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Effects of Antimicrobial Drugs on Soil Microbial Respiration
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Abstract: The effects on soil microbial respration of sulfonamides, tetracyclines, macrolides and so on were studied using the direct absorption
method. The resulis show sulfamethazine, sulfamethoxazole, chloitetracycline, tetracycline, tylosin and trimethoprim inhibit soil respiration
34.33%, 34.43%, 2 %, 3.08%, 7.13%, 38 08% respectively. Sulfamethoxazole and trimethoprim have the highest inhibition rates
among all the antibiotics. In early incubation period (@2 d), the concentrations above 10 mg* kg™ ' of sufamethazine, sulfamethoxazole and
trimethoprim remarkably decrease soil CO, emission. The effects of these antibiotics vary with their concentrations too. Sulfamethoxazole and

trimethoprim show good dose-response relationships. According to the standard of pesticide safety evaluation protocol, the six antibiotics pose a
little risk to soil microbial envionment.
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1 Co, D/ mge (100 g) !
Table 1 Effect of sufanethazine on CO, emisson/ mg* (100 g) = !
/d
/mg kg" 0~ 2 2~ 4 4~ 6 6~ 8 8~ 12 12~ 16 16~ 21
CK 113.5 a 163 2 ab 12. 1¢c 37.9b 48.3 a 57 5a 63 8a
1 113.5 a 163 2 ab 124. 4 be 37.8b 46.8 ab 593a 61 0a
10 102.0b 167.5a 139. 3 abe 37.8b 46.9 ab 51.3b 60 2a
40 99.9b 163 2 ab 143. 9 ab 38.5b 35.4 ¢ 37 8¢ 42 7 ¢
70 97.0b 163 6 ab 155.9 a 45.8 ab 39.4 be 409 ¢ 490b
100 94.8 b 161 7b 160. 3 a 49.9 a 42.8 abe 41 7 ¢ 509b
1) Duncan 5% 5%
L4~ 6d 002 , 1 100
, 10 40 70 mgrkg ' CO, meeke | 2 0>
, , 100 mg* kgfl ) ,
, . 10mg kg '
. 6~ 8d
-1 _
. 10 mg* kg Q0. : . 0~21d 100 mgkg '
, 10 mgekg ' 139. 4 mg* (100 ) '
2, 40 70 100 mgrkg ' COn , 22.9%.
3 . 8~12d, 70 100 mg kg ' 2 ,
2 CO, , 2 (0~ 4 d)
. 12~ 16 d, 100 mg*kg ' ,> 10 mgoke '
. 16~ 21 d,
2 C0; /mg* (100 g) ™"
Table 2 Effect of sulfanethoxazole on CO, emission/ mg® (100 g) ~ !
/d
/mg kg_' 0~ 2 2~ 4 4~ 6 6~ 8 8~ 12 12~ 16 16~ 21
CK 113.5 a 165 2a 12. 1¢ 37.9 ¢ 48 3b 57.5b 63 8a
1 118.1 a 160 9 a 121. 6 ¢ 2.1¢c 381b 47. 3 ¢ 58 6 ab
10 99.7b 157. 3 a 1. 1a 67.8 b 36 2b 2.0d 48 7 ¢
40 89.8 ¢ 136 3b 159. 4 a 133.8 a 51L.7b 4. 4cd 47 4 ¢
70 87.7 cd 113 2¢ 143. 7 ab 151.6 a 1220a 8.2b 459 ¢
100 82.3d 108 3 ¢ 130. 5 be 150.6 a 140 1a 78. 4 a 575b
2.2
2.2.1 .
3, , 2d
2 d, 100 300 mgekg ' 2 . 0~ 21 d, 300 mg*kg '
640.2 ©46.5 mg*
, . (100 g) ', 1%.
. 2~6d 222
, . 6~ 4,
9d, 10 mgekg ' 0~ 4d ,
, 70 mg*kg ™
., 4~64d, 100 300 mg*kg ' 2
.6~ 17d
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3 CO, /mg* (100 g) !
Table 3 Fffed of chlortetracycline on CO, emission/mg*( 100 g) = !
/d
/mg kg™ ! 0~ 2 2~ 4 4~ 6 6~ 9 9~ 12 12~ 16 16~ 21
CK 12.3 ab 159 2 a 129. 7 a 78.9 ab 53.0a 50 7 ab 46 4 ab
1 123.0 a 160 8 a 130. 4 a 71.0b 51.3a 50 0 ab 46 2 ab
10 120. 8 ab 161 4a 128. 4 a 8.9 ab 54.9 a 520a 47 2 a
40 121.4 ab 161 0a 13.9a 83. 7 ab 53.7a 50 9 ab 458Dhb
70 121.5 ab 157. 8 a 126. 4 a 8.9a 55.1a 51 3ab 455h
100 120.1 b 158 6a 130. 4 a 8.7 a 53.7a 51 2ab 46 3 ab
300 120.2 b 158 9a 131. 8 a 8. 8a 55.2a 495hb 451b
3 (6~9 9~ 13 13~ 17 d) 300 mgeke
—1 -1
mg* kg : 558.5 526.6 mg* (100 ) 6% .
CO: 2 ,
-1
, 300 mg*kg
, , 300
-1
0~21d 300 ke
4 Co, /mg* (100 g) ™!
Table 4  Fffect of tetracycline on CO, emissioff mg* (100 g) = !
/d
/mg kg~! 0~ 2 2~ 4 4~ 6 6~ 9 9~ 13 13~ 17 17~ 22
CK 101.5 ab 134 9 ab 9. 4b 58.0 ¢ 527 ¢ 40.6b 39 5ab
1 9.9 b 136 0 a 9. 8b 4.7 b 55.4b 4.1b 386b
10 100. 1 b 133 4 ab %. 4b 60.6 he 54.2 be 4.1b 386b
40 9.7b 133 2 ab 97.9b 62.5 he 55.3b 40. 7 b 386b
70 100.9 b 133 9 ab 9. 8b 63.9b 55.3b 40.9b 383b
100 101. 1 b 130 8 b 106. 4 a 65.2 b 55.3b 41.6b 39 3 ab
300 103.2 a 132 6 ab 107. 7 a 73.8 a 58.3a . 8a 40 1a
2.3 640.2 673.6
-1 -1
5 ,0~4d 70 mg* kg mg* (100 g) 5. 2%,
-1
, 70 mg* kg
, 2.4
4~ 12 d 6 , 0~2d
) 4d ; )
> - B
( 210 mg*kg ) , 10 mg* kg
2 2
-1
12~ 16 d, 2~ 4d : 40 mg*kg
2 2
-1
16~ 21d,  10meke 4~ 6d, 300
-1
mg* ke ,
-1 -1
, (1 10 40 mg kg ) (1 mgekg )
-1 -1
, 70 mgekg , 40 mg* kg
2
. 6~ 224,
2 2 2 2
-1
.0~.21.d, 300 mg*kg 6
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5 CO, /mg* (100 g) !
Table5 Fffect of tylosin on CO, emission mg* (100 g) ~ !
/d
/mg kg™ ! 0~ 2 2~ 4 4~ 6 6~ 9 9~ 12 12~ 16 16~ 21
CK 122.3 a 159 2 a 129 7 be 78.9d 530d 50 7a 46 4 ab
1 122.1 ab 159 3 a 122 5¢ 78.3d 550cd 509a 47 1a
10 121.7 ahe 161 3 a 119 3¢ 79.5d 52 8d 50 6a 45 5be
40 121. 8 ahc 161 0a 122 6¢ 93.7 ¢ 56 7 cd 501a 43 9 de
70 120.5 ¢ 147.9¢ 144 9 a 108.6 a 68 2 a 500a 43 5 de
100 120.9 be 1532b 134 5 ab 98.4 he 58 6¢ 50 6a 43 1e
300 120.7 be 152 4b 138 4 ab 102.0 b 63 4b 51 8a 44 8 cd
6 Cco, /mg* (100 g) !

Table 6  Effect of trimethoprim on CO, emission mg* ( 100 g) ~ !

/d
/mg kg™ 0~ 2 2~ 4 46 6~ 9 9~ 13 13- 17 17- 22
CK 103.3 a 133.6b 96 0 be 5491 53.2¢ 21c¢ 41.7¢c
1 1022 a 137. 8a 90 8 cd 530f 55.6 432¢ 21¢
10 99.2b 136.0a 98 8b 607 e 62.2e 44 9be 428¢
) 97.3 be 126.0 ¢ 19 5a 80 7d 65.3d 48 9 be 454b
0 96.1 ¢ 103.9d 117 8a 90 0 c 724 ¢ 48 3 be 431c
100 96.9 be 0. 9e 114 0a 104 7b 86.4b 51 4b 46 2b
300 96.8 be R.7f 84 8d 126 7a 124.0a 60 6a 495a
-1
~22d , 300 mg* kg ,
1 [24,25]
360.1 mg* (100 g) .
R 87. 6%. 0~22d , , CN
-1 [26,27]
300 mg* kg .
-1
524.9 5.0 mg*(100g) ¢
19. 0%. ) , ; “ 7
2 2
[24]
, CO: .
6
2
[
, 2.5
4
2 2
<1omgrke
, 50% ; 1~ 10
-1 -1
mg* kg ; > 10mgekg 50%
(3]
2
[25]
2 . 2
, , 34.33% 34.43% .
" 2.71% 3.08%.
, , , 7.13%
, 38.08% . 6 .

50%. ,
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B ?

.2
(100 mg*kg ' )
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