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Abstract

Taking the in vitro and in vivo antioxidant capacity of various parts of Anoectochilus roxburghii as
the index, the antioxidant capacity of leaves and stems under the cultivation methods of forest floor
natural ecological cultivation, bottle seedling cultivation and facility cultivation was compared. The
results showed that the antioxidant capacity of leaves of Anoectochilus roxburghii was higher than
that of stems, and the antioxidant capacity of forest floor planting and facility cultivation was higher
than that of bottle seedling cultivation. Comprehensive evaluation showed that the antioxidant
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capacity of leaves of Anoectochilus roxburghii under facility cultivation was the best, followed by
that under forest floor planting.
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Figure 1. Comparison of DPPH-free radical scavenging ability
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Figure 2. Comparison of hydroxyl radical scavenging ability

E 2. £#EHEBEMRENLR

HEE (%)

4.1.3. FRIBIZFHF XX ELENTFREENHK T
H1P 3 AT, AR T AR M L S AT A R V2 57(P>0.05). Ve IIIEJRAE i K
TG LR NIE SR AE ST, (R EAT SRR AR AR B BE 7T F i R B R IR B

4.2. FRIMALEEDNE

4.2.1. FEFIFA R THELEKIEYF ERISATL% R = S UEEE 7K ERF M

HH & 4~6 v %1, £ SOD #& I, SZERH 5 FTH ) SOD ¥& /I AFEAE W& M2 (P> 0.05),
HLAH G235 1 SOD 5 1 35/INF AT B2, R P AT A HA -4 5 SOD ¥% 774855 7E GSH-PX ¥ /)
ME, ASEHES 77 30T M4 43 1 3 5 AN R Rk 5 77 X AR GSH-PX §E NP E R E E R (P <
0.05), A B R B AT R 1) GSH-PX 36 1 KT IEZH, de W LA 898 1) GSH-PX 5 /15 7E CAT
TEIME RS BT AR S AR N AR RS CAT G I AELE 35 2 R(P>0.05), i
38 S AT BRI S CAT 3 AR B 22 R(P < 0.05). HA AT EE CAT 3& /N F X4, ik
S FF SRR R AR A B RN CAT I 1. RREALIGEEREW T, Witk iU K

DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2025.154045 381 gk Btz


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2025.154045

Flidsy 2

SHGEM RN TUARE iR, HUGRWTRIE T,  Fa MR 5.

4.0 a

3.5- o
3.0

b b b
b b b
2 P 7 e on ) [
BOMir AR B SEAT MONFF ORET Ve
T AT RERORA FA R STE 2 7 (P < 0.05).
Figure 3. Comparison of restoration ability
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Figure 4. Comparison of SOD activity among different groups
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Figure 5. Comparison of GSH-PX activity among different groups
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Figure 6. Comparison of CAT activity among different groups
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Figure 7. The effect on the lifespan of Caenorhabditis elegans
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Figure 8. The effect on the swallowing of Caenorhabditis elegans
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