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Fig. 1 Reduction of transmission in photosynthetic active radiation
(PAR) and ultraviolet radiation (UVR) by coccosphere of E. huxleyi
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Fig. 2 After coccoliths being removed, cell size (A) and thickness of coccosphere (B) varied with time
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-co: cells treated with CO,; +co: untreated cells
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Tab. 1 Relative electron transport parameters calculated from rapid light curve shown as Fig. 3

U R R

03 R} et Bt ) 2
Thickness (Opfnclg) coosphere PAREItr):ajt[rcnent PA@}:{?U%VEIE iﬁnﬁim Relatijfex?j}[]]iﬁijtin (%)
FETR 5 (a0) 0 156+3" 66+7" 57.7+4.2"
1.0 15643 12542 19.7+1.0°
1.2 162+3" 145+8° 10.04£5.1°
a 0 0.16+0.02" 0.06+0.01° 60.5+5.5"
1.0 0.16+0.01° 0.14+0.01° 12.743.8°
1.2 0.16+0.01° 0.15+0.01° 8.845.8"
Ey 0 481+9° 516+51°
[umol/(m’-s)] 1.0 49649 457+5"
1.2 509+10" 502+28"

VE: H ] 3PN BH ZIR AT o rETR oy NECRARR BT AR T A o OGRS (8 777 % BB . AFE T8
2 [MFRIRZEFRE 3, P<0.05 (mean £ SD, n=3)

Note: rETR .., maximum relative electron transport rate; a, quantum yield under light limiting conditions; E, light saturation
point; PAR, photosynthetically active radiation; UVR, ultraviolet radiation. Different letters in the superscript denote significantly
different means, P<0.05 (mean + SD, n = 3)
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B3 7] WYG(PAR, A)FITEBHL 4 PHYGHE S (PAR+UVR, B)25 4 N BUG ERXTE. huxleyitRia e m o7 il 2 (14 5
Fig.3 Effects of coccosphere on rapid light curve of E. huxleyi after one hour of exposure to photosynthetically active radiation (PAR, A)

or photosynthetically active radiation plus ultraviolet radiation (PAR+UVR, B)
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