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Abstract: With the development of large-scale farming of livestock and poultry, the use of antibiotics in livestock
and poultry farming has been increasing, and more antibiotics have been spread into soil and water with the live-
stock manure. Plants absorb these antibiotics from soil and water, and accumulate and transform them, thus affect-
ing plant growth and physiological metabolism. The present paper reviews the use and pollution status of livestock
and poultry antibiotics, and describes in detail the recent progress on the ecotoxicological effects of tetracyclines,
sulfonamides, quinolones, and other antibiotics on seed germination, root and leaf morphology, physiological me-
tabolism of field crops, vegetable and fruit trees, wetland plants, farmland weeds, aquatic plants and algae. Addi-
tionally, the research progress on the ecotoxicological effects of livestock and poultry antibiotics on plant photosyn-
thesis and antioxidant system has been highlighted. The aim of this review is to provide a scientific basis for plant

remediation of sewage, biology security of food and vegetables, and protection of ecological environment.
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iR R TIRYT B & & B, i vl e it
FEAEK HEARPCREMENE g8 R e,
B & SRl e % R, S AR R EAE
AN, 2020 47 & & FHP0AE 3 T R s 1 [E
For et | PE R SE ES 52020 AF A R SEPR
HENB SRR SR N 32 776 1,5 2019 41
K 6.06% "M, ZHIUERLGYIEST SIRN AR
SR, Horb A 30% ~90% 2xBli % & & IR R 2%
fEHEHR ARSI HE RSB B A R A BAT AT
PE, 0T H AT B8 78 R BE % Ak R AH A B R AR A
Wy SR DU T )= WA A, B B B
Wi, MBS LA R AR B S R K A AR A AR
Pyt A A I S TR AR IS AL,
A Y B R 2R

I B PO A WL 5, B ol F5258 77
FHERLTE 0] BB TR N e e AR R I AE AL &
BRI AP E R AP R FRE AR
R EIIGREIL 382 " b R 2 E &
VB 3540 28 W K PR SR K AR S0RE B 8 36
FARH WA R A R GRS IR 5 G
R PR R FE AT A B R RAE A A K A
FRGE, T W] RE AR AR AV 5 R AR N B Ak R B S
W e NS T REXTICE R s ™ N A
SO R AR B B A E R A A T
BN P RIFE A A

1 BEEMEZENARTEIRIK (Application and
pollution state of antibiotics in livestock and poul-
try farms)

PUA Z R M A | B o SO E e A B A
TGk R T 7 A 0 B B0 T B — 2R TR P
HRAEUA 2R 19 37 A5 A SR FALHI AN [H], 7T 232
RIFABESR B-N B AR  TUPR R ARAT T
JHce MEIRZE METR RS RSP HT, &
T PP CRIF R RS TR S R
R SRR EE RS R T
BEFHARED, T 20 AR RPUAE R R
A8 SCAN IR 3, I HG 40 A 3RO0) B85 v A 400 52 il
ARG . A SCEEIUT SN AR R & & hiA:
FIRAK AR BYA OGBS 106 e, b &)
BEDVUEREAGIURRE 4 Fh GRS 12 Fh s
e 7 A RIRNTRE 4 B FH R T B 2N

TS 4 FpaE Horp fif R A S P AE R A PO R
(tetracycline, TC)29 KX, fitfi fie HH W& 4 (sulfamethox-
azole, SMZ)20 X, 8N 7> & (ciprofloxacin, CIP)19
K, + 5 % (oxytetracycline, OTC) . 4> %5 2 (chlortetra-
cycline, CTC)Fi % — F 1% I (sulfamethazine, SM2)
£ 15 IR, fith iz W% ¢ (sulfadiazine, SDZ) 1% 91 Vb &2
(ofloxacin, OFL) 4% 11 &, R % vb & (enrofloxacin,
ENR)FIZ1 25 2 (erythromycin, ERY)% 10 YK,

PUPR 2 214 2 (tetracyclines, TCs) % FH T34 1)
SR B, DA AR R I T B % , (B AE 4 4
(R ERDARR FY LR AT A A DRl o AR BE 22 B
29 & B UK I BT R B 11% ~23%
PUPR R ZEHAE 2 FIRGRI I 1Y 25% B2 HEH, 3 4h
50% ~60% VE A B A Py F1E PEA R R I
HEH Y A SR N 1Y) SDZ 2 50% VIR ARE &
PrEH 29 30% DL B A W HE R ™ L i &
WA MR A7 01 0] S5 A A BRI A P ST
PRSP RFEAFIAEE A AR R, DU ZR
PUAEZ A WL A AR = B A1 7 KA
fig 2% (macrolides )i Ak 2 &) T8l 7K fiff i W% Bf) 22 4= 38 A
DUBL 2T WS T 25 (quinolones ) Bt A K &) W B 7
TR P B S e A R A K i R B AR & %
fEPE R 2= AR TP

WIS FE TR AN, & &R R
3 — B 0.003 ~0.220 g-kg "B PR
7 X 5 SR A G B IR0 1 B 5 1R 7
S BUAERTEFIEG) I PR RDEAS IR i AE 5 4R
Y AR > FH TR ) B PRS2 R 2y
TR i R] DX ] 20T S, 3 O T AR R AT B
Al AR s A IRt R & UURIE
K ATE VA 098 20 o ZE PR HE 3 A4 | P aE i
LM AR 1),

BB A PR A A G B mg kg
P, AN BIHTA 22 AR 0 SRR I TR B A e 25 57
— P VARSI | VO B 2R 2SR ) 3R e R A g, i
WA A R BRI, AT AR 5 & & Ap 2Rl 5%
T LA B S 2 B R Y oA 2 2B R R i
TR TR 2 FO R X B DA SCBRRT L [R] B Bl 4
AR BT A: AR B RS pe - LT R, B
JEE K LR B I K B bk 8 DA K Bl ) 2 il A%
FRAEAR Wit , T BE 2 R BUhRK T KR 4
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ezl R, B3RP R R R R
Kot 2 2 683 wg-kg M MoK TR RGBT A KAk B
HeJE M2 ~6 800 ng-L ") i F/AK Pk 14 ~

1 400 ng- L™"#7* 7 vp B 5% N Z2 4> K B8 K 44
DU P I B 2 RO R B AE R, BEARFPTA RTE
ANRIZKIR & A 22 55

FMIRPAEER Veterinary antibiotics

| |

& H0lk Animal husbandry K= 7758 Aquaculture

! J

b 25 A B R ~
KE e e il 15 /K AL FE TR
Dust Livestock —>| S Rk ! ‘b
manure/Garbage ewerage Ground ey
‘ Sediments
\L water
2% Hi K
o FH /4 - 4 Leaching Surface
Farmland/Pastue soil water
armland/Pasture soi 5
| 129 Runoff

KB WAEY. HY

Aquatic organisms, microorganisms, plants

‘% ¥l AZ¥ Animal, human beings

B1 BESRERENEPIBMATEEE(EXA[35])

Fig. 1

e B RS LIS Y A VLR ik
FHEAEHT, 52 200 B 6K A | S AN A 90 B 1)
SO, PUERE PR AR 2 R AL
J i pH {E K 4 B RN 52 a0 AER
[FlfY pH T, AR FRIEAE v 4 i B A o | 42 ) Ak
YR IARW SRS, S8 REZIRE R S
AN TR 400 W B, O 2 B [ A e B IR AP Bk
VET7 20 AED e A A0 2 il 28 05 i s s I 2 bt 2E 2
FE A3 15 G K oA N R U ER R 5k
B R TR S AR B ) R T Ak
FEPEMAN TR . DU 2R R 2 bt A 2 W B 325X (sorption
coefficients, K,), % 15 TR L5 &  MXT R E , A
e LRI 2 YU R K (AR,
IKES RS, By Wb 1) iR,

AR RAEW I OKAH B TF BURL ) A AL h
(45341 5 H Y AL 2= B A C . Zhou SFWIHF5E Kk
P, R 259 (3.58 ~291 ng- L") H 4 IE (trime-
thoprim, TMP)(6.22 ~19.2 ng-L™") A % Z (linco-

Migration of veterinary antibiotics in the environment (Modified from reference [35])

mycin, LINC)(4.88 ~ 11.8 ng-L™")FI 4 4 JE& % (flor-
fenicol, FLF) (ND ~52.1 ng-L ) FE A 7EKAH T,
MO R L (13.7 ~1 010 pg-kg ™) FIME AR
2591278 ~ 235 pg-kg ) FEAIEVIIEM ., Luo
SR T () K AR RN TR b R IR R 2 1)
K9 BE (24 ~ 385 ng- L ) AHE(76% ~ 100% )Hx
o BRI R AR B 5, Kb A T
BAKMHTEAKR, REKHEGETESS
U AERAR IR, BER A RRES,
FEX - IFEAK R TP AR S

2 BERERIEYR £ E A (Ecotoxico-
logical effects of livestock and poultry antibiotics on
plants)

106 FEiB 30, BH X 78 & A R A AE Y AR 258K
VDL e S-S DR PN K (B 7/ N e =8 L L BT R ER 7/
PR AF KA S e A 82 A, Horp 13 Fh
B, KHEAEY R AL & /NZZ (Triticum aesti-
vum L)) 13 5, & £ K (Zea mays L) 7 &, 3T
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K434 3% (Brassica napus L.)FI/K#5(Oryza sativa
L)% 5 & 4642 (Arachis hypogaea L.)2 55 . K% (Hor-
deum vulgare L.), Z% (Panicum miliaceum L.) 1 #% &
(Glycine max L)4% 1 . W 24 MEi e, LI
(Lactuca sativa L)Y WFFEXT R 095 12 5, T RA
/WH 3% (Brassica chinensis L.)FI & i (Solanum lycop-
ersicum Mill.)% 7 5% .75 JK(Cucumis sativus L.)5 f .
A% ™ (Daucus carota L.) % | (Raphanus sativus L.)
Wi 5.(Pisum sativum L)45 4 5 , R FHI% 1 ~2 55
Ve R 2 A W 1 80 B I (Arabidopsis thaliana L)A 4
o W R AR FERNE Mo A Y 29 B, Fvh % 3 (Phrag-
mites australis (Cav.) Trin. ex Steud.), T 3% (Lythrum
salicaria L)4% 3 i, 2 4F 4 BA 3 5 (Lolium perenne
L.) Bl fZ $i B (Apera spica-venti (L.) P. Beauv.) , & i
(Acorus calamus L.) 7 H3 5L ( Chrysopogon zizanioides
L. Roberty) £l 7K # /% ( Eichhornia crassipes (Mart.)
Solms)#% 2 f& o 13 PR rh it 5 3 2 10 43 Sl & /K
¥ (Chlorella vulgaris L.)3 Ja . i H 7 i (Selenas-
trum capricornutum Printz) . Hfl £& {2 ¥ ( Microcystis
aeruginosa Kiitz) Fl /K HE 13 3% 3% (Microcystis flos-aquae
(Wittr). Kirchner)#$ 2 & , AR 1 Fi o MEIEY 5
SR O R B RR , 22 B2k A
B RS, ORI A T K AR A S B WS K
WK BT OCEA IR Z —, T IR B &
PUAE R X R A ZS RSO0 (1) E R4

T K AR R AR R RS T
B RS AR AR AR R T AR R A B S Y
L 151 K AR AR ) 1A PN ) i B AR AR AR KRR B | Bk
FHYBAZ TS — B R, b =t
I L YRS R GEAE A )R N T 53 T, A 25 s UK
B Jo f YA B FH A d 2 11 R T AR Y g RO
BARELTARS 5) ) S R B A T DL
FEYI R IR A UOE T HiAE RN [FAE Y 4 2R
AR RLERIT S A LR ) A0 M v T R
BT M0 S ZBU LA AP O b AR R, S 8L
R JIE AT R R IR N A R R
Wi 25 P T A 2 B B i 3 7T [ — A
XA R 2SR AE 2R 0 RSO R RS [R] 747 5 [a] — 4
YA TR H RSO 2Rtk 3R i R A =P
NGRS &1 B/ S 0E AR 57 N ol A |
SRS AEAE AR RO I EOK AR b A
R ez 2 YA HEUP R AT AL, AT
X HE DA [ 2 R e A e A A8 BRSO, PiE

FAEY) BRIV SR R S YRR E B O
TR AHEAE 253 SE R G I5 e S22 e Fn A=
PR AL AR ARk e A A B A ) e
AR BT R AR ST

2.1 BEYUERMN YT 8] K B4 SR BN
(Ecotoxicological effects of livestock and poultry anti-
biotics on plant seed germination)

— b, FE R R 2 B AR RN R
ANTa] #2804 B A= R A3 45 %5 &R (chloramphenicol,
CAP) M2 iE 5 & (spiramycin, SPR), K W% & (specti-
nomycin, SPT) J7 1 # & (vancomycin, VAN)5 s 7
AR PiA RAWA W] BEX A R K 2
A 7 TH 52 W), 2 5% TR R AR ) i 26 RN B A T R
CIP A3t R AR E K- B A 2 I R] ™Y 6 Fhdi2E
Z(CTC, TC, %= /K i & (tylosin, TYL), SMZ , SM2 |
TMP)XF 3% 1 (Cichorium endivia L.) K G FI1EE JNAY &
ZRRI R X 6 M AR F SRR BB AL
SR IRAR ; TUPRZR AR e 2 25 %) 3 M b1
i & B BEMETE R 1 TYL A TMP Xt R i 2% (1 25
PN B SDZ (10 mg-kg ™) EFEAR T
INFE R B A B CTC A TCP g it /N 22
W AHRAT 22 53 2R AE A TS e W B2 I A
ZER (25 ~300 mg- L) MG 243248 5 (M) (25 ~
300 mg-L )42, BE#E CTC M HACHY 210 4
%% % (4-epi-chlortetracycline, ECTC) ¥ i Ft /&5 , it 3¢
T2 25 AR 2 S T e B AR {HL 500 IR 22 5
AN EP 5 ~10 pg- L™ 5 X (penicillin, PEN),
SDZ N TC kb 3 4 IR /INZ TR K 7 75 & 2| [] B SiE
RIHSEHG & , X 537 (Capsella bursa-pastoris L. Bras-
sicaceae) & 2 i A & A 5 W™, 10 mg- kg™ SMZ,
Wi b & (norfloxacin, NOR) 15 7] % % (doxycyc-
line, DOX)F X 38 T 445 v, Horh SMZ A/ A
SRS N 2%, DOX Fl NOR W B /Iy (1 32 il
o N ZZEFR™ 10 mg- L' CIP OFL 24D &
(levofloxacin, LEV), ¥ & “F & % & (amoxicillin,
AMO) 1%, 75 5% Z (ampicillin, AMP) i 3 FE %K fF
KA JER R ZFITA) 1 ~2 d; R [ETAE 2
R, 300 3 3 B 4K UK A CIP(5.0 £7%)>OFL (2.0 £i)>
AMO(1.6 ff5)>LEV(1 .4 f5)>AMP(1.3 £%); M A
PSR FN(RE 7 AR MR 58 & 24 I G B AR b A=
R EAE R X 2 S5 A] AR 5 A D B X AN
[FIHA: R BB I 22 S A OGO AT RS KA )
fift BE BT HEBLE
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2.2 BEEPUAERX YR R0 A A RE PR (Eco-
toxicological effects of livestock and poultry antibiotics
on plant roots)

YIRS AE R WA REAYHR
1Y 323 i, R Be A= 2 6 R &R 7 AR T K Y R
M 1471000 A 2 Ak B A A AR AR A o 2
PRI SSEH . CTC (=05 mg-L™' /K E5)ALHL i
FEPD ] K &I 1 AR e R R e o T R TR
CTCPVHI TC™*7 i ZE il /N Z2 ALK BB AR v B A
TRHEVER . KBGO, /N2 AR 2 6 ot F0 T T o
Bifi OTC ¥ 38 ik /"™ ) 1 ~100 mg-L™" TC [%
IR/NZEUV RN 22 4 A PR A B0V AR 2R K i T
500 mg - L™ TC & 2% #ll il 4= 2 (Zingiber officinale
Rosc )M T i, #R 76 1 F % 22.1% ™, OTC.TC,
CTC [&MEHi GAR K, 1 ~30 mg-L™' CTC &EM
Hlh AR, AR ECTC {UAE 30 mg- L™ )1l
HRACE it e S it A= 3R AR AU ) AR B o 1% 4
FEARAL I e ARk A AR R T B g e
AR AR AR A AR AR R ) b ) T O
RAGRA B PR A A SM2 Mk
B AN AL BRI [H] E K, 6 F SLRFAE ) 6 45 B 2P
(Lupinus luteus L. cv. Dukat)  %i 5. i 5.(Lens culi-
naris L.), ¥ 5., 2. %7 ( Vigna angularis var. nipponen-
sis) AL B 18 (Medicago sativa L.) {3 A= 4 52 30 1l
I 5 BEIRFE AR JE 2 5 e rpon 80P e AR R
M) £ K, %t 3% 50 B2 i B /T, 200 mg - kg™ SDZ
TEID R E K FIMN(Salix fragilis L.)AYHR AR K [a] I 384
TR E, IS AR B K 3 M, SRR R AR RO
FITT R v B A e — W 4 % WE (sulphadimethoxine,
SDM) (150 mg - L™ 8% 300 mg - L") S & U Z &
(Phaseolus vulgaris L) 73 A= HEURTE R (H 6,
Pl /I AR T AR IR B T AR R A 5 R B B
SDM Hl SM2 A ¥ 5 K 2 A A fige i B i 1
mmol-L™" SDM ZbHR 540 30 d & , IR AR JE 25 2
AW O FAR A s AR Y —
E/‘J CIP[91,116] \ENR[91,117*118] iﬁ] LEVDI]E%%{E&*E%*E
AR AR 02 ng- L™ ENR UK REAR KA i
YEF™ . 1.0 mg-L™" CIP 4b B3¢ & (Brassica para-
chinensis L. H. Barile)2 J& J5 fUsA Cutai R 58 4
R HERAFRZ T, HELZ T, 5258 Si-
jiu AR HE IR 02 ~2 mg-L™' CIP 3
B FORARAS, XA E B IR 3 =25
mg a.e.- L7 B B+ 45 MR B CIP A #REEAS i H i

A PR E R ; =25 mg ae.- L7 BOH B+ Uk
& CIP 4345 0 mg-L™' CIP &b FH i 14 hn £ KA
FE R B HEPY  ofe FH BA I v g feft FH ek R P AR
B, FEOUE R h SR B, Wi RE S P4 R
L[] XA FH AR 9 ak HL A 4 7 A B g U2 1~ 5
mg-L™" OFL [&{K K [12¥%(Brassica rapa L. ssp. pekin-
ensis) AR AR EAR ARRBAMIENE /£S5 mg L™
OFL AbFE T i VI 53" AN TR 28 50 bt A= R x
YRR A2 ma B AR, $iAE R CAP SPR SPT #l
VAN K50 7 d A5 2 AR 0 R R AR 2 43
A2, B 4 Fhdid: REEIKIK R SPT>
CAP>VAN>SPR™, fik¥ & TC ,SM2 NOR ERY #I
CAP (0.01 mg-L ")f2#k 4 FiAHE b K 2k
SERBEDHAIH LMK >0.01 mg- L™ W30 6 H2 2%
i B S T UR TC RIRETE K e, 45 F ok
YK J= NOR , ERY , SM2 Al CAP"™_ OTC,DOX,
OFL F1 ENR X} 3 Fhigi (3 I IS /N 56) & 5
SRR RN 2RI SR AR T LB I B 3 DR T
Hr OFL Xf ZE KA GIPE S 5 H 4 Fhdid: RXEA
R A A RO AR TR IRk B OTC Al ENR(<
100 pg-L™'8{ <0.75 mg-kg ") *f 7K /7 (Oenanthe ja-
vanica (Bl.) DCWRZ A K AR R TG A R HER 3
PRV BE U AR R AE K (>200 pg-L7' 8% 10 mg-kg™),
IR ZRTE J7;0TC MFERZCREE T ENR (91
HE—2BAFFE FEBH U 25 T BE X AR 40 A JE 35 L 4
MR RN S A S = A5, BB R OTC 3%
TR 200 L] 30 455 i 5 3 o RS 4PLC B 4 7T B2 OTC
BT —EILANO) A i THRY & & (H, 0,)
AR B2, DT 5 5040 ] A BEL W RAR R AR K
il AR (0.25 ~ 1 mg-L™")TC {2 #F/NAZ MR 4
YA 224758, =5 mg- L™ TC &8 in
Y (o AR I A (S (0 B A DRI 28 0 28 45 ) 3R P il il
HNIAT 225y ZLAEHL(= 50 mg - L))" B kv B2
CTC WEHIIE I T 7NAZ AR AT (micronucleus, MN) |
e fa R AF (chomosomal aberration, CA)FIH ik Y 4,
PAPRAZ i (sister chomatid exchange, SCE) A9 4 K ; 1
B R I TR MN (25 ~200 mg-L™") CA (10
~200 mg-L™")#I SCE (5 ~200 mg-L™")i#i= H
T HG L v P R [ A0 1) T = 3 R o 250
mg-L7' 1 300 mg- L™ ¥ BT, Ak 2k 40 i 75 Pk
MN CA Fil SCE #5508 /b s TC Ab38~ n] 4% 5|
LS 027 10 mg - L™ 44 % (CIP LEV , OFL
AMO  AMP)Zh 3 ) /K FEAR SR 41 Bl DNA W 2L, 38 i



4 4

ABYESE B B U R XY 10 4 A R B £k 193

WAETEME AL A B T RESE AR T
Yoo (RE5Hy , TC 3N T 2247 B 27 B AR rp i 4 46
(reactive oxygen species, ROS)AY A= FI 4 Mol 5 1
FE51 R LR RN L A 45 5% | 2R 20 47 A PR S FEAR Y
AR ; SR AR 2 P E L -tRNA A4 1 R i
DL R R AR N & IR AR ; TC 7l Bl

T R I AR W 0 /R A B A B R
TR P T P A 5 T AR 1) B AT 5 %o HR 4 AH L, 100
mg-L™" TC ZbFR/NZE (R AR =) A e S 1R %
AR R INZE 11 ARt AR 77 A B R, 5 1 /)
22 AR A 1k KRB = xR AR & T
o R0 3 375 R A T W ), X P S KT A AR
SN ENR VBB N2 [ BOK REAR B 00 58 7™ &
FFET- AN 22 ; e ENR 38 i 42 v /K R AR A i
TR IR il S R R k10 Sty A ke & B A A3
T £ T4 305 2 S 5 18 T 7K R i 2 s 1 i g A ]
b, K FERR A 2 SR ARl ad 70 (% 2R A R s iR
fE¥R)%Z %] ENR % T4, 10 pg- L' PLAER
OFL H TC /K4l Typha angustifolia L.)F1TJH Y
SRR B 2 A R 1 T, X6 Y AR R A e
YER, B AEp A 2 A B R R e i s Pk AR
BT 4 R AR FR i R, R
T SR AR 224U B i 5 DUl RS SR S AR &R
Sy AR N bR 2 T AR AR R 1 R
WS 3R | R AE AR R 3 WA 1 A BRI 5 A
CIP b FRFEHR AL 1 A YA BIAR R 2R (0 & s hee
WP 0.5 ~2 wmol-L™' SDZ &b BRI R S AR
R TN SDZ AL BRI G IF )R, HLAR b 48 Fh
EHFR2ZEFFK, Hd 42 A LI, 6 R FEM, Bt
& SM2 MR, GRME AR 40 b S A4 i €2
F o FALEEEYERAL, A A 2 K o AL
TP, AR o NGk R m Ani R, 4l
2R o DNZRRLIAR [ 20 B I3 A 55 B 2 s A L 0 1~ 1)
LR D HED = e SM2(=0.25 mmol - L")
2SR ST AR RRIA AR ¢ BRI
FIANAL BT, AT B0 B A R e 10 ~
200 mg-kg™' SM2 T T AR IS 2H LU 455 H R gt %
BTN, EEL AR SO U SR A N, =100 mg - kg™ ik B E K
- PR A B R I e/ % Ik, 100 ~ 1 000 mg -
kg™ KHRE & (kanamycin, KA)X A B & &0, H 14
TNHARZS E MR EFE AR ;100 ~1 000 mg-kg™' TC [%
PR H H i B R >R, =300 mg- kg™ X HARZS [ BHAR
TEFH R W R 5 55 Ah, SM2 A8 [ AR B w2 AR X

FeoriRILRE 1), B A0 AR B AR P b2 kR
FIHh = Ea2R AR 2 2 1.0 mg-L™' CIP
AERSEE 2 JA G SR s T 52 A AR o b 2
[ R I 200 J P B A 235 4 70 2 25 A ) 5 SRR AR 2R
MM N BT SRR B AR T | B B A A i
TE— L2 i v WL % 21 B . B0 0 1 R AR
FHECZ T TR 52 0t Aol ) AR S 200 J (R 1 J5i A 240
JHLRE (1% s B (235 9 AR AR A 25 o 348 o L % 4 i
BRCAE™ 2 A b i S AR T RE 2H 2 4 i A AR
FMHFHELE CIP Ab 35 2B B 22 55 . Horb il
SRS AR A b aT D 2 SR | A
SEAIRALHYMEEEA "™ . 1 ~5 mg-L™" OFL 4k HfiE)
R 3% Qinghua AR 1A BT R FIR) B #0 F) HE 51 s A7
L BUT R 1 3¢ Biyu BRI AR BT ER | 1) Kz B A0
B2 AR HES ) A2 75 ™ B ZE L SN ik (Na, SiO, )
YA X 4B 1 I DR A L 8 S HE 1, {ELRE X Biyu 9
B2 AE AN Qinghua™!
2.3 BEHUAERXSHY IR S B BN (Ecotox-
icological effects of livestock and poultry antibiotics on
plant leaves)

PrAE R AT RED A A R B e
WA 2R S A — S, v D i B T e e
AN A R B CIP i A AR VR S 1Y
MR R R R TR BUR S E B R 2R A
WAL I W A", 2 mg-mL™" OFL Efli K2
(Allium fistulosum L.)M SRR T8 FI R, B0 v
ALY 20 ~40 mg- L™ OFL 4bBH i % " A 0.1
~100 mg-L™" OFL &/H1 SMZ AbF i £E 2254 1 B
I ik I - 25 28 T B AL AR E AR 5200 g - L' #1800 pug -
L™" ENR #(ffK - h 4", SDM>150 mg-L™
MG A Bt B R TUE = B
A 0 B 1k XY B il 7% Bz (sulfonamide, SNV J&
BN oy e I S AR /D, B R AR T
100 mg-kg™' $i 4 FE (TC,OTC ,NOR) 4L H# i) /N 2
I B /N it AL TED PR J5 90 ) 5 e 1 0 35 A9 R 2
BOR SR AE 1Y 0 5 40 I RS A5 A B0 ; OTC
I NOR Ab 3 f it & (A B 1] 8 34 28 Sy fieb ik ) [ E
5% BRZAH L, DoE AR R A R BEARTE S I ik | 2
AR, 2Bt R J2HEP B
2.4 FHYIAFRHLN 7 &P R 1A 5B e
(Ecotoxicity response of different plant tissues to anti-

biotics in livestock and poultry)
— B, A AR B R R R AR
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Y TR URC O KBRS, OTC W3
RARR/INAZ DR I 0 R 6 At ) AR e L (RS ), Ko DA I
O FEANY R/S FEMAAR/IN IRV FE OTC Xf /A2 251y
TR A FH 5 5, 1 R R R /N 22 ARG B AR AR
51 OTC Fl ENR X 3 Fiigi S (3 I =R AN
3R AR BRI E R T 2R 0™, 10 mg - kg™
SDZ X 10 F I HuAF 4 1) 73 R B ) e /N, X AR R
B B K, 50% die I B0 il ¥k (minimum in-
hibitory concentration, MIC)7K -} MIC 7K -9k 71
%~ (cephalexin, CPL), TC il SMZ 4bH¥i/N[H 35, H
AR Uit A 2R U B R A > AR > R
Uik R AL N SMZ>TC>CPLM

i A 28X A g e I A TR A R R A A 22
5. Bfi#E SDM (0.005 ~50 mg-L ™)k EER N, T i
SEE (5% 0.5 mg- L7 /MR T XI5 ~50 mg- L™
AL R A T R Sk R R AR
OTC . TC ,CTC Kb P 3 3 5ii 71 o st 15, e Joig 35t ik
PO R [AHRE CIP I TC BEE 20 d A 85 461
A E A T R D TR, H S AR
WeRE S H ™ ml UL B AR R AT RE AR P T K
e 71, S ECHLUBK , DT 5 BT o i A T AR
b5,

PUAE R I AT REsE bk & 25 ELAR S g A
A, — e, — o Wk BT R I A AR
1o 2R H AR A g e B sk BE SDZ (10
mg-kg " )ak Cu (200 mg-kg™")Lh K SDZ 1 Cu 4
A YR B B AIDH/INAE Hh b o R R e o Y
FEXO 20T+ 580 10 mg-kg™' SMZ B HI /N
SRS SRR R JE R A | TR R
XN DOX B #HER®, & & HiE Z W n gex il
YA A 5 e R AR EAE . 0.01 ~ 1 mg- L™
ERY XJ (4% (Populus alba L)W bk & %A W] 5
" 0.5 ~2 mmol- L™ (X 155 ~620 mg-L™")
() SDM X 4fi S5 Ml iy i ZE R AR W) i i i 3
ML 0.1 ~ 1 mg-L™' SMZ 5 OFL #4111 %35
B ZE AR N2 BERL , SMZ+OFL 58 45 4 F %) 2
BB B IER™ AR
S ERWBUEREN, PR RIEY)
AR AE AT BB M, W] R S, AR
OFL #1 TC(10 g+ L™") i 35 R AR AK b R0 T Ji 2 1 i
J i, T4 = T XU B (Cyperus alternifolius L.)
[ 2 50 ~ 150 mg-kg™' TC.,OTC #l CTC
RRAG A 50 5 0T i, 389 /Dy 11 3% 6 i 21 ENR

NOR = LEV 4l ] i3 # 2 A= K, B iK JE A= )
T E R A O (R AE W 9 (Scenedesmus
obliquus) , 7% V4 B} A ¥ ( Chlamydomonas mexicana) .
JINERTE | 7= 1 30 8 (Ourococcus multisporus) | 1 15 ¥
(Micractinium resseri)) 1] DL D\ 5 ¥ £ ENR (100 mg -
LY EEE Pk & SDZ il SM2 X B 461 4 460 34
(Chrysosporum ovalisporum) 4= K & A 1 35 90 il 1F
FH AEA SN EEA R BoA: RAE SEY AR EAE
FHHP A RERI B AE 2 U B M YA A A SUAN
ER v E e (N (R e (R ]
aCEEPEE M, — MR M BE ) BT AE 2R 0 A )
YR A HEUR R E ™, SDM i 3 FE (K
TS A B BRI AR B Hor 50 mg - L7
Sb PR A A - AR B 5 00T IRl T TR RS T
SN i 17 (- B i N A I =17 - 1
0.001 ~0.1 pg-L™" ERY"*VR1 LEV" Mg it 7K fE f 3
BAEK ;=10 pg- L7 E P HK AR A K,
H MR B - 07 4k

B A AT REXT AR 2 AR )RR PR RN 7 A R
Wi, KIS OTC>750 g - L7 i 38 MR AR /K 4
ERA A IR R ERE AR T R OTC 5§
ENR 37K A= K A 52 00 B /K B 127 5 3y
RESEKEE SR TS B AN AERES T -
A, R3S IR A $i4E R (TC L SMZ \NOR |
ERY #1 CAP 1% /K (2 .20 mg-L ™" )% 438 # & M
FNFE A A A P e R S S e T it Sz s i AE
FFEAN200 .2 000 mg-kg™ ) M0 3 Fhigk 3
R AE T

NESE ORI 7/l = A =N P N N ]
(Plantago major L.)FI/NIRFE(Rumex acetosella L.) I
RG22 SDM (300 mg- L), BT R 45 2
KA % 5| SDM 3 Wi, 1 J2 A% W (Amaranthus ret-
roflexus L)IWAR R B B2 12 KA SZF 5200 ;3 Fli At
B F R AR AZ £ SDM Y 2 i 10 d
Jfi =30 mg-L~" SN I 3 %A 75 B2 ( Vallisneria natans
(Lour.) Hara )#34,20 d J5 =10 mg-L™" i} 2 [
$£,50 mg- L™ B 3 FRARI 4 ; =30 mg- L7 W 3 FEAR
R AR F R A 2Rk B R [R] A e B 4
2.5 BEYAERINHEDOCEEN RGN AT
UV (Ecotoxicological effects of livestock and poultry
antibiotics on plant photosynthesis system)

M2 R E ORI E L T TR
85 MOCH HE R EE T IS G = A i T
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PEABOE I 8 b A I (R AT DArp ROk
AR R, LA KRR B b sk 20 o7 5 5 1) A1
Rl 4 R AR S bR B IR 06 &
T, IFRTVE TS Ge 9175 A 0 W 38 1 SRR A P b
WP RRPUE RGBS A e R K
NREGRABUE, BRI CIP Ab3E5 R A Y) St
£3:% (chlorophyll, Chl),Chl a &% Chl b & & 8 #[%
(I 0.116120129.145] ,Chl a/Chl b T 25 80129 3 o . 120) , %
AL CIP 4b 3 7 d J5 S EUK#E ™ Chl % & BT,
1M 14 d J5 08 2B KA, A= R CIP XK #  4 R
B RS I R T AR R AR [, OFL < 0.1
mg- LTI RAM SRR H, = 05 mg- L7 BER
R4 E & =01 mg- L7 WEFFMENE MRS
. fH 0.1 ~1 mg-L™" OFL i 35 1 i 4 25 i 4t 2%
Fi IR R a/b (1™, BiH ENR (1 ~ 100 mg -
L) BERE N, 25 P 55 AC 3 R o e S 3R B 3
T AR /NEREE 7 T G RN (O 4 Y
RO R B/ Nk A Ao SO & r S
B NS RRE ENR MRS I 2t v
2Ptz 2 (ENR F NOR) . 25 1% B9 0 4 76 35 19
Chl a % fa, H Pl B[R] SE K 220 W7 B AR 5 B R S P2k &R
(SD Fl SM2)7EA el B2 [ A Chl a 755, 0L Chl a
£ et I [ S T 2 W T 5 2 b A R RRARI
BRE Chl a, @ik BRI RE R, HE Chl a & BEREINR]
JEA T2 7 T R R AN [ i A 3 e
Chl a ZEAEH RN ATE, CIP i A] GE ot 728 £k
PR AL S B R TS Y B IR L A A 1
WY IE L TR BRI PSTT HL P 4% 326 K (relative
rate of electron transport through PS I, ETR).PS II f*)
i KAk 27550 % (maximal photochemical efficiency of
PSTI, F/F, )NS50 (5 25 CIP+N (VRN 0.04 gL
Ca(NO,), ) Ab B 11 4 4% 4 (Azolla filiculoides L.)
ETR F,/F, %", [FFEH, bi4E R OFL 1l fig

Y GG BB AR, WP g5 HXDE AR
FHESZ 0 = T WP P B BS 0 d5e /N 2 56 H (mini-
mum fluorescence, F,), MK F,/F, ; ANFEHE OFL 4k
PRAYI ¢ G BE T 2 BE RN H 0.1 ~ 1 mg-
L™ OFL 3380 351565 8 %R (net photosynthet-
ic rate, P,). < fLF & (stomatal conductance, G,). 4l fifl
[8] CO, ¥ J& (intercellular CO, concentration, C,)F17&
J# % % (transpiration rate, E )™, 100 mg-kg™' NOR
FEA/ NG 2 i F/F, 8, i 2 RG22 70 K &
% (photochemical quenching, qP)Fl PS Il Stk 24 ik

fit i (effective efficiency of PSII photochemistry, ¢PS
ID), 338 hn Ak 2248 K 2 4 (non-photochemical
quenching, NPQ)™*! |

FEIAR N R 8 0 B M S R (0 K5
AU IR RS YA R IAEE P BH B A
ALY ARFIMAFEZES . 0.5 ~2 mmol-L™' SDM
FEACHIY Chl a,Chl b M HEFN JE5AE MR DL S
ChUZEHAIE PRI HLF (HER AR E, B &8N
Chl a/Chl b (1 mmol - L™" 12 mmol-L™)"*_  >10
mg L™ SN I 2 FEAR 7 B4R 38 % o, b 3 PR AR
LRGN 5% B EL (AR KO 3 3 n T/
MR E i, s S K P SDZ (1,10 mg-kg™)
BEFRR T EH58,0 ~1 000 wg- L' Ptk &R
SDZ"I5 7K # 5 4 2 E e S R 100 ~ 200
mg-kgf1 SDZ ﬁ%ﬁ%fﬁ&ﬁﬁiﬁ(Echium amoenum Fisch
& C.A. Mey)IJ Chl a Chl b FIZSEHE DR &&=, I
TN A AR (mycorrhiza) a¥/ A1 FF 5¢ M AL K 6 7€ AE 9 i vl
NN SDZ ZL3N Wi i) Chl a,Chl b FIZEHH &

MR &R, SDM 4HE 1 d JRFEARHIE E G,
11 df25 d/AHE2%; P, /£ SDM 4b# 1 d
WA S A 11 d F125 d B A0, B BERY A ZE
K, U/ D AR BN A ; SDM Ab BE R ARAIN Y ETR, X F,/
F AW EEE", 01 ~1 mg-L™' SMZ i & 1
P P, G, C; il B,

1 ~100 mg-L™" TC ] & & FEAK/ N " fn £ 4
AR RO Chl RIS D RO R R
TC B F&{% Chl a/Chl b Fl Chl a/25HH# M &, 500
mg-L™" TC W [F#MK/E 2 Chl a,Chl b XKW # b
RZoaE™ ) KEF YA R OTC HE =750 pg L'
REAIT 40 2 & i E 35 FHiEE OTC Xt 4%
R B 90 mg-kg™ CIP #l TC Ab3f
10 d 513 % 48 P B3 5 Chl & &5 43 51 F B 65% Fil
68% , S HIJEH i Chl & i FREE £ i AR A1 R e
J¥ CIP F1 TC T3 Chl & 545 BIFEAK 31% F139% ;
[ ) 5 22 9 i 3 B Jb B AT, MR R DO &
A AwES , R HED Chl 7£ CIP #l TC WAER T &4
WEARYT ) BR 2 I IF i (cycloheximide, CHX) (0.25 .
0.5 mmol-L ™" )b i} 25 A 3 % E AT (Phyllostachys
edulis (Carriere) J. Houz.)lH ' Chl a+b FIZEHI & b
5L Chl a/Chl 5™ ERY (0.01 ~1 mg-L™")
XA RS B BB, [ A
46 A VR FH 2800 ERY Y Fz 7 485 =0 [R] 13
50,150 mg-kg™' TC . OTC F1 CTC 7 —EFLE |1
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T AESERUNASER) G, A E T AR PO
500 mg-L™' TC & & PR E 2 F/F, oPS I 1 qP
{8, M A B Al 2 6 P R T B8 37 B B TR I, A
MR T PS I FGRBEE RS (R OTC T+
FiZF/NER) P E.G,, FHE OTC WL ;
BRI /N /Y P, E R G, Bl OTC ¥ 3G I P AKX ;
C, Fifi OTC ¥ 3 38 iy &b 35 v , it 52 b 15 A0 e ol
AR B A 25 5% T 32 F <L BR ] (stomatal limita-
tion, LS)AN3Z OTC 5%, HUBFI 1) LS B OTC ¥ &
FhE N2 g5 Mg Rl AR 2 R R3S
HEM R P, EFM G, T ERE;50 mg- L™ OFL
1 SMZ+OFL } 100 mg-L™' SMZ & E[#(% P, . E #
G,; C, BYUE R WM E 3 5,50 mg-L™' SMZ
% 10 mg-L™" OFL 1 SMZ+OFL W E &AL C; Wi
Pk Z R E RN, A 0 F/F, %L,
ETR ,¢PS Il #1 qP SET} 5 B s NPQ SERE /5 T, 100
mg-kg™' 1A R (TC ,OTC NOR)ALFEREAR/NE 2% F,/
F A, BEEAL qP F14PS 1T, 3140 NPQ & ; H. 3 #
oA F 5 R B2 L R F™Y ) 0.001 ~0.1 pg-
L™ ERY 4bFE3 ~8 d & S /KL 1Y Chl a
i, 10 ~40 pg- L7 WEEFEAR Chl a & i <1 pg-
L RN F,/F, 1 F,/F(MW55 3 KITER), =20 pg
LI E AR FUF, FIOE/E," ) ERY DLMEBEHK
Ty 2 e ] o S ) 2 RO R G T M A
TAL3%  ERY =5 mg - L™ A] %) H= 4k 2 g v
Liu ZFUNE GG R M RIOEE S 1% A
IR VL6 3 B A TR -1,5 - B TR 2 A Tt A 0 A
W 3 25414 K ERY [CIP Al SMZ XF£ 1 H 816
G ERIEENE, KU ERY(0.06 mg-L™") i K
Ff A A HEm P, PS AN A B 050503 Fh
A IRV I B 25 5% AEA BRI e M AR fL s
PEFN Mg®' -ATPase 1 M4 | 4% - 1,5- B 2 42 1k il
TEPE, (BRI EERY CIP FI SMZ AbBE A4 £ S 30
AT BICAER & B, Lin FUP4E 2
K4 ERY ,CIP Fll SMZ 7EX6A1EH & Ge rh BRI
SRS EAFE A FEERON . CHX (0.25.0.5 mmol
LA B S | BAT I R RO AR G, B R
fiK, ¢, WX, HL AR R SR "™ |

v B it 4= & (AMO . AMP , PEN 3k 0 il #4
(ceftriaxone, CFX) . TC 3k #f04th IE (ceftazidime, CFD) .,
DOX ERY ,CIP)34 i /N2 it 5 2 15 i (flavonoid) 7
i T v R R e A 28 D0 I A0 2% 0 ) ) R
R E R RTAE MR A DY B R

(trigonelline, TRG) 7 1 75 A [F] £6 4= Je PR R[] S 402k
RN IR 22 5 W 3% HAEA A & oA 6] A
[FHTA: R BIBA W 28 7 Wl I, B AT %
TFIE T HUER XY 2 2R 5 2 TS, K
RN MR RATT, XHABSE R A R Y
WFoE/b . HARE TR BRSP4 20 4R R 480
B ARG IS, X 7T e ME T I 2R 5T A R A
FIDL AR A b A7 SIS b W T iR S 470 A
B HAEAE v T I A R T AR S PS T A4 I A2 41
il 7T

2.6 BEIUERMEDTE A SLHER RGN A
AFEHRL N (Ecotoxicological effects of livestock and
poultry antibiotics on plant active oxygen species and
their scavenging systems)

ROS 2 i 45 Bl QI 12 DA Rl 7K OSF- 20 i 36
(A 2RI, f245 H,0, .0, . -OH %5 kA=W lifia
A ROS 7= AR £ 55 A W K 1 2R J5E RN 4
Pt G R AR AR O S 2 AR AR, TN
¥ (malondialdehyde, MDA )& iig Jit i 48 1k 1) fix 2%
PR 2RI R HLIS e U R T AL G Y e
SHEUW A AN S R MDA & &, MDA
K- RT LA TE] 2 e e [ el ik Xty 1 ™ 2 R R D Ot
MDA W] L) s A ) 0 0 8t R 2T A A AR
ROS JE AN Bk — Al TR A, /Y b =8
OB VIR FEAE AT LASR 8 3 P 00 7 A R DT
I LIS BTG MR R R e . A AT 1 S0
B 22 48 H BT S AL I RO IR BEPT S AR 2 ™ T
B BR RG] LIRS 1S MRS A EEH . B e
ST A AT 1 78 A AT LA 7R T T AR T R AT
PENOTO AR IA T AR AR T hT A AR Y
R N DY 1< 0 RN =W O = YIRS e ]
TR TS ST XS R 1 A KRR 7 A B
TS T TR B P A R s s R
TP EE N EAS R 02 28 XA [ AR i 0 R AL Tl
BTSR[]

CIP f #5 § H,0, 7= 4" 8 fi1 H,0, &
P B YT E IS YR, B CIP Mk
Hehn AbER 7 d R K R AR A P AR T (super-
oxide dismutase, SOD) i V£ R A | 1 &2 b S (cata-
lase, CAT) il i %5 1k W) il (peroxidase, POD) i 1 1%
i, 4bFE 14 d J5 SOD Hil CAT %1%, POD /34K Tt
s B oK H,0, W Tt CAT I 14 3 i, X
MDA 7 i FIHT IR LR 12 48 Ak W) i (ascorbate peroxi-
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dase, APX)IfMETCH 2 m P B m kB CIP 76 i
5 d W E TR A IR R B K-S -5 % i (glutathione-
S-transferase, GST) , £ B A 1 i3 %8 1k ¥ il (guaiacol
peroxidase, GPOD)Fl CAT {1, XF SOD i 14 52 M 45
I AR Bl CIP W FE@0.1 ~1 000 pg-
LY, 225 it SOD | CAT 1 P 3 i 1K, POD
T SE T R 5 BRAE Y X B B CIP ik
T I8 APX eI A B GPOD 16 1 A%, HLBETR
JETF T, P B AR B 5 520 °C T, CAT 1% M bl
CIP ¥ FEIE IR , 30 °CF CAT 5B CIP ¥ &
BT L TFER 25 °C R CAT s F&M ) 3
2 CIP +N(7/10.04 g-L™' Ca(NO,),) Ab B 14443
HH,0, WeEERAR"Y, K& OFL ¥k B 1S hn, O .
H,0, k1 MDA % & I 3% 3y 202070 g 25 1
JnFEHintH SOD  CAT ,POD , APX K ik, H 3
N R AT R B2 K A i POD il CAT 1
PEWBE OFL ¥k 5 3% i ifif 3% 5% ; SOD 1 1 S 7 J5
R e i R K 1 2Rt SOD | CAT, POD
APX TR OFL ¥ J3 34 i ifii S 7h I & HL 25 5+
255 AN [R) S5 D] 78 2 g (et 2R R AR AR ) Ko AN () R 85
T R 1 35 (BB o AT 52 Ff) X8 OFL 19 8 M S v AN
[Fi), 70335 750 % it RIS 52 o R 1 S 19 3 4 v 1K
PR T 1 5 SRR AR A I 1 T Bt RUAR 1 7
T AT — 2B AIC OFL 51 A M AR i, $2 R &2
OFL & M () Pt %8 4k i 7% 1E"25 55 46, & Si
(Na, SiO, )ik A] 38 48 £ feg 470 4 A il 1Y) 375 P A DG &
M %35, #215 ROS 1iEBRAE 1", 0.1 ~1 mg-L™
OFL [#{%)% %5 ROS & &™, =50 mg-L™" ENR (1
~100 mg- L") 2 1 i/ NERE et e S e AL
) MDA % it , 25 PU RFACBE AR E S 9 MDA & i
AR AN 1 2, 13 AR 7 O BB 1 MDA &
#0100 mg- kg™ NOR 4 58 /i /N 35 S Hl - %8
4% MDA %1 . SOD .POD #il CAT f3&E#EBY, 10 ~
100 pg-L™' LEV I i S/K A e 3 MDA % it Al
CAT 751,40 ~ 100 pg-L™" i # i E SOD i,
5~300 mg-L™" CIP ENR Fll LEV & %8 fin /N3
MDA | &1 7 & F BT E Ak 9 8 7 5 1 SOD i 1 5
APX G PEAFTE B B 10 AE 28 b 2o i B AH ELVE
JITA b BEAG B RGP HE BRAE 100 mg - L7 M R ;38
T REAK CAT 1 POD 15 4% , PiA: REURPEIR K A
LEV>ENR>CIP;3 Fidi A= 22 1 H A B R 8500, (2
A —E B AR s BUSON Y . ENR(1 ~ 100 mg
LY ER G ZEARBE RS MDA & &M

SOD POD i, FEAIL CAT #& MY,

10 d 120 d J5 B SN ¥ EEXSG N, % 5 O, & &
WERIN;20 d J5,SN=10 mg- L™ 35 14 fip 18
H,0, &4 ,50 mg- L' ZbFRA] A9 MDA & &t i & 1
fn;10 d #1120 d 5, =30 mg- L' ZFEZH AY POD 7%
PR Z RN 2 pmol - L™ SDZ Ab F & 22 4 fin 41
FJF MDA 5,05 ~2 pmol-L™" SDZ 5 {Hi #lF I
POD &R EARIS Jn, H 26T 5 B 5 o 2508 s bk
ik (glutathione, GSH) & &, XJ PrIf MLAR & = %A T
Em" B SDZ vk EE RGN, /NEE b
H,0, il MDA £ & & 3 3 i, 70 Cu WAR X %
M &5 SDZ =1 mg-kg ™" B E AN/ NEZ Hb b3
43 POD I CAT ik, #i¥k & SDZ(10 mg-kg™" ) &
H4Jn SOD &, 7 Cu W 5 25 R AIK = ik & SDZ i
CAT 1E PRS2 1 mg- L' SDZ S UK #H
SOD 1% 1 i 2 1 T X IR, CAT §6 PEAE IR 56 ) W BE L
He 2 vk BE RGN A, 42 d S 2 POD {1 Fifi
SDZ ¥ J3 14 fin 1w T i, L Bl Bof 8] ZE 4 i g it
PiAEZ XS ROS & & AL 010 B 1 1 1 52 e 2L A )
k.

BfiZ CTC ¥ (0.05 ~50 mg-L ™), T KRAR
H1-OH /K F T MDA & i it R, H MDA #
5 - OH /KPR 2P IE A C; &K POD 16 1, 4 m
SOD {fi X} CAT 1l HEAE N B .17 5 A b4t o i
H-OH J& CTC #EHEMLHIZ — 1M 1 ~30 mg-L™
CTC B & T+ SOD . POD ik, H S ¥l eIt e
FEryfa s X CAT i &5 m ™, =5 mg-L™
TC W EWN/NAZRIE MDA #4525 ~300 mg-L™'
TC A] i % 2 7 H SOD ,CAT #1 POD fy % PP 1
~100 mg-L™" TC & & #& 8 /NE VR 24 A PR 3
FUOTRY 22 AR ROS F MDA & &, # /il SOD,
POD %1%, i MAK CAT 31, 500 mg-L™' TC i
FHm A3 0, \H,0, Ml MDA & &, B &4 & H
SOD .POD #il CAT & MEF ) /KK FHid R OTC #
JE=500 pg L™ B EREARIK T CAT iG 1k ; 55 Tt
A Z X CAT 1 MEJCHH B2 ™ ) 100 mg-kg ™' Pk
F(TC OTC) i & 1 /N 3 b 13853 1) MDA %
it .SOD ,POD Al CAT #& ", AR TCs Hi/E R
XFAS AR 2 A9 MDA 75 1 FlH0 S8 A B G 1 A9 4 A2
BER[R] U414 ERY =0.1 g L7 B i 25189 ik 487
FEBRAUMI N ROS Fl MDA &HE;1 ~40 wg L7 B 3%
K4 CAT F1 SOD i #E" 7,

AN R AR AR PPt A BTG P A9 52 i N
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A, £% H,0, fil O, MDA i Fi#EdiEE(SMZ,
OFL 1 SMZ+OFL) ¥ J£ %) 34 Jin i i 8 3 b, SOD
POD Fl CAT i M5+ J5 B ; SMZ+OFL 4% SMZ 5
OFL X471 & A g (1 /E A 5% ; {2 100 mg - L™ SMZ+
OFL ' 3 P Ik Ht S AL W 75 1™, 50,150 mg - kg™
TC.,OTC Hl CTC i A= 32 F/IN 132 /9 SOD i 7k,
LI OTC (4 il V8 H 55", 100 mg-kg™ Pk &K
(TC,OTC ,NOR) &b B (1) /N5 52 b I3 43 MDA %
& SOD ,POD F1 CAT &1 i 38 ;5 3 FpiE R
SR AL IE A" 3 ~90 mg-kg™' CIP FI TC
b PR SEOE AP 2 b - EB 4 CAT 1 POD {4
B W E R HE i CAT 1 POD 151453 mg-
kg™ CIP 7€ 7 d J7 {3515 Jin POD 1 CAT 14,3 mg
kg™ TC433I7E 3 d J5 A1 S d J5 .33 POD #1
CAT i1, TC XF ¥ A6 F 50 F Ak i 176 52 i K
F CIP ™7 Nie ' % T ERY , CIP £l SMZ
POE VSR AL e S WENE = oI (SR
ALY 25 SEEVE T ERY S E0HTIR R Al GSH
AW R PO IR -4 JBE T R 24 | it 2 2R A B AN
PUE BTG PERR AR ; IS 30CE A A P ) S PR
TBRe 152 B R, B B AL AR &R CIP 1Y
BEPE AT B 32 B i 5 T BUI IR -4 IO TR AIE 25 LA
J CAT, SOD F1 £ B A By 4 e H ik ik 451k 4 il
(guaiacol glutathione peroxidase, GPX) ¥ 14 & v ik,
1Ml SMZ ) #EE 3228 ok it 2 RAEFR RN GST I 1k F
=5 m, 5 ERY M L, i T [F 9 g s AL,
CIP F1 SMZ Xf H A ) s 2 is £, H 50 ~
1000 ng-L™" SPR il AMO 4b 4 43 (2 4 | i 35 1
Jin SOD #1 GST 7514 .GSH #il MDA 5 & ; SPR 4b 3
XFH GST 3% 7 . GSH #il MDA & & 1E & T
AMO 2 F Y ; AMO {2 3 5 POD il CAT 1 Pk
SPR b F B vk FE 14 n /e T i J5 B I POD il CAT
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