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Measurement of the viscoelasticity of DMPC microbubbles under ultrasound irradiation
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ARG B W TR Bum D~ A 7 1
NIV, W2 b T A NLEDOT-ODIER
e LTHWOND. Fio~vA 7 a T TR
BT 25O IERRIZISE 2o L, & OHELGEL
BaFA LA A=V ZIWIEHTE 57129,
BB FICBIT 5 N7 /L OFE)IEET
5. ZHICHEHTHEE R ANTA—Z L LTA
TN OIARBEPE N ZE T D, FIZT VR
IR < AKTFT 2 b OO EERISH fTREZ2 % um O
INTIVDRGE, NT IVERERCT B JE BH A 1D
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2. EBAE

~A 7RI NOEESTEMEITH D
DMPC (Dimyristoylphosphatidylcholine) 190 mg
B L PEG (Polyethylene glycol) 130 mg %4
FRAHE /K (Phosphate-buffered saline) 25 mL (2
TR &, DMPC % 10 mmolL! Z1ERk L 7=.
2oV UEHEL, —HIIvA 7 a7
IV D JE PG IEAE & 72 D5 DMPC A 3.0 mL
Z, b ) —HITNERRIR & e DB 7 v A m
—R A 6.0mL &=L, TNEhDv
Vo UhkEG L%, IWRET A% FIEET
50 [EfEE - IRAETHZ L TvA 7 unT L%k
BAESHE. BERAES A (125W) %
W TR T VIR 2 S 512 1 oML, &
B 72 X T VERIEIR & UT=. XTIV DRI AR
NS CHIE Lz,

~ A 7 v T VJE PG 7 O KL AN A BEA
T 5728, PVDFEEK N7 AT 2—4 (A
1E, B2 10 mm) 2 RZMiK L7 ABAHKT
W7z L7/ TF v o SNICxim L CRRE Lz
(Fig. 1). M7 AT 2—HIZJE S | MHz,
K 1 EOEBEXGETE AL TRPIZ L
ABEREEHEL, ) —FHD N T AT 2—
PO LT A BT Lz, T R
T 2 — YOI T NVEREIR 2L, 1
AR OB O JE W EA T NIVDFE %
Kb, NTIVIEFHED DR A B fE L T #Em =
LB I—T 74T 4T EITH T L TH
IR B D e e 2 A L 7.
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Fig. 1 Experimental setup using two PVDF
transducers and DMPC microbubbles.
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Fig. 2 Frequency spectra of the observed waves.
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Fig. 3 Difference between the frequency spectra in
Fig. 2 and the theoretical fitting curve.

3. RERER

VERL U 7o N7 L BRI % D 7 B ERA S Cl
BUTAER, SFRRIL 2 um ThoTo. N7
JVRRE IR E N FIT% D25 i O JE e A~ 7 |k
v (Fig. 2) OZEGED, NTE#CX 58
KOBBE Iy &R, Higicks7 407
4 v T EFTo 72 (Fig. 3). /N7 VO IRE M 5k
DD 1 MHz FHEICEB W TR E 2l H3
R TX 7. 0~2 MHz OXEIZFWTHER
LD —T T 4T AT EiToTRER, It
PRI HE 0.88 MHz, FZIEAEFE X 2.03 pNs/m,
EEHENT.
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