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Accumulation and physio—biochemical responses of Brassia campestris L. to Cs stress

HONG Xiao—xi, YUAN Jing, ZHENG Xian—ming, XIA Meng, DING Ai-zhong, DOU Jun—feng”

(College of Water Sciences, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, China )

Abstract; Herein we planted Brassia campestris L. in a plant management system via the potting method. After 90 days, we examined the
physiological indices of Brassia campestris L. and the enrichment of each organ under different Cs stresses in order to discuss the response
and accumulations. Our results showed that low Cs concentrations (Cs <100 mg-kg™") had certain promotional effects on plant height,
biomass, chlorophyll content, and POD activity, thus Brassia campestris L. had certain stress resistance. However, increasing Cs concentra—
tions caused a decline in height, biomass, chlorophyll content, and POD activity. The adjustment mechanism was broken, and plant growth
was inhibited. With an increase of Cs content in the soil, the accumulation in every organ also increased. In addition, Brassia campestris L.
presented the following accumulation order:stem > leaf > root at Cs < 100 mg-kg™ in the soil and stem > leaf > root at 100 mg-kg' <Cs<
600 mg-kg™ in the soil. These findings indicated that Brassia campestris L. had strong transportation capacity and great potential for phy—
toremediation of Cs polluted soils.

Keywords: Brassia campestris L.; Cs stress; physio—biochemical responses; characteristics of enrichment
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Figure 1 Plant management system
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Figure 2 Effects of different concentrations of Cs on the height of

Brassia campestris L.
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Figure 3 Effects of different concentrations of Cs on the biomass of

Brassia campestris L.
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Figure 4 The effects of Cs stress on the content of chlorophyll in

Brassia campestris L.
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Table 1 Accumulation of Cs in Brassia campestris L.

+ 143 Cs #J&F Cs content/mg-kg”  # Root/mg-g™ =% Stem/mg- g™ M Leaf/mg-g” %% 2% Transfer factor & 4 Z % Enrichment factor
0 0.01+£0.01e 0.00£0.01e 0.00+0.001e — —
100 0.18+0.18d 0.51+0.03d 0.42+0.03d 2.57 391
200 0.28+0.05¢ 0.84+0.08¢ 0.90+0.09¢ 3.07 3.63
400 0.58+0.07b 1.52+0.11b 1.79+0.13b 2.87 3.49
600 0.95+0.06a 1.84+0.31a 2.78+0.19a 2.46 3.31

T A B 3 AR, 22 S MR AR 1398 Cs WRIE T AR G Cs W AR LA, R3] A [l /NG 5 B3R 22 5 i35 (P<0.05 ).

Note: All values are presented as meanzstandard error, difference analysis are compared between content of Cs in an organ different under different Cs

stresses , different small letters in the same column meant significant difference at 0.05 level.
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HA RS AT R ARV LY Cs AU HE TR AE K,
M2 38 B A2 B N, 1 B IR AR ) T 32 14 Jilk
PRI K AERE Y A KRB RGP G DL AR B2
1) Cs 23R S AE Y B B 04 9815 BIL ] ke i % Ah S 1 iy
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