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Effects of Different Passivators on Bio-availability of Cd in Soil

LI Jing, CHEN Sen,ZHOU Yan-wen et al
Abstract [ Objective ] To find an effective technical method to control the absorbtion of Cd in soil by Chinese cabbage. [ Method ] A pot experi-
ment was carried out,in which biochar,attapulgite and limestone was used as passivators of Cd in soil. The output, plant height of Chinese cab-
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bage ,and Cd content in plant and soil were analyzed. [ Result ] All of the three passivators increased the available potassium content ,the cadmium
content and pH in soil ,and promoted the growth of Chinese cabbage; while reduced the bio-available Cd content in soil,the Cd content in over-
ground part of Chinese cabbage and the enrichment factor of Cd by Chinese cabbage. The governance effects of three passivators in this experiment

showed limestone > attapulgite > biochar. [ Conclusion | The research can provide reference for crop producing safely in polluted soil.
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Table 1 Effect of different passivators on soil nutrition
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Fig.2 Effect of different passivators on soil Cd content
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Fig.3 Effect of different passivators on Cd absorption in Chinese cabbage’s aboveground
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