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 E ZEEF (humic-like substance, HULIS) JE—Z/KiEME . XA FREESRAVLIREY, ¥ LT
Fi . =i, MEFMRSTRY (PM) H o ARSCEZELER T RS PM H HULIS MEEBCH A Hr % . B3
Pk R RDREE, AT T PM AR E SR (LR Fe BT ) SR AEEM AR
( reactive oxygen species, ROS ) MTHE K DNA FUBEEHLIR, i — 2P 8¢ 1 HULIS ( & A 7] 3% i S A0 iE i
5, ) PR a5 U 4R B A U PL-4 JE FRARIE B ROS MBILEE. 55 XF oK 3k K, HULIS MY A% 7 ] 4
TR, 5145 NZ NGRS HULLS ., 4 Jm 5538 o 4 i P9 4 A= ROS 1 5 Ke 4 Jif 25 4 #H 56 1 A
5%, JFIGHE HULIS Wb 2E 451 . 70 T 5038 e st 0 A, B A sth 48 7R W B 4540 5 440 i 1 2 1 4
HURIFIIC R, DAY RS HULLS A9 {8 R I 42 1L S 4.
KR BB, SrEEREG, WOLME, dMIREEE, EPEAELPEY R

Determination, physical and chemical characterization and health risk
of HULIS in atmospheric particulate matter

LI Xudong' SUN Ning' TAO Ye' CHEN Yantong' YE Zhaolian' ™ GE Xinlei* ™
(1. School of Chemical and Environmental Engineering, Jiangsu University of Technology, Changzhou, 213001, China;

2. Jiangsu Key Laboratory of Atmospheric Environment Monitoring and Pollution Control, School of Environmental

Science and Engineering, Nanjing University of Information Science & Technology, Nanjing, 210044, China)

Abstract Humic-like substances are a kind of water-soluble, high molecular weight organic
mixtures, which usually exist in fog droplets, cloud droplets, snow and atmospheric particulate
matters (PM). This paper mainly summarize extraction and isolation, analytical methods,
toxicological property, absorbing-light characteristic and photosensitivity, with emphasis on
exploring toxic mechanism on DNA damage via generation of reactive oxygen species (ROS) from
organic matter and transition metals (especially iron), and further put forward ROS formation
mechanism via individual HULIS or HULIS chelating with metal to form organic-metal complexes.
At last, the research direction of ambient particle HULIS (reversible redox-active sites) in the future
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is prospected. It was pointed out that we should highlight intracellular ROS determination and
cytotoxicity from atmospheric HULIS and metals, with more attention on quantitation on chemical
structure, molecular composition. On the Basis of above study, we can better obtain driving
mechanism and correlation between matter structure and cytotoxicity, and try to provide insights into
the health risks caused by atmospheric HULIS.

Keywords humic-like substances, extraction and isolation, light-absorbing characteristic,

cytotoxicity, reactive oxygen species.

FL7E 1998 4F, Havers 45 1" % 8 [] AR& Ff 1 3k 17 R 42 19 80K 9 43 A1 & B, KUK ) (particulate
matter, PM) H R i 10% B4 50 J@ T 98 R e BRI 2 K 41, i ot B8 1 A e i g o 8 e SR HH
{8 B ik 21 41 56 3% (fourier transform infrared spectroscopy, FTIR) . #% i 3t ¥% (nuclear magnetic resonance,
NMR) G5 X A5 R HEAT T 3RAE, A ILEE R RN 458 KA RS0 rh 0y S pa R A s B R AR, (05 F & AL
IE B Re T R K AL-S Y, BRI 5 18 (humic-like substances, HULIS). HULIS & —2K 55 14 . 7K
e AEXT R (— M 200—500 Da, AT 143 F 1 b 200 %) fUA HLIR A 40 %, 2430450
GERFN A R | R R B A R B RE 1A 04 Al U T O 5 1) 5 B s A A R, {HL 5 i K A S B A
L, HULIS A9 2 101 36 M 58 5 . R M TR /N . 405 A5 5 M BB IR, HULIS 3 A7 7F 755 . &~ BRE
PM R0 =100 SRR A DL Y A R A,

KA HULLS SRIET 2, A FE AP Bpkee™ ), Alah 2 B ACHER ), 1 BBt o Ak st
o A W ST R APE NS 2 R R s g (AR RV AH ) 2 e 32 B A R 1 SR U 2 ZE AU A ) R e HE FIC R R
JREAG Y (3,5- "R IRHIR) 52 H HEECOH) 7E = I RV I, & B2 90 -5 16 B R A vs T8 1 (1)
UV-vis JiEEEA —2, RATTAY R AR TR A iR E Ko 19 HULIS™ A PR 2 IF
Ji& VY 25 P RS SR AR S g, o 7 9 R A HULLS, 5 3000 PERS 5 2; Lin 5520 fF 52 R0,
2 A ) SR Jpe 5 W 114 IX 38 R A<, HULLS ¥k BE W 2 5 . Limbeck 552 1Ak H I C 288 & 1) HULIS KI5
— YRR I i 57 A M BE RN HULLS ZK-F-, A4 T 76 B R SOV A AL T S 186 0 s 2683 1k
AR S AR SR S B JE B HULLS; VR 42 S AR AL PR L7 AN 72 A — IR HULILS, {H HEC 5 A4 (P
R T OREE) FIAS R £R vT a1k TR R N TR B HULILS, A I 4% 25 0 (] il 2 £ 5 A HL 9 W AH A1k 2
HULIS J¥ J8 i — > E ZER PR . Tinuma 5557 WF5E T 7ERRVERL T4 T, o3k 19 R AL IE i SOA, Jf:
ZEMNE S5 R BoR, BORAHA LI T 40%, HIE M T BA HULIS PR AL G4, 98 RIS, fiig
FUAHLAL A P AP 3R B N TR B s 43 —F kA AL R 6 FAT PILBR AR I (— 2R E 2249 HULIS) . il A3 iF
13 $2 R W 58 B HE K i 1) 2 25 55 4% (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, PAHs), /& & i HULIS ¥
KR Z—.

HULIS 78 KA 8 vt %5 3 Z24E F, 1] 4nJE i 2= 58 45 #% (cloud condensation nuclei, CCN) | i 13 ¢
D AR R in BN 1 S HR 3R 0032 R g e 5 A DT 75 | A A i e A% RO AR 2 T g S50 S AR, 3275
e (1) 23 A HE B W) 5 3E o A0 B T AR T B AL ) B (reactive oxygen species, ROS), 14§ H,0,, O,
“OH 1 RO-, DA S B 48 | W Wiy S5 58 55 % Ty (9 BIE S 5108 17 02 J6 [ B AR 2 0F 58 1) [l 4%
HULIS 5 # HULIS-i3 ¥ 42 J& 255 7 42 ROS, M-S S0l FFE 52 1 XU A 4 FH AL T 2.

S RARLY h HULLS BB LU 2, (H G T HARRIE | 78 KA AR T VR FH DA RO A B 1)
5 A ML 55 08 A AEAR 2 AN B M, PR 5% AP 9 HULLS HLA 2 28 ). Zheng 451 2538 T
HULIS B 5E J5 3, H S 0GR 1 4037 W SR AUWURL ) Hh HULLS Vi B2 I 23 748 4k ke 5. AR S0 R4
HULIS #5325 AR B 16 L M T ik . AR B PEAILE] . WOGAeME | BBtk 4%, A0 TR IR B
H, ROS A 72 J5 75 F1 HULLS RO BRI, DA O B2 4T 1 iR PM H HULIS B PR 2%

1 KX HULSH 2 BB 5 E & 9 W & & (Extraction, isolation and quantitative analysis of
atmospheric HULIS)
1.1 HULIS 73 & 2007 13
I T HULIS 43 25 38 B 7 75 A 356 18] A3 25 B (solid phase extraction, SPE) B, B 41 45 FEL K 7%
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(capillary electrophoresis, CE) ", B 32 #t {f1ji% 1 (ion exchange chromatography, IEC )™ Jz AH = %0k AH
3175 (reversed-phase liquid chromatography, RPLC) P, 73~ HEFH €433 7 (size exclusion chromatography,
SEC) P 45, X S8 7y v U HEN [R], U4 B H B9 HULIS R Ak 2= I AN 45 44 CUnAR S 23 o & L i 1 R
S5 )REA 22 5. b, HULILS #5325 A O 5 . DI 7 i A e B S 9T H ) (R AR W g vk L Rmrok
1. WSS ) A O, ANRIAAFSE B /Y G DI i) HULILS #FioAS A,

LRk, SPE VA T HAHRMER M R AR O0 A, 2 HR N H &2 Mk F
SPE #: A4 C18(/& BEmi/K M . M%) ™, HLB(GE/K B RG-SO B 7)) U XADCIE 85+ R AL
JE ) DEAE (5551 BH 25+ 52 #A% fig )™ A1 SAX (5P [ B8 A2 4 i Jig ) 1 45 5, 2 (5 KRS PML R
HULIS $2UHIE B 7387 149 80%“Y. Hif 3 FhF FH g /K 14 43 B HULIS, 17 DEAE 1 SAX | HIH 22 R P45
FEAT 53 B B FRIOCE IR PEIOR G H A /K 3O V89 pH )5 48 SPE A8 B8 K A UL v g
KA HLY (FH WSOCypo 7 7~ ) 21 W B AE L, 3 09 8 TE ALK 5 14 4 43 Fin R K A AL ()
WSOCyp 27K ), 88 Ji F B . Bl %9 I (810 2 2% - P 23 W) 8% NaOH Ik 36 H W B A b B 350 43
WSOCypo, Bl HULIS. Sy T 42 5 48 SO, (A RAE R[] SPE A HR B HR I J7 3% . WSOCgpy i
TR F N T 3 804 DRI ) B9 IR DT PR B IS W) . A DL AIBEZS; WSOCypo 1 N 40+ &
(K48 ) IR PR BRI G W . D5 &R . K . A HLASTR AL | PARR AN E BLIR M. H AR 44 7 |2 KR
) f i I T ik — 2045 HULLS 38 2o B 1 HY 5 /0 F s 8 o 9 9 53 20 4 BB HE HULIS-n( Hp ) A
HUILS-a(F2 1) BIAF5E.

HULIS & A R AL 5L D5 A R S5 B RE I, YA dh b A A & ) 5 A X S8 B R AT, 5 255 e 2 X
) HULIS 194 Bt 41 73 Rk . HULILS (Y42 CCR 52 SPE A | A o3 . B ERSR A RNk B 20 43 1)
. 1 E4E T 4 B[R] SPE AEEEEX HULIS (9205, /N [R] SPE W R AT 45 44 A1 0 R WL 3% 1.

P LA R . R N
@ Sample 27bAmmonia- (b) Sample IR (€) Sample NaOH 40% Bk VI
v ;- 0,
(PH=2), methanol (pH:.Z) Methanol (pH:?) (pH=13) 40A)m.ethanol—water
oy V@ SRR o, 1@
HLB C18 XAD-8
L coc B soco B soc
v I R — H
WSOCyp HULIS WSOCyp HULIS WSOCypr HULIS Effluent HULIS
(¢  FEM 40%m Bk R (D) e, EAKNaOH (B s
Sample 40%methanol- S nﬂ] water+NaOH | Sample
(pH=2) waer ample ) I mol-L™* NaCl (PH=2) NaOH NaOH/NH,OH

o, o X

cis

-WsocHPO

lei Ny le ......................... vl

o, o

v
WSOCyp HULIS % | HULIS WSOCyp HULIS # % HULIS
Effluent Effluent
TeHLA S Bk PEndiE 1L

HYI — LRI TR
B 1 SPE {2t HULIS 2%k
(a-d)HLB, C18, XAD-8, DEAE(e-f) XAD-8 HIk XAD-4, C18 HE: SAX
Fig.1 SPE extraction of HULIS steps
(a-d) HLB, C18, XAD-8, DEAE (e-f) XAD-8 in series with XAD-4, C18 in series with Sax
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F 1 K[ SPE W B A3 254 N FH v

Table 1 Different SPE adsorption column structure and application range

SPERE WA B N \ T
SPE Filling composition %%JE}E . T—#jp%éﬂé} Range of
column and characteristics Separation principle Chaff interferent application
o CISEIERS, TERLHE, P ke CEEABLRE. AR EE s
) B ST Wk ) e A AL Y5
PAHs, At 55
JFATIR . JHHERIR . FR MR
N-& i LM S I 11 FIFHZE . BikM: HAH [T Ty,
HLB = 2 I N SRR R
LilibEtase ]
RA BN NG, .
FIAL G P A 5355 _— e . [ N
] Kl BN — T . 3
XAD-8 ﬂllfii%iz;ﬂ % W b Kbl i 43 ¥ 0 Oy iR KPER TS
I - FIRAL GRS A . e
AR, e SN i SO TR Y
DEAE R FERA. TERE T 3.5-~ BT s
= SHR E AV S e 3R " =
SAX SR BT g FRIRAECT8 HEZ A H

C-18 #: i Wik (pH=2), HULIS FIE5 & 1 . K T 2= A WAL & W AR B AE AL 10, JeLEh
RS E 0 5 23 T RS W AR S S A 880 = Hh 2 1O AR I HULLS W R A 45 AR 1 1) A HL
LB N5 HIR . ARBY) . KT 4 NIRRT —JoiR . —JCR, i3 PAHs FIRHR SE.

HLB #1: DR 26K P N- M BEmE g S B A1 g — M B2, # i ws i 1k (pH=2) , HLB A1 A DLk
B2 (Ko A ALY, B0 55 B AR M B BB A1 1946 & ) (1—COOH,—C=0) th & 8 # B8 (35
HULIS ¥ B &), B & A — A sk 2 A B G, ina@n QIR | 20 e RMH . R 1 55 8 B R ARAIR.
Lin 25U B HLB 2038 KR AZEE A MLAL & W0 08 B R, X Se ) IR A0 356 4 1 /N HLELE & PE A
PURR (N 212 . WERRAE) | ARFE R TR 43 F &1 OBEZS) LS B ARG 1, I rb 2R B RR RN 48 — H iz
AR B 3R B v, XA PR T 2R 3R H—COOH ‘B fit FAT Sof W R 301 F4 552 R .

XAD( 5, DAX) A JE B T B KL A, % F XAD-8 Fl XAD-4 42 H HULIS™. XAD-8 {4 84 20 4% &=
BN B K Z5 K R A A W A (CAn 55 B R . 2% L A MLAH R SR A BE IR IR ) , (BANO5 B A vl 8k 5
2L NaOH i e Bd >k, B 432t HULLS 2R 05 &R, /N 43 10 55 W B A HLY (= — 18 L 3,5- 5%
SO R AAR 2R R ) B — A VR B 4 T U IR HULLS & B mAIRUT. Sk T 45 2 443 He B 4 T 1)
HULIS, A #5871 5k H] XAD-8/XAD-4 P A0 i Bk 45 $& B HULIS, B3 8 XAD-8 (1% i % W 5 ¥ ik
XAD-4 #:F, 4385 /N5y T 26 7K HULIS (3] o 2 | i 2 R0 AH X 43 7 /N 16 g i e — o i Fn —
JUIR).

DEAE #: N ZHEAT pH I8, (H 75 255 2 75 B2 09 a0 NaCl s e R e A1, X 3,5- ¥ 3
ZE R T-HE I 2 1, Pt DEAE ¥ % K4S rh HULILS 443 55 5 0 o B Bk, oA F1) T 2 S e o
oL RS R R AL A P ER
1.2 HULIS & &0 M ik

HULIS W % J7 548 2, 45 5615 7% (UV-vis, 2¢51, NMR, FTIR %) 13k S 3% i (HPLC-MS-MS.
HPLC, GC-MS %)™, H gy b F K HULIS W58 B 2 R 615 1k | 28 & Y6 HIUR (evaporative light
scattering detector, ELSD)HPLC . i 45 AT HLAK 73 A7 {X (TOC) I 22 75 31| HULIS-C ¥ B J5 53¢ DA 46
R T (0 40500 JCe AR 5 i o B, 0T AR S E AT 8 1, H RTH FH 950 JE I BB R (SRFA, [H bR
JE 5 ) 5T 323 ) F1 Pahokee Y JiF 58 R (PPHA) 2. {H 45 6 B 1) f&, SEBR R HULIS EerifE SRFA (145
TG AR H A 2 AR LA D).

1.2.1 Jeigwk

UV-vis BRI 0050 AR/ B 1Y HULIS B9 W% BE Rl & 5 96 645 5 HULILS B A5 Y i

(41 SRFA) () He e i 6] 42645 21 HULIS (¥R BE. 76 UV-vis M2 Fht, B 5 96 4=250., 285, 300, 350, 375 nm
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Ak B ' BE AR AR, SR F 350 nm AT 450 nm W B HUAE (E350/E450=5.9) 7] LIAE R 7N53F HULIS B35 7R ;
Al DL 3E 5 XF b HULIS R 5 5 bR 7 W B 9 SRFA 76 3% K 250 nm. 285 nm 4b W2 6 B 45 2 k5 Y
HULIS ¥k &, fi Bh 280 nm &b A4 FE SR I 24K e(mol ™ L+ em™), il 1t M=534+1.33¢ i ] 155 i HULIS (¢
S35 43 7 R Y 3 O kil R AE B R DK (Jexe) & BT IR K (Jem) Y L Jexc=330—350 nm,
Jem=420—480 nm (7 HLR); lexc=250—260 nm, lem=380—480 nm (HULIS) 3 FAiF HULIS 45 f3s
JECA e s E S Y R OETE . 5 &R E TR R PR TR ER L, K0 TR
HULIS {75 8 28 60 2 X AP G 5 B8 0 13545 HULIS A2 250015 8., HLEA W i A i (W%
WA & BT, E NSRS . "H-NMR® > 1 FTIR A] LA3k45 HULIS (946274540 DL KR e 115 8
'H-NMR 43 M £ B, H PO Je A7 AR 2 BB (29 40% ) FIR WA (29 50%) th, HAE/NBAr (11.5%) 716D
Fr k& H; Samburova 261 R F 4L 19 'H-NMR 4387 T KA PM, H HULIS (' E REHA, KB o0l . N
R . W . NG D % 25 R BE T e R 9x107""—6x10"° mol-m?, /i . HULIS 14 14%, & Kt T A M BR 52
HULIS W35 HFRIRE = T E R,

G e T B B TG AT K A5 3 HULILS Wb W I HERR 445, 36 6 6 R R e 45 8 M 4y
M, AN FH T R S A0
122 Btk

ELSD-HPLC 2 /& T 4F e 48 M A — e s A 0 7 9%, A L T H B 32, W /9 HULLS R 2 B o
By, DAL ohy SHem 1 55 2 I T 56 (& (6 A A 2 R ViR, ) . ELSD AR B AT AR S — 26 5 110 3% T 1k
(953 857735 (AN SPE) AR 820 B, 43 85 2o B2 rh oK 43 B8 1 B K AR 40400 J0 A S Bk U 22 17, T LASE
i ELSD A4 7 i FA I 5 350 40 (R 28 K 480 ) 78 2 B, i B 17 3 700 %) T 00 7R DR 3k B A8 b 5 | 1 6 4 1
7%, BV A BE VR A 23 7 A R 2R TS, R L2 PR 32007 AR l3d ] 748 HULILS X FE R HIE5 4 1)
AbA W BRI Lin 2509 % FRERE, NAFA FIl SRFA A 3 FhAr e i, FI ELSD 600 i 57 5 1 B 0 56
R, RIS 3 B0 A 25 R AN TR], (E e Rz 1 R e B A R O R (R IBOG B 81D 58 4 — 3, Ui A
ELSD J& —Fl i) 5 HLIE A F A0 4548 Ak A ks I 10 o J7 R 104 53 B A i 245 JHAS B R 7 ng-pl !, AN
FEBE R 10%, PRt B8 00 20 43 B4 2 S AT 37 sl A BT ARG, {1 BLSD ) A6 00 464 56 i i 0l 241 - 114 4%
J M BG4 2 I, Emmenegger %559 B Yk 4 R H ELSD-HPLC 320 & K< PM Hr i) HULIS ¥,
it C18 A [ AH 5 B HULIS 4143 5 FH%Z 5 36 0 1 i - 95 B2 3k X8 PM, o HULIS H “F- 2459 B 4
1.1 pg'm?. R T f# HULIS T AL & W B TEAN 25 4, fR Z2 0 55 1 SR H LC-MS/MS XK M L 55 43 F &= 1
HULIS H 0 REA (IR . 7 BB . — ool . OIS . Bk &4 2E1 7 = oA

P A2 L — A v 4 B A T E A T 0 2 1), R A5 310 1) HUILIS ¥R T R 2 s 1, R 5
JEAE 4, T ELI A2 ) HULLS AU 5 5 58 SRR P | A A5 A R AE AR L7, AN REAR 22 &k HULIS /K
S, LA AR R WA B AR E A bR VEY) . HPLC-ESI-MS I € & B HULIS 443 75401, 5 e
ANt 4000 Da, KA B HULIS A9 53F i — A T 400 Da; Kiss %558 5% FH BT 1% 19 7 WA 5
KA PM i HULIS #9343+ °4 215—345 Da.
1.2.3 HULIS-C By 5 F ik

TOC 7l 72 /% J& HULIS-C [k BE, 75 3¢ DL 3% 48 IF 5 (1.811"8—2.550) Sk Al 1 HULIS ¥ B, 3X Fh 75
TRAR RS A R AN HULLS ¥ BE 90 , e 45 5 5 OC Ml EC &8k 41 3 vl DL B3 th i H
SRR HT. b OC By R R 0.11 pgC-m, EC F S HiBR 4 0.05 pgC-m?, OC (145 %5 By 4%,
EC 2} 7%. St 45 PR 52 SR AF b i o SRATE IS [B) R 295 S5 A 52 ), 39T 0 1.8 100, XA AT 1,930 98
B0, A Uk b HULIS-C 29 5 WSOC # 15%—60%, 1HA47 It 75 3% 70% LA b AS PR AR 0 i 5 T
WM E ZE 4 2= PM, s H HULIS AR WG4, 425 HULIS-C/WSOC FU{E K 50% 2247162, 36 2 10
T ER AN T FIAAT . TR L ARAREEINE /Y HULIS J7 B Fvk . i 28 n 1, PM, s o HULIS ¥k 78
AT BBl T (R S BB ), M 0.08 pgrm™ 3] 11.8 pgrm?® ANZE, (BAE R 28050 T, HULLS ¥ 15
1—7 pgem™ Z [a] . ARk U6, 2% F HLB Al C18 P Ak 7 $2 B2 35 10 7 3 2. 75 8 i JiL HULIS-
C/WSOC HAEEr. H 46, =Y k5 PM i HULIS-C 2 5 & WSOC £ 60%>", & T8 58 HULIS-
C/WSOC % L (45.5%) ). 2448, HULIS-C/ WSOC /4 ik 52 25 | B A2 4k, Lin S5 X 2RI = A M
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DX 3 ATl X R £E Y PM, 5 J80K7 F HULIS ¥ 4 5.9—18.1 pg-m; Kanpur fY Indo-Gangetic - J5 4% 2=
AW I A 5% B, 9 K HULIS-OM( 17.3—38.0 pg-m™) (5 PM,, 1 & OM 8 20%—30%, 7%
HULIS-OM ¥ & (19.8—40.6 pg-m™) f i {HAE & OM 5 H AR, HULIS-C/WSOC [ KA1 18] 5351 A
0.37 i1 0.45.

F2 KA PM H HULIS I J7 1 Ko vk J

Table 2 Determination method and concentration of HULIS in atmospheric PM

o N IV I e Iy
TREHD FEm SRR SY I HULIS-C  HULIS/  HULIS- W7E ik
. . . . Quantification
Site Sample type Sampling period  Isolation method  /(pug-m™) (pgm?) C/WSOC method
b= PM, 5 2012.6—2013.4 HLB 7.5 — 59.5% TOC
i PM, 5 2011.12—2012.11 HLB 2.69 — 62.8% TOCH"
. Ll PM, 5 2017.1—2017.2 HLB 4.18 — 51.4% TOC
|
" 2012.12 — 7.24 84.7%
BT sz gy PM, 5 HLB ELSD™"
2013.6—2013.7 — 2.15 80.2%
[liiE73 PM, 5 2008.7—2009.8 HLB 3.1 — 34.5% PR
T PM, s 2009.1—2009.12 HLB 483 — 48.0% ELSD!"!
2006.7 — 43 37.0%
g M TSP HLB Ak
Z;E‘ 2007.1 — 7.8 44.0%
Fits PM, 5 2007.11 HLB — 11.8 60.0% ELSD'"Y
Hii PMy, 2002.8—2002.9 SEC — 1.32 30.0% UV-vist®
bhE TEHE PM,, 2007.11—2008.2 DEAE 2.28 — 38.6% TOCEY
i 2011.7—2011.9 1.75 — 51.0%
EEN TSP ' : HLB ' o TOCH
2011.12—2012.2 1.50 — 30.0%
R PM,, 2015.12—2016.1 HLB 15.3 — 45.1% TOC!
S T PM, s 2002.7—2003.7 XAD-8+XAD-4 1.97 — 51.6% TOC)
an
Aehf Hii PM, 2005.12—2006.1 C18 — 1.10 — ELSDP
L 2015.6—2015.7 13 — 50.0%
i ] PM, 5 HLB ’ TOC!™
2015.12—2016.1 1.9 / 60.0%
- FP,J‘HJ PM, 5 2007.7—2008.8 HLB — 7.1 — ELSDRY
T PM, 5 2002.9—2004.5 C18+SAX 0.08 — 21.0% TOC!
R P TSP 2015.8—2015.9 HLB 0.22 — 59.0% TOC™!
T 0 Skl
M TSP 2006.7 HLB — 5.7 40.5% I
FU3/ 7 NN 0]
%H PM, 5 2002.9—2004.5 C18+SAX 0.35 — 23.0% TOC!
1 5] PM, s 2002.9—2004.5 C18+SAX 0.37 — 14.0% TOC!

1.3 HULIS H43FF170 28 4 B 0 i

HULIS /& — 2555 MR & A ML, B ioC T T Mot R4 R S 2= Rt i s il 3 0. 4y +
2H I E R IR L TP AR EUS , SR N,O-M (= H 3 A 36 ) = G & Bk B ( bis(trimethylsilyl)
trifluoroacetamide, BSTFA) KE3EAL, FH GC-MS Mg LR FE | BRI LG9, Mal™ 452k F] HLB #: [ AH %< Bt
Jei  AVAUH GC-MS Xif i [E Tk R X B 2= K, PM, s F HULIS i 11 55 3 iR (B2 BE A& H R | 4P (-] -
XP)R R, FERR ., THMR) . 2 Fssemkm (R SL 488 1 . fif L8 A1 3 Rl e (O
TR BER . TR 3L 16 M s R R AL S AT T e &, (X AN R R Ik
HULIS 43 7K *F-. Chen 55 & H] FTIR Fl & 43 B DU G B[] ©AT BT RS AU SRAE T PM, 5 o rb M R R 14
HULIS(HULIS-n Fl HULIS-a) B9 fb22 2549 Fll o3 F 550 A, & 3 HULIS-n & & HR M 45 /A Co-C g MY FEIE
&%, 1 HULIS-a & A K& AR 7 F 5 R B2 MEE (C4-Cy) . Stone ZEHILC-MS-MS 3 T /K [F] 45 ¥4 11y
HULIS {2 8 B MR E T PM, 5 oY HULIS BRI ZE . FRIRZS . B2 A LR IR R 45 19 & #. Lin 554
KR IE | i 5 2% 85 1~ (EST) #4755 20 9% i 1% (ESI-UHRMS) #F 98 T 3R VT = £f DI A K b X e 22
PM, s " HULIS #7841 i, Bl CHN, CHON, CHO., CHOS. CHONS % 5t 2 41 il i ) #h J2 T & 1k
(O/C. N/C), Kl H A HLER R TR . il A LA ER g B M R BR AR 5 VOCs Y4 A I i 7= ), ixX A~ 58 4l



12 ] ZENBAR A IR P B R I 5 | BR AR B A RS 3793

UL HULIS P &4 K B4 S W A LA 59, BIAL & R EIIX  FiA ) 5 G BT RS,
X R 2 48 T A A8 A3 D S IO 7 A S W, S T X RREAT 3. Ik, A= W SO R U I ) WSOC v
R 255 < Jm A HILAL AT, AR X EOL R T-RETE (XPS) Il E HULIS (Y0 A HiE .

2 HULIS K33 (Toxicity of HULIS)
2.1 R REEEHLI ROS W Jr ik

PM, 5 XF NS ERAT TR 20, AL 25 DRI R G, i HXF & RS, DA R, W
Oy RGN R . KA BB R ROS BU R S ALY M E 4R & 1. B oT %
B, S48 &1 AP (B 40 HULIS) 7= A: ROS 3 i B | %% S5 PR 1 RN AR RE A S5 A R, 5 RS A4k
ALK 737 (DNA. 5 28) B IRUS. FE 40, O, B J5 R A4k (0,7) , SR 5 Oy T A AL W Bk
it} (SOD) IAEHI T B4k R O, 1 HyO,, HyO, 754 it H IR S8 A6 0y il Aok 41k S0 A T ZE e 7 8 AIR
W AR BRI R, 1S TR SR AN (ROS) 145 H,0,. 0,7, -OH Fll RO-, 2/ A4 &K . BB Mok
B 4> F, 11 ROS T 1t i 5 | B AL A AU A0 R R, ] RES R 40 B AE T 5 8 1~ 9 B LA 32 461 . A
GEO S R R, WA TS YRR IS, A A LY AR RS ROS, M5 | & A 7128003 (adjuvant effect) !,
5 BB O I A T 85 A2 4. Ha0, A LA S AR 2 KA PM A f 2 1Y ROSIL J0R: 47 i) 3
FEHLFRE A BT, 5 URE 4 Fh BB B2 07 77 A i ROS Mk B8 1 85, BE S AL B2 b 5 | & ML 2% & K RN IA
(Y —Fh AT R B HILR, PR O R 4 %o A A fdt B 1 52 i 7T LA 48046 98 3 (oxidative potential, OP) K &AE. 14
RS YRGS . B | AT S 5 77 A i PM R () 4 Tk B R R, ROS R B kg, Xof AR
T RIS 52 0] 00, — T 4 Yyl AL AU 47 R M A 5 4 3R B LA 200 B v ROS Wik B 15 2 5 B0 E A
R R, 555 4 R A 20 9,10-FE BRI 1,4-Z8HAF PAHs 45 ¢,

HH T PM-ROS ¥ BEAIR . 5, AR B 42000 e ot v 32, DR okt 38 50 A 4y 38 A 2 v 1 3 4Rk
THFETE DN A2 . 5 H 097 B AL HE ) — 5 75 B BE (dithiothreitol, DTT) 3£, HL ¥ H i 2L 9% (electron spin-
resonance spectroscopy, EPR) 1. — 4 2¢ &K (2',7'-dichlorofluorescein, DCFH) % Y6 72: 7 %81 Jo 4l fg Hit IR
PR 36~ 0 S4Bl 74 75 (surrogate lung fluid, SLF) PV, Horp DTT & —F0 F T PR B0RL Y £ AL T AN
BEVE Y E Bk, DR AR TR 0 | S T A IR B 1T B )z SR PR K AUBURL ) B OPR) DTT il i
ROS LA [ 2 DL ] 202,

NO,

g
HO . -
SH + HOOC_ 7 ’S\S N T
SH |
HO 0NN\
i l
EDTA/ , v )
Chelex +Phosphate+ DDT pTNB 1“
buffer (L7 | |
Remaining)
AR 37°C I
[l Heating q i WEAE Hooc SH
Sampling | dissolve H Filter Absorbance @
0 = :- ON
9 = 2 TNB
(Apax=412 nm)
- ﬁ&iz: max
ROS-[ 05", -OH ]_ D
H,0, Destroy<
+ DNA
DTT

HO g
HO
o ;
HO S
HO

! ) DDT-Z it
DDT-Disulfide

2 DTT il K PM H ROS i
Fig.2 Flow chart of determination of ROS in atmospheric PM by DTT
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PM 1 () — BB SRR R AL & 0 (B AN | 251745 PAHS) fE A7 3L DTT(H F LA B F 44555
B O, 774 0,7 (DTT+20,—DTT-#i AL #1420, O, " #— I i H,0, %5 ROS, 4 £ vl 43 1y
DTT 5 5,5-Z i A X (2-fif§ 2 % H g )( DTNB) J i 2B B 2-fiff 2% -5-6m A8 28 B R (TNB) , 412 nm b
TNB A R AEM 4, B ke B ) e e oim A DTNB A WWO6 R, BRI 75 2000 4y DTT W, SR e 115
DTT F4 71 #E 3 0B B[R] B0 i PM BCE SRR R DTT W4, DTTm 8¢ DTTv &R, Hifi
& pmol-min'ug™ B nmol-min"'m”), X HHIN Ny 5 A2 2 55 1Y (g HE 52 ) E 4240 5C. DTTm 8¢ DTTv {H 8%
1, BB ROS 7 AE T 5880 5, PM, 5 0] {8 BR 19 52 i 8 K. AR Z2 i 52 3l 1 e DTT {HFE R 5
PM, s 11 OC. F 4 J&E . PAHs [ 56 R H37. PM, 5 H AL 40 % e 3 (1) 52 1) 53 ik F 9% 2 I O7), J0kr ) s 42
N, A LU 2 5 15 15, T30 ROS Ve JE 4 Ry 0h ) & AL R JE B sy, APk TS Rt

DCFH i & F T 76 2 52 B0 I PM rf ROS R B2, it J7 v 3 % 1K G R ) PILS™Y s 25 1 55 V6 %
N FEL A PM, 5, DCFH I 5E 1 ROS (93 B2, A6l 2k AT LUK 3 nmol 2%. 45 3K W] ROS 19U Fl 4
81.1—668.1 nmol-L" 5 1.3—19.1 nmol-m?, BRPLF PILS H It (4 45 B4 I 1] (45 B3 Isf ] e, Bl A% 26 <
LG AL ARAIES ) ™5 SR H DCFH I 22 38 [ 472 3 S0 M 0 455 2% K A9 30k 7T A e A PM AP S ROS 6 B2 43531 4
0.26 nmol ‘m”H,0, il 0.14 nmol -m>H,0,. J& il ML 1t YK 1l g I 2 v € & PM 1 A L T 5E (OP*), RII
PM A Ak =4 ROS A 11, X F RA PR, X A E M F 7E 0.2—2.0 nmol-min™-m™ ¥, 33 Ff 5 380 LA
ST PM AL 2E R B B 2 I A IR R, 2 B PML Y Cu AR XS OPAA Bk FhA K.

2.2 HUILS 40 i 5 tEHL

HULIS fE KA PM (19 T ZEAAER 4, Hag M A A4 5 R L. TR0 & 3 HULIS PR
B AR AR A TR A A, VR SR R A Ak 20 i OF DT A8 4t v 9 B 3K 1 iR 45 ) ROS AT
B, AR AW o), 5 DTT (4 sl i Se I8 il B AL & 0 (semi-Q) , 2R J5 HLFH#8 O, TR AL O,
LR (1—3). Lin 2092011 4E K BF5E T PM b HULIS fi# 4k 9 ROS 724 3 F DTT il &2 ROS, #f
R 55 MY HULIS (5 i 47 WSOC 8P TR 1Y) 80%, DTT JH #8335 HULIS ¥ B 1E A0 C; Bl 5
Lin F1 Yul™ SR TGN DTT 340022 , 38 13 50 92 5370 (. 43 =M LR, DTPA) KA il 4 )& i
T4 145 2] HULIS /38 ROS, 5 T ARG DTT X HULIS #l HULIS-Cu(Mn) j=4:
() ROS (520, J B 00 4h DTT e B2 %2 H A9 ROS ¥ B 3 5, i B ROS 22 T 1k iA 7 ok — A5 F
5%. Verma %5 [ RF5Y 3R B PM P (9 5545 14 A3 ML (91 4 HULIS J& F #i7K) X PM ) ROS & ok 1E H.
ZJEWIE T 5 PMy s th ROS AH G4 73 ek, 26 B s S APl OA FIAE 1 i e OA (55 Al PR 358 43 A BIY
A HULIS) % ROS 72 A= it stk B P, LAl 4(a). Gonzalez 251 5 H 2€ [E] Fresno A= ¥ R S IA IR
(% 57%HULIS) H1 & 47 K & 1% -OH. DTT i P78 A [7] 2= 45 A7 f 25 28 A6 1Y, B e F HULIS 92K J5AS [] .
K7 DTT M dre i, JR R & 4 2 AR W) BB b & HULIS (1% 32 Bl IR, 32 20 00 [ — WA HLIR IR T8 %
W R = 19 DTT 36 .

I + DTT — semi— Q+ DTT — i J& 1
it + DTT - %53 — semi— Q+DTT - —fitb¥ 2)
2semi—Q+20, = 2 li§ +20,™° 3)

RUE BRI ARIE SE HULIS #f52 7] 7= 4 ROS, {H HALHLA AN ZARIE M. PM of HULIS 5 4 J&@ #§
fE 77 A2 ROS, {H ML B & 25 AN [, 24 5 3 [] s A7 A B, 38 77 26 R0 6 ol 2 G 1 R0 . 28 4 46 T 2k
HULIS, 4 J& fH & A7 A WL A7 7, HULIS 48/ ROS AYMLER, VLR 3. & 3 DIKTER (RH) R3], ik
T ORR A i (RF R) S 5 S RV ™ A2 0,7, FHl i HY A e s, JE % H,0,. -OH %%
ROS.
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A5
Coexisting redox inactive a
: - HULIS HULIS+& /B & F
Of_g_afljf_cgfl_S}{tuems HULIS metal ion
g
yndm
! RO_/HO e
H+H . U A ——
2 -OH
/ (€ 0, 0, 0y
RD '\ \ & 7
| —
<— i —
Ry A ‘:
R
| HULIS /
fl+H !
'\ | :
i Ry \ [ Oyte™—=0;"
L omw N R]] 1 05 +2H ¢ —H;0,
lImldazole ‘\ H,0,+¢ —OH+-OH

_____________

B3 HULIS X 54J8% 4 ROS ttﬁiﬁ?}h:
Fig.3 The formation pathway of ROS by HULIS and metal chelation

HULIS 578 K B R, 50 K0 ] B B 0 (RRN LR, BRI | RELSE) . BRISAE N —Fh
HULIS, 6876 240 it 3 fi Ak 25 1 ROS, SR T, iR AY A v B 3 5% A1 MK GE R /T 2000 pg-m™) P2, i 75 4
DL BT B8 PM Y DTT 36 P A9 32 25Tk, Sk, HULIS #4162 i ROS B 18 71 18 32 F A7 41 43 B 52
M, Lo A ) R e 7 A 1 — 28 VOCs 48k i — 25 S AL TE i 2L A S AL A ST 14 19 7= 40, X 2 7= ) i
HULIS $2 B 295 7t AT I A8 DTT. i A B R B iR £ . i B2 46 A1 5L 40 55 HULIS,, BCIE AH G, P It
HULIS A B 1 42K DTT 764 19 SOA 41a%, LA HLERRREL . A ALASEREL. 140 Li %09 i R4 &1L
F14) T B 1) 5 0 B ASBORL Y DTT 16 1, & B0 3 884 =i 1) DTT W, (A R & 4L)5 DTT i&
1o, PR S A A 1 R A e SR A RS R S, RS Rk ik — 28 5 I AR I VOCs [ AR K
AHLAERRE, INIMiHEm T DTT i £, McWhinney 550 3 75 A FUAE JF IS PR A L e b, B 7
BRI ESY, 6 FE 2SS T PM B DTT I M. AW BB 72 A8 14 & B A I
f—NO, H A AT LLTE i 2E 755 8%, ITIE #E ROS BYTE J. (7] 28 ) o A8 7 A= 14 A4 0y skt 7T A2
#E ROS JE 1. Dou 4555 H DTT 210 2 MLRE . R K Fodor FEATT A= W 1 S AL SR, & BRI 2640 ot AR 8K
A B BAT BN AR TG M, (DA RE R SRRk & 9 1 HULIS fEfb/E i ROS, HH 3433 4 5 7E 3
Y VL1 A R RO EE L OE LL . R A s — T PM, 5t HULILS B AF 310 132 W] A ) o Bk 6 7 A= 11
HULIS 14 DTT i M5 8, T W R W IE 8 HULLS (9 DTT fefi%. & 3 LAMLnE . bk 24t d 7 1h 54
ALy, H A E i A e 2 UE ROS AYTE A LA

KRATEEE B F 0T ULE 88 T 5% % 7 4 ROS™, LIRS PM W fic & UL 1Y Fe 2y i,
Fe?'+0,—Fe’'+ 0,"; Fe*'0, " +2H ' —Fe*"+H,0,. HULIS (A7 1T LA 52 0 AR 15 52 4%, 4 1 ek 48 S50k 49 (1)
Y BRAL 2F . 24 HULLS F14: )& [A] IR AE I, HULLS A] LS5 &AM i 4 8 B8 1 72 AR Fa e B E & 10,
B J5 28 D1 e R N L4 T A MLRR 4 Fe-B 2. 91 40 HULLS AR b K2 & JIIJTLQ{EJEAEI%
F (AR 5 5 WL Fe(T) 48], 55 7K rf i B ROME 200 pmol- L0 75 2 ik v 0 3 i v 2 s FLk B
IFAERRYE . BAWE 4514 F HULIS ¥ Fe(I) if J5 A Fe( 1), Bt )5 Fe( 1) % A= 251 e i .- OH, A itk K<,
& 18] HULIS A7 7E -3 OH ¥k B . 1R Z2 WF 58 2 B, Fenton H il A HULIS ({51 4 R i . A7 LR )
45 AL LUAN S Fet ] Fe? i 5% Ak, AT BBl 2% 18] Fenton [ i R A0 WRAR PP A5 BIL W 1) 3 32, 3 26 55 5 1A
HULIS 1] LU #E ROS AYIE ..

KA H HULIS W A7 78, tmT DL 5 480 A0 -8 TR 06 7 1) 4 @ 3 1 (Fe®'. Min®", Cu®™5%) it £z, 1] 4n
HULIS 5 Fe B4 )5, #t—#5 PM H 1Y 0,. H,0, X I, T8 <OH, O, % ¥k i 7} i, A Ik HULIS 5
Fe( 1) # A R LU O, ¥4k O, "l HyO, 53 A «OH, & & H«OH ¥k FE T 1. HULIS 5 &8 & F
() 52 N T AR 4 T AT B Bk . RHER R A, SOk ok, AR HULILS #E A KSR B9 FT RE T, 4 F
RAWAHAS N . B2, &8 B F 5 HULIS 45 G2 774 & Jm 2tk . A=W v FEE R RS e AL T 75 5 18
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() HE B 2 HULIS 5 48 W IE A ROS i 51 9 40 B A8 T2 2R 5 JUAN P Z % UI A 56, 4 HULIS 19 4
JE& 45 A RE AU, 45 A B RUOT . pH HU FI Fenton JZ N1 %5, HULIS 5 48 M9 4% A e 1 R 2R IE T8
SRy AL, A LR S &R B T A A, A eI B pH A RERAIR TN, RO S ST R BB T
5 HULIS 454

TR Z 550 % SRFA ., ZE R . /K A% R %5 T Ji& HULIS it B 52 0 52 56, 5 58 22 % J2 5% JH JC 40 g
DTT & ROS )7 % WF9E W, HULIS ) DTTm 8¢ DTTv {5 5 HR AR KL R, WE 4(a), 4
PIBORIR ) DTT 162 &, MERABE Y DTT 1 HEAK. S T 4 A BRA% HULIS B, 5 2L — 253l
1 3 F AN o B kAR AR ROS B B SR, H HTAA T HULIS Fad i 4 J& i o 40 g 56 5 A4l
LA 574 ROS BWFFE AR /0. 2019 4F, Lu 4817 B Y ) JC 40 i DTT 1k Fil A ) %6 7 vk (3-(4,5-—
FH R e -2)-2,5- JR 35 DO R M YRR, MTT) X L 55 B 55 58 1 %5 35 K <. PM, 5 "' HULIS 1 HULIS-
Fe( ) 45 W AL fE (ROS), S Br K HULILS A4 £l B 52 i 452 A B 95 3E 9 . &5 SR 2 W, HULIS 1)
ROS fH It Fe(I1) 7= 4 ¥ ROS &, UWLIE 4(b). HULIS 5 Fe(11) 44 J5 WL (1 41 J 58 T S 38 i, %68 K
ROS 7= A 1 B, Xof {19 52 i) B K55 SR, KA PML ARk I 1 aod 8 2 4 I 1 B8 D i v 7 RO,
i T H R = T PM R R R A S AL IR R A AL, TR A BB 22 4 S B T BRMUAE R B XF ROS (1)
g8

(a) Bl oDT,, 10.020 ~35r b)
12 Cprr, k=
£ 30 _
T 10 H P e
% 10015 £2s
| T'_‘ E P
é o g Za0}
S 40010 =
£ £ Eaust
\E \fz a
B 4t 5 80
A 40005 R it
[
1 ) “ ’_‘ H
0 0 0 & = Nl Q) & -
& & @ & &F s & & & § 8§
A\%% Q‘b' S 60‘5‘ ‘0& ) QO & Q’Q) ) QZJ
Q§ . c.;& (o(;() <O é& ol QV QJ’
C AR 3 > & S
& Q\fé“' > & c® ) &
%Q)

B 4 (a)AN[FRIE HULIS /9 DTT i KF LR (b) Bl Fe(TT). SRFA
FIHULIS LA 2 SRFA/HULIS-Fe( 1) () DTT W #E% H 007

Fig.4 (a) DTT activity of HULIS from different sources!*; (b) Comparison of
DTT consumption of SRFA, HULIS and their Fe(I) mixtures!"”!

3 HULIS K% t4¥HE (Light—absorbing characteristics of HULIS)

HULIS 755 568 Fa ik 2 ol B v oA 25 S22 5ok, 76 204N Bl N A AR 3 1 W LR 7, 266 nm &b
W 55 4 e (BrC) A X410 78 AT ULG X A WL T 1T LA 200 AN 1. PM it HULIS o I i 25 2509 BT ik
i A B BT 2H 5314 32%—81%!"Y, Lee 551 Al 55 T 5 [ B /K PM, 5 o HULIS Fl1 EC B 2= 77 PRI R %k
JEFE M 0.09—11.64 mol-L'm™ 1 0.11—3.04 mol-L™"-m™, ¥ 8] HULIS Xf PM 4 %8 5 58 36 5Tk i 2. A
ZHFFE 02 I R AR . B s T 9 HULLS 55 8 58 R (s 1 R ) 19 UV-vis Y61, JIESE T
HAARIE. HULIS f) UV-vis FEAVE A FRAE IS K, {5 250—300 nm K 7 Fl 1, HULIS 18 8 R 1Y
JA R M, 338 H H TS A C=C M C=0 XU Y 3 A th (Y m-n* B 7 BRAT . HULIS A9 EHRME 54y F
SEMIA AR R ZR . BRI, HULIS WG RE BEDE 1K (200—400 nm ) 58 i1 i i3 9, (56 % 75 J3E 448 K i 16 A
FLR, 270—280 nm Z [A] IO E A T 245 . KR . 2—3 ¥ PAHs, KIEATAEY 51 n-n B+
BRIT 2,

HULIS # W 561 5 F 35 43+ & #0105 & P A G U, 254 nm A1 280 nm Y W 5 FE ( SUVA,s, I
SUVA,g) « 365 nm 1 i T W3R (MAEs, m?-gC™) 7 2L K 250 F1 365 nm (9 W Y6 FUAE (Esso/Eses)
8, W1z MW FH T SRAE HULLS Ak 22 R FOR TR 73BT . Easo/Eses IK . MAEsqs fmi, HULIS 155 77 B Fil
Gy EBE L AR ) BURA RS P A 1 HULLS 5 4 B2 i, T 006k 27 SO0y 1 5 7 FE AL WF9E 3R T, A= 9
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R BE 7 A 1Y HULIS (9 MAE;6s (B 202 1.5—3 4% . HULIS (8 W OGPE I 32 0B EB | kps 45 1
FATSF I FZ A . Fan 481 B 5 28 9 AN AL A RRHER B 7 2R AR Y PM, s i HULILS B4R, 20 il e 7
SUVAys4 Fl Eyso/Eses, MR Byso/Bags i 5 T A2 4 505 Huo 251 FEMWFIT 3 RS FF (19 5 7K R A HE S )7 58
X H: HULIS W YGRE 1 8952 InF, 2% B0 3 RS AT Y MAE;qs B & /K AN/, 1 Eys/Eses TEAH L
ZE 22 R RN, HULIS 1 Eyso/Ezes H 2R TAZE), MAE s (HA R R THEED, KR EREFEHL
W VOCs YAk R I G I AL A ) 3 Byso/Eses TH i, WOGHE T FE. KABUBLY HULIS 1Y%
etk SR AR AR A AR KOG R, BN By R 5 IR R A B Z, B MAE;6s FH ™Y A AE
14, RAIIURE A W TR 5 M 5 7K SR AR A4 20 43, AT HULLS A9 et A — s 5 i,

4 HULIS By Y684k (Photosensitivity of HULIS)

AR Z 6880 R AT LAAE i HULIS™ ™. Tsui S¢S 3 48 5256 & 80 T BRmE-2-H iR (1C) Y Y6 Rl o vl 8 2
SOA [WIE i, FERAMERT, & IC AR5 TR 0 . Frigdis . aclds . B-Ja A 28 I b A B B i
SOA JE 1. A< 1 — 2R A5 i il 26 28 OBBEGR)) J i A= i HULLS, B 7R R B 7= Az il 36 55 A I MR B, W
R HECHAR RN Y B HULILS ¥, BA — 8 3R - & 5 (EEM) 98 SRR, [R i) HULIS 4 & 2 —
F AR S, HULLS AT LA IS B Y 7= A HE 3 & 25 AT 5350 OH 25 9T B, B HULIS 2 5 KRR
I A DL 3k WOt I B & = EAS CHULIST) B3GR B VOC JE 1 SOA, LAl LUR it O, 7 4
'0,. HO, %1% A fh 2, a1t [ i 3L S AL WAH H1 1) VOCs JE it SOA. Wentworth 481 3R F % & T R
(GA)EA PM % UL A —Fh HULIS ¥ )5, 5 FeCly #EA7AE AL b I 7= A= SOA. A3 ifF 58 W,
HULIS 25 W56 fb2i KON AE R WG e, 25 7= A= 615 11 (photobleaching ) 54U .

HULIS £ 5 1564k 5 0 3872 E B4 HE (WL 4—10) . HULIS WA BH G 51 28 40 6 T% ik & 75
('HULIS', *HULIS") & EL#2 5N, S kS5 0, i A i -OH, 0,7, '0, 55 H %, i & 1k B fig
FEWY . HULIS ARG i vl LUE Ak SCIV) GEE S SO,) 4k SOV i fin s A= rh i i iR &k
T AR, PR A 9 kB DX 3 (HULLLS 19 B2 23R 5 ) HULLS X R S0 B I T 1A 2 R ok o).

HULIS + v —' HULIS® —* HULIS® 4
SHULIS" + 0, —' HULIS +' O, (5)
SHULIS" + 0, — -HULIS* +O,™* (6)
HULIS('"HULIS",* HULIS") + hv — HULIS**/*~ 7
HULIS***” + 0, — -HULIS* + O, ™* (8)

0, +2H" - H,0,+0, (9

H,0, —2-OH (10

5 #55EE (Conclusion and prospect)

ASCERR T KA PM H HULIS 1943 B A4 U7 6, FF 3¢ 40704t 1 SPE 432§ HULIS IA [ 73 2 A
X HEICE) HULIS A4 22 2H 4010 22 Sk, X HE T 4% B B9 D0 SR SURTIE M, S4h T N AN [R) R A SRS
HULIS, HULIS-C Ry B 22 5. fif i) SPE 73 B AS 20 %€ 75 7%, JT ) K< PM Hf HULIS ¥ 2 . =15 1
22 ORI C & I 2, T HULILS 8045 10 52 2% 1, 38 WA [R] SOk b i 8808 o B R ol L
Pk, HA U HULILS W5 22530 32 22800 HOG 1M, AR XEE 6 o 1 2K 09 HULLS 43741 . R,
ISR 5EE HULLS (9 43 25 42 Uy 5 FI g 5243 B J7 6. HULIS & A Al i AR AL A, 22 5 iR
JORLAE i ROS, Tl ROS AR A it BE R R 2 S BRI At T HILAAS 05 S5 BRE (A1, [ e F 5 HULIS
AT REFN T LA B 200 S DTT R —Fh i SR AE HULIS %840 RE 1 4 D7 sk iz i, {HAR 2R
SUER M T % HULLS WA A5 B BB HLT RS2 i B2 B2, 36 75 AT I Ccell) SE 40, BAEARTHEE T
ML 53 B 5 1 AR AS B HULLS 505 48 255 7 4= ROS B {5 8. @A 5 mT DL HE 5 J& 3 0 1 iy
5%: (1)HULIS, 4 J& % 38 1 40 i 35 57 R 20 200 5 J5 77 28 ROS 1Y I K 55 HILAAR vh 2 4 M AR DG i BF 585
(2)HULIS WA= 2548 | 4320 53 45 (0 58 1t 43 A, EE ST ) B 46 4 5 1 Pk 2 8] A A AL R0 G 225 (3) F
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3

40 %

KRAELR e I 1) 53 Bk o R A A S B A EA T UM, B4 % <0 HULLS A A 21 73R BB, SE 4l
{8375 HULIS BYSE JSOHL |« BE A 5T B0 N i R R ER 55 A 52 1
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