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Effect of Different Organic Materials on Total Amount and Morphology of Cu and Zn in Polluted Soils

CHEN Xu,WU Jing-gui (College of Resource and Environment, Jilin Agricultural University ,Changchun, Jilin 130118)

Abstract | Objective | The effects of different types of organic materials applied to soils on the contents of heavy metals Cu and Zn were studied
to provide theoretical support for the application of organic materials in heavy metal contaminated soils.[ Method ] On the basis of outdoor culture
experiments, Cu and Zn contaminated soils were prepared by watering with CuSO, and ZnSO, solutions.Cu and Zn were also studied by adding
cow dung, bacteria residue, grass, leaves and straw materials.[ Result ] In terms of total amount of Cu and Zn, the total amount of Zn was higher
than that of Cu, and the livestock excrement was higher than other types.The total amount of Cu and Zn in chicken manure increased most great-
ly, by 22.51% and 47.01% respectively.In terms of morphology, animal manure produced the most significant increase in Cu and Zn in contami-
nated soils, and natural organic materials significantly reduced acid extractable and reducible Cu.[ Conclusion | Organic material of cow dung in-
creases the contents of Cu and Zn in all forms, while natural organic materials reduces the effective content of Cu.

Key words Organic material ; Cu;Zn;Pollution soil
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