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Mercury methylation in environmental biofilms

ZHANG Zhanhua FANG Qingxuan ZHAO Zhenyu ZHANG Tong ™

(College of Environmental Science and Engineering, Ministry of Education Key Laboratory of Pollution Processes and
Environmental Criteria, Tianjin Key Laboratory of Environmental Remediation and Pollution Control,
Nankai University, Tianjin, 300350, China)

Abstract Mercury is a heavy metal contaminant that endangers food safety and human health
globally. Understanding the mechanisms that control the production and accumulation of the potent
toxin, methylmercury, has been the research focus of mercury pollution. Methylation of inorganic
mercury in biofilms significantly contributes to methylmercury contamination in the natural
environment, and serves as the entry point of methylmercury accumulation in the food web.
However, current understanding of the mechanisms governing mercury methylation is mainly
originated from experiments using planktonic cultures of pure strains, which do not properly simulate
mercury methylation processes in biofilms. Here, we synthesized the current understanding and
remaining challenges regarding the principal biochemical pathways responsible for mercury
methylation, chemical speciation of inorganic mercury and the activity of microorganism in biofilms,
the three key factors affecting microbial mercury methylation. Technical approaches for further
solving the key questions of mercury methylation in environmental biofilms and future perspectives
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of this research area were also discussed. Research on mercury methylation in biofilms will help
improve the mechanistic understanding of the methylmercury accumulation processes in the
environment, and provide insights to accurate risk analysis and effective remediation strategies of
mercury pollution.

Keywords biofilm, mercury methylation, biochemical pathway, mercury speciation, microbial

activity.
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R, CAEA E IR B (UNEP) 71 2 BRI 75 e . A6 A SRS mh, SRIT 2 LLTEHLOR (U
SR AN ORERSE) FUA HLOR (I H R | LR S TR S AE1E, IF HAEMSR %000 F & R A A0 B i 4k
NIk 2 T 25 5K 1) ) B 2 P T RN 2B 9 i 2 5 1 2, P 3R (MleH ) S %o A\ SR R 55 e o a5 K
&R . W BEOR FLA WS i b 2 85 1, 76 Wi AR A B b B % AR A L OSSN 2 ), T
FARAEW v (0 R o 7™ i S £ 22 A R0 NS Y ), TE BTN TR B SR R v YRR OR 1 2 e Fn R AR ot
PRI R 15 YLt A0SR Ay A o AT o5, [ BsF i 2 5 2K B 3 A Bk R V5 Y A D IR T 2 —.

BYEEh SRR EOR 2R B T IREE )02 40 A0 A4 IR SRR TSR 2 i JC AL R HY A AR L A=
T (biofilm ) S /K AF BB 1) T ZE LA, A 335 A B R B FE A AR IR i 22 A A7y R0, IR B T A%
JCR W AE Y BRI E A 1 2. ZERBEORIE M R b, A WIS SR 30 5L, Ak . AR R 2 R
LA TE A AL RO 10 HE A B AR W 5 1 A R T 28 R B A A AR D AN R 5 18, #5%
#E AR RS ; 7E Desulfovibrio desulfuricans ND132 SE8AE M BIVE T , Mk B as 48 Ak — A k!,
[, AP IR S B . M TR 5 B 3R 2 [ A B A 0 B RS . h TR e Y s%
Hh B JEOK 19 B2 225K U5, Branfireun S50 A5 W) BTSN 2 T 5B 45 IR K A2 48 R Ge R IR SRR o),
S HETC T A W AL R (A A i B, R 2 R bt B v 9 4 A3 Bk = R G TA A

7 W R R BUAE W06 AL B R IIAR 2 oh, KRR T IR IE S A B SR W kA7 S5 5, SR A A 5T 3R
WY, A REE PN A ) 20 B P A 0 D P L AR AR R AR AR W) W AN TR TR A A A, 2R W R R AR AR
Pl 3t 8 TG 3 A B 5 T U AS A0 R AT v B T U2 e A, A R, DR . R A L AR A A A
A I rp LR 7 BRI LA 249k 10%, B R AR /K SRS, 5 DR AR IX I8 T B A A K 2
FHLE, A= I rh R FE SR AL AR AR A o i 1—2 DRI g1 1L X S SR B A W B rh T RBAEAEAS [R] T VRS
B 0 B4 SR Y S AR AR AL . 2B 4 582 FEY SR A o ) 2 R R A Joi 0 Y 6 R 76 ) e v i 4R IS A,
At £ 2 R v o YRR Ak i A 04 1 AL A R DR B £ il 22 4, 8 I OR T e £ 2 XUy 17 T i 4, FR G
SRAE A PR i ) A AL iR A i — 20 RGERIFE.

1 A=Y R 3R B 340 59 B 58 B R A1 7E 18] B (Current understanding and remaining questions of
mercury methylation in biofilms)

FE R Al 5 0 A 22156 B 25 (TUPAC) X A= W IR A 5 S A 5 2  BF T 4 3 T -l 1 4= 0 4
A 5 7= 4 1 i A1 Z 5 ) (extracellular polymeric substances, EPS ) U4 2% (9 1ol A 9 40 it i 3R AR AKR DS [ 4%
R o 2 U 1, ) S P S iR O REAAR, 22 UAE IR A AR, A W IR - 123 440 i 23 R
2578 10" cells-dm™ . 1 2y ok F A 5 16 BRI PR B A 0 22—, W 3R 2 UUARY) b LA W) B8 XM
AR R AN 3 B i IR AS 2—3 N EUR R, Cleckner 254G T JE M\ A 49 B 25 A 40 52 YR 156 1 3t 3 [XC
R B L SR A BB A UYL RS R B, MR 5 A JFL B ( Desulfovibrio desulfuricans) B /AW 5, HOWE:
TCHLIR B Ak Sk B 3 5 11 T %6 LU 7 R A5 4 B i 3T 10 7504, S BB T 36 W A B 1 SRR S v — N T
TE 1 7 YR AL A XS

Je SE VAR BIFIE A B, AS [) A R PR i iy SR RRRR B 28 S 50K, 91 20 6 [ 1l 5 1A A Jg (USGS) IS
[ PR 45 LR 47 Jm) (USEPA ) 85 3545 T JR — T G - TJ i Hh SR A 2 109 1 e F 9% B, 3R IE DLAR W B 36 A ) i
H PR (18 - 387k 85 R 2 2 B A FTUAR B 26 A2 ) REE 1 20 A5 U0 AN ] A ) R v 1+ 5845 21 1Y) oK PR A
FEHHL () FTH JEALRACR (MeHg/ THE ) WAFTERL R 22 5, TR 1 7. 3 Il i 22 S5t 9 — 4> T RE S A 2
AN A R v 32 T R R 7 A R AR W) R 2 TR] 491 T8 V2 25 A0 iy A 0 TR B R i o) PR o 7
HOTHR 124 60% P, T30 7K A= AR B 118 A5 A 55 v 7 FR B R PP i 2 il R v AR SC B Y, kg
A A R ) 3 S B A W Bk i I RA 1 iR R 4R R R LA ) BB T,
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Table 1 Mercury methylation rate constant and methylation efficiency in biofilms reported in literature

A R Rl AL itk
Biofilm type Biofilm carrier ethylation rate Methylation efficiency Reference
constant (k,,,) (MeHg/THg)
KRS, T /25 232 % 107*—3.45x 107* 0.9—8.3 Acha etal., 2011 >
IR, HREE. PES 150 x 100°—1.80 x 1072 0.3—3.5 Hamelin et al., 2011 "
TP /NIBFRLAE 2.01 x 10*—4.15x 102 0.1—10.0 Cleckner et al., 1999 U
TR R, A SE 2.00 x 107°—0.14 0.4—23.9 Hamelin et al., 2015 [
RRIE . RURE | 4 f0 sy 1.91 x 1072—0.17 0.2—17.0 Mauro et al., 2002 24
RUHR 34 2.62 x 1072—0.17 5.1—29.2 Lazaro et al., 2013
P 4.00 x 1072—0.18 3.9—23.7 Bouchet et al., 2018 &
JUHRSE | BEFRE | T R 2aF 1.00 x 10°—0.18 0.2—36.1 Correia et al., 2012 29
TR AE YR JRUHR 3% 6.30 x 10°2—0.28 6.1—24.6 Lazaro et al., 2019 7
R 5 6.40 x 10 2—0.29 6.2—25.6 Lazaro et al., 2016
IR KR 1.61 x 102—0.36 1.6—30.2 Guimaries et al., 2006 >}
JRUHR 3% 0.16—0.47 15.3—37.3 Lazaro et al., 2018 £
EZik3 50 1.48 x 107°—1.08 x 10 <0.1 Schwartz et al., 2019 "
RPN 233x10°—125x 107* <0.2 Olsen et al., 2016
Bk Al 5.00 x 10°°—1.50 x 10°* 0.3—1.4 Huguet et al., 2010 &
Feval 3.84x10*“—1.42x10? 0.1—0.8 Desrosiers et al., 2006 %
wA 3.50 x 10°2—0.20 0.2—9.5 Buckman et al., 2015 ¥
) YRS 3.33 x 10°2—0.19 6.6—17.3 Lin and Jay, 2007
Al A IR , .
PSR 6.29 x 1072—0.19 3.1—30.6 Lin et al., 2013 &

R A A BTSSR R, A IR el A ok YRR BN AIL R T REAS [R] TR W S R Y. 2P
AOBIETE A B, 010 L BE L DI AR AR AP B IR R S AN IR SR AR R 2 R e LR W I P OR AL
T RERO T R T ANARER T SRS, Sl A Mok AL Y A AL T AR L ALK B AL 2SN TR A A
W B3 PR DR E R Dok Y R A 8 = AN SRR AR R O V7L TR I, R Gt B B B = S P R
PSR 7 FH A A, 2 A W b ol A ok TR AT S Y FE R 1)

/ Al 5 T AR N 7 RALER A N 7 TAEPE N
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Fig.1 Key factors affecting mercury methylation in biofilms
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Jensen Al Jerneldv 1 YCE i 5240 50 0E T POARY) ok FSEARAE F 32 2002 i A ) R B0y . B S il
SLR T PR HGETR | B ER I IR | BRI S S AR Ok TR B BE D AR . RIS R I, e A
A ALY BR R £ 0 R AR FH S IR G A IR 20K FY 56 - DU &R (CH-THF ) 1 B 8556 8% 21— Fh 2l k2
Jo L, SR i A — SR A B S (CODH) i Ak i2E 475K B 4k e 2~ #1, 8K i, JE 58 4 AL B B R k34 I
FANHI S IER B A 342t AT LR T ok F A S Ny, 3 3% WA 2 6 308 I 1T R REAFAE 2 ok W b A=
AR S 1A, AN [RIFRRE A T AR P %) ok FR AR 5 F LI T AN WS 28, 13 Parks 55 15 IRIRIE T 1EW)
K AL SE K hged T hgeB A a7 T SR FTUA 0 B SEAR AL BIL I 0. hged JE R 25— i 23 0l bk 2 1
(HgeA), hgeB FE PR ) i i — Fb 2k S A A48 i 2 (1 (HigeB) 3 [W] 2 5 5 B Ak s iy . 4 00 (%) FR Ak il 7
CH,-THF 5 B JL 5 52 45 Co( I )-HgeA J& i, CH;-Co(1ll)-HgcA, B j5 CH;-Co(ll)-HgeA Ff B 5 $2 fit 44
Hg( 1) 58 ik &4k, B S 45205 HeeB 2 R AL A Fa 38 J5 2 Co( 1 )-HgeA, TH 2 5 2 2 i .
hgeA 1 hgeB JHEFITE H A 80 A 14 7K A AR G Py b 3408 e IR, 3 b i oA i A W ok Y Ak 1 a2
A,

FEAR R PR 251, S5 i AT E WA L, A= 0 5 b 5 440 A 380 8 RN AR gt 3 428 A G iy 2 A T
AE2 2 R, DT 5 304 W R 55 0 U A Tl A A B AT P ok g e 7 2 S 8 ) RUAS H TR IR S U E W R
FH AL 1 53 F ML . 2 AH XTI T, (B AR R PR EE T A 13k A A7 07 X A= P R rh ok BB Ak i 2B AR %
BHI/DH M. HET, A Lin 558 F) AR 58 4 S AL B R £ 18 5L 3 Desulfovibrio desulfuricans M8 Fl
ND132 JE A=, X L5 48 1 A W R A8 R IE 28 A ok W AL A AL B AR 19 22 S 0L ZE ] T & 1k
W ARG, TR AU P Rk B BE A T3 oK A7 Bl 2 52 ), T A A B R R BRI T 50%.
1M H, AE Y b 4 CODH [ 1Y cooS & R 3k fa 2 TR I AN A B 11 4 %, 3 — DR T S B g A i
SR B Ok H AR SR AL . 2 BEAT B A 3R AR A AE V] e R BUE W I OR WAL R L TR
eSS =S

AW BTN S B A ) ) fRT SR ME R SR 4R, A AR AR Wb B 2R B B W R i ek 24k, TR
Y 2 ] 23 04T 52 A 38 TS L. BEMRIERN . 28 AR 0 14555 T R 2 a sl il AH DG HE A 1Y
Fik, WEHEY Z RSB AETRE, iR OGS R A Y REOE L 5 2k A DA N A
A s DT F 2 P A S R B — A ) T S A AR BT e sl A 7 R0 ER, FEAE W R oK
A R rh, BEARIED B (S THE ST RA G SEEN, 262 RBUEY IR IR & H
KA [F) T PR AR A M Y B Ak A A B A A o Tk — 2D 5.

1.2 A2 R TR F IS B 52

A ) RS ) A0 2 5 R o R AR ) 5 7 AR B AR R o AU SR B, B LA 2 54 (EPS).
JLA1 22 %k T A5 W B () A A 28 DG T 2L, R BIRN PN S A A I | ARk A3 L BRAE BT 4 B L R B AL
MTHL T, AEFFE FREAE . A2 Ry FEEHEAT . SR MIMZR S K+, HA
G AL BA B 0 S Bk, 2 A s L AR R B, B SR A IR L pH (A2 I R B2 . i
S RYVEA ITI G PORFE | R R SIS E N EREY, S E G . fi AR
Mok b E A Hg(11). Po(1). Cd(I). Zn(1). Cu( ) & & 4/ IC K%, X8 4@ AT 77 i
ES-AL0

1 Ge W FoUI Y BE R A ) B ) AR A AR v, HOR RS L bt L ROKMEIE R EORB A Y
(Hg(HS)," Fll HgS(uq)) FT LAYE Sy Y BE 55 18 T 44 40 S50 0 A G 0 A L PR 7 5 5 T B OR I A 0 6 J7 9,
SRIMT BRI KB, bR T FRAL AW, 2 TOHLIR LA R0 1715~ 0 FIR g SR U O R S AFTE R, il
AT AR IR S B AR 7= A B KR, I ELRSCR IR T A% 6. TR LIRS HHD0E TR
Yyl FHIE.

J1oh 22 B AnAnT 52 e TC AL oK A IR BT | B I DTVE SR A A B A e = IR AR WFST R B,
90% ¥ IR $5 729 v B TCHL A oKk BT LABE 40 B i M S 22 SR W, LR A1 22 SR v iy 2 AT
F LA HIEE A1 %) Leclere 45 A& B, 17K B & A= Py I v 55 0k BAT SR 2% G AE T /N o 5 3L & )
(hn, SR MR . B MeE R . 47 T BRAE) (Y & o Lo R B AR S 3 B0 40, A o R R, /o
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iR Py B I 25 1 50 38 ok PP Al 200 TR 0T JC AL B8 B HBORT T AL BE 0, TR, AR v e 5 2 A
NGRS S P n] RERZ A A P b JOHILOR A Y A AR . R SR K PRSI 1 iy A Wy e E 0L 21
PLZ AN oK T W08 R By e, AN I A B, MEAh 22 S v i3k B 4 73 (A, T b 220 v )~ 4
BESEH ) T LB IR Ag( 1) F1 Au(Ill) JE S0 K RF B BB Ag(0) AT Au(0) 9, {H 2 fg 41 2 R ¥y tnfif 52
Wi K ) A AR AN I A H AT Rt o, AP IR b s SR A R TR 22 AR IIURL ), 5 B R B AL )R
AR IFORL I BOTE ZSAEAE, BN, R AR KFRIE 2 BB R R 0 JL T A A 5 b G 0 38 R Bt Y ZnS 44K
R, Zhang 45 % B, PR SR ML A0 22 SR W v 1) 55 A 45 0 2k DA 3 oK S T AR B, R I e
HgS UKL A TTHE A1 3RS B, (75 HeS LALSH SR (9 98 K ks 9y O 2547 1, JF HX R b 2 W)
LAY HeS GAKIFORLY) AT AR By A 7 A ok,

B T HARLL Y HREHEM A1, LA 22 B S A1 A5 AR o T RETE R AR A% AL AN AL Bt A b A .
Wang 45 % B, 20 15 M 1 22 T Wy 114 25 [ 45 4 0 A 5 4 i T i 2L i ) JC R D) 6 pty 45 49, JFG 2 1) 245 4 52
pH W, eI pH T 8T 16] T8 BE Sy BUR Y4540 77 4w B 5 R A R UKL A8 A ) v ) £
B, 9 AR RS2 BB AE L KRR A 1RIAL B AR AR R e ™), M Ah 22 ) s (] 45 44 1) ek
AR ] BESS IR I S 2 W) AR IOR ) S 25 B JCHLoRTE AR IR 5 03 A1 | 1R | Ak BT A
1.3 A=W P AL A T 1 B9 2 )

PRI Hp P R A A 8 2 o PR AU A W IR Bl 3 o i PN TR B s JEATLoR B A o ok, TR, IR
SR B M R R R AR oK R AL AR A I R — . AR A D R A W TR B T ) IR B
F8 — b A ) T A A7 B R 15, R A R B8 1 — R AR RE A4 BR 5T L X S I BRI 2% A B
S, A g R R T 1 A v ) DR SRR A7 A ] R A 0 M5 v o P A 3R v 9 T A PR e ) S
z—0,

TEMISNZ RYIR T, AW A B A PR T A5 19 SN B AF AR R 22 52, N, e AN S8 A 1
N, AR A B TR I — A ] ok A Y DR AEUROER S5, 30 AR B2 3L 17— A 8 A 2502 7,
Olsen 251 i A\ A WO W IR B0 — AR 25K e B, A= W I PN o R AU BB X 38 1 IR, R FR AL U E W T 1
Wt 2 AR, TS S50 PR A1 o 3R [ . 2 W R b 8 28 A AR TP AL B W0 0 IR ) /N o T34 5
—J7 1A RE 2R CHLR A2 B 25, 55— T i o R A 5 ok HY RE A 20 Bl 1) 5 1, i 22 40 e 4 i O Wi B
ZTCHLR™. ILAh, Wb 22 Wb - i 220 . 8 505 A AL o T LA 2 o M T A 7 v e A s, AT
B i G, (2 R 5k 1 FREARUC T A W I o FR R AR A2 BITRLEE | ORI | IR AL B IR OT R IR N
AR RN, 2 e PRI DN 28 A AR A, A I DAY 90 B A PR 5 B 35 28 P 52 ) P A0 RS T ) 37
YA TE— P BB

R T A=W I R 2 B R B E TG PR S, AR W b AN [ AR fole A 9 22 18] ) AR EL A Tt 22 52
HA S AL PR S T AT . 510 a0, 4 R 3 D ol RS A A P PR A T AR e, Jm 3 mT D e R SR AR 2R
SRR BRER , A R 0 I 4 B P 752 A, DA (2 HEBR IR 348 Ji T ) ok F AL R, 1 SR BRIE ok HT AL
IR B AN R A Gl A W R R BR 2, (140, Yu SERF ST B, TT S DTRR P Hh R R W L AR
R R A 30 R AN R ST U, Lia 85 A B, ke D Bt 17 PR g T (R 9K 8l 17 A8 T - i Y SR 9 A
Rl R 38 A R U A A R S B SR S K B, B R IR | 7 BT | LS T B S DR AU 2 8] AT L
i A FR 2R A% 07 S A I AR, TR 9 HOR R EALRE 7, ok Y RE A SRR LSRR g i T
2—9 AFL R B RAE TR SRR PN R, L A A PR AR Wy nT BB SR 2 0 T R OROR TR IR A
K OIS IR, A W TR AN [R) £ 0 15 AN SUR [], JHG A B R A A B 0 36 4 RE L 2 Bl 2 ki, AT 5 S
M ) IR Bl 1) 53 R R A 1o o A P A AR

2 A ¥R E E AW F AR 5 (Technical approaches for assessing mercury methylation in
biofilms)
oy 7 A= W v oR W Ak I R A A ML AR T mf . TS . SR A SR RAE B AR 7 k. B X A
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TR 4 o W BEAR I 9 TR AEAE By I8, W] T RAEAE A 73 7 642 . MUAh 2 R S5 ORAMEAER], UEY)
I PER AL SR 4R EAR Tk, s 2 Fh s,

> R > RBH T
Metabonomics Metabolic flux analysis
> R AR E I BT
Blocking the metabolic pathways
> BRI RGN
Stimulating the cell-to-cell

HALS T #12 signaling system

Biochemical
pathyway

WS H M

SR EAE
EPS-Hg
interaction
T A
Microbial
SEOLFRAE Ex situ characterization activity
R AYigin > G
Colorimetric analysis Chromatographic analysis
> ek > s A
Spectral analysis Mass spectrometry analysis
> Hhkul > BB
JENLRALE In situ characterization Transcriptomics Enzymatic activity
> BAEESMHr Microscopic analysis > %Elﬂﬁ’% anzilysm o
(e.g., CLSM, STXM, AFM) Metagenomics > PSRN 28
> il mif4 Spectral imaging > ﬁ&*&%?fﬁ Fluorescence
(e.g., FTIR, Raman, SPR) Microelectrode system in situ hybridization

» YR IR TR
Nanoscale secondary ion mass
spectrometry (NanoSIMS)

> REHEAEREYRT

Quartz crystal microbalance
with dissipation monitoring (QCM-D)

B2 AT ORI A PR A R B R T
Fig.2 Technical approaches for assessing mercury methylation in biofilms

2.1 AT AR TR BOR T B

LI A A (WHKDY Wood-Ljungdahl 344 ) J2 )2 A7 A6 T R SR i ATl 1 P ) T e s A
AEF A A J 2 — (). TS0 M) B TR s D o A ) o R R4 A AR 20 LA A F 5 o, 383 A A 1
GO LR A A b Az A B G- DY SR R ORI TE S BERI I A SR AR R RN S . £
Bime A G U — SRR M S A R TR AR TP A SRR . T8 o I AR O B R 00 O B R 1,
1711 2% 5 AH A I A A2 02 8 A IR 9 05 1 22— 61, Ekstrom 45 ) F G407 900 ) — S0 Ak sk i Ul , BELIBT 2
LG A A2, A5 42 A L R BR MR 8 340 i i A oK FY R AL RE T A i, i1 58 4 S A Y PR 2 ik It o
SRR, X R BAE 56 4 S A B R 0 J5L T 3 T LA Y HG Al AR g A2 1A 7 ok HY B Al S iz ),

i s A 0 T R O AN BE TR 1 3 B A A Al o0 T A B A A 2 i A R, AR
P B A ) 3 Ay S o o e e T 50 LA A e AR 3t 1 R RER. AL 20 Hr i ) AR RE R 62 3R (e
PN SR FRICRE A Y, 4G IR | G- BTSSR 07 v, S8R HT T AR ) P R E R A R
L, DT 2R G 4t i A R AR R [ | A S5 155 B0, AN [) Ao 2 oK FR A A AR Wy ml M) P ) sk
ANTR], AL AT LE 2o A5 E [ 3R b iC s IR (U SR . FLIRST) , A AR 73 B R, #7m ok H 2k Ak
b P R SR TR, DA B AT BE AR iR A

A=A A A A rp 227 A — bl LAY B A 5201, R D R BE AR I, 155 70 T IR
TEARMEEE , i BEE U A, 55 70 T RUR Bk FO im0 T A s 2RI ARG S 30k, dEmi 2 B i A
[ TP AU P AR RS A A PR, SR, AT SC T G W OB S5 (5 5 T R R B2
M ol A ) 50 PP R A 8 A8 1 O DL AR T . N-TBE S 1 22 28R AV TR ( AL ) 2 =2 PR B wi B A RO, Hh )2 A7 A
() — Rl TS 5 20 F. AHL {5 540 T A9 A KM T LuxI 28 AHL & BURE, 10 B 24 M8 T LuxR 2832
PREE L N, T RGE S A I AHL {55701, 8038 X AHL 45 U sl 32 A 2 F gt A7 3 ), 0l s
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S VRTT R GEHE TSR A BRI SR 15 23 R A A 1 ok R Ak
2.2 MubbZEWY) 5 TCHLIRAH EAEF ) RAE T %

MISNZ RY) A BEAR ., ZHEEEY Ry FBAFERE. B HiLSERen, R
TR A1 22 SR W B 53 2H BRIV R B 3% 1A S L5 TeHILoR A B AR R 58 A= W B b T WL R A 22 TR 28 1 3
filh. A2 58 7 v 2 R FH A B Ak 2 1 T BB i A1 22 SR A DN AE W B v 43 85, SR I R Ak L 8,5 0500 7 i
G Z Yo AL, B, BCA 32500 7 8 11 B 3% &, 2R M -Gk R 2 2200 2 1, R e o A R
oA A2 R Th N TG, T DATE T i S R A 0 | A (- o T I A T A
B REH ., JF T4 A4 S5 i 2L 1 A3k | ZRAMRIBOETE | 2O IS S AT RAE. (5 B s i R
B RGT HERH (2035 45 3045 . M A 22 SR W0 1 25 55 7K 1 DU AT AR 23 5 K B g oA 2 47 0 B G 0 B2, 5
SO L Y RAE T 1k i T T XA 2 R 5 i 4 AR BLAE R A, (R A A R ORI R A Ty
BRARTE— R T FREIR T AN 2 R A 2 RN S5 44, o s 00 AE P S v e b 22 SR TCHLRIE S
IAE.

B RAEBAR B K & R I 7 2% G M A 22 T A1 B b HL 5 o 4 T AH B AR IR Bt 1 454 R 2wt
Yot 45 5 2H A R AT Y {0, 38 o OG0 3R 2 I 8% (Confocal laser scanning microscope, CLSM) 1] L) J&
A7 b YR 2% A 0 R e L b 22 SR R S 2 G R ARV B i R S ) 3 A7 A LB Z1 41 5% 3% (Fourier transform
infrared spectroscopy, FTIR) i 1% . $ & )i ( Raman spectroscopy) il % . 7 1 55 & T & I 4% ( Surface
plasmon resonance, SPR) {15 55 1] UL K 2R ME B BEJE 1 A9 40 A . WA= W B AE O [ o2 . A0S, 4ok ik
B 5% 47 R (Nanoscale secondary ion mass spectrometry, NanoSIMS ) . &[] 25 55 5 1) 49 4% 1% 8 X 4
2§ 1P 1% (Scanning transmission X-ray microscopy, STXM ) 25 St 552 Al vl AR 3 Js A7 W42 A W ik ad 4)
JBT 2 B R 45 F R AR TS A R HORY A7 9 i AR §3CK OF (Quartz crystal microbalance with dissipation
monitoring, QCM-D) . J/i-F 77 i i3 5% ( Atomic force microscopy, AFM ) &5 & JR {7 R AL A W) IR 5 AN [RIE A&
TEHLRAH EAE A ) T A.

FL A1 22 5y 1 23 [ G548 X6 AN (R 28 T LR T8 A= Wy R (R e A . A% o 45 5 R P el 25 7 A 52 . O
WA H R RAE R & Y0028 [ S5 ¥ R AE, #1141, Dogsa 55 1) FH /N XS4 808 42 R (Small angle X-
ray scattering, SAXS) WF5¢ T ARl pH 2514 T 41 1R fL 51 22 R W (1) 45 F4'™); Benigar %53 1 SAXS., ##AEHL
#+ (Static light scattering, SLS) #1325 Y6 HIH} ( Dynamic light scattering, DLS ) % %% | 24 (1) 25 [A] 45 #4 0,
AR, 52 Y6 AH G 1 (Fluorescence correlation spectroscopy, FCS) 45 & e 58 £ I i % 7 H ok % AN R
DEEBIEAYE DAY HUL B L. FCS 3828 S X WO IRE R IE TN IE S E 4R
PRI A B3z 2 7 A Ok % B4R, 43 BT o 6k I B A OC pR AR T AR A A 47 HIUH OC R EE S AR B,
23 AEMIE TR BT

TR P 06 1 2 7 A2 B2 P R P A BT Bl R AR S KO 38 8 DA A K R T A ) L
A8 e W AT 1, FETSCAE ok F B AR o v, 8 3k 38 ok I D' %5 B (OD) L gk . Bl R SRR AR
A IR A A RG] 12 2 W AR AE D ) 36 1 X SR PR B R BRAIG, &) THRAE, (B AF
TEXE LA DX 337 P AR 35 1 240 O % ) BT, AN 8 A s W37 Pk B2k 0 R A RS Bl KO- Tl i Mo 2 % A
PEAR G W06 PR B8 bR 22—, B A48 7R S A A QO 0 12 1 i 6 8 MR L 3 S U . B Sl L B TR
fif S0 AR P G PR AR 25 ) 32 S ORI X PR B8 45 14 i 52 el R 1 o 2 AR 2 Y 32 2K
FHE, A RNA(TRNA) 58 BT 1A B DA G, BRLIGR] T RNA S Sz B AsA: 9 00 35 1 2 B —F
LA T B i 2R K], rRNA B9 5= S HCEY 0 A K A ARHTE P B A BE A AR DG,
1M H A 1S PR YR 9 A AR A6 5 3 5 10 rRNAPL 38 3 4 4l 27, T2 fRNA (& i, BR T RESRASHYL
WHEPEE B, R REIRIH G MU TR S50 5 8., X0 TR AR W B v s A= 1 0 0 vk B A o 3534

IRBE A5 b 255 W A ) T M R A AR A ) R S R SO R SRR AR A, R SR A R
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5%, AT ARSI A= 9y 65 N BRI PR 15 1 Ik 1] sh A8 A2 Ak

it 5 e 3 A R 7 A 1 R, DA 2 R PR A 2 R AR 3R ) 7 40 2 ) 28 I R A 5 A 0 P A () A
YEFIBLEI A PAT TR AR . 7 B PR 20 27 02 AR AR AS rh (i 2E W A IR R 2 R F 9 X6 42, e D 43 . 20
e DR 7 8 55 = B, BE ST T W A BE S A L DO Re TR PR . AH VR G R AR, B o ok W AR RE T 1Y
hgeAB FEPR I A B, ) FH 2 35 R 20 2 T B 55 A [R) Ok HE AR A 0 =2 ) e 2L G RN AH B A FH R vl
AE. 4N, Liu 85456 22 FE H 4% | PacBio ¥ A1 SZ ) % 7 PCR Jrikl g T FF H £ 3P hgedB FEH 1
AR R R G R T RFR, K IVERIE I T A1 H g o e [R] SR 3y 1 e B - 38 v %) FY R o 2B ol FR ),
T AN, DI IR 42 A8 H A (Fluorescence in situ hybridization, FISH) i1 T3 85431 4= ¥ 2A e o 1 A i 1 s
AT (R R A, TESCE DRV 4540 . FRE AR EOAE L FoRE v e 2k A P A i rh i A5 21 3
T BRI FISH SRR AT YRR IC B0 R SR IR 7 BeOw R, 5134 %) 59 DNA 5 RNA 73
FHEAT IR 28 28, FER E UL AT, 3l i ORI R Ge Xt H AR A Wy AT 4800 L BRSSPI,
A]FF FISH 4% AL A 06 3 4l 3 2R £ I 0 I A7 0 28 AN ] o 7 SR Y Ak A 1 A o i v 118 25 (1)
3 AR FUAH EAE F SO

3 4558 (Conclusion and perspective)

g5 IR, AR ok B 0 A Ak 53 B4R . TCAILOR (9 A2 T 25 R0 T B B2 W 1) 3% 1P 2 5 i B
S35 IR ol TR BRI =S SC R R, R H RX = AN R B IA R A BRI, FETEIE 22 R A fi
BRI (1) 57 S A YA L, AR b 2 b 28U E M 0 ok T A6 AR AR R AR A T DO 7 B E 2
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