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Research trends of plant responses to metal nanomaterials and multi—omics analysis

CHEN Chun"**, LIU Shuang'**, WEI Ge—hong'**

(1. College of Life Science, Northwest A&F University, Yangling 712100, China; 2. State Key Laboratory of Crop Stress Biology for Arid Ar-
eas, Yangling 712100, China; 3. Shaanxi Key Laboratory of Agricultural and Environmental Microbiology, Yangling 712100, China)
Abstract: The application of metal nanomaterials (MNMs) is growing worldwide, raising concern as to whether they may present a potential
risk to the environment. In combination with traditional environmental toxicology, omics technologies (e.g., transcriptomics, metabolomics,
and proteomics) have been used to sharpen understanding of toxic mechanisms of MNMs. In this review, we summarize the research related
to the toxic effect of MNMs on plants at phenotypic, subcellular, physiological, and biochemical levels. We review recent advances in multi—
omics technologies that provide new insights into the molecular mechanisms of MNMs phytotoxicity. To better understand the ecological ef-
fects of MNMs, we analyze the current research status and highlight the future challenges, perspectives, and strategies for multi—omics ap-
proaches.

Keywords : metal nanomaterials(MNMs ); phytotoxicity; multi—omics; molecular mechanism
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BT A P MNMs, B 58 2 P Bl AR 16 15 K I HERGE A
V5 KALIRT SR I 3 T K R BT e Ak e FH 45 7
A LI 5350 RSP A AE 1) MNMs 7] 38 3o
PR UTRR B R K 507 SRR T A T3, I 3 A
J K 2 B0 MNMs 11 f5c 28 1 159, f7 7 F L3 i
MNMs 23 % T34 25 R G877 LE ARG, B 285 i
WANEE T 12 &0, BUA 5T 26 B MINMs 7245 9 14
A AR ) e B 2o Il ) B B OO, DT AT RE X
FEA Bl M A S R G AR VR M IR XU, A A
AR BB 3 K TR D) SR R 5T MINMs 40 25 1k 50 342 T
B S B A AL G i P T B A S v A
SR B MNMs #:1E A9 2> T HLiH

1 MNMsfZSENSEFHAR

K F MNMs FE P R0 7 T ORI ST A% G0 d B2 7
T T2 BER T i 7K % Bl R o g w1y 2
WLEE MNMs % 55 38 T AEP A 20 DA R A= 3R
FEAKEZ IR R 800
1.1 EYERKKTE

P A RN B PEAN 8 br— AL 46 R 25 5 25
K R I ECRIAE Y A . A E N A R
JFJ T 8 90 K WKL (ZnO | Ag. CuO ., Ce0, %5 ) X K
OOOKRE N CE AE EINEE VR ) A K R e i A
FE FEE IR DT Ek A N [ R g S,
L2 K UKL (NPs ) 2 58 W B 68 o 5 — BB, {5 2 %)
P A A A 3 G — S B TN, 32 R B A
HARA 52 B0 DA K A i %) S 35 ek /D 45, 3l i K
B BL I NPs [R50 v J3E /KO- B IS F - 398, 3K 2 1
F NPs i A+ 2 5 2 kA TR B RS2 A8 1k
1M 398 52 2 iy AR PR 2 25 52 i) NPs I AR PR 5 7
Pyl AR, Hop ) A 88 pH AR5 i 3 ]
T4 IR B T2 MINMs 3P 500 i G B R -, F 9
PR AE 1 458 NPs X R 4 00 55 4 08 B 2 o etk
X TR 451 MNMs 42 8 55 TR 4
FE Bl 5> e A, R o B sl A L
235200 NPs 76 3 R IR ERA 720, B8 7 8 1 T
A 5| S NPs A1 5 3 52 1 35 ), 5 HLJ5T v Jo A R 55
JoT AT W B F NPs 0k 2% 187, 384 i NPs 2% i HL S T
T 528 NPs 114 1 001, 41 fif NPs 76 A7 4 4 1N
TR, $ i A W mT R M B R AR 0 1 2 1k 7K
F 98 & BUHLID 22 85 4 F T, 500 mg - kg™ CuO NPs £l
500 mg-kg ™' CeO, NPs ANEXXFEH S N A4 77 A kit , 0

JEAR R BE ZnO NPs 58 W 2 40 182 b B
P R R 3k R W] [F]—FlAE P % TS [A] Fh2E MNMs
T 5 PR i) 15 T 52 A 8 A 7R 22 )5 [m]— b MINMs 2%
5 X T AN [ B Al A K T A3 R T A BTN
A, @ an 7K 55 268 F 1600 mg- L' ZnO NPs % % 1]
SRS AC ETE RO AR W R 2R3z B S AR 8
JRF B & S B iy, 3R WIHEFD 8 & B BEAS [+
TR A P 6 T MINMs 2 5 638 0 el 7 ¢ B 5 i 52
fEEZ R,
1.2 F 4 A7k

) NIV 200 L 235 g = 0 95 40 B 200 i 5 200 i
2N A (LR A NS ) o X T RETE
Y25 A VLSS, AN REFS B H NPs J& 5 i A4
TRPY, T il NPs ANy 2 DL R 5 48 U AE 20 N 1)
18 S B B RE R 2 MNMs 1 A bR A B I 2
DL L, 3 SRR T NPs A4 5 P HL B ) 00 B3
fith o H AT ST & BUAE ) 200 it V] 3 5 sl AR 4 Y
AFE I NPs, 3 HUESE T Zn0  Ag.Cu0.Ti0,.ZVI
(AR ) 25 Z2 R MNMs BEf% E AR MDA A0 B 378
S PN R R, NPs B8R R 2000 5 LR g 2=
TR T PR A0, T JHE B ) 2 el A 400 240 P e 114
NPs B 5 TV AR R, FED N ERKET
PEARRYS AR S5 FAR B X e, I FLIE o 20 ] Bt
S )% 22 PR S R AR BB , 2 M ) B i 2]
2R RIAR RS K ) NPs AT BE 23 3% ZE 240 i L B sl 75 3 2
JZR TR B R ALB , DT SE AR R A /K o3 S 5% 3ia
g, A NPs B A] H4Z A 2 s AL AE )
I R W AT, A5 24 A8 A 2038 Ji 0] e L A 358 7 27
PEA P 40HE A NPs 2 2 SRR i ik | 28 B $5 173
R TR/ INER S 2278 K 3k e A W~ LG T R e
AT HE S MNMs 1E FH AL 8 22—  (H ELAR VR FBL
BREFIE—WF5EP, fHP A B AR 5 IE AR,
Ty 5 A% , MINMs 119 2% 5% J0ih 1 R 1 52 M A 40 4t O
G R AR BB 5 A A PR AR AL AR A
1.3 £E4EUKE

R 5% UE S MNMs 5 22 JBip 38 X6 A 49 1 25 14 AL
il Z —J& A A E . FE AR S AL A e, —
D5 11 2338 32 77 A AA JE TR A5 B H K (GSHD &5 /N4y F
AL RIEAFEAR N BTG PEEFE (ROS) , 75— 7 4338
i RN — &R 9 B A AR 09 T PR R T BR ROS.
ROS FEAFE LA (0,) A E T A 300 ) |
1AL R (H00) FIR AL H AR (HO - ) %5, Hod # 7 A=
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FAH P A0 S A AR % 3 SR A D A S5 I 440
Gk RO A B AL Y B — 1B B R o A A
Yy AL i (SOD) Ak O+ 77 £ 1546 ™ 1) HLO., T )5 i
A AL S (CAT) o S AL Y (POD ) SLHT IR I 2 1ot
A ALY (APX) 5 3F — 2035 B HoO.0 [AIET, BT IR 1M
R AT BEH K 28808 b2 R BB BRSPS
AR B SR ROS (3 B, R /KF ROS
AAVENES 52 SHY GO , %3805 B 2 HUR
AR B 18 3 G, DT 5 0 S AR i T8 1k T v 5 SR L 2
ROS 7K Bt A AL B 1 2R G I PR g g Bef i 25 &
b A AEGEE 20 53 R A A AR B, DA 4T S AL 1l
IKOVZR T B, E TR IR A b B R S . [FIET A
RN RM ROS i — 20 S8 O RS A
YKoy F B RO T SO SR 5 . 0 A )
BT S A Tl R0 0 A B 5 S Ak K-, 38 AT AR AEA
PIHEAE MNMs JHlr 36 14 RE 77 LA S WA SE AL 405 AR
Z WIS K I MNMs 255 Al 35 R 5 B 5L KA
LR TF S AN R ROS B9 77 A, ik 1 51 e — R 471
(R AR ) 75 0 2 7, T B R R T (MDA) 7K - T
150 P EU R T AR | 2 KOT B AR L R S A
ARG BE R 455290, 24 i T S5O o A B K 8
10T, B A TiO, NPs 2 58 ¥k B2 3 1 (0.05~1.5 mg -
L) 5N (0.7 d Fl 14 d) FEK DU IF - Fr B AR
B H SOD 7K - 52 32 Wi R A a3, ) B A 4 AR Y
MDA 5 5 B3 # 3 5 Cekig S5 B Ag NPs
(80 mg- L™ ) 7E/K 3G 2R B 451 T Al 5 LE AN SOD |
APX & P 8 BRI, FF 51 & DNA 45 Fi g i i 42k
YRR, 2k i %ok 26 At AL 40 i B — 2 R 7 5

2 MNMs R MR % SR 5T

2.1 ¥R 2H* (Transcriptomics)

SR~ LT RNA JKP-BIF 5 200 i DR e 3k I
PAPERARE A — 1] 2R, B AR S A 320 S R
251 (1) HTF 425819 DNA 5441 (Microarray ) 5 (2) 3T
DU 2 A 9 RORASEF- 15 0 e 15 AR (MPSS) (338 5 41
PR (EST) &N 320K 81 43 B AR (SAGE) I
RNA )7 42 R (RNA-Seq) &5 . M, RNA-Seq H1 F
LR S R N ER N L i e Y SR R )
SEOLF, Rz N T S AR RS, A
e B S S AR D SR 30 O B R B Ok R
S5 TN HTBOR B2 . A Al
KA BOR 15 B A TE R LE MNMs 252 B8 T 7Y
T 25 S e s PRI E AT T 855, O 0 28 1 s S B

ik ZE S L R DGR BF 9T 9 T4 1. MNMSs 1) 2 5%
A5 AR ) R DR P 5 SRR P 1 25 S 0k i e
S R IR 32 5 A P A o e o AR P R GE
IKATIEIE R I8 FE I A A5 ) A AR E A (R
PR AR A ) | 45 T il 25 B2 %% 32 F1 DNA &2
B s Je MR AE AR OC . TEKIE BT rh , ZnO NPs (4
mg- L' 5100 mg- L))" Ag NPs(5 mg- L)™' CuO
NPs (10 mg- L))" 85 T B4 I, 500 mg- L™ ZnO
NPs“I52 82 ) F KA P SOD , POD %5 Hit 4 1k Jil £ 141
PIFRINE 2 2NE M % FJ# ;1 mg- L™ Cu NPs 2
AT NE RN S H5IR R (5 2R A
Wi B ROS) 5 il 22 1R A CRE ) A — oA et 4k
FU) A G BE R Rk B2 B, AL R ERTE
£ 1400 mg- kg™ ZnO NPs 180 mg-kg™ Ag NPs F1 5000
mg- kg TiO, NPs 1y b (Zfb6 M A JE) 3 E
PR 55 B S0 W 30 AH DG B JE R 2 R B 3
PR K L G R B MINMs % 82155 5 T R BT A
A BT 2 S8 B MR 87 o JB R PN TR AR S K 1 2 AT
I SEAEW K 535 55 53 00 5 A R 2 i, A DGk
DAL f4 i 1 35 T BB 2 F T MINMs 49 K RUBE 1% 9 L4
FHT R AKGHE B34 ZE , NS B8P &A= K i . [
i, 4 mg- L' ZnO NPs"*" 10 mg- L' CuO NPk 3 2
& AT A R TR N S A AR DG Y B R (G 46 4 A
BEMEAE MBS KA ERTSE) THERIE, R T
MNMs £ B YR AR 2% 4 Jifd 57 0 i A Py AR 19 & & 5 i 10
mg- L ALO; NPs 7K 8% 2% 5 ) & 2 54 7 BUrg Sr 4 Iy
EJ R R B R AR DG JE []] 1) 7 i 32 381 IR B T AL
XJF AN [m] Fh 2 MNMs [ip 38 75 5% 55K 1 Wi Ly 28 35 19
Stk B RELE KR E N (BsE N &R
VRN 4 JE ATP BSE ) 7EAE ) 2 43 W X% i 2
e R OCHAE T X R IR N B B R SR W
MNMs il i) 8 46 J& 255 AT RE L7 AR Bk i —Fh
FEALH, BRI K I ZnO NPs 7E /K5 2 8% (4
100 mg- L) & AT DA 4D R I U8 2R AR DG BE R /Y
PR IA LR ST U 0 B 2 R AR A
B fRAAAE— 2 IR XSRS B 1 NS 5 a4
SLLFE AT RE TR MNMs 23 52 M A7 47 1) 40 i 53 24, DA
T 265 L A A A A A7 T 4 S e 1421,

i S 20 2 R AT AR B SR /KT 0 % MNMs
8 15 1 g 1 1 AN R B e i PR Rk ) Hh AR S T
B SR Ry i DR e 287 ), 0 A T3 A SR DR R TR 1Y
R EAAEAERN . 500, B TR % &
BRI S B, B DR A B S A P ) 8 1 i 3R
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Table 1 Transcriptomic response of plant exposed to metal nanomaterials (MNMs )
NMSFE Rl R Do SR R (Fk 2 2 ) S
MNMs species Test plants  Concentration ):Ezzze Results (expression difference=2—fold) References
Zn0 WIRIT 4 mg-L" 7 A R AR A A AR A R B E DK ) FIAE e [41]
R JERBIE ) , 25 Zn 25 & Fis MFads
N 2 G A AU A Y kA (B SR L BTRLA A FLR MR 1), DNA B RNA
R ()
BRI 100meelt 7 AR M GRS R A IE KA ) RIS [42)
(O3 A o SR BT 48D AR &
NS S AR SURIA Y kR (B IMA LR AR D) ik
Wk S00melt 5 AR RN TR RS R A It j45]
R 2RI S e A R N R SR L IR AR A (3R P450 R SR AL IR
Ag B Smgel? 10 EIEORCEMING (RRELG FULHNG SEE B ERE DRIk [43)
SEMiE)
TR < W S A SRR R BEVE TR A KRR 658
Cu ANE S Tmgelt 10 EE A RIS B4 R ) MBS (MR . (47)
EER B TGS ATP 45555 ) (3L
TR 25 DNA K
Cu0 WEIF  10mg-L” 7 IR R AR 0 R ) A A I (R R R Cut B SR [44]
i  MPIMER R S CRAIIR KR LI &R 5 )
T2 5 & BT ASREEE GHE SR HHE REL AR SECRUK)  RER T
ALO; WFST 10 mg-L” 10 8] 37 1 A 201 A6 ) AR W a0 CRG TR B 380) , MMIBE 2 o B [49)]
s ISR R
Zn0 . Ag.TiO, FEHETE 1400 mg-kg' 28 F 8] - 2R w07 4 A R CR AL S AU RN e S AU s AR i, (48]
gfee 1) 180 mg-kg™! SAAL NI (DAL AN (25K P4SO Z301R ) , R AR S G I Jm 88 745 5 kis |
5000 mg-kg! SIRETHEE )M LD A K

TN LA, S SRR T S A (RIS E R EmA g )

A

KA BHFAEA—E0tE, 3F HA 5 R4l 5 KB 2%
FE DRI 20 AR M Bsp | — B0 P 5 SR AR M LA A 73
B, DR G5 A5 B 8 R4 2t — A 5e 3%, LU fin 4
T b [ B AR 4 %o MIN ML 2 522 1 0 1o ML )54

2.2 EARAZE(Proteomics)

A TR AR A TG S G BRI SRR
NRERIPATH . BRI R e yikes
A BT 2 B S 3R IBAKE , DA  ASFF 5E AR AL
T B L LA A AR B — 1R 2R
Y253 BT 1) B RR AR < FE R o B AliAh S e
DL A B2 bt . BRI A B R B S
LUK FI 335 o %8 8 R — o0k SO i R [ 7 2 A il
SERFAR . WG B F oM B R AR i 1 B 2 X
BRI REUES TRLA T . B AT, 2 AR
iz 7 5 B0 PR AT PIR () B 2 115 810 50905 2 )
SWISS—PROT (i = , £ 3 14 e 1) 2 11 51 40 8 /2 )
BRI A BRI A PDB L SWISS-2DPAGE
(Bt , G TR B 20k 58 D07 T i i v, Sk 50 I3 )
Sghi0-57-8 S R F 8 P T2 A BRI E MINMs A 4
S A S 25 SR8 T 20 GSH L AR 1V X A1 7L

i3 3 AR PR A SCHEAE T, AN BB R 40 L N T
PESUE t Ak R AR I 5 A0 N 1) B R R AR
B EEH . Ag NPs /K 288 F A9 7K A5 (30~60 mg -
L)PIE 2597 (10 mg- L)', HAE YR N Z 0 5 GSH
A AR DG 2 1 B /K P 32 2 5 T, R A e o 1
H GSH B4 B A MNMs 5 2 19 484k k8 s PYK 10
(B0 %0 B 17 T 23 ) S AEL 00 200 JE S FIR A 0 SR A 58 3
T B J8CH — b7 2 P J3E 0 A A= 45 4, e 2 P4 o IR0 4
(ER Body ) 1Y =220 BUSS3 , HILBRAR A5 B A IEAR 1180
EIHES ER Body B4, 10 mg- L™ Ag NPs /K £
TN G HEEIFH PYK 10 KF- T L 20 MNMs %
8 ] BE X 25T TR 3 8 — B AL 1 e
VERR R ERAE IR LA SR S5 AR A R A AR
FEA P REMAE, 25 mg-kg™' Cu NPs Fll Fe NPs 1358 2%
T /N RN 2 SRR AR AR DG A 1 R Rk
10 mg- L Ag NPs 7K 35 52 58 T [ 40 B0 S /N2 AR Py
Z: SRR S ATP 5 AR OCHE Y HIRERGA S TR
Nt &R S AH 8 F1FE 250,2000 mg - kg ™' CeO, NPs £
SRR ER WD B HOE, 3K B P RR AR AR (VO AT LA
B A I 7 A B 22 1) ATP 538 Ji 3 (4 NADPH) , AT
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Table 2 Proteomics response of plant exposed to metal nanomaterials (MNMs )

MNMs i i
MNMs
species

W) BRERUE

Test plants Concentration

SRR
Exposure
time

Results

SCHk

References

Ag KRG 30.60 mg- L

10 mg- L™

N
=%

T
al

50 mg- L

50 mg-kg™!

10 mg- L

10 mg- L™

Ce0,

b
al

2501000 mg-
kg™

Fe INAZ 25 mg-kg™

20d

5d

3d

21d

30d

14d

INZZ
A

FR AR G A M B A | LB R i A AL Wy A A B H K- - T8 1)
K SRR, 1 ARk (B 0 M B | AR P ) 2 1 R NAC 3 S IR 1459
R B R T A A SR

I AR R G AL AL | L B AL ) , B A (BESE 3 HE A R e
A4 R R S 24 R T 1) 18 ) B A T

A S A RIEIEAT S (A5 B 1 PR 70-2 FNRAEL BT 1 ATPRETEAE )
T AR y R

T AR (GDSL L I Wt~ UM e A b B R 40 SR 458 ) , A e AT T I 2 R
H A, 3= -D - TR AF - BB -7 - B AR 5 T

A SR GRS ART ) , DB T CRC B I XU IR ALl AR AL L ATP 5
AR R a-b 255 H 15, A R GE M EHA)

A AR (Rl S S BRI R o S A B AN R AR B ) L G A (ATP
G CF e WL NS -1, 5— AU IR 2 Ab i/ S AL AT B -k 192 I 6 55 ) AR (O ¢
T 208 i | Tl TR DR AR S T -3 - i 0 UG 55 ) L B USiiT 28 RV 1 RS-
It 2R - S A0 ) , RNA I T (35 H 2R 19 RNA 4545 85 11 .mRNA 4545 8 11T
AR G IR (A E e & Rl ) , I AH 2 ( Pathogenesis—related protein) & M
A < AR AU AR U PR R R 5 B ) , W PRI Coo— T o A | SR 1l i 12 24 g 4
0055 L R AU ) AR B RE A i OB B AL 2 KD, B A B (L B IR 7,
60S FRIERZ MR B 1) ; 25T, Sl Ab 0 3 (SR H B SR & B ) , — AR 2 (123 3k
R IK A T )

AL, B A G A (ER S B A @R bS) s 22 A EH
(HCF136 2511 A 3K b5)

P EEEROERYE T -NWIE 6 RS0 T 0 Psh28 26 17 LA K M4 (R 28 1
ATP 4 IR JE o), 28 1A 15 W e (R BT RS 5 38 10 ATP AR Clp 25 (1
SRR kw)

T+ SRR T T T A o ek R Ak A DR R ) OB S TR
OERGE 1B O B A BB AZE 11 VIADT7 .60 kDa fE(RZE 11, GrpE &
11 R )

R SRR R GRS ) | 2 1A I A (VR e 2R 11 R IR A S R U RIPRAR
TR ClpB1) , B O e Tk Ity ST PR T 4 Y LA B R £ BACE 25)

[59]

[60]

[69]

[68]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[64]

M A& B AL S S R R . IAh i —
U6 5 R B AT B S B AR O Y AR 1 5 (481 40 2 1
T NAC e S IR FIN 5T 0 Js 45 6 B 11 45 ) I R A K
Sl KA T AR, BT MNMs af 25 3088 15 i 5%
iz K B R A o008 R, ol TR S R IR K
FHPEJE RT AL B 3R B ) R J P DA S P
S MR S DR (2 S 2 R 11 4 RS 2 ] R DG
HAE . FIRBY N A iR S
BT R AE A Y B AR I, 5 DA ARl 20 2 ]
]z e — 2L 22 A T RENS B B R ER 3D T
FRRE RTS8 T 8 A BRI RS AR
SHEYRAZ (A B N TR R

2.3 it £H % (Metabolomics )

A= WA i A P Tl 2 R B [ 8 /N 1
G WD R, 2 20 R 7 S R Y 8 i 7 ), BB B I
e 2 A o B 5 78 Ak g i a7 ARG 2H 2T R A
b S A= U ARTE 3 58 i T AR K P B A2 A i

Tk WA AR e 45 i B e L ST 5 A kR
22 [ I AEDCTG . AR A 2 AR LR 5T H i 32 2
53 R i A 2 2 0T R ) A R A 2 e A g A
SURHREE 1 C A A7 = 0, X
PRI AR A TUR ATRGY 5 AL ) A 20 27 7] A= A
PIEPEACI IR T R G207 AR BURE 8 S0 55 R 1Y
22 AR, T2 A Wm0 5 A B Y e B T
P R iz E A A 2 SR A 5
TF-BAUTE W2 LR A i - S B R .
WEIARTAR A TOFT FE AT AL EE TCHE T O ) 7k |
Sz HF Bl AR AE A, AF S BORE AR AR 5 T T £
W FH AR DR R R &5 o R AT, HLRE W] B Al 22
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Table 3 Metabolomics response of plant exposed to metal nanomaterials (MNMs)

MNMs Ffi2& T A Bf ]
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Figure 1 Schematic representation of MNMs and plants interactions
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