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W E BN UVBEHENRE AR TFREELARA(BEXR .22 . WX)T
BUEDEMAEH RN ZERAESH T EREW, MRABMBELH, WAEH
rERBE N 3 min B9 PSS A FEETFTHRE(F/F) BEFE, LIF PST KA E
(Do ) T A F K R (qp) W F 5, T3 A0 22 2 K R B (NPQ) U PR 1K, 7T WL % 48 &t
(PAR) 2% PSTL R U B R W T EH K. WA UV-BEAHE,3 AEA XK T, ZWAE
et W F/F, 71 NPQ B4 [ 1K, Dy 1 qp B 4038 A, B3 KA AR R 3t A2 3% A 7 4 i
BT REREEEP, D M EHEE 58 UV-B B4 THMARZ 8 UV-A R H
X, B dEE Tt EE W . UV-B 284 3ot i oL &0 B A A 2.
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XEHRS 1001-9332(2011)05-1147-08 HEHFES S718 XHEIFRIREGG A

Effects of short term enhanced UV-B radiation on the PS [l photochemical efficiency of
alpine plant Saussurea superba. SHI Sheng-bo', SHANG Yan-xia'”, ZHU Peng-jin'”*, YANG
Li"? ('Key Laboratory of Adaptation and Evolution of Plateau Biology, Northwest Institute of Plat-
eau Biology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Xining 810001, China; > Graduate University of Chinese
Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049 , China). -Chin. J. Appl. Ecol. ,2011,22(5) ; 1147-1154.

Abstract; A simulation experiment of short term supplementation of UV-B was conducted to study
the changes of chlorophyll fluorescence coefficients of alpine plant Saussurea superba under three
typical weather conditions (sunny, cloudy, and shady) in Qinghai-Tibet Plateau. When the weath-
er changed from sunny to shady, the maximal quantum efficiency of PSII photochemistry (¥ /F )
after 3 minutes of dark adaptation increased significantly, the actual photochemical efficiency of
PSII (@, ) and photochemical quenching (¢, ) also increased, but the non-photochemical
quenching (NPQ) decreased, demonstrating that PAR was the main factor affecting the PS I pho-
tochemical efficiency of S. superba. After the short term supplementation of UV-B, the F /F, and
NPQ under the three typical weather conditions had a slight decrease but the @, and g, had a
slight increase, while the photosynthetic gas exchange had less change. The increasing trend of net
photosynthetic rate P, and @, under enhanced UV-B radiation could be related to the existence of
more UV-A component, and also, benefited from the increased leaf thickness. UV-B radiation had
potential negative effects on leaf photosynthetic components.

Key words: Saussurea superb; chlorophyll fluorescence; PSII photochemical efficiency; Qinghai-
Tibet Plateau; UV-B radiation; weather.
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I, BRI AR D I R T KB UV-B 4 S 1438
5 N AR W) 2 AR 2522 3000, E 4% B RE 2 B 4% [
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A7 e ] G S ) v i, A ) A A PR A R
W 32 KA AN R M o A 520 15 i X RS
AR 7 E i 29 5 v LR ) 1 T AR S St
. R0 5 PR A5 2 110 22 T A 3 R R ik A2 A B
P v LA ) 1 B S R D B AR g e 2
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TR P UV-B 4 5 a0 B A g e ). B g8 R,
3 AR AR R i v A b DX ) A P EL A A P
P, BERE SRR UV-B i i 707 3, Rt
UV-B 4@ S (01 490 38 6 HE A7 AE H AR UV-B ACi 1)
XUV AR R R ARRREE 2RTR & B B B UV-B
RN e S ARAT AR 25 e 5 R BH AR S KRB il
JEE AN J51 75 35 A FR BT 2% A 7T e iR 1k i i i 245
ER S DA ) Al R 2 N TR U I S
IR AE R TN 1 2 Ry R, T R AT A 40 )
ANl R g0 4

KM UV-B SOCATEBAUR S UV-B & 1 5
{55 (UV-B-supplementation studying) +& ¥ 7} UV-B
AW E R g e RS ST R A
(4 UV-B SGHT 48 14 e R I I A s A 22 5, (HL 8
VEREME IS B |, AR BEAS B S B TP il 2 R AR
P 3R T UV-B fa 416 iEmgAsfb . i FHAT
HAR R BHOGIE T 5, e M A iR A2 pY g6 BoAy B %
HUp=9

K B P 5 6% P UV-A (315 ~ 400 nm) A
SIRDE A A AU ST (PAR: 400 ~ 700 nm) fE 28 fif
UV-B @48 P 6527 3% 55 UV-A #l PAR
REVE T 253 8 ( photolyases ) fiEfL 6 2 16 i &, il
UV-B & 4T AU DNA #4545 DUE 4 56 i
F AR K BH 6 ) UV-A ] W% A% 4 fE 2% fit
UV-BAR S 38 5 09 0 3, AR AT WG BB KR 1Y #b iy
UV-B 5oy 5k B 517710 (H 3T 0 19 2 10 e 7
I I B KB R AT H4h UV-B 2 el
IG5 T3 Ak BRI T A, B R A 1) 0 5 285
WA KB UV-B bt 2 me A e Y. A
T L e JE L AR g 1L AR ) 3E I XU B 26 ( Saussurea
superba ) NIEL AR R AR DL T I AE (1 2% 28 ¢
JCHHRK R = 2 0 52 el R A7 B AL IH 98, 43 B 1 &b
UV-B 85512 616 22 S0R B 3 58 22 7, IR R0
BEADIE SR UV-B 458 55 I G F ok R B8R 67000 7 1Y)
AR

1 HRREHARFGE

1.1 AR5

PRI R AE T E R e Al = R ) A R R
G R N FFE S (TRTRRIEEAL S, ) 284 37 9. B9
SV T v D A B A S 3 1 AR BV e i
R 7% (37°29'—37°45" N,101°12'—101°33' E) , 14K
3200 m. 2l XA BORY A ey R Bl AU, D0 ZEAN 4
B, AR EREZ. BB K TRMmER  BEH
BRI M. K PR SR AR 225N, H R 223
KAEPR-1.7 C4E¥ K3 590. 1 mm; Y4
= S T | BT = i IR o o ) 5 s ]
80% ; AFHy5zhr H AR [E] fy 2462. 7 h, 5 #iE n] Id
SIRFIRTY) 55% . 2% 503 Ry 4 288 7 45 2 1
Hby B 2 T e v S O R R ) I SR O R B
( Kobresia humilis) , 3% KB4 N EZAEAF, 2T
A 0 Y 2 LA ), 32 B0 A 7 7 0 TR
AR 1 e LU Ml DX S S TR Sy RS SE R AT A
R FEGRARIE 1, H )2 E 60 cm 245 .
1.2 W5k
1. 2.1 fg 34 UV-B FRTAb B X0 7 o e o o)
FE IR T4 (0 0 BT A T IR 9 R XU A R R K
PARRN R EGE 10 M, TR I A A R 2.

JEHIH AN UV-B 48 5T LA LS 3 25 1 Flint
Uk HERH = M AR I, 35 em, LERH
N30 em WIE T, HETFREEIT4,4 H8 WY
UV-B 64T 45 (UV-B 308, 3k 57 B G IR BF 58 ) &
B AEFEAT AR |- UV-B 986745 1Y & 56
FEAE 280 ~ 315 nm Z[A], IFAEAT A UV-A Rk
DREIEPE UV-C (<280 nm) 47, B458 UV-B 44+
AbBE(UV-B) FIAT B A0 DL — 2 £F 2 R X2 R R 9
(CA JEEJEJEHR 0. 13 mm) , BESE 2 UERR UV-C 4@ i
CA JERES oL ST 4 K S UV-B R4 UV-A. X ]
(CK) >R AR 2 AT 4, F— )2 Mylar 315 ()& 5
470,13 mm) 5% ; Mylar BEREUE BR AT 45 & 51 A 20
it UV-C 1 UV-B 47, JFRE#& i 38 7 UV-A R it
HH[H] UV-B %5 5 i kb 38 6] 2 8.30—17.30, UV-B
A SRS (UV-B,, ) 835 Bjorn F1 Teramura' ™
FEAIE, UV-B A H 5 X BB AE R HE4M Y UV-B,, 7
K947 F11.98 J » m™ + h™'.
1. 2.2 MR RIS HMME SR FMS-2 {H4#C
Jik i 11 ¢ 64 ( Hansatech 23 &), 92 ) | F 3 1 X
B2 R 3 KRS 5 A R A, D
ST R A I S R O ERR SR
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BE I H TR S [ e 42, i Rt il 4
PEAESE A AL T ROECIRAS. L 30 s [ B IELe & 3 K
M R RTOE R (F,) FIRRSTOLFR(F,),
Z 0 7RIV 1 £ B i 7 28 s 83 55 11 SO
SKLIEESE ARSI i SR 3 min 5 Y /N
=R (F,) M RPOET= R (F ). B5IE RN 3 min 5
PSIl fx Rtk 3% UL F/F, £, Hrp
F. =F —F @& F_FF_ A5 A K ot ss
8000 wmol « m™ - s7',0.7 s fkuh. Ml E 4% PS I
I ERTERLE F, FER G F,,, 5 F JCAb B
S REAG I R, K PHE LR G 38 N e 38 5 b
PR 4 ~5 h, KEJFIE. TCIRBEM0 H 7850 1558 b
I ERE DS F, M F, T LLF PSR AL
AR D K S H A, F,’ L Oxborough
il Baker™ 28 NXiVTE ., F' =F /(F/F,-F/
F.') s PSTTEPRNAL 22 TR @y = (F,-F.)/
F, a5 FEE R K R EL g,
MNPQ 43 i FXIHE: ¢ = (F, -F,)/(F, -
F,")) NPQ=F /F '-1. L FRETOESEIY S L
k[ 24-25 1M i3T5 3 PED T & FRCR I A X
B B A g A AR BRI 2R Al Ly, =
1-@,, /0. 83. R ,0. 83 TR V- fid f TA0%.
1. 2.3 M oA RGN R 745 BE R Ak B
TrAER  BRig i v — BORT I AT A 92 T XU 2
M F 3 ~4 M FERGHN UV-B 8 SALFEAYEE 10 K,
CI-301SP Y5 ZE 1B 5 A ( CID A W), JE ) I 7
2t EOLEEAR(P,) SO E RS SHL W
ERWES 1 LSk A 5 m FFAMY 2 m &5
o TR L 9.30—11:30 Z (8] 3, ISR
O3 7 T A0 s B T s 0 I ) A R R
(29.8+£3.5) C, REAMXBEE K (45.5£9.2) % , b
B RERH N (955+50) pmol - m™ « 57" R CO,
WP A (280+18) wmol CO,
12,4 MR R G SRR FEURAME T R
(REMR Bl BT |, A8 19 — b SHHE R R IO A
F, EF I K, BRI S A A2 sl S A B R
RIRE.

1. 2.5 B HFIE MR ARBL A 7 28 e e
2R DS KU R BE, LI I i 55 R B A0 SR A0HR
Hi. Horp PAR SR 3 H 77 Li-188B 1 & 5 11
& ,UV-B R4+ 3 E 7 Macam UV 203 A +B ( Scot-
land , UK) 284N S 1H00 5 , KAAHXHE B (RH) Fil
ZSSREE (T, ) SR WHMI BUJR IR AL ( RIER S

-1
- mol™.

MEPRAE ) .

WRIB K25 7 2 B JE B RN A0, LA SR A BH 422
RSP T S T R D R B 2] ) R AR A
6 MER. K. MR, RS A D EIF o HE K
(R B0, X B R S OGsR JLT- e 5 11 4% . K
BH & Rl s A B2 ) 2, o L 0 4 S G s A R
T 4% . K H 8 7 79 1) 2 2 B 4, RR SR IR 4 TV
P JEEE R RSB 1Y BH Y, H Ml 1 B S AR SR
WiFTHE; V 9. = 28, BRSO Hh 1 B 52 4%
HMEFEIN ; VI 2. = 2RI, A /NI XA AE /T 5
FRARDE T AT, Ja BB 43 B b R % T 44~
Gy Z RIS B W W, (BT b A —
W2 WCEH A OB MM )T —H, E N L =V
IV G A—4L, 2 N FAK. BB A 5 45 KA
T PAR AYTEREIKECH  BE XK 1800 pumol - m™ - s | &
75 800 wmol + m™ « 87" BIK <300 pwmol + m™ + 57",
1.3 HdEab

ARCHHEEH 2009 428 H1 HES H 15 Hi#E
2215 d 3 AMRLR. 58 TR0 w1 v BB A7 AR 0T AR
T N K A ER A IR B N R B T B A Y
), AN ) R AT M4 3R B S 80 i I A
TR 8 A4 HEI8 A 10 H A £k ds , H A
B T o R AR E AR T 1 8.

ST d ME BB EE B A v a2 2
A48 )5 FH SPSS 11. 0 3447 5341, SR WL = 5
ZE53HT (two-way ANOVA) Flfe /N i 25 25 7k (1SD)
AL BRI 22 5, 3 K P e a=0. 05. H
Excel P, B 5l R P2 (E £ bR kiR,

2 HRS5HH

2.1 HEKb UV-B $8 5 b B R AS [R] RS SR ) R 5%
HFA5 1k

K 2= IR 3 Bl IREE R 43 31
H 2009 47 H 23 24 #126 HAY 14.00 4.

&1 ATRAE A kb UV-B SR TE b3
UV-B FIXF R 2R R 19 = 23R 55 [H 1 PAR ,UV-B,
RH Al T, AR A 38 22 57 5 (HAS [R) R AR 22 1]
AR AL FEARR (UV-B 8 CK) B4 325 5. Bl PAR
(IREAR, SRR, 2 MBARKAF T, 50 5FH
8 CH116 CHIFEML, RH hA B KIRE. K. Zx
FIBAK ) UV-B i 565 5 B A1 320 7 B IR O 22 I 3 22
S, UV-B AL BRSE R Y UV-B 5 508 s X0 1R, B
Za RPN RETBE.
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Fig.1 Variations of UV-B radiation intensities and main environmental factors in enhanced UV-B treatment under different weather

states (n=15).

UV-B. #4b UV-B $& 5143 Enhanced UV-B treatment; CK: XfHf Control. F[] The same below. * P<0.05.

2.2 UV-B 4@ g3 ab¥EX 300 KB R PS 1T ytfk
S T RCR R

PLESRIE N 15 5 1Y BF AR50, B3 Y 3 min
Ja PSR R Hty e KO b2 i TR (F /F,) )R
W7 i R G A AR ] 3 2R T A PR R B AR 4y H
2 [ AEH, RERBUEE I F /F, (IR H R, R
[FRACIRGL T, B PAR WIRRAK, F /F,, 20 0 351
I, S xFERAR L, B UV-B 4R ST F /F 53R
REAEa A, UL UV-B 58 51 3% 5% 58 sl Xt & AL
(1% £ 5

TR UV-B 48 G Ab #3082 X HE A 2, 9 i
KEZ 71 PS 1T SEPRIE S FROR ( Py ) 3
B ] LK ST 1) A S 3 T R LB Rh UV-B 4R
SFH A BB AN ) AR T 1) D s WA B IR B
2.3 UV-B ST 00 KB AT Bt fb2a fdk

A 2E TR K ZR AL R R

LM E S R G 2R K R4 (g, ) AR
A 2E PR K R E(NPQ ) FEAS [F] AR 0] 2 4% ik
2 BBLRARIR G BT R B B 4D UV-B SRS
BB g, MEATHI AN, 1T NPQ L2 s G E # (& 2).
Ut B R BH 8 5635 i mT DL Rl oy s ma i v ik
SRR b B K, UV-B f8 5 2R
CENORERVE(EAER
2.4 UV-B S FEXT 00 B AT oL & ks
S EL ) 5

MR 1 ATLUE N, 5 EAH L, 4 UV-B Zb 35
LMAEH A HER(P,) EBHEE(E) ST
FE(G,) FIBE#h UV-B AP 1 K5 B A 5B i
AR HE co, WREE (C,) JLFJo2E 5, My
#h UV-B AFEAYEE 10 K, R R B Hm (& 1).

F1 i UV-B BB EMRERM F S SEM F BRI

Table 1 Effects of enhanced UV-B radiation on photosynthetic parameters and leaf thickness in leaves of Saussurea superb

( mean=SE)

24 Parameter UV-B CK P n
A HEFE P (wmol CO, » m™ - s71) 5.46+0. 42 4.90+0. 25 >0. 05 12
MR E (mmol H,0 + m™2 - s71) 4.51+0. 62 3.50+0. 71 >0.05 12
M fLFE G, (mmol H,0 - m™ -+ s71) 78.65+13. 37 64.03x13. 81 >0. 05 12
Hala) CO, W C,(pumol CO, - mol™') 274.49+1.26 273.87+1.28 >0.05 12
I FJEJE * Leaf thickness ( mm) 0. 481+0. 005 0. 451+0. 009 <0.05 18
I JELBE * * Leaf thickness (mm) 0. 4610. 012 0. 453+0. 032 >0.05 18

s w ok AP EE 1| RAIGE 10 KA HJRSE Leaf thickness at 1st and 10th days, respectively.
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Fig.2 Effects of enhanced UV-B radiation on photochemical efficiency of PSII , photochemical quenching (¢, ) , and nonphotochemi-

cal quenching (NPQ) in leaves of Saussurea superba.
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2.5 UV-B fESHbFEXTSE 00 KB M R T R0RH
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T RCR AT BRI ( Ly, ) S T H— 22
58 GA MU T BE B AR X 52 BRI FE R, 5 [ SRR
SR G, MR KR L2 = U E PRI, i H
gy 05 FAR , DI BE T 006 A5 , PS TT L P15 8
FR) B T R B B 2 . DI BE Hh UV-B SRS, R4S
3 P RA R A AL BRI Y 0 B 3 25 5% 34D UV-B 48T
RE M U2 T RICR AT BR ) (51 3)
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Fig.3 Effects of enhanced UV-B radiation on relative limitation

of quantum efficiency ( Ly, ) in leaves of Saussurea superba.
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W UV-B %8 5 6F 3 15 KB 45 1 7 0 G WL 1 7 e 5%
M. 3 min 1538 N7 BE P UE A ' Ak 272 748 ) PR AH 41 5y
SRR A 5506 VE RGN A OC 112 A0 28 43 LA
SRS FEAG 1 rh [ R 2 53, LGt B ) 4 BR
& PSR F R Z AR Q, iR b, il
23 PSR ot Ak 2 i T 350CR 1 s R &, 31X
FEAZ 1930 5 W B R R e o T R,
F /F WAL T 7E— 2 R b st PSIUR B Ho R
IR 2 R RN KA R A4
FDG R[] () 22 SEASBH i (0 S50 EAR L, UV-B AR BER
F/F, PIRREGESR BEWE UV-B 46 s ae )
Xif PSIUS H U Y RE SRR I T ).
3 F LR RS R B PAR A UV-B SR BA B 3%
SA0,RH AT, AT B AR (B 1) . BIR TR 220
WNEH R F/F, BT m (B 2), 38 RH A
1% T, % PS TG Ak 2 B Ry 3 R 18 5% Wi 48 /)N, A, g ke
T LA AV ol 3 )35 P K BH A 6 rh
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STOCAERME L =005 a7 HAR Y
RORA O RS IAEE DA AL PS T R
2 AR B BB 23 R D DNA B 48 52 1 4 B
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R F WA LB R T WL, RE 2
FIB R B3 4h UV-B R A0 25512 UV-B/PAR Lk
A THE BN T UV-B FRS AT AE T2 {H
T3 PAR 5B 0 G0 i AH N REAR SR 2%, B LURE )
R IF A 32 BB 50
AR, 0 KB R 1) Doy g, Bl
PAR HIREARTNTTH i , 10 NPQ DU 52 B ARG 34 | 1 4 Ak
BRI AR 0 22 572 40 3915 ) 2 /K, U R PR AR
ST AT DU B S ) PS T S BR Ak 24 350R
Btk MR e 2E 1 K ) £ R R Bl PAR
KA, @, #aT484k , PS T R o7 oo B i JF e, S B
JE AT REA AR A 5, BB S | i K e R 2k
FFAR. SXFHEAH L, UV-B AL BE Do FT g, S8 00, T
NPQ A FEAR I S (B 2) , i #b UV-B FE A
T PS ARG ROR I . Xt ARS8 5 2
TP e B A SC M SRR X 3 UV-B 5 S 2%
G IAT T A B, 45 R 3R, 35 4h UV-B
FRSHACFRZE F  CA R UV-B 308 2 GAT 45 44 L 1Y
UV-B Ak 3 & 555615 (475 Bl 78 290 ~ 400 nm Z [,
Mylar 5% F1AH [R5 KT 45 #4185 9 X JECA% o't 3% i [ 78
315 ~400 nmZ[6] (& 4) . 488 = BRI 0 — & 5ot
T2 43 0l 5 — PR e i 2R AT A R A PR
Ja 2 H A A R ST UV =B, W) 32 25K [ UV-BAE

0.08 r — CA+UV-B 308
o -+ MylartUV-B 308
g
o 006
g
i}
gﬁ% 0.04
=25 v
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=]
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¥ & Wave length (nm)

4 PIRHEXS UV-B 485 OGIE I i 1k ik

Fig.4 Permeability comparison of Mylar and CA films to UV-B
radiation.

CA+UV-B 308 : £74E RN LRRIFHIEA UV-B ZOLITEIH S UV-B
308 lamp covered with CA film; Mylar+UV-B 308 . Mylar i[5 F1 UV-B
308 ZEGATEIILH A UV-B 308 lamp covered with Mylar film.

B0 IR UV-B A S 5 #b UV-By 19 0. 21% , P B
RIS T 7E 2R G 2R, #E— 200 K30, Bk UV-
B AL FRLHAE 315 ~360 nm Z [8] i A /N4 UV-A
BLAY AN BE SE 4 6T HR BT DT BC. AR A i3 R 56
T, UV-A P B RS Refe bt AL, 9F
WG YE A 1 ( photolyase ) 2. UV-A %R 5t A% (1 4
JAD T UV-B 5 G E ). AR
GEIRFW], A UV-B 4R 2L S AHXT B 2 1 UV-A
B RHE T I KB AG M R S ALIF R (R 1) 0
BT CO, AR F B, AR TR EERA
AR R, 0 T X L A5 PR ) ATP Al
NADPH [T #E 5 1176 A 38 JF 5 A 1 #8352 He i
Doy WEFRZE BEMLUE PS T N H O 1) H oy
e AR TR AT RER L. XS RIEZFHTE
FFREEF AN AN UV-B W 52 I A L0 2 UV-B 4% 5
B G E FH 04 5 e B AE TE S0 A — SR R 2

UV-B ZbHAE HE 6 A WA AR SOk A R0CR 1 1
TNIEAGERI UV-B 48 5% 5 LA 8 e & Thhg B
AARHEVEF. 0B M RN UV-B %8 558 B AR SR X
EWNBE M H W F/F, BA LR 7 (&
2). #4h UV-B 4@ AL BRRE , SEM0 B 4G A &
TIfe 5L 1A F- 30l Ak &2 i AN BF- i 2 . UV-B
AbFR A AR XF 2 (1 UV-A 853 A 28 T 0 B S AL IF
gD T A SRR B S FL R 5 0 AR )
HEIAT RN TR A AR B A SOEBIEIRS R
HEATIREMIFEAL. Btk %F UV-B AbHERS UV-A %
SYAEXT A 2 R W W JEE 8 AR RT3 v LU A 4 36
0 XE 2 BRI R T AR P, A A B — R R R 4
(£ 1), AREE ST H PS TRtk 2:3L
RAMEAT B (& 2) . R s N RE R K K
B bR B ot B A B R
HiE I AL T 2R R RN AT A 22 W S A i) SR ARk
WS B, A A HLFA e e UV-B 51 4 475 35 4 4t
TAHBUMANABRER i R PR R G T
& BEHRAE 2 A SRGIE Th A S A UV-B
FRETE L R, G AN UV-B G A B
B, YA LR BRI SO 3 A, £E DG
T PSR rfts I B S e fb 2A R A =
CiNiz

ARIRARG T 3 min BEIER G F /F, 17284k
FEA I A K AR T e e b X A 1 3 v R, H
JEA MU PS T YAk 2450552 UV-B 54152
HEA—ERnT vk, i B i T iE2A e N R fH
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TEH R AT R 5. B, X T & LA
UV-Bid 74P 1 e R 4 B0 2 N M= ST 5,
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