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Effect of Two Anionic Surfactants Sodium-Dodecylbenzene Sulfonate (SDBS) and

Sodium Dodecyl Sulfate (SDS) on Biochemical Indice in Mytilus galloprovincialis
LIU Bo"?, YU Zhi-ming' ; SONG Xiu-xian' , ZHOU Bin’

(1.Key Laboratory of Marine Ecology & Environmental Sciences, Institute of Oceanology, Chinese Academy of Sciences; Qingdao 266071,
China; 2.Graduate School of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100039, China; 3. Ocean University of China, Qingdao 266003, China)
Abstract: We investigated anionic surfactants concentration in Jiaozhou Bay,> China in May and August 2003. Two anionic surfactants sodium
dodecylbenzene sulfonate (SDBS) and sodium dodecyl sulfate (SDS) were selected as contaminants to detect their effect on the biochemical
indice in Mytilus galloprovincialis . Results show that after 72 days exposing, activities of superoxide dismutase (SOD), catalase ( CAT) and
induced nitric oxide synthase (iNOS) were significantly inhibited by challenged SDBS Cexcept CAT activity in 0. 1mg/L group). Activities of
reduced glutathione ( GSH), glutathione-S-transferase ( GST) and glutathione peroxidase ( GPx) were significantly higher than their
corresponding control groups under 3.0 mg /L SDS and SDBS. Biochemical indice in Mytilus galloprovincialis were more easily effected by
SDBS than by SDS. Statistical analysis suggested that significant positive relationships were found between GST and GPx, iNOS and SOD. But
negative relationships were found between GSH and CAT> GSH and SOD under SBDS exposing. iNOS activity in the posterior adductor muscle
may be a promising exposed biomarker in Mytilus galloprovincialis for anionic surfactants exposure.
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Table 1  Pearson correlation coefficients between the indice detected in Mytilus galloprovincialis

CAT SOD GSH GPx GST AKP iNOS

CAT -0.158 0.413 0.012 0.053 0.205 -0.149
SOD 0.448 -0.530 -0.218 -0.357 0.153 0.324
GSH -0.779" " -0.709" " 0.335 0.174 -0.257 -0.128
GPx -0.366 -0.283 0.168 0.572 -0.165 -0.125
GST —-0.530 -0.363 0.296 0.826" " 0.155 -0.458
AKP 0.047 -0.095 -0.032 0.175 0.102 -0.133
iNOS 0.376 0.667" -0.340 -0.147 -0.444 -0.425
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