L A, Jain 25 13 FH Pro-Q
Diamond JAHXT 48 A= A5 2 20 40 i £5 ) o7 1 B v G
BERR AL 1 BT AT WS, S E A3 3 T RNA 4554
F.14-3-3 S 1 PIEE H 70 T2 Rk A S E A
J5t ( pathogenesis-related protein, PR #5 ) , I X A [F]
BERR AL /K19 PR AR e R Bl 30 w3z 5 e v 8 1
PEAT TIRA ST
3.4 JERE MBI RN

2-DE Xof 4% s 4 o 4 1 5 (A K P A 1
R/ AR 2 1 B A e 1 B R AR ) 7 i R
s, ARG E R R B8 S5 e m i B A —
SE IR BRSO Tl 57 28 A 2 AH T 0 48 X6 2 B (iso-
baric tag for relative and absolute quantification,
iITRAQ) F AR B — 7 T2 B LAk 1 i /K P B 2
P43 R 11 0RF R 1 52 1 A T A7) STRAQ
HORUIARICA 2L 5 2 X0 i o (8 BT A R Bl 2
H BT AT ARIC 3 i IR B e — 2 2 i 7 rp iy
ZRIG A M BTHRECH 114 115 116 F 117 /)N
ST TG OR 8 B, IR R AR T £ E e ARiE .
HETE 2T LA 8 ANFE il R A ic, RORHE & 143
HIACR BN T 280822, Pang 517 R ITRAQ 4
A LC-MS HARVE R 1455 2-DE 1#hFE, %) NaCl Ab 3
FALI R I | Fh T OB AR A 1 B 4 AR AT T R
(1A ) S E R 5 32 F 31 Al 5 R0k
HE T, HA AR g i S A LR AR A
K.
3.5 [ ASRIK/SDS-PAGE LTk

W0 [ SR 1 HL K ( blue-native/SDS-PAGE , BN/
SDS-PAGE) J& /3 #r 8 F 5t 52 & A B A B R T B
FEAT: it ] 5 0575 — ) HL UK AR P N 5 SDS 4%
AR PEFFN 85 7B ( dithiothreitol, DTT) Z518 JRF
TRFE TR BUL BRI RIS 38 20 X5 A 6] 4
R 5 G AR T RIS 2 ol i) A8 T ke i A

[] A R I b AL B AR R R U R SR I ik 22
St FESS W) SDS-PAGE Bk, 45 & F A8 M5,
PR T A AR B 40 8, DT WA 2 (1 B A 1A
UL AR, Katz %55 SR I AR X SR Mt 6040 R AR
AR T AR 1 SR AR AT T AT (L R 1),
BB 55 FhaR T, Hth 2 60% R A A
ol MERR S (5, 4 IR F 3k 3 5 B 5C 25 1 o
A RFR AL AT A A T LA R i %44
Y R 5 4 11 B

4 BEAREEEEMERESTRARKRE

4.1 T Edman FEFEE R

Edman P2 AL G000 88 BT E T s, FIH
IR CRK R R SR R 5 IR B N-i 22 ik 1R ik
B LA AR A T REATT A P R N 2 B R
ZIMEAE HIIE 00 25 & N % A Ik ( phenylthiohydan-
toin, PTH) A7£E 9 (R PTH-Z{3ERR ) 7T LAJ# o i 80K
A {4 3% ( high-performance liquid chromatography,
HPLC) BV T Y€ , LM BT N 35 T 46 0
G LR B E , NI RAF 2 R P 915 2. 78
XFER I3 S T KRR I A R g
HHEBH RO TE R 1707 kT 22 e R
(BT RIER 1) BRI T5 3k Bt 98 g, XE L 5 8 e
AT T ELRE TN s AT 6 R B Tk R AT I 3
At PR B S TR B SR T Edman B A FTE
TR AR 2 5 2 1 A A TS AE . Aghaei SRR
AR AR A BT S AT R] T 7 A2 S
FRE A TR, A Edman BEFESARNE T 6
ANEE BB, A —A N st P 09 Ik B i A= )
BB e IR IG K W F 5 8 H (late em-
bryogenesis abundant protein, LEA F5H ).
4.2 EHEAFEYIGEE AR

20 22 80 AEARA, JE 5T 4 Bl IO fige 82 R P,
( matrix assisted laser desorption ionization, MALDI) FI
L 25 HL 25 (electrospray ionization , ESI) X P4 Fh 4K H,
BRI, I 5 &R R 2B g [ 0 OB (qua-
drupole, Q) . ®ATH[E] ( time-of-flight, TOF ) ¥ & - Bif
(ion-trap ,IT) J#ATHL &, 7715 T 2 M 28 B 14 A= W i
T (mass spectrometry , MS) . A= 9 i 1% HL A 155 R AL
JE vl AE R A, AT RAXE pmol (1077 mol ) & fmol
(10" mol ) ZKFHYEE F 5T ( 22 IK) BEAT 1A 1A o 0
1A IF H AT LA 8 1 B ik 1 B IR
B/ VAR A SO EAE T, BOR 25 B A F
SR OFA. o MALDI-TOF MS/MS ,ESI-Q-TOF
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22 &

MS F1 ESI-Q-Trap MS & H FitE ) £8 b8 £ 1 B =
WEFE 1z N A TS (B 1 fR 1),
4.2.1 MALDI-TOF MS/MS % % % W& 7 MALDI-
TOF MS/MS 1 Je i 2 M T ( 2 k) i Wi 5 5L 5 4
TR G T LA 38 2 0T FE G ol o A v 1) 56 5 43
FRE R I = P 2 AR Sl 5L TR AR
BT ( ZHK) 53 F B0 B A 25, i 1T i TOF
PR BT R BT (2 0K) 7040 2. I Rh ik
I SRR EE R R TR, X6 8 1 SR b T R R
B TR 2R SRR R ZRUE R (£ K
HATHEEE S . BT, KA 50% e & A
JEAH 2E B 5 SR B AR X 22 S5 R R B 1 R E AT R
7E. {HJE& , MALDI-TOF % 5 $7 AR X040 e 1 50 B Pk
BRI 1l TR A B0 EST 20l PEAR B
TEYNSE R B P R A %5 2 )| [ Ik MALDI-TOF %
@Fﬁ?*ﬂ%%[ls_m] ‘7j($§»[19—21,23—25,27—30] *n%%[@] %
SR B e YD iy 3 Wi 25 R AR 1 e . Ik
AN S ANAE 3 T o T SR AR AR ) LA
Feh f B2 R SE Hr i T MALDI-TOF J5i % 45
FERR.
4.2.2 ESI-MS/MS % 5E %N ESI HoR i 72 B 40
A R A v FEL R BT IR ) R LA, A A
i AR BT (2 8K) B Ak, R DL 22 L ey B H
faf 85I e T 1 43 5 4, R a7 25000 15 m A
TREIMARE S B/ T HE (/) , TP T 43 F 1)
STV L 7E H 55 PR S VR T K DU AR B 43 BT
a5 AT I R] B A S B R T B B A 0 A A R
i, Tl LAY 22 IRt — 25 AT o & LR, I T 5 il 2
PR 7 30 4 A, % B LU0 4B AR R R
F/ TG - SRLEINDY N AR VR 78 RMN 1 u i AV
WY SRR R R D 25 5 AR R A S T B
LM ] T ESI-MS/MS % EH K.
4.2.3 B4 1§ ] MALDI-TOF MS/MS F1 ESI-MS/MS
B EFRIE  $F MALDI-TOF MS/MS #1 ESI-MS/MS
PRIAR LIS B AR AT, B8 A 3 AN R 9 5
R E B AR 140, Liska 5500 X AP 7 12 4%
FE T AR [CER iR 3 22 S A 1 B4 T 2 80% 11 R
P XK REAR D AR AR DS mo b 2 5 E A
Jor2H I RIFFE L R ] T X o S R
4.3 BIEREEE

Bl B 1 5T A 2R R B AN T R R R N 1) AR
Jo 2H B P2 e AN W b A S RN 2 . H R TE A A £
Jolr 38 R BT A 2 5T BT R B BCHE PR AL 4

NCBInr( National Center for Biotechnology Information

non identical , 3¢ & [E 57 A Y1 HARAE B0 FE R —2K
FUBTECHE PR ) SWISS-PROT ( Ji -+ 8 11 527 51 4 4
Eﬁ) .PIR ( Protein Information Resource , 2 [ Jit 5 5
TEIREL i 1 ) . GenPept , PDB ( Protein Data Bank, ES
] [ 5K S % 2 1 T 25 A 805 % ) \EMBL( European
Molecular Biology Laboratory , MK ¥ 43 A= ¥ 2% ¥ ¥
JE) \MSDB (18 #5552 % e 25 11 5t 20 7 B0 )% ) |
TIGR( The America Institute of Genomic Research Da-
tabase , 3¢ [E| JE R 2L F 52 B 22 ) 26 (1 fgk 1),
Hoh 2y 50% 1) W38 22 5 8 1 0 20 2 001 5 v SR
T NCBInr 8 P2, 254 172 9 %% B #% GenBank
CDS H 3% J% ( GenBank % % J¥* 51 8 %% J& ) | PIR
SWISS-PROT PR ( H A ZE [ BT 4 4 2 it 142
1 PDB %isx , I H o ix Sl e vh iy e 91 45 2 S it
THIEZMGI A, R 7 Ah, TR
TS ORG E BY 2 1 5 38 08 15 8L, 5T N B AR X /)
A RGO IR R R Y A N 4 A
BANERERE Y AT AT 4 B B s e 21
BRI T 2R B 1 B S E .

5 HFEREE

FE it P 2 31 22 56 R ) 45 1R 2R ) R 4, 45
55 50 AR 22 A A0 B 2S5 L oGk, B A A
SRR Z A AR 155 SR e A AR S 5
28 S T T B (HR T 32 B R T i R 47
SRAFAEUN R ASIE o 1) A st e I3 8 1A o 1 4 85 R 2
HAREA . FIF 2DE-MS H AR AL AE 5 230 % 5
56AVER e Ay A 8 AR, DL R
TE B A AR A R A v R = R AR ST i R 2
5 AR B e S IR A5 e IR AR A DG 1Y
IG=F B IR B BRI A5CR AR, BB Ak, BT 32 3 IPG
JKE 251 SDS-PAGE &8 le v B i BR 1], X TR A 11 (A
T () 40 F 5 3 BRI R (k) 2R A 0
RXESC I, 2) B 1 0 B0 5 08 1 0 A B R 75 58
2 G R A LUK R AT DIAS B — B 6] TR
BB SO Y e B AR W] UG R T 2
RUFEATHHE (2 B S B A A 2 AR MR H B
A R S A R R B B S . B R
Eh W38 B A5 O B R A i 25 1 S 7R
T AR T A e I T B AR AR AT T A0 AT
B2 X FAB M 2 B HERR /AT, 3) th P ASF SE 86 =
B E AR R A7 22 5, AR MESEAT 52 56 %= (R F 5%
SRR L. R, L B A AR R R RS E
= Ak 30 i [0 1 0 2 2 T 5 R 1 T
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