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Abstract
ent mustard varieties were studied through field experiments of cadmium contaminated soil.The study showed that 2 cadmium enriched mustard va-

(Institute of Soil and Fertilizer & Resource and Environment, Jiangxi Academy of Agricul-
The differences in biomass, cadmium enrichment coefficient,cadmium transport coefficient and cadmium enrichment ability of 9 differ-

rieties of Guangxi mustard and boutique were screened ,and the variety of tennnus alba with the highest concentration of cadmium enriched was se-

lected.
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Table 1 Physical and chemical properties of the study soil

HRF#4) Available nutrients / mg/kg

AL e . [ Cd
TH pH Organic matter FCE Eé&ﬁ Eﬁi@% Eé&w Total Cd
Item emol/kg Available Available Available
¢kg . . mg/kg
nitrogen phosphorus potassium
Gl {E Detection value 5.10 333 12.2 1.56 84.4 74.4 0.60
CNEQS <6.50 — — — — — 0.30

7. CNEQS by [E FK - e i AR vfE (GB 15618—1995)

Note; CNEQS is the national soil environmental quality standard (GB 15618-1995)
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Table 2 The biomass of different mustard varieties at mature stage
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Table 3 The accumulation coefficient and translocation coefficient of different mustard varieties on cadmium

17 st Undeonnd Aiomd Oveground sooumlstion i
No. Varieties content //mg/ ke content //mg/kg coefficient coefficient
1 ESiEe S 0.05 0.48 0.79 9.34
2 I 1 B PR 0.04 0.37 0.61 8.33
3 FEBE IR O3 0.07 0.52 0.85 7.50
4 ks EIF3E 0.04 0.39 0.64 9.12
5 PN 0.42 0.47 0.78 1.12
6 FFR TR A5 2R 0.40 0.38 0.64 0.95
7 WAEE 0.48 0.59 0.99 1.25
8 i = 0.38 0.64 1.07 1.68
9 INiPNGTE e 0.83 0.89 1.49 1.07
23 FREFEMMRBIREES HYIERIESBRNE  ESRR,

SRIPRA A A b R A DI R . AR AR
R, WA < i 0 ) B 22 AR PR A e N RSO
i 4 L T AR R A R L S PN TR A A
M2, ez WD AREGFCAh M E AR AR 4. th#k
LIV S s EONINP X RN B PNRONPS S L S
9 2.663 me/BR, i B I/ NI AT PR IO, B AR R
9 1.501 meg/ B IR VU IA BT NG Al PR S 4
SEAE (A SRR P DR AR RN s BRI 1
PR EY R K s R i 2.596 me/ B B SRR AR T
FRERFFR R AL O il R, I AR s A ek
e L AR RO ST SRR Y B R

PR, FUA A ek EL OO <5 Ji BE ) i )R A %o T
SIRABSRNE R T IE e m s e
I AR Ay R R R e P R N B S A )

F4 TRTFREMREELE

Table 4 The cadmium accumulation ability of different mustard varie-

ties
: e g 2
e et GELT
75 i = Aboveground .
L Aboveground cadmium
No. Varieties . © content .
biomass mg/ke enrichment
kg/ Bk ° mg/
1 s iFe e 4.585 0.48 2.186
2 T 1 2 s 7.050 0.37 2.596
3 e BRI R AL ITR 5.205 0.52 2.663
4 Pk ss FIF3% 3.620 0.39 1.399
5 LN = 3.965 0.47 1.865
6 RIS R 5.895 0.38 2.253
7 AR 3.905 0.59 2.320
8 K i ESE 2.675 0.64 1.713
9 PN IS 1.685 0.89 1.501
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