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16.1%~31.8% . -3l i £1 Lk 45 000 kg - hm2 jiti FF Ak B f5 i, 4K 47 LA 22 500 kg - 2 i - A B0 7 45 e o 48 A 1 13
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Effect of nano zeolite application amount on Cd up take by Chinese cabbage and soil available Cd content
ZHENG Ying-hui, XIONG Shi-juan, XU Wei-hong", LI Xin-chen, LUO Yu, QIN Yu-li, ZHAO Wan-yi

(College of Resources and Environmental Sciences, Southwest University, Chongging 400715, China )

Abstract: Field experiments were carried out to investigate the effect of nanozeolite and ordinary zeolite at the amounts of 11 250, 22 500
and 45 000 kg -hm= on the yield and cadmium uptake by Chinese cabbage, and available cadmium contents in soil. The results showed that
nanozeolite and ordinary zeolite could increase the yield of Chinese cabbage by 21.3%~35.2% and 16.1%~31.8%, respectively. The highest
yield of Chinese cabbage was found at nanozeolite application amount of 22 500 kg -hm~ and ordinary zeolite application amount of 45 000
kg-hm, respectively. Nanozeolite and ordinary zeolite( <22 500 kg-hm=) increased the contents of amino acids, reducing sugar and Vc in
Chinese cabbage. The contents of cadmium in shoots and roots revealed the reduction by 19.3%~37.4% and 9.9%~16.2% after nanozeolite
and ordinary zeolite treatments, respectively. The application of nanozeolite and ordinary zeolite significantly reduced available cadmium
content in soil in a dose -dependent manner. The application amount of zeolite showed significantly negative relationships with available
cadmium content in soil (r=-0.591, P<0.01), and were extremely negatively correlated with cadmium content in shoots and roots of Chinese
cabbage(r=-0.697, -0.766; P<0.01). More obvious effects on increasing the yield of Chinese cabbage, and reducing cadmium content in Chi—
nese cabbage and available cadmium content in soil were observed during nanozeolite treatments than those during ordinary zeolite treatments.
Keywords: soil cadmium contamination; nanozeolite; available cadmium content in soil; cadmium uptake; Chinese cabbage
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& (Cadmium, Cd ) VE R —Fp R 210w E 4R
IR, NN AR A 3 G Y, S EUEY RN
JR A B, 3 P E e By = AR a3 A
Fefi e, AR, A B RIE YA S R E Rl
i SR TR KR K B4 T N R AR 1) 7
WU LA . BT, RS Yeis B ik A R
ERREAEAIESE 2 B, i 3R - b LB
BELA/D TR R R 5l R
e rp Bk 22T 28 R A TS 25 R R AR 7R 3885 v 1 AT
B A=yl FIURPE o SR B A& 5 R DAL 7%
AN RS LA 5 St A B O R —Fh
TE R s e B R RR | kR A7 B 5T 1Y)
KR,

KRR A BAFLEZE , B RAFr I ug o sefn
BT Ak fE X B 42 % Pb . Hg.Cd.Cr F1 Ni 2545 7R
SR IR FFEAE , 8 T DA 3 - SRR M I B v R
SR JE—FE B m O E B AR, I
A, FRE AR EE R G EIR 27.8 12 t, TR
KT 100 12t F =008, S B A 1 h B4
JEAEE MR AT, AR KN A E N4
FKAEFIE O UESE, B T RRAR 41 4 8 Cd 1
TEE, NTTREAR Cd MR AR . F 5 I O oY
T, A AR T Cd AE B3 A R,
5SSt A (R BEAR L, it PR g A ol AT AR i S
Cd 7Pk 6.4%~23.2%, FFAEfH T sg4e s Cd [k
FREREE G B E A A A AN AR Cd
EeAk. AR ORIt & B, it 5% A4 I
PR T N pH (E, M EHEARCS Cd F R T
21.77%., Paola %1% I jifi F % 47 AT LA R#AR -3 vp
Cd Al Pb (76 1 , B 25384 i & AN b T
TR A, R AR AR AR RN M R Cd i,
Hamidpour 8B T 3 41 AR 558 2 A5

Qe LR IB AR, S5 R, WA A R AR T L
B AR AT AR R b B AR AR AR A, HOHRE
RACRAL T 1. Oste S50 Fard SS9 41 21 7
WFTE s A B, A n] A AR A GES Cd 5 A
HEPIT Cd BRI

(B4R G883 W A S A M A AE Ll B 3 28 55 ik
B, SR T A B BTSSR ) AN T I R RE T, £
YA AE LSRR T Y AB S PP R B — 2 1 R BR AR
LR AR AT, HALIE RN LB S A B
HATZEW W) B JREE H 35 57 (025 XA AR BRI A A
FU AR R R W R DD BESY, B B X B Jm B
SR AN PS8 0 AR B i, A S R R T AL 18
S5 THLRE SR (B H AT N NG TR A 7E
SRR B ST I ISR E B/ o AR LA K
A PR3 A AN G2, i aed A FH AR 0 A 3l
A IS A AN [ FH 0 R S A R BRI B
XF SRR A R S AR, DU SR T
B SR H RIS .

1 MBEFEE

1.1 kst

TRl s R DT T e AR T o 2 A
R G SR Eh  SEREAE T DL 2 1, 4Kl A2 A
el WA IS 2. Y S R S (Brassica
peckinensis L.), fF A B E$T 90,
12 i A%E

RIS BEE 7 WA ARI, 4351 R xf B (CK) |5
WA 11 250,22 500 #1 45 000 kg-hm-2(0Z,,0Z, F1
0Z;), 44K 11 250,22 500 Fi1 45 000 kg -hm =
(NZy NZ, Fl1 NZ3) o K HH o308 3 A1 R 8 K 3 A it T
Tt [A) A 2 P R 3R A A R g Pt i (B A
666.7 m* #F)2 + 15 75 kg i), FA/DNXIEE N 8 m?

=1 il HIEEARE LR
Table 1 Propeties of studied soils

pH LB P At o WA AR K
Organic matter/g-kg™  Cation exchange capacity/cmol(+)-kg™ Total N/g-kg™ Available N/mg-kg™  Olsen-P/mg-kg™  Available K/mg-kg™
8.13 13.56 6.89 1.18 75.20 47.21 39.02
F2 HikBAERENER
Table 1 Propeties of studied soils
- > PH B F 2 i HeR TR Ex
Ti N
WA pH A Cation exchange capacity/cmol(+)-kg™ Surface area/m?-g Total cadmium/mg-kg™
AP ST el 9.2 60~70 nm 264 656 0.964
L 9.4 100 H 183 233 0.425
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(2 mx4 m),/NX A []FE R 40 cm, AR Ab 3 3 AN
52 FEHLHES o 326 1 1 b S | it A EERE (5 Bt A )
I 5 AR S, — A a4 e 1 Y A it A 4
KA RIS A, PR A RN R A A B AR
G MEARAT 5 d T B R ISRl Tk i bRy 3~
4 Fr it HRSBRBHE R R 32480, B/ X
Hk 32 MR&JE o A FH B EAE  Hbe F ST, 3 A
ATRWORKAZE . XSHRA/ NG T, I TR
DX E AR AR 1 30 i, BN o B/ N 22 0
WURE, R SRR i R/ N B R MR b 2 k.
KEAEMET 105 CA4F 15 min, 78 65 CFHLT =
TEEE PP AR RS B, DU AR A b 3R & i A
FENARRT i 1 mm i, & .
1.3 /A%
1.3.1 S A BEA AL 1 o

T IFEA PG | FH S A M -3 A AR
RSCE R AN 2 N O A PH 2 - s i
K F R LY BaCly—— MR VL I 5 15 40 K ik A ki
2% H T 71 % 44%% ( Dimension Icom Atomic Force
Microscope, Bruker ,USA )il . 84 L AR 2 2
2% Liu S0 ik
1.3.2 LIEemAA SRS &

B I ™ FRE 1.000 0 g KT AT
150 mL = A3, i 10 mL £K , 7E= M0 E 2
/NI, T b EARIRE A% R AR IR 4
Jn 5 mb R R (DL gt ), 3 5 9] iy v Y B 4k 22
fife , AR AR L T ORFDOMPIR, B4 R e
% 25 mL a0, b ug . B T R IR oo R
it (Perkin Elmer SIMMA 6000, Norwalk , USA) Il %€ &
T

AR O I W TS I AR,
DL 20 . 2 R (DTPA) R B, FREL 5.00 g
A4, BT 150 mL = A, AR i I, s
A 25.00 mL DTPA #& G (¥ B2 X e il 5 7527 SOk
[16]),25+2 CHiki% 2 h, T2L U, W) 5~6 mL JEM 5+
2, FRUETT BY RO IR M 4 o606 BE 1 (Perkin
Elmer SIMMA 6000, Norwalk , USA )l &4 3 S50 55 .

RN R SRR s S0 BE T (Perkin Elmer
SIMMA 6000, Norwalk , USA ) ¥l FR >4 0.005 mg kg™,
SR ZE AR M5 H R 58 BT S 4L Y 4 38 AR M) o
(GBW # 08303 ) %l o 28 kA o it i 45 . Ay 1+ 3¢
R 0 [T SR 34 85 T 95% , AR A v M 2 (RSD) 7E
10%LAN .

1.3.3 fHMR &

FREX 1.000 0 g K138 THEF 150 mL —FffH,
fnA 15 mL HNOs:HCIO, JRA W (V:V,5:1) , 7E = A il
HE R fA/Nw, TR B, RS ZEE rm,
BSOS e ot )a e ) 7R E A F 25 mL 28 i,
I R R 4 6 6 EE T (Perkin Elmer SIMMA
6000, Norwalk , USA ) 1l e A A% 7 25 1 9, Ao DU BR
0.005 mg-kg™. R HE ZriE S EARMG Fr e dh 4
PRARUHEY) B (GBW # 08513 ) X I 2 45 S 364 7 o o 1
5o B AR b B4R DSR4 5 T 95% , AH X BR o
2% (RSD)TE 10%L4 N .

1.3.4 KA Bsr#r

KSR ER & 1t I R 58 A0 o e B i,
ez C M R 2,6- @ HE BT & 0, 10 )b
e 2R 3,5- i B KR i 64 - 0 o6 BE Tk, Ui
8 R T I R P e A £ - A O R TR,
1.4 BIFEAIE

% FH Microsoft Excel 2010 #E4 75082 40 PR A4S A
SPSS23.0 4 A 43T o FicHE (0] Ay Jp 2 2 SRR 3 P
FR R T 25 1%) Duncan Jrik, BEZEFKF R
P<0.05,

2 ER5HMH

21 XKB¥FE

N 3 FEoR , AR A A A A [ it PR o2 Ak
PR EAE S T RIS & (), 430 B0o0) B
fnT 21.3%~35.2%7F1 16.1%~31.8%, H K (138 e 7F
Y KT A7 T o £ 45 A BRI 25 57 B 2% (P>0.05) . 5
S Vs A1 L EL, 9 KT A X R 3 7 e R e S
TP AT, A L 45 000 kg - hm2 i i ab B
PR, WK A DL 22 500 kg - hm? jife F Ak 2
T L 0 2t P 4 4 2= 45 000 kg -hm2 i, R 35
Fra i AR
22 KBXMR

3K A7 T A b B R T SR R R
Wi Ve FIfSERER & s iz L3k 3. 2 Fhidh A (it
FHHE(<22 500 kg-hm™2) Zh BRI B S8 32 55 T KR &
SETR AN JEOME 7 12, 9 K A 1 30 9 A A [ it P
AbPEELE T ORI Ve SR WA R ISR E
i I8 JERE Ve & & IR R ROCR Aok s A A
FH 4 (<22 500 kg -hm2) &b PR a5 B I, 430 5 ) Bt 42
BT 28.1%~29.6% .14.2%~20.8%F/1 55.7%~84.3%., K
[ SR PR AR 5 0 il 40 K A vt PR 22 1 B4 i Se sl
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it 308 At T A I3 A e PR 40 A A
S 3 AL A T FH £ (11 250 kg -hm™) Bk 2%
AR T R SRS R ER 5 1 (P<0.05) , [ i 4 25.0% , H:
AAL PRSI ER O S X R R 2 22 57 (P>0.05) .
23 KEFRSEMERESE

R 4 FroR it FHANOK B A S0 A o 2 A1
TR F AR B4R 7% & (P<0.05) . 5 X} HEAH
Eb, AR A 38 A AR B3 (68 K P S
OrEREIR T 19.3%~37.4%7F1 9.9%~16.2%, {HART4E
A IR T 8.1%~27.9%F1 17.3%~25.4%., 41K
A7 AL FIXE K S b R A 1 P IR AR
B EAR T A, LB AR it P i Y 3
T, K= b ERFAR A i i T R, LIS
Jiti FF 42 (45 000 kg - hm) b 394R & e . 3@ WA
ARFR R BE R it A3 0, M b AAR T O
SEH ) AR AR A B o i D it 2 (45 000 kg -
hm-2) b 2 f5 8K, {FL 3253 3 7 S [ e P £ Ak 38 ) |
SRR S 5 1 TG f 25 25 5+ (P>0.05)

SRS S AN, it kA AU I (11 250

kg - hm) (14353 s A1 11753 it FF /2 45 000 kg -hm f 44
K A7 b FRAGT BRREAI T R R AR AL AR R i, [
W 431K 3.7%~16.0%F1 13.5%~19.2% (3 4), H4
WA A PEIEE R T R e AR S, L LA A
AR R ¥ DA i A 4t (22 500 kg - hm2) (83538 3 1
AT A3 H o R E 11.1%F0 11.0% . KR ERER AR
SR I DA K3 A H it F 2 (22 500 kg -hm2) &b B
15, X HRGE H 24.0% (HEA T I 3 25 5 LA R B, 40
DK Tl 7 3 Ay Ah PR 1 SR AT A 2R ke
M 22 AN I 25 (P>0.05 ), ol A it FH 2 b PR B 4R PR 2R o
2 WA .
24 TEEREBVIREE

Jit FFY 240 DK s 1330 s Ay o) 1 4 i A U
RN LR 5. Rk T A2 (11 250,22 500 kg-
hm2) B 48 K s Ay R 5308 s Ay Ak B - M 4 5 i
I X BEREAR T 3.5%~8.7%7F1 0.3%~3.5% , {H >4 ifii Fii
12 45 000 kg - hm2 B, 449 K8 4 A kA Ab 2R
A T R R DL 45 000 kg - hm 2 353 i
AP AR i e . A A L, 11 250,

®3 AEHAEAEXNAAR"E(HE) RRHZIT
Table 3 Effect of different zeolite dose on yield (fresh weight) and quality of Chinese cabbage

Qb3 P BIER Y YRR C figmRh
Treatments Yield/kg-hm Amino acid/mg-100 g™ Reducing sugar/% Vitamin C/mg-100 g* Nitrate/mg- kg™
CK 90 212+398d 11.46+0.37bc 1.45+0.07b 16.9+1.4c 482.9+12.5ab
0z, 110 681+412b 12.16+1.05bc 1.67+0.09a 19.3+1.7c 362.0+35.6¢
0z, 104 697+299¢ 14.33+0.59a 1.27+0.05¢c 20.1+1.4c 437.7£18.1b
0z, 118 865+375a 10.92+1.03c 1.43+0.08bc 20.1+0.6¢ 504.9+31.3ab
NZ, 112 139+323b 14.68+0.81a 1.76+0.08a 26.4+1.4b 495.8+39.1ab
NZ, 121 998+377a 14.84+0.3% 1.66+0.06a 31.2+1.6a 476.9+25.0ab
NZ, 109 409+274c 13.19+0.80ab 1.43+0.07bc 25.8+1.2b 518.4+33.3a

TE AN F/NE TR IR A R AL BEE A9 22 5 .35 (P<0.05) . T,

Note . Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences between different treatments(P<0.05 ). The same below.

*® 4 TEHAEAENXEFRSEMFERRENM

Table 4 Effect of different zeolite dose on concentration and accumulation of Cd in cabbage

i & & Cd concentration/mg- kg™

FEAR 28 Cd accumulation/mg - /N X

AbFHE Treatments
b3 Shoot HE3#E Root b3 Shoot HI%B Root MRk Total plant
CK 3.17+0.06a 2.46+0.09a 9.16+0.28ab 0.13+0.01a 9.29+0.27ab
0z, 2.83+0.12b 1.85+0.10bc 8.82+1.24ab 0.12+0.02a 8.92+1.26ab
0z, 2.86+0.08b 2.03+0.05b 10.18+1.37 0.13+0.06a 10.31+1.43a
0z, 2.66+0.05bc 1.84+0.09bc 9.82+0.22ab 0.15+0.00a 9.97+0.21ab
NZ, 2.56+0.09cd 2.26+0.12a 9.26+0.56ab 0.14+0.02a 9.40+0.53ab
NZ, 2.40+0.08d 1.95+0.07bc 9.61+0.37ab 0.16+0.02a 9.77+0.39ab
NZ; 1.99+0.12¢ 1.77£0.07c 7.93+0.90b 0.10+0.04a 8.03+0.86b
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x5 AEFHEARAEN TIESRMEIRSEN T
Table 5 Effect of different zeolite dose on total Cd and contents of
available Cd in soil

s B A RS & it Contents of
Treatments  Total Cd in soil/mg-kg™ available Cd in soil/mg-kg™
CK 4.12+0.15b 0.63+0.05a
0z, 3.98+0.10bc 0.52+0.04bc
0z, 4.11+0.19b 0.56+0.03b
0z, 4.42+0.07a 0.51+0.01bc
NZ, 3.76+0.19¢ 0.51+0.04bc
NZ, 3.98+0.17bc 0.49+0.02¢c
NZ, 4.22+0.12ab 0.48+0.03c

22500 .45 000 kg« hm2 2 i A7 ib 3 1 338 42 5 5
43 5] B Xt oz e P 2 79 3853 W A Ak AT 5.5% . 3.2% 1
4.5%,

i 5 I8 AT D0 Jiti P A S AR T A R
Tri. SRR G, SRR A R T ok A A ) S fe
A R S R T 19.1%~24.1% F1 11.1% ~
19.9%. 4 KT A1 RN 30 s 1 it ) £ AR AT 3845 3
BRI S RN ] o S SO i B A K o A it
PR R38N N R, e 38 A it T R
S8 o0 ) e o g s/ E P b A 38 L it P
(45000 kg-hm=2) 4B+ B4 R4 0 FEAR IR B B
Ko SR, GOKB A AL PR A RO
B, B A b HU S A AR BRI T 1.3%~12.2%.,
2.5 +1%E pH &

S K A S T A it ] S 1 pH B )5
M AN 1T o 28 3 A AN K88 A A [R] il FH oA B
g 4R T 3 pH (B, SXTIRAR E, AR e T
0.16~0.18.0.18~0.25 /> pH FAAfv . M5 il A AL FE X +
1 pH (AR IR EE R Tk (H B T 3@ ok

8.5]

a

3 o
z ™ 2 & [ s
:5) 8.1;‘ c ||
E 79
M 77

CK 0z, 0z, 0z NZ;, NZ, NzZ;

il 47 4b 7 Zeolite treatment
1 REBAERAEXT 15 pH BRI
Figure 1 Effect of different zeolite dose on soil pH value

/=1 it FH 2 (45 000 kg -hm) kb B 4 58 pH E 2 3 5 T
Hofth b B (P<0.05) 4, HoAx T A3 4b L |] 4= 45 pH (A 22
AR (P>0.05),
26 TEMABFXHRE

R K A 3 T A it ) - R BH B A e
ISR 2 B, S5XFIRA LG, B T 90k e
Jit P 2 b 3 - 458 P 5 A 4t i 25 AN B 2 (P>0.05)
A, At 38 A TGN A A AN ] it P 1 A PR ) 2
PR T R B A, SRR 7.9%~14.8%
(P<0.05) , -3 33t A1 A0 T A4 K 3 1 Hp I it P Ak B
[i] - 18 BH 25 ¢ 4 i e i 25 25 & (P>0.05) , {H AT A
B SR B T A DL K b A T bt R A P
5, N 8.47 cmol(+) - kg™,

10.0;

oo
o
o

»
[=)
S

>
o

CEC/cmol (+) -kg™

N
o

o) S P a— 5 2:022023 .............. - Z:Nz;‘Nzg
A 4 PE Zeolite treatment

E 2 AEHAEAEN HIEREFZIRERN M

Figure 2 Effect of different zeolite dose on soil cation
exchange capacity

27 HAMAE TEANRAE KAXRESEM
FHEEPS K

2N Al Ay R b A it P i) 5 A AR
TR R P SRR ARG OC R AN 6 k. 40K
oA R 38 A it P 4 23 -5 A R A
TE (M) s 2% T A ¢ ¢ & (r=-0.635,P<0.05;r=-0.731,
P<0.01), 55K FASRHL FFRAAR A & 5t/ 5 A7 1E
(B ) B R TR R IC AR (3R 6) o TE il ol A1 RN KB
AR E S, A RS R S R RS
TR R AR P A A S Y IE A S AR (>
0.739;P<0.01),

3 itig

AT AR £ RS 11 4R T
KREZ e KA Ll AT (22 500 kg -hm2) 4b
PR 3% 7= o g , 3573 1 LA e it FH £ (45 000 kg -
)7 R £ 65 (2 3) ot PRI KW 1 S 3 AN
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FREE MR = T R SRR . 5 Ve & i, LU
gy A7 AR P (<22 500 kg - hm2) &b 342
SRR B o (B R ARG, 9K A
0 A X K A SR A R R 5 R A R M AS B . (4 Kk
AR B SRS IR AR 7 O BT — 2 MR = AR
X AT BE S H T R oK s T X R B T
W BRERE T L D/ () 24 R AR B T 3R R R
FHA AR ER 138X R WRCRR B2 T K 11 3 A B
— R G B RS RRER VY, Bl WA it P S A
TR ST U IR AR S8 B, A A DY 1) i e ok
AN BRI AR I8N T SR SR & . A
AT K R B R o R0 ) BRI R R A 1R
iE— 5

F5E FR B YRR Py R R 31— R R R
Y SR AR AHRIR /N 7 B A S5 4R
B EAER , A AR B AL T o) 3R
A6 52590 RT3 ek A A [ 4 A Sl AR VR [ A 1Y
TR RO A 5 F , WP UERE I i A K Rk B R,
ARG H G KAy F130 T XF K P 3 e A
B T, 55 9 K Tl A A 308 ol %o K HH - 48 Cd Y5
FME G A PR BB AR it PR A KA A3 o £ 2
AR T AR Cd R (3R 5), i ABH LR
T Cd [ K FISEMIER , AR T R e b AR AR A
Cd & (F 4), 107 Cd X RARMEE, Hark
A0 1 30 T it P Y 430 5 A AR Cd i
KEAZEH B3 AR Cd & 2 [ M A el B 35 1 7
MIKFR, HHEAR Cd SR K HE Cd a2 m i
TR B A IEARSE I ZR (55 6) . 3 — T, 4K i Al
308 3 o R A S A K 8 1t BT B 5 v A %
A T A SRR, AR B R A
) - S R it A - 438 rh R A AT SR AR T L9 9]

L pH (BN FH B A P, AR a0 L
B AR B B T B R RE T, AT AR g AR 0
AN, 2 FERE) A P RRAL R 25 P P 1 £
QAR A TR B3R L BRI DT ST 4 R R B, 4
DKl A 1308 3 A 0 SRR A AE A RS - M LA
JE AT A 2 Bl A ALk B 8 DR P 2R A i S )
FEEN L IZOFTE R, S AN A B9 B B, AN R
PR B R A 0 T A A B B S g v 1
pH {ELFIBH B - acHie i, ARRAR 1 L S e
UL PNEE SN bR P PNE!
SKIREE S m TR SEA YA 5T, HL5 3 e
AVRALE , ZR WA R T X L SRR 4B S OR Sox 1
FRAE BT A G OR SRR, O R 1 2 A i A
R RCR R o AT it FH 24 K41 A
e A R T I pH (R R B TR
ot UEE T SRR PE R (EASKEE 2K A A
T At P 9 pH AE B 1 S A
i 4 5 R AL IR AP PRI IR A5 R AN ], FLR A 4
SERRALPE B LA SRR R 26 AT O 0 A (A
AR, AR, A K A 2 A 42 7 o i P o
(45000 kg-hm) Z&FF %) 13472 Cd 5 5 B9 FEAIR
HORBAE, TG AR A A0 PR 1 387 4 ST T~
I o o0 PR AR A HE S B A1 HAT R R
MR R 3 AR BH B 1S BE T, et FH A ) 9 K £ 7
SEA RO R WA T e A TR I, i Z2 W 1 4
HERIFR D, ANF TR SR 23 WO, DTS AR A
A SRR MR S A1 P T SR A I [ R
Beb 7 i it Ak (45 000 kg - hm ) 24T X oK 1 3¢
T3 R B BRI A i P A oKl A 7 B
A R AR 1A 2 Cd F iR A3 Cd & i [F)
I o B R R R T RS R A

*6 HAMAZE TEGYRSE KAFKBESEEMHEXRRE()
Table 6 Correlation coefficient (r) among the treatment of zeolite dose, available Cd contents in soil and Cd concentration in Chinese cabbage

WAFhE it H b5 WA i TEARCd T M BB Cd FHECd AR Cd # i Cd
Zeolite type Indicators Zeolite dose Available Cd contents in soil concentration in shoot concentration in root
ELSi v A b = Zeolite dose 1

Ordinary zeolite + 345 %055 & & Available Cd contents in soil  -0.635*

M I 3347 & & Cd concentration in shoot -0.865**
HF4E S B Cd concentration in root -0.691*

ELp ST ¥ 41 it FH & Zeolite dose 1
Nano zeolite 34 %% & Available Cd contents in soil -0.731**
M I 3347 & & Cd concentration in shoot -0.946**
B4R </ Cd concentration in root -0.947**

1

0.739** 1

0.784** 0.944** 1
1

0.863** 1

0.762** 0.930** 1
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