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Effect of Rosuvastatin on Superoxide Dismutase and Malondialdehyde in Human Um-

bilical Vein Endothelial Cells Injured by Homocysteine
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[ ABSTRACT ] Aim To investigate the effects of rosuvastatin on superoxide dismutase (SOD) and malondialdehyde
(MDA) in human umbilical vein endothelial cells( HUVEC) injured by homocysteine ( Hey). Methods The HU-
VEC were primary cultured. HUVEC from the second to third generations were stimulated with different concentrations of
Hey and model of cell injury was set up.  Then the HUVEC were pretreated with rosuvastatin in different concentration.
Real-time PCR was used to detect the expression of SOD1 mRNA.  Activity of SOD was detected by xanthine oxidase tech-
nique. The content of MDA was determined by TBA method.  The level of nitric oxide (NO) in culture cell supernate of
HUVEC was measured by nitrate reductase method using NO assay kit. Results Compared with control group, the ex-
pression level of SOD1 mRNA and the content of NO and SOD was significantly decreased, the content of MDA was signifi-
cantly increased after 24 hours in Hey group (P <0.05) , while pretreated with rosuvastatin for 2 hours, the expression lev-
el of SOD1 mRNA and the content of NO and SOD was significantly increased, the level of MDA was significantly decreased
(P<0.05). Conclusion Rosuvastatin shows its anti-oxidative effect through improving SOD activity and reducing

the level of MDA in HUVEC injured by Hey, and the effect is independent on its lipid-lowering effect.
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HELREHIAA , EOF R IE ) R, Hey W38 i 4
S PR A e H IR S A Tl | ST N B 1 L
HERIEF RGN R Dy RE 2R AL, T2y
Pyl R b HRIGYT BB IAE AT As AHOCHES G . K
TG RBIFFEUE S AT T 28 25 )] i 2 FR AR As AHOCHE
i KB R AR LU BR S R IR VR A e 2 4h,
A VEHRE LS VR A 4 20 L N B2 D RE
P FoE Bt fRUF LRI P IE S i
FPAEAMLTT (rosuvastatin, Rosu) 42 H A7 EAifthiT FhAE
FESRATT A BRATT” Z 0k, A R HAEN
S BT A AR I B T B A SR A D AR AR G A
ANEAR B 75 B B K 9 B2 40 9 ( human umbilical
vein endothelial cells, HUVEC) , i i Hey 5145 HU-
VEC 7 20 A N S O A Y | 4830 B & e fl 7T
X} Hey $i45% HUVEC 8 48 Ak 9 157 AL i ( superoxide
dismutase , SOD ) i £ A1 4 . [ ( methylenedioxyam-
phetamine , MDA ) 1% 55 S8 AL A8 bR RS20

1 #REFE

1.1 EE&H#

M199 # 7| | T 2 fix & B 0. 02% ~0.05% EDTA
JRBE e 4 o v T vE 3 SR 3 B % E GIBCO A
A ARBEWE TR EEANEARAERAG, N
S 4 A KA m # W A % B BD A F], Rosu 1 F [
Hr F BN B, Hey W T Sigma-Fluka 2 3] ; — & 10 &
(nitric oxide,NO) £ M| i 7| £ .SOD & MDA 4 | i
A& B b E = R AW BE A AR A F ; TRizol
KA W T 2 B Invitrogen 2 8] |, 3 5 KR A & F1 K K
EERANEWTAEFTENIRARAT, AT
BhRRRELT NAERA, 5 E NmE
A AR RAF I AR,

1.2 HUVEC EREFSEE

%% Baudin %' {38 B HUVEC JE R 3% 3R 84 7
o BB E P L AFHES = E K& AR
M=, R A R AR R L A (4
FR B YR AR RO ) L & AR L E DL ROk
BEREGEEAEREHFXEHEETE, TH
Fo T B & LB,k BR #h % v R (PBS) R &
HE,mN0.1% 1 A g 7 B, % 35 H b 20 ~ 30
min, 1000 r/min B0 7 min &, % H EHH 0.2% W
JRH T25 3R F , BT 37°C 4 5%CO, By R &
A PRI, 24 h JFIE, WG A 90% LA b B A
4 EDTA # 0. 05% /B8 Ltk R 2 T25 #F &R+,

W3 H 4R, EEERS2~3RATER,
1.3 MTT 5236

Bt dt £ K 8 HUVEC A 7% 43 5 27 1 x
10%/ 7L 8 A F 96 FLEEF A F ,37°C 5% CO, f5 4 +
FR2 0 FHREKEERE)E, BT MFRER?2
h i THBMNREY, HZaxdBE4A,
Hey 41 \Rosu 4l 7041, & A% 3 NE L, FRKE
2547 (0.2 ~ 1.2 mmol/L Hey) = 4 #m A\ F Bl % &
t7 Rosu (0.5 mmol/L 1.0 mmol/L 7 2. 0 mmol/L)
S E 2 h, %5 m N 0.6 mmol/L Hey 4k 42 1k
24 h, B3I AN 20 wL MTT(5 g/L), % 4 h,
# b3, 43w DMSO 100 wL, 4k 3% 10 min, f# 1% %
BEGTDTER, 28 3B ET 490 nm 4
ERASE
1.4 HUVEC M5BT

Bt #HoE K% — | =K HUVEC ¥ it %
Ja, L EH (1.0 ~1.5) x 10° cells/mm?> # A\
6 FLIFEHRM, R 24 h 5, 3% H 4 2% i M199
Bk EOAK M8 h, 4k B M G SEAT R AL TR, %R
BlEY SC3 B ey m 2 i 25 R P ARk . S m N F
W JE B Rosu (0.5 mmol/L, 1.0 mmol/L #F 2.0
mmol/L) ,2 h /& & m\ 0. 6 mmol/L Hey, 3 7= 24 h,
1.5 NO.SOD MDA # i

WE6FLFEHRRANEMER EER, % LEE
=R AEWHA A R A E R M E NO K Al & ,SOD K
| &1 MDA R & 8035 0 5 AT AE
1.6 Real-time PCR #ill SOD1 mRNA Ki&

Il RNA-OUT & L% RNA, # # % R L &
PCR % & mRNA, R A% B k#EF L9 THRAR
N8 KK E B A& SYBR Premix Ex TaqTM Kit %
W 1E, %% & PCR KT ABI 7000 PCR #
A7,95°C T & # 30 s J&,95°C 5 5,60°C 31 s, SODI
(GenBank No. NM _000454.4) #7154 5'-CAA
AGA TGG TGT GGC CGA TG-3', # 1 5| 4 5'-TTT
CCA CCT TTG CCC AAG TCA-3'; W % GAPDH
(GenBank No. NM_001101.3) #7113l 4 5'-GAG
CTG AAC GGG AAA CTC AC-3', 3 1 5| 47 5'-AAA
CTG TGA AGA GGG GCA GA3', % #* A
9- [Ct(SOD1) - Ct(GAPDH) ] /fjﬁﬁ’f ﬁ_;%:o
1.7 SitEHiE

K il SPSS 16. 0 4t 11 2 7 2% 4 ¥ 47 038 4L 38
AT ERAx s X7, AR B LRKA £
B % 7 # 4 #7 (One-way ANOVA) , # 1t LSD-test #
ITHHEEARLE ,P<0.05 ¥ ZRAHITFE XL,
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NEDE BB A A, R 4 h J5 8 40T
URIGRE 24 h J5 AT 2 0RE ARG RE 5 o S 2 HE
G, AR R Y MRIE s MY % RDE s
Y 0, A0 F e B 25 AR e A K
Ja , BRI T FEHES (B 1), 2048 ~96 h 5
JEACH RIS BE 80% ~90% , AT L 1: (3 ~4)f&4%,
CD31 %7 N Bz 2 il 25 2R 17 < 4% — 4% HUVEC
FHPEE R 99.9% (] 2)

2.1
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Figure 2. The identification of HUVEC via CD31

2.2 MTT EME Hey #i{5 HUVEC MIEEIRE

FHARFMEEER) Hey 5 HUVEC 205 F 24 h J5 T
fift Hey X HUVEC Y458 TEPER 2, AN Hey 1R
25 FAXTHRAH  Hey HEFEM 0. 2 ~ 1. 2 mmol/L, A] 51| 4K
HE LR HUVEC 1795 %,0.6 ~ 1.2 mmol/L %41
B PR B BN TS XTI (P <0.05;% 1),
Hey 0. 6 mmol/L LA F-23 B 4 40 O3 5 , PRLHCR ]
0.6 mmol/L Hey #i1jj HUVEC LAFEST 4H i {14558
2.3 MTT &M EEF & T3S Hey B HUVEC
R4 R TE R R

WA AAS [R] 4 BE /) Rosu,2 h JEF-IIA 0.6
mmol/L Y] Hey 5 HUVEC L0524 h J5 T fft 40 i
HOFHIE DL, Rosu WUSEAEA 2 h, o] LA 2 Mo 1 i
Hey TS0 P 2 200 03 P 04 T e 3 4o+ £ FH
BV B %% 3 1 KT % 3G %, 0.5 mmol/L, 1.0
mmol/L.2. 0 mmol/L Rosu ZH %) 4 Jg 3% 4 tb Hey 2H
PIA A (P <0.05) ;5 1.0 mmol/L Rosu 4 AH L,
2.0 mmol/L Rosu A4 1522 R RG22 2 X
(P>0.05;%2),

1. HUVEC BHE TEZ(10 x ¥5R)
Figure 1. Normal appearance of HUVEC
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CD31

% 1. RERE Hey X HUVEC & MHIBM (x 5,0 =5)
Table 1. Effects of different concentrations of Hcy on the vi-

ability of HUVEC(x +s,n=5)

Hey ¥ (mmol/L) 0D, fH

0(7 FIATIRZD) 0.950 +0. 008
0.2 0.880 £0. 010
0.4 0.860 +0. 012
0.6 0. 730 £0. 010"
0.8 0. 580 0. 027°
1.0 0.430 0. 018"
1.2 0.360 +0.010"

ah P<0.05, 575 FIXTIRGL g,

2.4 ImEFRALITIY Hey H{5 B9 HUVEC 433 SOD,
NO #1 MDA B840

J T i — R Hey 5147 HUVEC J& , Rosu X4l
Jifl NO F1 SOD B 5200 , MTT 4538 427R 1. 0 mmol/
L F12.0 mmol/L Rosu Fikb B 5RO el , A SLLR
FH T3 WA 1) Rosu HEA T2 50A I T 4% 2H 41 f 5%
FEHH SOD NO il MDA FU¥JE . Hey 41 NO 1 SOD
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TR BT X IR, MDA SR E &S A A
XFHRZH (P <0.05) ;45 1.0 mmol/L F12. 0 mmol/L Ro-
su THALHE 2 h J5 A S5 BE /Y Hey, 9520 NO F
SOD 7K -3 45 MDA 7K EW] i R, 5 Hey 20
8,1, 0 mmol/L F1 2. 0 mmol/L Rosu 417 H %
P2 L (P <0.05) ;1.0 mmol/L Rosu 445 2.0
mmol/L Rosu 2122 [H] NO .SOD F1 MDA )& 2%
GFRE (P >0.05;%3)

2. WHEFEMITX Hey 3 HUVEC R1{5 M4 BRiE A 5
M (x+s,n=5)

Table 2. Effects of different concentrations of Rosu on the
viability of HUVEC injured by Hey(x +s,n=5)

| 0D490nm {8

75 F X IR ZH 0.952 +0. 008
Hey 41 0.639 +0. 017"
0.5 mmol/L Rosu 21 0. 662 +0. 027*
1.0 mmol/L Rosu ZH 0.817 +0.011"
2.0 mmol/L Rosu 21 0. 874 +0. 013"

aJ P<0.05, 525 (AT B L ;b 9 P <0. 05,5 Hey 21 104,

3. EREFARMLTTXY [E BY 3 Bt S ER IR 45 O A B B Ak A R 4 B
4ih SOD NO #1 MDA BIZMH (% +5,n=5)

Figure 3. Effects of Rosu on the secretion of SOD NO and
MDA in HUVEC injured by Hey(x £s,n=5)

9 W SOD(U/L)  NO(pmol/L) MDA (mmol/L)
25 AT IR 0.54 £0.027 0.69 £0.013 0.65 +0.020
Hey 41 0.38 £0.047* 0.61 £0.021* 0.79 +0. 099"

1.0 mmol/L Rosu 41 0.48 £0.020" 0.73 £0.017" 0.53 +0.018"
2.0 mmol/L Rosu 41 0.51 £0.021" 0.78 £0.018" 0.48 +0.038"

a N P<0.05, 52 AXHRAL L # ;b o8 P <0. 05,5 Hey 4 HEL,

2.5 EMWHEE PCR WNERETF KT Hey B
HUVEC 15 SOD1I mRNA RiARI 2

523 (X BAIAA 0. 6 mmol/L Hey 4bFH 24 h
J7,80D1 mRNA KRR T 2.02 £ (P <0.05),
1.0 mmol/L 2. 0 mmol/L Rosu FiAr¥ 2 h [5H
MG Hey, 55 Hey ZHAH EL, SODI mRNA Ft &
T 157 F1.79 % (P <0.05) , & /R &7 AR 77 7l
i HUVEC f SOD1 mRNA 231k, 1.0 mmol/L
Rosu ZH5 2. 0 mmol/L Rosu ZH SOD1 mRNA ik
SEGITFE (P >0.05;F3),

3 4 g

Hey CHEBHIAZE As RIS fa e 2 —, ok
R 22 ) TR 2 I AU A 17 S8 PT 481 05 1T PN B A e

0.06 -
0.05}
S 004t
oc
€ 0.03}
=)
0 0.02f
2
0.01}

0 ZAXMEAE  HcyA 1.0 2.0
~ Rosu(mmollL)
B 3. HEF AT Hey #i4% # HUVEC SOD1 mRNA %
EREME(x+s,n=5) a i P<0.05, 5% 0 A L& b
N P<0.05,5 Hey 4%,
Figure 3. Effects of Rosu on the expression of SOD1 mRNA
in HUVEC injured by Hey(x +5,n=5)

i SR As RAEKRE, WRZAIHE Hey
Yok i) FZEMAN M, F5E R ] Hey AT o 35 0 4
FER 3= 9, 3 2R A (ROS) il A AL &
(H,0,) FEEBABE T (0> ) M A h3E (OH ) ki
P anMase , 51— 3R 51 S A N R I AR g o i 4R
b, B 2 T S04 M R 45 40 B I 4 M A 3 1 4
TNteT TR AR A0 P 22 b R A R R B OE
PRI, 240 P 480 A o 3R R T 3 B o R
BVt 0 1 A B B, WL AL T A eI A&, 3
Z2 () PR SRR A K% BB & 1 (LDL) 4k 12
HEA I P 22 Fh 3R 11 5 9 I Ak B 3 ik R 0 Ak T
T 9 RE AH OC JE IR ) 2R 3k, DT ek 28 P R 44t i 7y
FE , {07 PPLAZ 200 ) I A5 B VS O RO R M o L A
0T i VLA I3 5 B AT N R A M B g IR
7, S8 As AR KA KR

NO 2 P H 40 M B o8 1 — o 2 %t 6 0 1R )
Jo, ELA GBI ILAE | 3031 P 200 7 A R I A R A
PSR A T T L4 3 A R IR AR
R AR BT As IVE A, LA« TR 4T
KRR AL R T 9 Fx5 1, SOD R Hi AL
RGP E T R AN R B AR, AT
DA AR AR 1, E— 25 R Ak R K AU, DT & 445
A HHEEERMERY A, A HEEATE
FH 41 B RS 18 5 % A= ik Ak R, AR 28 7= 1 oy
MDA, H 2 5 ok S AL A4 i) i ool S fe AR
SR E SR O O WL AR B 0 e Y R AR R AR
MDA HAA g, ol R E AR EREEY KR
SRR G, AWV A 0.6 mmol/L ) Hey
WE T LA HUVEC, XA 22 F B S 52 ) 441 it 344 5
% #E 0. 6 mmol/L Hey #37. HUVEC &AL i 4i
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B, ik 55 SRR A R AR — B, L8R oK
0.6 mmol/L Hey W] B i F Ik HUVEC 434 NO ,SOD
()7 i, FHm MDA 9 7 i, B I SODI mRNA fY3R
ik, @R Hey nf 38 i SN W B 45475 HUVEC, H
HIZ AN A, Hey T 38 o 41 S 736 24 4200 A B, i
i AR AR NO R GEE NO i/ s A= R FH
R B P B A 1 A T Sk T BB A, S 3N
e D) e A, S B0 T E A AsT

AR KBS S, A9 i AR 5 I PR
Jo R KHAE PR 1) 22 o et i s r R 3R 4 T S S0 4
BE R BRAN AL 7= A 210 ROS, il i 5 34 A 3h
As 2= A BT R QAR o 3RaA T LA
JRIS5H S5 ERS | N AR T R 4 IR AR T b
K LDL A4 i fil T2 254 nT LA BI04
PEREIGVE T, Kisbfino 451 % BiLIfi 1 325 7 8 25 i
FHEHATT (5 mg/d) 24 S WEESE ¢ MDA B
FEAIK. Resch 25" #E AR 10 ~20 mg/d i AR fh
TURISE HAE 0 STk 7 i B %o 48 Ak AT 2% 5 B 26 14
(ox-LDL) A BHuiRmAT e H , ZBLTEIRYT 24 Fe
ISR PSR 2k S A v 13 B sk S Ak s 1 B
TR, 3 ox-LDL S-S E 3% T I, H_Eikek
AR S RRRYE R AAY T RIS AAEE

TP AT TSR Ao T T AT SARARTT .
BHERALTT 45 2 IR RS 7 FfbT, FoE" WoRERET
FAMTT T SRR A P IR0, FH B fe ol 2 19
SR 440 B a5 %, G0 okl R [ S ) 1C, 2 0. 16
nmol/L, B i 58 T H A Ath 7T 25 259 (1. 16 ~ 6.93
nmol/ L) , J& P & A VT 41 il ik B 1% 7 A%, PRI HL A+
> YRR AR AR AR T T 25 s g Ath T

S E B B &F A Ah 7T 0T LA R Hey #1455 HU-
VEC [ NO SOD 7K~ AR MDA 7K, JFAE R RIK
- SOD mRNA [ 3k, 4R A k-8 7 &R 48 F
i, RAESURALE R N s i T se . A ot
K BRERET AT B 8 I S 8 s I P ) PN R AR
Jiftl NADPH 46040 , 98/ [ B TR B, X B Al J2
B &R AT T TR 1R 2 — | R R R & R AT
BT AR B R BT As IIALHI 22—, AR
TG TE A0 L B K b HEAT Y, 5 0 s 1 G %
T ASGEF AR A TT 13X BT S AL BE J) & Al FE R
RERRVE 9 X T 5 &7 R A T 33X 284 9 ik — 25
WA B T8 8 As K HAGERHLA
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