940 B4 5
2011 45 A

P R SR
ACTA PHOTONICA SINICA

Vol. 40 No. 5
May 2011

XEHE.1004-4213(2011)05-0712-6

He-Ne #OGx 55 UV-B 8 51 7
ARG PGB E

QLU PEIRTE R % A Rb2E22BE . (L P I % 041004)

W OE. UK ALALNMGIAMA, KA UV-Biagt (7% 1 KI/m’/d) # He-Ne # % & (%
¥ 632. 8 nm,H#rEHES mW « mm?, 43 B A1 60 s) st #7432, 5 % CKOGE A it UV-B &
#deBOM B(UV-B 44 A BL(UV-B A b £ 648 mf LOKLREIMA 4 MRFLHE
4. 25 R AV 3R e UV-B &84 dy 7~ 40 3 $ % MDA (Malondialdehyde) R &.M & F 4 %7 %,
GSH ( Glutathione) 4~ % % 4k, PAL (phenylalanine ammomia-lyase), CAT (catalase) ## APX
(ascorbate peroxidase) i& &, SOD (supemxide dismutas) 7& M BAk. 3 fk He-Ne 8ok & 22 4¢
MDA 4 £/ & T4 & %A%, GSH #9 4 % 7+ &, SOD,APX CAT #5 % 7t & . PAL #9 7% 1 4K,
UV-B#% 4G A A HeNe bt /7642, XI5 £ UVB &R AEAL , MDA AW B T4
FHAL,GSH 47 % ,.SOD APX.CAT ¢4 & A4 % 7 . PAL 69 B HEKT. BrigbE— 2
B ERET M@t AR A £ A al BT T 2T AR 69 8 AALEL.

F48i8  He-Ne ok ; UV-B o4 B s AL 2 %

HESES Q45 MERFRIRAD: A

0 3|5

PN = I s R BT AT N E S S S
B 8 5 (280~320 nm) H§5% , X HuBR b 09485 9 7= A= 1
FLOXAFEOEGIR T ENAMY Tz . UV-B
Xif 4 4 DT 75 1) A T A Ak DA R T K L R Al T
S FEREXA Y A SR RGN AR E
8. BF 5T 2B .78 UV-B 48 5o 390 ] il 3ot 01k &
Sty Jo sk O 1 R B A (H B ) UV-B R 5
o TAY B BT A7 B E 5 B0 R R GO 0
PEREAR BB R A2 16 M 480 ™ AR A 52 W o T
TR YR EE A S OR AR BR A N R B
T P 4R 4 B 5 AT gl AR 2k A0S 45 1 R 2 v A
xif 3 55 ol 30 ) PR BT BE 1, TR BT A CO,
He-Ne #OGSRMEHMP A ERET. B w5
WFoE 4R UV-B & 51 fil CO, {5305 4 b 9 % o f
INZERE L B CO, 48 i B S TR I T 4 B Ak
Yy S R AN T UV-B 5 5 s i i Ak BE s
B G M R — PR R G RS W O R T 4 5E
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118 S WAL BB AR T 9 TIE 95 L I X6 AR 0 1) B 5% A L
PR X 58 S0 58 5 A Al & Fh 7 AR FH A IR B8
FE SE A
1 MRl5RF*®
1.1 #REEss

PIE 57 (Arabidopsis thaliana) Col-0 Az 7% &Y fif
FACHENM=KRG. S TRRUEA : BRS 8
Ft=2:1: DPARKYEEEF A 16 h/8 h, &
B 21+2)C, e E 100~120 pmol /m® s !,
HIXFRE 70% ~80% J2 75 FF 411 6 AL 72 45 645

Ab 2.
1.2 #F#4biE
1.2.1 UV-BéHa

b B kA R A-B AT (R R, 50
8 W, 297 nm) B M5 UV-B 4R 5 HEHE T
R R b7 2 o W% UV-B 4T S5k 2 18] 59 #E
BRI UV-B %8 5 0 58 B2, 5 R B2 0. 82 W/
m”, B4 20 min, UV-BFRIE AR 1 KJ/m” » d .
K AR B (UV-B B, J6 Il KOG A SR T ) X
UV-B 48 5 Dy 3 %85 B gk 47 W e AL g TS ] 742 Y
B i S A (FL, USA) 17K IE.
1.2.2 X Fghrthizma

R L CR O EALES T D Kl 632, 8 nm,
IR 5 mW « mm™*, BRI E] 60 s. OB AL HE
LHEER R EAT - LLHERR 2ot 5 .
1.2.3 Skt

IR (CK) (5 4M 4k B 4 FH2H (B) \He-Ne
BOGAL A (L) (224 2E B il He-Ne 06 E 4 ik 28
41 (BL)4 4.
1.3 IBHRHIME
1.3.1 A—@A5sHnT

2 BRAL AR AR A5 1 O % s 1 Bl st R BB O
M E 0.1 g, /M1 mL 10%TCA WFEEE 4135 .4 000 g
B0 10 min. BUH B WA 1 mL 0. 6% TBA. F
WKW R N 15 min, U A A S L. BT
W 5E 532 nm.600 nm Fl 450 nm T (40 % .
1.3.2 BEAMBFAEHMNE

2 BRPMNEE S 1 7 s VR Bl .

D bRyl 2R A HIAE B 20 mL 3845 7 32, % 5 .
Fiede 1T s ).

52 5 K 45048 & 30 °CHE K TR IR
30 min, ARV JF M E Asso. LA NO, ¥ B2y il A
B o Asso (E R GNAR B 25 ) s o it 2k

F£1 NO; tREMENTE R RS

Table 1 NO; determination of standard curve response system

Reagents/ Tube No.
mL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NO, the

. 0.2 0.4 0.8 1.2 1.6 2.0
standard solution

Distilled water 2.0 1.8 1.6 1.2 0.8 0.4 O

4-aminobenzene

. . 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
sulfonic acid
a-naphthylamine 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Each tube NO; pg 0 1.0 2.0 4.0 6.0 80 10

2)0, ByHEBOFI & : PRI T R 0.1 g,
JnidE i 65 mmol/L A B2 22 v il (PH 7. 8) 55
W EARZE 2 mL,10 000 rpm B0 10 min. B4R
WL IMABERRZE PR 1.5 mL, MR M 0.5 mL,
25 CHRIR 20 min. fRIEJE 5 6 17E bR i e R A 09 o7
PARU A R D A Ass (BRifEfi £ 1
SIEIRE).

30: FEIFE AR I £ b A AR I

WO R NOL (975 B O OV 3558 (D)
HEE O i (g + g ' FW)
XXV, X
(,)Qmmeul - W ( 1 )

o VO R B U AR F (mL) 5 Ry D E B R
Al ) BEREBG EW O RE B () 5V, B 8 I
At EURE Sl 3 BUR B9 AR FR (mL) 5 X o AR il 28 b A
BRES NO, Yk .
1.3.3 GSH 4-8wyn %

Z: PR AR Fy S (W 7 v s A B Bl Bk BCHL R i
A 0.1 g. A 1 mL £ 4 CHEM 50 g/L il =&
Z % (% 5 mmol/L Na,~-EDTA) , JkK Vs B , T4 °C .
12 000X g B> 20 min. ¥ T A LiE 425 2 ik
o, AW 0.5 mL 0. 1 mol/L /8 2% v Wi
(pH7. . ) Hor— 3 im A 0.5 mL 4 mmol/
L DTNB, % — %4 fm A 0.5 mL 0. 1 mol/L
(pH 6. 8). ¥ W 3L & T 25 CARIE 10 min. 7F
412 nm Kb AE W 600 B WO BE L 43 BIE /R ODs Al
ODe. 408 1548 WO FE 22 (8 A As o il 2k 1 2 AR
) GSH & . GSH & & (umol/@) # = (2) 3144

nXV
V. Xm

S o g AR 2 A 75 009 0 A R R4S D16 H IR
P 5 9 (o) 5 VAR i B BOBLEV AR (L) 5V, O
W IO it B B MR (L) s m AR i B 2 ().
1.3.4 SOD & hagml 2

2 HRNRE S50 (4 75 1 AR kgl BRI R g i

GSH=

(2)
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SO 40 %

A 0.1 g, A 1 mL #il# #9 $2 B4 5 (50 mmol/L
BEIR 2% vh i pH7. 8 PN Fr 120 3 4 M s Je i) VK 7%
WFEEZE 3%, F 4 °C .10 000 rpm B.0> 15 min, FiE
R . e Hm A 1. 5 mL 50 mmol/L # &
2% thif (pH7. 8),130 mmol/LMet # ¥, 750 pmol/
LNBT,100 pmol/L. EDTA-Na,,20 pmol/L ## %
FEWAS 0.3 mL, & & bR A 0. 1 mL B, 7806
TR 15~20 min. &4 & W5 7E 560 nm I &
W G RE. G (U « ¢ 'FW » min D #0335
(A, —A) XV,
A, X0.5X FWXV, Xt

S A, A T R U E 5 A 2 4
JCRE sV, SRR S ERBOR B R (mL) 5V, SRy il s B B
MLV (mL) ¢ S 68 52 137 6 B8 A ] (min) s FW

S()Dacnvity -

3

R EE S R ().
1.3.5 APX & Hegn 2
S MR 4 AR T BB 0. 1 g AR IF I A

FHK B WS, #% 1+ 3 A #l# 8 50 mmol/L
K, HPO,-KH, PO, Z i (pH 7. 0 & 0. 1 mmol/
LEDTA-Na,), 4°C .12 000 X g &> 15 min, I 5
ST B O W E B 2 mL R B IR A WP A
50 mmol/L K, HPO,-KH2PO, % vp ¥ (pH 7. 0).
0. 1mmol/LEDTA -Na, , 0. 3mmol/LAsA , 1 mmol/
L H,O, 1 28 pL B INA H, O, J5 57 BIFE 20 C
T 290 nm T 30 s IROBMEAE L, BL AA290 -
min~ '+ 0.1 g 'FW FoR B L.
1.3.6 CAT &gz

Z: BRANEE 551100 (0 7 vk s ek Bl Bk BCHL R S
J0. 1g, in A1mL50mmol / L#§ & 28 v ik (pH7. 0) ,
PB4 ,4°C (15 000 X g B0 15 min, I E
Rk A . B 0. 1 mL BV, JMA 1 mL 50 mmol/
L M2 Tris-HCl 28 sh ik (pH7. 0). £E 25 °C p Fil #4
3 minf5F . A 0.2 mL 200 mmol/LH,O, ¥ # . 57,
BRI SE Asio. BA 1 min N Ay BEAR 0. 1 5 —A-Rig 1%
P EA (WD,
1.3.7 PAL &M am 2

2 BRI S 1 vk s i . Bk EBCHL g A e
K 0.1 g. A 1 mL 5 mmol/L % 3 2, B 6 ik 22 v
W(HN & 0.1 g/LPVP), vKIBHFIEE = A) 3K, 4 °C,
10 000 rpm .0y 15 min, b4 Rk 75 000 il i . B0 4 348
F#, M A 1 mL 0.02 mol/l L-ZXN & &, 2 mL
0.1 mol/LHMR 2% vh ik (pHS. 8), & T 30 C F ik
60 min, il 0. 2 mL 6 mol/L & & 1 /& . il &
Asgo s LLEF /NI Agoo B8 1 0. 01 g — AN il 355 12 24 7
(.

2 RIEHER

2.1 WAZEESENEMW
A TR Ab B 4 RS IT 4 i MDA & 5 19 5% i 25 21
DL 1. P I R B A2 T R A A R o, T
AEHEETTPIEM Rz A . 5 CK 40 . B
MDA S BFAE T 34. 7%, P<<0.01, Z 5 B
=, Uil UV-B 45 B i IR 32 ™ 5 ; L 41 MDA
SEEMT 6.79%.P<<0.05, % ¥, BL 4. H
MDA &5 B 4 M AL T 18. 77% , P<C0. 01,
£ He-Ne BOGIRBAEE — S % b
VAR IR A2 21 UV-B 4 B8 18 pl G Ak 1 3
35p
30k
2.5k
20k
I5F
1O
05p
0

Content of MDA/(umol-g ")

CK B BL L
Treated groups

B 1 R4 XU I 4 MDA 4 & i %

Fig.1 Influence on the content of MDA by

different treatments

2.2 MEEHEFERESENEN

A [] A2 3 X5 40 A T 4 v R AR B B A e R
F 5% e 45 SR DL 2. AR S B R D AT AR
T B B MRS 0+ WA A 8 B H B
e PRI A A R T AR R R AR T
PR, 5 X 40 i 25 48 AN T g B B 3R, 5 CK 4 A
o B2 Oy & TS T 35.56%,P<<0.01,2% %%
BELA O, SFEBEMT 3.08%,P>0.05, 257
AREBLA KO, S5 BAMEKEMIT
23.16% ., P<<0. 01, 2% 4 i 2.

16 k ==

Content of O, /(ug-g 'FW)

CK B BL L
Treated groups

M2 FRABANEF4ULRAET O RES BN Y

Fig. 2 Influence on the content of O; ~ by different treatments
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2.3 X GSHE=H=I

AN TR) Ak EE G HBL RS IF 4B GSH 5 it 1 52 i 45 31
W& 3. GSH SR LUAE N GR B JE P 8 o
Halliwell-Asada & 2 7% B 1 %0 16 & 7T LAAE Ry 3t
AALRI SR 4A. 5 CK 40/ . B 41 GSH
SR T 23.43%.P<<0.05, 2% B &F; L 4H
GSH &HFE T 47.60%,P<C0. 01, 2 F 4% I 3.
BLZ,H GSH & &5 BAMET&E T 12. 08%,
P>0.05, 2% R~ #&.

09 p
0.8 p
0.7 p _P
0.6 g
0.5 p
04Fp
03
02 p
0.1 p

0 . . a .
CK B BL L

Treated groups
B3 FTREAEMNMEIFGE GSH & BN FH
Fig. 3 Influence on the content of GSH by different

treatments
2.4 ¥t SOD &4 8 5 i
AS[A] b B 0L R 7 4l SOD {1 M 1 5% ) 25

UL 4. SOD A] DU Ak S0 A Fh 3 09 8 4k 52 0, A=
i A o AL T B CAT e fb & MK, 5
CK 4 # H, B 41 SOD i ¥ RFEME T 7. 31% ., P>
0.05,. 2% AEF; L 4 SOD {H:F & T 3.3%.
P>0.05. 2% A~ #. BL 40, H SOD iH#: 5 B 4
AR R T 13.25% . P<C0.05. 2 F 3.

25 p

HH

Content of GSH/(umol-g ')
H

20F
- E3 —

I5p
1.0

05

SOD activity/(U-g 'FW-min™)

0 x M M M
CK B BL L

Treated groups

B4 FEAENE T4 E SOD & K%
Fig. 4 The effect on activity of SOD by different treatments

2.5 X APX FHER RN

AN TR Ab B 4 RS I ) i APX I P 19 52 e 2
UL 5. APX figfit b H,O, 5 ASA W . % 4 41
FEA T EAR AL 5 CK A . B 4 APX 3% % T
BT159.73% ,P<<0.01, 25k B &;L 4 APX IF
PETFE T 323.56% , P<<0. 01,25 4k . BL 4,

HAPX WS BAHM LIRS T 100%, P<<0. 01,

26 Sl 3
6p

S5k

HH

4k

APX activity/
(AA4290nm'min '-0.1g 'FW)

CK B BL L
Treated groups

HS5 AREAEMNME RS APX FE R
Fig.5 The effect on activity of APX by different treatments

2.6 Xt PAL &I M

AN [R) b RG50S A B P AL W 1 5 i 25 2R
UL 6. PAL S A 4 7R P9 25 TR ot AR 1 388 42 1) DG B il
P il 2 22 0k A B 2840 B W I T A5 e 3 4 ) T
A . 5 CK 404 . B 41 PAL W& ¥ Thm T
3.74% ., P<<0.01,2% 520 8 %, L 41 PAL 3% M F& %
T 10%,P<C0.01, 22 5 M B % . BL 41, H PAL 7f 1
5 BHMIEMT 9.4%,P<<0.01, 2254 8 2%

640 @
= ! —=—
Z 600 =
o0 L
2
S se0 b
= I
2
— 520
<
Qq -
480 . . . .
CK B BL L

Treated groups

6 FREAEPE R4 PAL B HH ¥y
Fig. 6 The effect on activity of PAL by different treatments

2.7 It CAT B
AR BEXT IR I 4h i CAT 3% 1 #Y 52 i) 4%
WK 7. CAT J@ T 4L & A B, & A 2 & he i fbad
25 p

20

jiINENINES

CK B BL L
Treated groups

7 AR A4 CAT 7 Wy 2
Fig. 7 The effect on activity of CAT by different treatments

CAT activity/(U -g'min")
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E

40 %

AALE i K 4y 7 HOTE M 5 A W AR e
EAERE DA —EXEA. 5 CK 4. B 4
CAT iEMETFE T 91.33%,P<<0.01, Z 3 W B &L

0 CAT JWEPERE T 109. 4%, P<<0.01, 2 S i
. BL 4, HH CAT s 5 B A MELESTT
37.43% ,P<C0.01, 254 B2,

2 HeNe #EXigsE UV-BESFHEFIRELDREEIENHM
Table2 Effect of the activity or content antioxidants in arabidopsis exposed to enhanced ultraviolet-B radiation by He-He laser
CK B BL L
MDA content/(pmol » g ') 2.298+0. 064 3.095+0.032 2.514+0.071 2.142+0. 044
0, content/( pg+ g '« FW) 12.07640. 094 16.37040.470 12.5804+0.473 11.70440. 648
GSH content/(pmol + g=") 0.49440. 054 0.378=+0.070 0.424+0.029 0.729+0.034
SODactivity/(U « g 'FW « min™ ') 1.838+0. 084 1.70440. 101 1.92940. 058 1.89940. 054
APX activity/(AA290nm « min ' < 0.1 g '« FW) 1.265+0.043 2.020+0. 101 4.001+£0. 251 5.357%0.110
PAL activity/(U « g 'FW « h™1) 601.5744+1.913 624.046+1.977 565.403+1.664 541.395+1.646
CAT activity/(U/g * min™ ") 7.307£0. 156 13.980+0. 274 19.2134+0.261  15.30040. 458

BRI 80 += FR v 22 278 Note: Data showed above is means = SD

3 g

KA 5T 3 W 30 58 £ 5 R A W A4 P93 1 SRR
IEEEL . B H AR R e o 1 A AR | A I BT
i A AL L 7 AR TR . T G 4 Ok i AE B, 7
FEE A5 5 52 1 ) 0T i ) R T AR RS ) 1 Tl 2
S AN TR A7 400 B0 AN B ) 25 A S AR B A
LTy fie 52 52 L 240 B PN 9 A R R AR 1 5 A R4
Wy 5 25 K AN T R B IR, P E i S B A S T
A 7R A B M (2245 SOD.POD, CAT., APX.
PAL %) FEEREME (f435 ASA.GSH . Pro) P K i 4A
b R G0 L (A A 44 9 3 1 S AR 3k B — A B A OF
i LAORUEAR ) R 1E F A (R B 5R 1Y UV-B R it
ol P AR A R R TV BRAE 1, F BOE R
TER P9 R AL A 9 15 T 45

WM AE R R L AR IT IR T LS N
rh B B 22 R & N R R 2 UV-B $ BR S  R
FH 27 Al Pro # & #F W B Ft & . POD fy 36 PE7E UV-
BAEG PR R 2 EIH i E miki A UV-B & Bt
6] 4 %€ K 48U R 9T APXL GR. SOD i 3% o F &
UV-B f& 5§t 5 FF 3 47 3806 58 & 3RS 08 4 i b
MDA % FF T ,SOD.POD,CAT [ 1f 15 5] T
AN B i . SRR R R R O %
UV-B H#OEE A Ak 215 B 05 P8 &, B3 T
SOD [F] T.H 2 4545, CAT [7 T./§ 1 457 . #E I 306
RT e | A AE 4 e 480 56 R 300 L (R X APX )
T A S0 5 W& B, UV-B sl i 2 7 5 40
B R T PAL (35 P L 3O S R R R
P SR L UV-B 48 9 5 B o6 2 8 42 &
T T 5 A 5T A5 SR AN TE] 3 T RE 5 R AR
R A [l AT O

WOCHE N — R £ R B 12 B T A4 4 2 4
Sl O A A AR B4 32 3 B A O L L 46

1 B 78 S5 RN . — BN SR SO 8 A Wy~ 80 AL 4
JCRINE P S8 A RN T 3 800 O RE i 2R
Yok oy 1 R A8k . SRR S 8 A A A LK
g PR A B T L RS R T X A R R
TR e B LA Y0 R He-Ne J0O6 50 18 AT B
IS S48 5 B T35 UV-B 5 5506 4005 I 1 Al 19
403 - DATT I 55 1 AR B A A B AR KR

4 Zig

ABESE L R Y UV-B 48 5 S S5O R R 40 1
AR B B - 1 7 A RO T BR R, KA
T IR O IR 4L, MDA & & B 8 7 & UL I A2 1%
PR G H; PAL L CAT #l APX 15 P 4% 5 . 3 Af
FE A2 AF ) Ay D8 2 AR A R PR T M AR RN A A
S DT 3 2o 2 w5 Bt 4 A Tl 1 0 P Ok 4 ) 4 v
B A N 3 M R AR 256 He-Ne OB XT3 58 UV-B
ST LR ST 4 VR AT S b B, R BLS i UV-B 4R
HEALBEAH . PAL B35 PE AR T . GSH & 2= T+ »
SOD.APX.CAT Wi ¥ T+ 7, H b MDA # &
BB 7 & % T . 3X 5 He-Ne #O6H## T GSH
1 ik DL R Bt S A e 1) TR A G

AR SCHE AU R I AE S 32 K M B 58 He-Ne %
SR s UV-B 48 55 X 0 5 I+ Bt 8k i 52 ma L S A
53 F 05 THAF G BT 58 S T Bl AR O IR S R S B
F2 NI R KOF b 7= A A8 52 8800 o 32 8 38 1 52 i) 52
SE B PCRORAGI 22 5 3 1 B B R E 22 7 i B %
A INFZE 7 A 2 L TR 2 e b L SR TR S T A R IR/
iR UV-B R4, WIE 28 A A 8 A4 AL KOF 1
Kl UV-B 8 5 X5 53 i 2800 19 K /.

&% ik
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inquiry in effect

Ramage Repair for Enhanced Ultraviolet-B Radiation on Antioxidant System of
Arabiodopsis by He-Ne Laser

JTIANG Xiao-yan, GAO Li-mei, LI Yong-feng, HAN Rong
(School of Life Science s Shanxi Normal University,Linfen, Shanxi 041004, China)

Abstract: Taking Arabidopsis trained about six weeks as the material, UV-B radiation(1 kJ/m*/d) and He-

Ne laser irradiation(wavelength 632. 8 nm output power 5 mW « mm’, irradiation time 60 s) were used to

process the material. The Arabidopsis were divided into four treatment groups including CK(not treated ),
L(He-Ne laser) ,B(UV-B), and BL(UV-B + He-Ne laser). The experimental results show that enhanced
UV-B increases the contents of MDA, O; and the activities of PAL, CAT,APX ,while SOD activity and
the content of GSH decrease. But He-Ne laser irradiation reduces the contents of MDA and O; .the PAL
activity, and increases SOD activity, APX activity, CAT activity, the content of GSH . In contrast to B

group, both enhanced UV-B and He-Ne laser have similar results which indicated by He-Ne laser

irradiation. The results prove that laser can improve the ability of antioxidant system in Arabidopsis.
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