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Adrenergic DNA damage of 
embryonic pluripotent cells via β2 
receptor signalling
Fan Sun1,3,*, Xu-Ping Ding1,*, Shi-Min An1,2, Ya-Bin Tang1,2, Xin-Jie Yang1, Lin Teng1,5, 
Chun Zhang1,4, Ying Shen1,2, Hong-Zhuan Chen1,2 & Liang Zhu1,2

Embryonic pluripotent cells are sensitive to genotoxicity though they need more stringent genome 
integrity to avoid compromising multiple cell lineages and subsequent generations. However it 
remains unknown whether the cells are susceptible to adrenergic stress which can induce somatic cell 
genome lesion. We have revealed that adrenergic stress mediators cause DNA damage of the cells 
through the β2 adrenergic receptor/adenylate cyclase/cAMP/PKA signalling pathway involving an 
induction of intracellular reactive oxygen species (ROS) accumulation. The adrenergic stress agonists 
adrenaline, noradrenaline, and isoprenaline caused DNA damage and apoptosis of embryonic stem 
(ES) cells and embryonal carcinoma stem cells. The effects were mimicked by β2 receptor-coupled 
signalling molecules and abrogated by selective blockade of β2 receptors and inhibition of the 
receptor signalling pathway. RNA interference targeting β2 receptors of ES cells conferred the cells 
the ability to resist the DNA damage and apoptosis. In addition, adrenergic stimulation caused a 
consistent accumulation of ROS in the cells and the effect was abrogated by β2 receptor blockade; 
quenching of ROS reversed the induced DNA damage. This finding will improve the understanding 
of the stem cell regulatory physiology/pathophysiology in an adrenergic receptor subtype signalling 
mechanism.

The integrity of cellular DNA is challenged by various genotoxic insults. Excessive DNA damage causes 
mutation and genome aberrations, being toxic to the organism and predisposing to diseases such as 
cancer, degenerative disorders, and premature aging1,2. The genotoxic insults can be derived from endog-
enous sources such as reactive oxygen species (ROS) via oxidative respiration and exogenous agents like 
radiation and environmental/chemotherapy chemicals. Psychological stress, a sensed threat to homeo-
stasis3, which we constantly experience in life, also has been reported to contribute to DNA damage, 
through neuronal and hormonal stress responses4–6.

The adrenergic neuronal/hormonal system is responsible for the “fight-or-flight” responses that cope 
with threatening or stress stimuli to the organism, by releasing adrenergic mediators adrenaline and 
noradrenaline that act through binding to the adrenergic receptors. Under stress conditions, the syn-
thesis and release of the mediators are markedly augmented, physiologically or pathophysiologically, 
up to dozens-fold or over hundreds-fold increase in concentration3,7,8. The adrenergic stress has been 
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reported to trigger DNA damage through activation of adrenergic receptors in somatic cells, implicating 
an important mechanism underlying the stress-related diseases5,9–13.

Embryonic stem (ES) cells are derived from blastocyst that is regulated by adrenergic neuronal and 
humoral transmission14–16. The embryonic pluripotent cells are critical for the developing embryo and 
are known to be susceptible to genotoxicity though they are expected to need more stringent genome 
integrity to avoid compromising multiple cell lineages and subsequent generations17–20. So the potential 
genotoxicity to the cells is raising concerns and need to be scrutinized21. However, it remains unknown 
whether the adrenergic stress mediators cause DNA damage in embryonic pluripotent cells and, if so, by 
which receptor signalling mechanism.

Here we have revealed that the adrenergic stress mediators lead to DNA damage and apoptosis of 
embryonic pluripotent cells. These effects are selectively mediated via β 2 adrenergic receptor/adenylate 
cyclase/cAMP/PKA signalling pathway involving an induction of intracellular ROS accumulation.

Results
Adrenergic stimulation induces embryonic pluripotent stem cell DNA damage and apoptosis.  
Adrenergic mediators adrenaline and noradrenaline induced DNA damage in ES cells and ECS cells in 
a concentration-dependent manner, from 0.01 μ M to 10 μ M, as shown in western blotting analysis of 
γ -H2AX accumulation (Fig.  1A), one of the earliest and most sensitive markers of DNA damage for 
double-strand breaks22,23. The effect on the induction of DNA damage of adrenergic stress mediators was 
recapitulated by isoprenaline, an adrenergic β  receptor agonist. Isoprenaline markedly induced γ -H2AX 
accumulation in ES cells assayed by western blotting (Fig. 1A), HCA (Fig. 1B), laser confocal imaging 
(Supplementary Fig. S1A), and flow cytometry (Fig. 1C). This effect was confirmed by comet assay for 
the analysis of DNA breaks and LC-MS-MS for the analysis of 8-hydroxy-2′ -deoxyguanosine (8-OH-
dG), a specific marker for oxidative DNA damage. Comet assay showed that isoprenaline and H2O2 
induced the appearance of DNA breaks as the comet tails after single-cell gel electrophoresis (Fig. 1D). 
Moreover, the accumulation of 8-OH-dG in ES cells was markedly induced by isoprenaline stimulation 
assayed by LC-MS/MS (Fig. 2A and Supplementary Fig. S2).

Time kinetic experiment by LC-MS/MS showed that the accumulation of 8-OH-dG occurred at 1 h 
after the adrenergic stimulation and the increased levels of 8-OH-dG were maintained during the test 
duration of 24 h (Fig.  2A). This effect was confirmed by flow cytometry assay which showed that the 
damage occurred at 1 h after the adrenergic stimulation and the damage magnitude sustained during 
the test duration (Fig. 2B). Damage to DNA led to cell death. Flow cytometry assay on Annexin V/PI 
showed that ES cells (Fig.  2C) and ECS cells (Supplementary Fig. S3A) underwent apoptosis after the 
adrenergic stimulation, being more obvious at 24 h (Fig.  2C). Incubation of isoprenaline at 10 μ M for 
24 h increased the portion of Annexin V positive cells from 1.9 ±  0.85% to 16.2 ±  2.30%. The cell death 
were also confirmed by HCA of cell clone counting, which showed a decrease of ES cell clone formation 
number under the adrenergic stimulation (Supplementary Fig. S3B).

Neither adrenaline nor isoprenaline induced γ -H2AX accumulation in MEFs along the dose range 
(Supplementary Fig. S1B and C), indicating that embryonic pluripotent cells are more sensitive to the 
adrenergic stimulation-induced DNA damage.

During the time, adrenergic stimulation did not trigger the pluripotent stem cell differentiation as 
determined by monitoring the pluripotency markers Oct4 and Sox2 and the differentiation markers 
Nestin and Sox17 (Fig. 1B, Supplementary Fig. S3C, and data not shown).

Adrenergic stimulation-induced DNA damage is caused by β2 adrenergic receptor 
signalling-generated intracellular ROS accumulation. The transcripts of β 2 receptors and 
β 3 receptors were expressed in ES cells and ECS cells as determined by RT-PCR analysis (Fig.  3A). 
Expression of the receptors was confirmed by immunocytofluorescence staining analysis in ES cells and 
ECS cells (Fig.  3B). β 2 receptors or β 3 receptors colocalized with the pluripotent marker Oct4 in the 
same undifferentiated pluripotent cells and the β 2 receptors were expressed in higher intensity than the 
β 3 receptors in the pluripotent cells (Fig. 3B). MEFs were also detected to express β 2 receptors (Fig. 3B).

The β  receptors in the embryonic pluripotent cells were functional because agonist stimulation of the 
receptors led to an accumulation of intracellular cAMP (Fig.  3C), the secondary messenger generated 
after the receptor activation via coupled Gs protein-adenylate cyclase (AC) signalling pathway. After 
pre-incubation with IBMX, a nonselective phosphodiesterase inhibitor, the β  receptor activation-induced 
cAMP accumulation was augmented as expected and AC activator forskolin also markedly increase 
cAMP accumulation as expected (Fig. 3C).

The adrenergic activation-induced cAMP accumulation in embryonic pluripotent cells selectively 
depended on β 2 receptors because the effect in ES cells was fully abrogated by nonselective β  receptor 
antagonist propranolol or β 2 receptor selective antagonist ICI118551 whereas SR59230A, a β 3 receptor 
selective antagonist showed much less impact on the effect (Fig. 3D).

Accordingly, the adrenergic stimulation-induced DNA damage in embryonic pluripotent cells also 
depended on β 2 receptors. The DNA damage was blocked by propranolol, ICI118551, but not by 
SR59230A (Fig.  4A,B). Furthermore, when the β 2 receptors of the ES cells were knocked down, the 
cells showed fully resistant to isoprenaline-induced DNA damage (Fig. 4C). This also indicates that the 
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Figure 1. Induction of embryonic pluripotent cell DNA damage by adrenergic stimulation.  
(A) Induction of γ -H2AX accumulation in ES cells and ECS cells by adrenergic agonists assayed by western 
blot. Representative immunoblots are shown. Data in the column graphs show the densitometric analysis 
expressed as means ±  SEM of three independent experiments. *p <  0.05, **p <  0.01, compared with the vehicle 
administrated control group. Adr, adrenaline; NA, noradrenaline; Isp, isoprenaline. ES cells, embryonic 
stem cells; ECS cells, embryonal carcinoma stem cells. (B) Induction of γ -H2AX foci accumulation by 
isoprenaline in ES cells imaged (B1, with 20 ×  magnification objective lens) and quantitatively analyzed 
(B2, column graph) by HCA. Oct4 is a pluripotent marker. Quantification was averaged from at least 
six randomly selected microscopic fields. Data represent means ±  SEM from at least three independent 
experiments. **p <  0.01, compared with the vehicle administrated control group. HCA, High-Content 
Analysis. (C) Induction of γ -H2AX accumulation by isoprenaline in ES cells assayed by flow cytometry. 
Isoprenaline was used at 10 μ M. (D) Induction of DNA breaks by isoprenaline in ES cells and ECS cells 
detected by comet assay (imaged with 20 ×  magnification objective lens). Data in the column graphs show 
the percentage of DNA in the comet tail expressed as means ±  SEM of three independent experiments. 
***p <  0.001, compared with the vehicle administrated control group. Treatment with 100 μ M H2O2 for 
30 min was used as the positive control for the induction of DNA damage. The cells were treated by agonists 
with indicated concentrations for 24 h unless otherwise indicated. The gels have been run under the same 
experimental conditions. Full-length blots are presented in Supplementary Fig. S6.
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Figure 2. Time kinetic analysis of adrenergic stimulation-induced embryonic pluripotent cell DNA 
damage and apoptosis. (A) Increase of 8-OH-dG in ES cells induced by isoprenaline compared with 
the vehicle administrated control group assayed by LC-MS/MS (A1). Concentrations are expressed as 
means ±  SEM of three independent experiments in triplicate samples. Where error bars are not shown, they 
lie within the dimensions of the symbol. The amount of 8-OH-dG in ES cells without treatment was below 
the limit of quantitation (LOQ), 2.0 ng/ML, but above the limit of detection (LOD), 0.5 ng/ML.  
Collision-induced dissociation (CID) mass spectra of 8-OH-dG are shown (A2). The most abundant 
and specific product ion was selected for multiple reaction monitoring (MRM) transition: m/z 284.2.0 
[M +  H] +  →  168.1. Representative MRM chromatograms are shown for 8-OH-dG in the cells 2 h after 
isoprenaline treatment (A3) and 1 h after 100 μ M H2O2 treatment (A4). The treatment with H2O2 was used 
as the positive control for the induction of 8-OH-dG. The method for the identification and quantitation of 
8-OH-dG by LC-MS/MS is described in Material and methods. 8-OH-dG, 8-hydroxy-2′ -deoxyguanosine. 
(B) Increase of γ -H2AX positive cells induced by isoprenaline in ES cells assayed by flow cytometry. A 
total of 10,000 cells was analyzed per sample. Black lines, control cells; red lines, isoprenaline treated cells. 
Isoprenaline was used at 10 μ M for indicated duration. (C) Increase of Annexin V positive cells induced 
by isoprenaline in ES cells assayed by flow cytometry. A total of 10,000 cells was analyzed per sample. 
Isoprenaline was used at 10 μ M for indicated duration.
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DNA damage-induction effect is directly ascribed to the β 2 receptors expressed in ES cells rather than 
indirectly to those of MEFs.

Damage to DNA leads to ES cell apoptosis. Adrenergic stimulation markedly increased the portion of 
Annexin V-positive ES cells. The effect was abrogated by β  receptor blockade or β 2 receptor-specific block-
ade whereas β 3 receptor-specific blockade failed to inhibit the effect (Fig. 4D). The β 2 receptor-mediated 
mechanism was confirmed by the knockdown of β 2 receptors in ES cells. In these cells, the adrenergic 
stimulation-induced apoptosis was completely abrogated (Fig. 4E).

Stimulation of β 2 receptor initiates the activation of AC, leading to an increase of cAMP and subse-
quent activation of PKA. Accordingly, AC activator forskolin increased an accumulation of γ -H2AX in 
ES cells, mimicking the effect of β 2 receptor activation whereas PKA inhibitor H89 markedly abrogated 
forskolin- and adrenergic stimulation-induced DNA damage assayed by Western blot (Fig.  5A), flow 
cytometry (Fig. 5B) and HCA (Fig. 5C).

In addition to AC/cAMP/PKA signalling pathway, β -arrestin/MDM2/p53 pathway has been reported 
to partially contribute to β  receptor stimulation-induced DNA damage in somatic cells11. In ES cells, 
isoprenaline in 10 μ M did not induce MDM2 activation or downregulate p53 expression (Supplementary 
Fig. S4A–C). Moreover, the knockdown of Arrb1 (β -arrestin-1) or Arrb2 (β -arrestin-2) in ES cells failed 
to abrogate the β  receptor stimulation-induced DNA damage (Supplementary Fig. S4D,E). These indicate 

Figure 3. Functional expression of β2 adrenergic receptors in embryonic pluripotent cells. (A) RT-PCR 
analysis of β  receptors in ES cells and ECS cells. (B) Confocal immunofluorescence staining analysis of β  
receptors in ES cells and ECS cells. DAPI represents cell nucleus position; Oct4 is a pluripotent marker. 
Scale bar: 20 μ m. (C) β  receptor activation-induced cAMP accumulation in ES cells. Forskolin, an adenylyl 
cyclase activator, and IBMX, a nonselective phosphodiesterase inhibitor that facilities cAMP accumulation 
behaved as the positive controls. Data represent means ±  SEM from at least three independent experiments. 
*p <  0.05, ***p <  0.001, compared with the vehicle administrated control group. The cells were exposed to 
isoprenaline or forskolin for 30 min; IBMX was administrated 30 min before isoprenaline treatment. (D) 
β 2 subtype receptor-dependent cAMP induction of adrenergic stimulation in ES cells. Pro, propranolol, a 
nonselective β  receptor antagonist; ICI, ICI118551, a β 2 receptor selective antagonist; SR, SR59230A, a β 3 
receptor selective antagonist. The cells were pretreated with 10 μ M each of the antagonists for 30 min before 
the agonist treatment for 30 min. Data represent mean ±  SEM from at least three independent experiments. 
**p <  0.01, compared with vehicle administrated control group; ##p <  0.01, compared with the isoprenaline 
administrated group. The gels have been run under the same experimental conditions. Full-length gels are 
presented in Supplementary Fig. S7.
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Figure 4. β2 subtype adrenergic receptor-mediated DNA damage and apoptosis of embryonic 
pluripotent cells . (A,B) β  receptor-mediated (A) and β 2 receptor-mediated (B) γ -H2AX accumulation 
in ES cells assayed by western blot. (C) Resistance to adrenergic stimulation-induced DNA damage in β 2 
receptor-knockdown ES cells. (D) β 2 receptor-mediated ES cell apoptosis assayed by flow cytometry. (E) 
Resistance to adrenergic stimulation-induced apoptosis in β 2 receptor-knockdown ES cells. Isoprenaline 
was used at 10 μ M for 24 h. The antagonists each at 10 μ M were administrated 45 min before the agonist 
treatment. Column graphs represent means ±  SEM from three independent experiments. **p <  0.01, 
compared with the vehicle administrated control group; ##p <  0.01, compared with the isoprenaline 
administrated group. Adjacent to the column graphs, representative immunoblots or cytometry plots are 
shown. For HCA, quantification was averaged from at least six randomly selected microscopic fields. For 
flow cytometry analysis, a total of 10,000 cells was analyzed per sample. The gels have been run under the 
same experimental conditions. Full-length blots are presented in Supplementary Fig. S8 and S9.
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Figure 5. AC/cAMP/PKA signalling and ROS dependence of adrenergic stimulation-induced embryonic 
pluripotent cell DNA damage . (A) Effect of AC/cAMP/PKA signalling on γ -H2AX accumulation in ES 
cells assayed by western blot. AC activator forskolin increased the accumulation of γ -H2AX in ES cells. PKA 
inhibitor H89 abrogated forskolin- and adrenergic stimulation-induced DNA damage. (B,C) Effect of AC/cAMP/
PKA signalling on γ -H2AX accumulation in ES cells assayed by flow cytometry (B) and HCA (C). (D,E) β 2 
receptor activation-generated accumulation of intracellular ROS assayed by flow cytometry (D) and HCA (E). 
(F) Abrogation of adrenergic activation-induced γ -H2AX accumulation by ROS quenching. NAC, N-acetyl-
L-cysteine. Representative immunoblots are shown above the column graphs (A,F). Isoprenaline was used at 
10 μ M for 15 min (E), 24 h (A–C,F), or indicated duration (D). Forskolin was used at 10 μ M for 24 h. H89 at 
20 μ M was administrated 45 min before the agonist or forskolin treatment. The antagonists ICI or SR at 10 μ M 
or the ROS quencher NAC at 3 μ M were administrated 30 min before the agonist treatment. Column data 
represent means ±  SEM from three independent experiments. *p <  0.05, **p <  0.01, compared with the vehicle 
administrated control group; #p <  0.05, ##p <  0.01, compared with the isoprenaline administrated group. For HCA, 
quantification was averaged from at least six randomly selected microscopic fields. The gels have been run under 
the same experimental conditions. Full-length blots are presented in Supplementary Fig. S10 and S11.
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that β  receptor stimulation-induced DNA damage is mainly mediated by the receptor coupled AC/cAMP/
PKA signalling pathway in the embryonic pluripotent cells.

Generation of intracellular ROS is one of the prominent causes leading to DNA damage. Stimulation 
of β  receptors increased intracellular ROS content in ES cells as showed by flow cytometry (Fig. 5D) and 
HCA (Fig. 5E) using redox sensitive fluorescent probe DCFDA. The increased levels of ROS were main-
tained during the time course of test, from 5 min after exposure to isoprenaline until 15 min (Fig. 5D). 
This indicates an adrenergic stimulation-induced source of ROS accumulation. Accordingly the amount 
of oxidative DNA damage marker 8-OH-dG was considerably increased (Supplementary Fig. S5). The 
effect was significantly abrogated by β 2 receptor blockade (Fig. 5D,E and Supplementary Fig. S5). When 
the accumulated ROS was quenched by NAC, the isoprenaline-induced γ -H2AX accumulation was 
blocked (Fig. 5F), suggesting the role of ROS on the the adrenergic stimulation-caused DNA damage.

Discussion
The key finding in this study is that adrenergic stress mediators causes DNA damage of embryonic pluri-
potent cells through the induction of intracellular ROS accumulation and that the effect is mediated by 
β 2 adrenergic receptor and its cognate AC/cAMP/PKA signalling pathway.

Genotoxic effects of radiation and xenobiotics on embryonic pluripotent cells have been extensively 
studied whereas those from stress mediators are much less explored. Discovering the genotoxic proper-
ties of adrenergic stress mediators to embryonic pluripotent cells and delineating the underlying receptor 
subtype mechanism will improve the understanding of stem cell biology and physiology/pathophysiology 
and help to design strategies to modulate/protect the stem cells by targeting adrenergic signalling path-
ways in a selective way.

Adrenergic responses prepare the body for coping with the perceived threats and are crucial for the 
adaptation and harmony of the organism3,24. However, excessive adrenergic stress responses involving 
the stress mediator-induced cell DNA damage in somatic cells impair body homeostasis and contribute 
to numerous diseases5,9–12,25–27. In hematopoietic progenitor cells, adrenergic agonists have been reported 
to induce DNA damage and inhibition of cell proliferation28. In embryonic pluripotent cells, we for the 
first time found that the adrenergic stress agonists adrenaline, noradrenaline, and isoprenaline caused 
DNA damage and apoptosis. The effects were mimicked by β 2 receptor-coupled signalling molecules 
and abrogated by selective blockade of β 2 receptors and inhibition of the receptor signalling pathway. 
RNA interference targeting β 2 receptors of ES cells conferred the cells the ability to resist the adrenergic 
stress-induced DNA damage and apoptosis. In addition, adrenergic stimulation caused a consistent accu-
mulation of ROS in ES cells, and the effect was abrogated by β 2 receptor blockade. Quenching of ROS 
reversed the adrenergic stress-induced DNA damage, indicating the involvement of ROS accumulation 
of β 2 receptor signalling for the induction of the damage.

ROS can be endogenously produced during oxidative metabolism. Though important for physiologi-
cal processes such as signal transduction, excessive generation of ROS causes damage to DNA in somatic 
and stem cells29,30. Keeping a balanced ROS level is crucial for the homeostasis and well-being of the 
organism. In hematopoietic stem cells, ROS accumulation and ROS-induced DNA damage limits the 
lifespan of the cells and contributes to the exhaustion of the stem cell population and the dysfunction 
of the cells30,31. Compared with somatic cells, stem cells bear a lower baseline level of oxidative bur-
den to protect genome integration by low mitochondrial biogenesis, reduced oxygen consumption and 
ATP generation through anaerobic glycolysis rather than oxidative phosphorylation and are sensitive to 
increased ROS32,33. Adrenergic stress induced an marked accumulation of ROS in embryonic pluripotent 
cells, thus causing a damage to DNA.

Activation of β 2 receptors increased ROS in embryonic pluripotent cells via AC/cAMP-PKA signal-
ling pathway. In cardiomyocytes, β 2 receptor stimulation induces ROS accumulation via the activation 
of NADPH oxidase, leading to cardiomyopathy34. Activation of cAMP/PKA signalling similarly results in 
an increase in mitochondrial ROS production35,36. The increased ROS production induced by β  receptor 
stimulation is a direct consequence of cAMP–PKA-dependent signalling and relies on the modulation 
of SOD expression or mitochondria function by the receptor signalling35,37–39.

Damage to DNA triggers a cascade of signalling events defined as the DNA damage response (DDR) 
including DNA repair1,40. After DNA damage induced by adrenergic stimulation, embryonic pluripo-
tent cells underwent apoptosis, suggesting that the damage was too excessive to be properly corrected 
and that the cells were then programmed to undergo apoptosis to eliminate potentially dangerous cells 
carrying defective DNA. This will limit the transmission of the damaged genome to the progeny cells41. 
While this mechanism prevent mutations from propagating to the developing embryos, it depletes stem 
cell pool and potentially impairs tissue maintenance and induces aging42. The embryonic pluripotent cells 
bearing damaged DNA underwent apoptosis and maintained their pluripotency markers, consistent with 
the report that ES cells are able to keep their self-renewal capacity under the H2O2-induced cell cycle 
arrest and apoptosis43. This implies that stem cells are able to take advantage of cell cycle checkpoints 
trying to limit genome lesion and maintain self-renewal44. Cell cycle arrest, allowing time and oppor-
tunity for the repair of DNA, is one of the core events in DDR1. We have found that under adrenergic 
stress mediator stimulation, embryonic pluripotent cells undergo cell cycle arrest and proliferation inhi-
bition45. It would be worth further exploring whether the cell cycle arrest is attributed to the induced 
DNA damage response.
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DNA damage, which is apt to leads to mutation and genome instability, must be keep low in ES cells 
and early embryos in this critical stage of development46,47. Defects in their genome will have devastating 
consequences and even affect subsequent generations when the cells recreate the entire organism and the 
germ cells. Accumulated DNA damage is also a principal mechanism underlying stem decline in many 
diseases48. Thus adrenergic stress, which causes DNA damage via induction of the accumulation of ROS 
by activation of β 2 receptor signalling, will compromise embryonic pluripotent cells and the well-being 
of the whole organism. It is worth confirming whether β  receptors represent a novel target for the pro-
tection of embryonic pluripotent cells from DNA damage and subsequent genome instability insulted 
by adrenergic stress. It is expecting in terms of a translational view considering the great success of β  
receptor blockers in drug development and disease therapy49,50.

Material and Methods
Materials. Dulbecco’s Modified Eagle’s Medium (DMEM), KnockOut-Dulbecco’s modified eagle 
medium (KO-DMEM), fetal bovine serum (FBS), KnockOut Serum Replacement (KSR), β -mercaptoeth-
anol, L-glutamine, non-essential amino acids (NEAA), and GlutaMAX were purchased from GIBCO/
Life Science. Leukemia inhibitory factor (LIF) was purchased from Chemicon. Isoprenaline, ICI118551, 
and SR59230A were purchased from Tocris Bioscience. 5-(and-6)-carboxy-2′ ,7′ -dichlorofluorescin diac-
etate (carboxy-DCFDA), 8-Hydroxy-2′ -deoxyguanosine (8-OH-dG) and N-acetyl-L-cysteine (NAC) 
were purchased from Sigma-Aldrich. Forskolin and H89 were purchased from Beyotime. HPLC-grade 
methanol, water, and formic acid were purchased from Merck. Rabbit polyclonal anti-β 3 receptor anti-
body, mouse monoclonal anti-Oct4 antibody, rabbit polyclonal anti-MDM2 antibody, and mouse mono-
clonal anti-β -Arrestin-1/2 antibody were purchased from Santa Cruz. Rabbit polyclonal anti-β 2 receptor 
antibody was purchased from Abcam. Rabbit monoclonal anti-phospho-histone H2AX antibody, mouse 
monoclonal anti-p53 antibody, and rabbit polyclonal anti-phospho-MDM2 (Ser166) antibody were pur-
chased from Cell Signalling Technology.

Cell culture. The mouse R1 ES cell line was obtained from the Institute of Biochemistry and Cell Biology 
of the Chinese Academy of Sciences (Shanghai, China). The mouse P19 ECS cell line was obtained from 
the Cell Bank of Type Culture Collection of the Chinese Academy of Sciences (Shanghai, China). The 
culture and monitoring of pluripotency of the embryonic pluripotent cells were performed as described 
in our previous report51,52. ES cells were grown with irradiated mouse embryonic fibroblasts (MEFs) as 
feeder layer in KO-DMEM supplemented with 1/10000 (v/v) LIF, 1/500 (v/v) β -mercaptoethanol, 1/100 
(v/v) L-glutamine, 1/100 (v/v) non-essential amino acids, and 15% FBS. ECS cells were grown in DMEM 
supplemented with 10% FBS and 1% GlutaMAX. The cells were maintained at 37 °C in a humidified 
atmosphere containing 5% CO2 and 95% air.

Western blotting. Cell lysates were resolved by 10% sodium dodecyl sulfate–polyacrylamide gel elec-
trophoresis (SDS-PAGE), transferred onto PVDF membranes (Millipore), blocked in 5% nonfat milk, 
and incubated with appropriate primary antibodies overnight at 4 °C. After incubated with the corre-
sponding secondary antibodies the immunoblots were visualized and scanned by using the Odyssey FC 
Imaging System (LI-COR Biosciences).

High-content analysis. Image-based high-content analysis53,54 was performed by using the HCA 
System (ArrayScan XTI, Thermo Scientific). Cells were incubated with appropriate first antibodies and 
then the corresponding fluorescence-conjugated second antibodies for the quantitative determination of 
the protein expression levels. Cell nuclei were counterstained with DAPI and the cell pluripotency was 
monitored by Oct4 immunofluorescence staining.

Comet assay (Single cell gel electrophoresis assay). The alkaline comet assay was carried out as 
previously described with minor modifications55. The cells were mixed with 0.5% low-melting agarose 
and applied to glass slides pre-coated with 1% normal-melting agarose. Slides mounted with cells were 
immersed in cold lysing solution (2.5 M NaCl, 100 mM EDTA, 10 mM Tris base, 1% Triton X-100, 10% 
DMSO, 200 mM NaOH, pH =  10) for 2.5 h at 4 °C. Then electrophoresis was conducted at 300 mA for 
20 min in the dark. After neutralized in 0.4 M Tris-HCl for 5 min, the slides were dipped in ethanol 
and air-dried in the dark. Cells were stained with SYBR Green I and observed by using a fluorescence 
microscope (Leica TCS-NT). A total of 100 cells per sample was analyzed for the percentage of DNA in 
the comet tail by using the Komet software program v5.5.

Flow cytometry. Cell samples were analyzed with a flow cytometer (Accuri C6, BD Biosciences). 
Fixed and permeated cells were incubated with anti-phospho-histone H2AX antibody and the corre-
sponding fluorescence-conjugated second antibody for the detection of DNA damage. The fluorescent 
oxidation indicator carboxy-DCFDA was used to quantify the intracellular reactive oxygen species (ROS) 
levels. Annexin V/PI apoptosis detection Kit (BD Biosciences) was used to determine cell apoptosis. A 
total of 10,000 cells was analyzed per sample.
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Measurement of 8-OH-dG content by Liquid chromatography/mass spectrometry (LC–MS/MS).  
Calibration standards were prepared at concentrations of 2, 5, 10, 20, 50 and 100 ng/mL by diluting a 
fixed amount of stock solution of 8-OH-dG in methanol/water (4:1, v/v) in tubes. All calibration stand-
ards were stored at − 70 °C until the LC-MS/MS analysis.

LC was performed on a Shimadzu prominence UFLC-XR system (Shimadzu), and separation was car-
ried out at 35 °C by using an Agilent Eclipse XDB-C18 column (4.6 ×  150 mm, 5 μ m). Methanol (solvent 
A) and 0.1% formic acid in water (solvent B) were used as mobile phases, and the flow rate was set at 
0.30 mL/min. The gradient started with 60% of mobile phase A, increasing to 100% at 6 min. The mobile 
phase was held isocratic for 1 min before returning to 60% mobile phase A, then for 2 min to equilibrate 
the column and reestablish the C18 condition (total run time was 9 min). The injection volume was 5 μ L.

The LC system was coupled to a triple quadrupole mass spectrometer (API-4000, AB SCIEX). 
Conditions for Declustering Potential (DP), Collision Energy (CE) and Exit Cell Potential (CXP) for 
each analyte were obtained by using the Quantitative Optimization function in the analyst software. An 
electrospray ionization (ESI) in positive ionization mode was used. Unless otherwise specified, the ESI 
source parameters were set as: curtain gas, 35 psi; gas flows (GS1, GS2), 50 psi; gas temperature (TEM), 
550 °C. The mode of multiple reaction monitoring (MRM) was used to identify and quantify 8-OH-dG 
(transition: m/z 284.2 [M +  H] +  →  168.1, DP 50 V, collision energy 15 eV).

In sample preparation procedure, 100 μ L of sample was mixed with 200 μ L of chilled methanol (con-
taining 0.3% formic acid). The mixture was vortexed for 30 seconds and centrifuged at 13,000 g, for 
10 min. The supernatant (5 μ L) was subjected to the LC-MS/MS analysis.

Other LC-MS/MS procedures were performed as described in our previous reports52,56,57.

RNA isolation and reverse transcript PCR. Total RNA from cells was isolated with RNA Extraction 
Kit (Omega) according to the manufacturer’s instructions. Reverse transcription (RT) was carried out 
using a RevertAid First Strand cDNA Synthesis Kit (Invitrogen). The resultant cDNA was amplified 
according to the following temperature profile: 94 °C for 30 s, 55 °C for 45 s, and 72 °C for 1 min. At the 
end of 31 cycles, the reaction was continued for an additional 10 min at 72 °C. The amplified cDNA was 
subjected to 2% agarose gel electrophoresis. The primer sequences used for reverse transcript PCR are 
shown in Supplementary Table S1:

Immunofluorescence staining. Cells were seeded into multiple glass-bottom tissue culture plates 
(10 mm; Shengyou Biotechnology) and cultured for 24 h. After fixed the cells were blocked with 1% 
bovine serum albumin (BSA) for 60 min at 37 °C and incubated overnight at 4 °C with primary antibod-
ies (1:400 for anti-phospho-H2AX, 1:300 for anti-β 2 receptor, 1:300 for anti-β 3 receptor, and 1:200 for 
anti-Oct4). Next, the cells were incubated for 1 h at 37 °C with the corresponding secondary antibodies 
and then subjected to laser confocal microscopy (Leica SP8) analysis.

RNA interference. β 2-AR shRNA and nontarget control shRNA lentiviral particles were purchased 
from Santa Cruz Biotechnology. The RNA interference procedure was performed according to the man-
ufacturer’s instruction. Levels of the receptor protein expression were detected by western blotting.

Determination of cAMP level. Cells were detached and resuspended in assay buffer. Intracellular 
cAMP determination assay was carried out by using a cAMP dynamic kit based on homogenous 
time-resolved fluorescence (HTRF) technology according to the manufacturer’s instructions (CisBio 
International) and the florescent signals were read in a plate reader (EnVision, Perkin–Elmer).

Statistical analysis. Statistical significance was tested by using a Student’s test or an one-way ANOVA 
with Bonferroni post-test properly. Differences were considered statistically significant when P <  0.05.

References
1. Jackson, S. P. & Bartek, J. The DNA-damage response in human biology and disease. Nature 461, 1071–1078, doi: 10.1038/

nature08467 (2009).
2. Hoeijmakers, J. H. DNA damage, aging, and cancer. N Engl J Med 361, 1475–1485, doi: 10.1056/NEJMra0804615 (2009).
3. Kvetnansky, R., Sabban, E. L. & Palkovits, M. Catecholaminergic systems in stress: structural and molecular genetic approaches. 

Physiol Rev 89, 535–606, doi: 10.1152/physrev.00042.2006 (2009).
4. Jenkins, F. J., Van Houten, B. & Bovbjerg, D. H. Effects on DNA damage and/or repair processes as biological mechanisms linking 

psychological stress to Cancer risk. J Appl Biobehav Res 19, 3–23, doi: 10.1111/jabr.12019 (2014).
5. Flint, M. S. & Bovbjerg, D. H. DNA damage as a result of psychological stress: implications for breast cancer. Breast Cancer Res 

14, 320, doi: 10.1186/bcr3189 (2012).
6. Gidron, Y., Russ, K., Tissarchondou, H. & Warner, J. The relation between psychological factors and DNA-damage: a critical 

review. Biol Psychol 72, 291–304, doi: 10.1016/j.biopsycho.2005.11.011 (2006).
7. Schomig, A. Catecholamines in myocardial ischemia. Systemic and cardiac release. Circulation 82, II13–22 (1990).
8. Pacak, K. & Palkovits, M. Stressor specificity of central neuroendocrine responses: implications for stress-related disorders. 

Endocr Rev 22, 502–548, doi: 10.1210/edrv.22.4.0436 (2001).
9. Flint, M. S. et al. Chronic exposure to stress hormones promotes transformation and tumorigenicity of 3T3 mouse fibroblasts. 

Stress 16, 114–121, doi: 10.3109/10253890.2012.686075 (2013).
10. Flint, M. S., Baum, A., Chambers, W. H. & Jenkins, F. J. Induction of DNA damage, alteration of DNA repair and transcriptional 

activation by stress hormones. Psychoneuroendocrinology 32, 470–479, doi: 10.1016/j.psyneuen.2007.02.013 (2007).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

1 1Scientific RepoRts | 5:15950 | DOi: 10.1038/srep15950

11. Hara, M. R. et al. A stress response pathway regulates DNA damage through beta2-adrenoreceptors and beta-arrestin-1. Nature 
477, 349–353 (2011).

12. Hara, M. R., Sachs, B. D., Caron, M. G. & Lefkowitz, R. J. Pharmacological blockade of a beta(2)AR-beta-arrestin-1 signaling 
cascade prevents the accumulation of DNA damage in a behavioral stress model. Cell Cycle 12, 219–224, doi: 10.4161/cc.23368 
(2013).

13. Okamoto, T. et al. Induction of DNA breaks in cardiac myoblast cells by norepinephrine. Biochem Mol Biol Int 38, 821–827 
(1996).

14. Cikos, S., Fabian, D., Makarevich, A. V., Chrenek, P. & Koppel, J. Biogenic monoamines in preimplantation development. Hum 
Reprod 26, 2296–2305 (2011).

15. Cikos, S., Rehak, P., Czikkova, S., Vesela, J. & Koppel, J. Expression of adrenergic receptors in mouse preimplantation embryos 
and ovulated oocytes. Reproduction 133, 1139–1147 (2007).

16. Itoh, M. T., Ishizuka, B., Kuribayashi, Y., Abe, Y. & Sumi, Y. Noradrenaline concentrations in human preovulatory follicular fluid 
exceed those in peripheral plasma. Exp Clin Endocrinol Diabetes 108, 506–509, doi: 10.1055/s-2000-11004 (2000).

17. Liu, J. C., Lerou, P. H. & Lahav, G. Stem cells: balancing resistance and sensitivity to DNA damage. Trends Cell Biol 24, 268–274, 
doi: 10.1016/j.tcb.2014.03.002 (2014).

18. Liu, J. C. et al. High mitochondrial priming sensitizes hESCs to DNA-damage-induced apoptosis. Cell Stem Cell 13, 483–491, 
doi: 10.1016/j.stem.2013.07.018 (2013).

19. Xu, D., Wilson, T. J. & Hertzog, P. J. Ultraviolet-induced apoptosis in embryonic stem cells in vitro. Methods Mol Biol 329, 
327–338, doi: 10.1385/1-59745-037-5:327 (2006).

20. Hong, Y., Cervantes, R. B. & Stambrook, P. J. DNA damage response and mutagenesis in mouse embryonic stem cells. Methods 
Mol Biol 329, 313–326, doi: 10.1385/1-59745-037-5:313 (2006).

21. Bogomazova, A. N. et al. No DNA damage response and negligible genome-wide transcriptional changes in human embryonic 
stem cells exposed to terahertz radiation. Sci Rep 5, 7749, doi: 10.1038/srep07749 (2015).

22. Mah, L. J., El-Osta, A. & Karagiannis, T. C. gammaH2AX: a sensitive molecular marker of DNA damage and repair. Leukemia 
24, 679–686, doi: 10.1038/leu.2010.6 (2010).

23. Bonner, W. M. et al. GammaH2AX and cancer. Nat Rev Cancer 8, 957–967, doi: 10.1038/nrc2523 (2008).
24. Kyrou, I. & Tsigos, C. Stress hormones: physiological stress and regulation of metabolism. Curr Opin Pharmacol 9, 787–793, doi: 

10.1016/j.coph.2009.08.007 (2009).
25. Cole, S. W. & Sood, A. K. Molecular pathways: beta-adrenergic signaling in cancer. Clin Cancer Res 18, 1201–1206, doi: 

10.1158/1078-0432.CCR-11-0641 (2012).
26. Magnon, C. et al. Autonomic nerve development contributes to prostate cancer progression. Science 341, 1236361, doi: 10.1126/

science.1236361 (2013).
27. Malpas, S. C. Sympathetic nervous system overactivity and its role in the development of cardiovascular disease. Physiol Rev 90, 

513–557, doi: 10.1152/physrev.00007.2009 (2010).
28. Schraml, E., Fuchs, R., Kotzbeck, P., Grillari, J. & Schauenstein, K. Acute adrenergic stress inhibits proliferation of murine 

hematopoietic progenitor cells via p38/MAPK signaling. Stem Cells Dev 18, 215–227, doi: 10.1089/scd.2008.0072 (2009).
29. Dizdaroglu, M. & Jaruga, P. Mechanisms of free radical-induced damage to DNA. Free Radic Res 46, 382–419, doi: 

10.3109/10715762.2011.653969 (2012).
30. Yahata, T. et al. Accumulation of oxidative DNA damage restricts the self-renewal capacity of human hematopoietic stem cells. 

Blood 118, 2941–2950, doi: 10.1182/blood-2011-01-330050 (2011).
31. Ito, K. et al. Reactive oxygen species act through p38 MAPK to limit the lifespan of hematopoietic stem cells. Nat Med 12, 

446–451, doi:10.1038/nm1388 (2006).
32. Kondoh, H. et al. A high glycolytic flux supports the proliferative potential of murine embryonic stem cells. Antioxid Redox Signal 

9, 293–299, doi: 10.1089/ars.2007.9.ft-14 (2007).
33. Suda, T., Takubo, K. & Semenza, G. L. Metabolic regulation of hematopoietic stem cells in the hypoxic niche. Cell Stem Cell 9, 

298–310, doi:10.1016/j.stem.2011.09.010 (2011).
34. Xu, Q. et al. Myocardial oxidative stress contributes to transgenic beta(2)-adrenoceptor activation-induced cardiomyopathy and 

heart failure. Br J Pharmacol 162, 1012–1028, doi: 10.1111/j.1476-5381.2010.01043.x (2011).
35. Andersson, D. C. et al. Mitochondrial production of reactive oxygen species contributes to the beta-adrenergic stimulation of 

mouse cardiomycytes. J Physiol 589, 1791–1801, doi: 10.1113/jphysiol.2010.202838 (2011).
36. Nagasaka, S. et al. Protein kinase a catalytic subunit alters cardiac mitochondrial redox state and membrane potential via the 

formation of reactive oxygen species. Circ J 71, 429–436 (2007).
37. Corbi, G. et al. Adrenergic signaling and oxidative stress: a role for sirtuins? Front Physiol 4, 324, doi: 10.3389/fphys.2013.00324 

(2013).
38. Yan, L. et al. Type 5 adenylyl cyclase disruption increases longevity and protects against stress. Cell 130, 247–258, doi: 10.1016/j.

cell.2007.05.038 (2007).
39. Bovo, E., Lipsius, S. L. & Zima, A. V. Reactive oxygen species contribute to the development of arrhythmogenic Ca(2)(+ ) waves 

during beta-adrenergic receptor stimulation in rabbit cardiomyocytes. J Physiol 590, 3291–3304, doi: 10.1113/jphysiol.2012.230748 
(2012).

40. Finn, K., Lowndes, N. F. & Grenon, M. Eukaryotic DNA damage checkpoint activation in response to double-strand breaks. Cell 
Mol Life Sci 69, 1447–1473, doi: 10.1007/s00018-011-0875-3 (2012).

41. Surova, O. & Zhivotovsky, B. Various modes of cell death induced by DNA damage. Oncogene 32, 3789–3797, doi: 10.1038/
onc.2012.556 (2013).

42. Sperka, T., Wang, J. & Rudolph, K. L. DNA damage checkpoints in stem cells, ageing and cancer. Nat Rev Mol Cell Biol 13, 
579–590, doi: 10.1038/nrm3420 (2012).

43. Guo, Y. L., Chakraborty, S., Rajan, S. S., Wang, R. & Huang, F. Effects of oxidative stress on mouse embryonic stem cell 
proliferation, apoptosis, senescence, and self-renewal. Stem Cells Dev 19, 1321–1331 (2010).

44. Viale, A. et al. Cell-cycle restriction limits DNA damage and maintains self-renewal of leukaemia stem cells. Nature 457, 51–56, 
doi: 10.1038/nature07618 (2009).

45. Sun, F. et al. beta2-Adrenoreceptor-Mediated Proliferation Inhibition of Embryonic Pluripotent Stem Cells. J Cell Physiol 230, 
2640–2646, doi: 10.1002/jcp.24937 (2015).

46. Stambrook, P. J. & Tichy, E. D. Preservation of genomic integrity in mouse embryonic stem cells. Adv Exp Med Biol 695, 59–75, 
doi: 10.1007/978-1-4419-7037-4_5 (2010).

47. Menezo, Y., Dale, B. & Cohen, M. DNA damage and repair in human oocytes and embryos: a review. Zygote 18, 357–365, doi: 
10.1017/S0967199410000286 (2010).

48. Rossi, D. J. et al. Deficiencies in DNA damage repair limit the function of haematopoietic stem cells with age. Nature 447, 
725–729, doi: 10.1038/nature05862 (2007).

49. Rubin, R. P. A brief history of great discoveries in pharmacology: in celebration of the centennial anniversary of the founding 
of the American Society of Pharmacology and Experimental Therapeutics. Pharmacol Rev 59, 289–359 (2007).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

1 2Scientific RepoRts | 5:15950 | DOi: 10.1038/srep15950

50. Baker, J. G., Hill, S. J. & Summers, R. J. Evolution of beta-blockers: from anti-anginal drugs to ligand-directed signalling. Trends 
Pharmacol Sci 32, 227–234, doi: 10.1016/j.tips.2011.02.010 (2011).

51. Teng, L. et al. Non-neuronal release of gamma-aminobutyric Acid by embryonic pluripotent stem cells. Stem Cells Dev 22, 
2944–2953, doi: 10.1089/scd.2013.0243 (2013).

52. Tang, Y. B. et al. Simultaneous determination of the repertoire of classical neurotransmitters released from embryonal carcinoma 
stem cells using online microdialysis coupled with hydrophilic interaction chromatography-tandem mass spectrometry. Anal 
Chim Acta 849, 70–79, doi: 10.1016/j.aca.2014.08.053 (2014).

53. Desbordes, S. C. & Studer, L. Adapting human pluripotent stem cells to high-throughput and high-content screening. Nat Protoc 
8, 111–130, doi: 10.1038/nprot.2012.139 (2012).

54. Zanella, F., Lorens, J. B. & Link, W. High content screening: seeing is believing. Trends Biotechnol 28, 237–245 (2010).
55. Wu, Y. et al. Identification of BC005512 as a DNA damage responsive murine endogenous retrovirus of GLN family involved in 

cell growth regulation. PLoS One 7, e35010, doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0035010 (2012).
56. Song, F. F. et al. Human dCTP pyrophosphatase 1 promotes breast cancer cell growth and stemness through the modulation on 

5-methyl-dCTP metabolism and global hypomethylation. Oncogenesis 4, e159, doi: 10.1038/oncsis.2015.10 (2015).
57. Tang, Y. B. et al. Determination of glycine in biofluid by hydrophilic interaction chromatography coupled with tandem mass 

spectrometry and its application to the quantification of glycine released by embryonal carcinoma stem cells. J Chromatogr B 
Analyt Technol Biomed Life Sci 905, 61–66, doi: 10.1016/j.jchromb.2012.08.003 (2012).

Acknowledgements
This work was supported by the Natural Science Foundation of China (No. 81173084, 81573018), 
the Shanghai Municipal Science Foundation (No. 14YZ032, 2013-52), the National Comprehensive 
Technology Platforms for Innovative Drug R&D of China (No. 2012ZX09303-003), the International 
Science & Technology Cooperation Program of China (No. 2011DFA33180), and the Scientific Research 
Foundation of State Education Ministry for the Returned Overseas Chinese Scholars (No. 2013/45). 
The authors thank groups of Dr. Yang Luan and Dr. Yu Gao (Toxicology Division, Shanghai Jiao Tong 
University School of Public Health) for assistance in Comet assay.

Author Contributions
F.S. and X.-P.D. collection, assembly, and interpretation of data; manuscript writing; S.-M.A. collection, 
assembly, and interpretation of data; Y.-B.T., C.Z., X.-J.Y. and L.T. collection and assembly of data; Y.S. 
administrative support and provision of study material; L.Z. study conception and design; assembly 
and interpretation of data; manuscript writing; final approval of manuscript; H.-Z.C. critical review of 
manuscript; administrative and study supervision; final approval manuscript.

Additional Information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at http://www.nature.com/srep
Competing financial interests: The authors declare no competing financial interests.
How to cite this article: Sun, F. et al. Adrenergic DNA damage of embryonic pluripotent cells via β2 
receptor signalling. Sci. Rep. 5, 15950; doi: 10.1038/srep15950 (2015).

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. The 
images or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Com-

mons license, unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the 
Creative Commons license, users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce 
the material. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

http://www.nature.com/srep
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Adrenergic DNA damage of embryonic pluripotent cells via β2 receptor signalling
	Results
	Adrenergic stimulation induces embryonic pluripotent stem cell DNA damage and apoptosis. 
	Adrenergic stimulation-induced DNA damage is caused by β2 adrenergic receptor signalling-generated intracellular ROS accumu ...

	Discussion
	Material and Methods
	Materials. 
	Cell culture. 
	Western blotting. 
	High-content analysis. 
	Comet assay (Single cell gel electrophoresis assay). 
	Flow cytometry. 
	Measurement of 8-OH-dG content by Liquid chromatography/mass spectrometry (LC–MS/MS). 
	RNA isolation and reverse transcript PCR. 
	Immunofluorescence staining. 
	RNA interference. 
	Determination of cAMP level. 
	Statistical analysis. 

	Author Contributions
	Figure 1.  Induction of embryonic pluripotent cell DNA damage by adrenergic stimulation.
	Figure 2.  Time kinetic analysis of adrenergic stimulation-induced embryonic pluripotent cell DNA damage and apoptosis.
	Figure 3.  Functional expression of β2 adrenergic receptors in embryonic pluripotent cells.
	Figure 4.  β2 subtype adrenergic receptor-mediated DNA damage and apoptosis of embryonic pluripotent cells .
	Figure 5.  AC/cAMP/PKA signalling and ROS dependence of adrenergic stimulation-induced embryonic pluripotent cell DNA damage .



 
    
       
          application/pdf
          
             
                Adrenergic DNA damage of embryonic pluripotent cells via β2 receptor signalling
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2015). doi:10.1038/srep15950
            
         
          
             
                Fan Sun
                Xu-Ping Ding
                Shi-Min An
                Ya-Bin Tang
                Xin-Jie Yang
                Lin Teng
                Chun Zhang
                Ying Shen
                Hong-Zhuan Chen
                Liang Zhu
            
         
          doi:10.1038/srep15950
          
             
                Nature Publishing Group
            
         
          
             
                © 2015 Nature Publishing Group
            
         
      
       
          
      
       
          © 2015 Macmillan Publishers Limited
          10.1038/srep15950
          2045-2322
          
          Nature Publishing Group
          
             
                permissions@nature.com
            
         
          
             
                http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep15950
            
         
      
       
          
          
          
             
                doi:10.1038/srep15950
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2015). doi:10.1038/srep15950
            
         
          
          
      
       
       
          True
      
   




