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Root Morphological Responses of Lotus to Cadmium Exposure
ZHOU Xue-zhong, WANG Rui, LI Han et al
Abstract [ Objective ] To study the root morphological responses of six lotus cultivars to cadmium exposure. [ Method ] A hydroponic experi-
ment was conducted and three treatments CK(0 mg/kg Cd), T,(1 mg/kg Cd), T,(5 mg/kg Cd) were used in this study. The total root
length, root surface area, root volume and root architecture were measured. [ Result]There had differences in root morphology among six culti-
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vars after cadmium treatment. Cultivars those have pink flower and yellow flower were sensitive to cadmium exposure, their total root length,
root surface area and root volume changed a lot after cadmium exposure. While cultivars that have white flower were tolerance to cadmium ex-
posure, and its total root length, root surface area, root volume and root architecture had little change after cadmium exposure. [ Conclusion ]

There were obvious difference of tolerance to cadmium among six lotus cultivars.
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Fig.1 Root morphology change of lotus after cadmium exposure

x1 RAEBFEFREZRRKSHELR

Table 1 Root length of different root diameters of lotus after cadmium exposure mm

E)T?]‘]V‘al' Trﬁ\[ic\im RD<0.2 mm 0.2 mm<RD<0.4 mm 0.4 mm<RD<0.6 mm 0.6 mm<RD<0.8 mm 0.8 mm<RD<1.0 mm
F53 {8, Pink CK 1 237+289 172.7+£20.5 155.2+8.2 86.7+8.9 38.4+9.2

T, 643+62 109.5+14.2 157.6+8.7 76.1+8.8 23.8+3.2

T, 463+13 64.9£3.2 97.5+£8.7 47.2+3. 1 16.6x1.2
2%, Green CK 1 247+165 181.0+36. 1 128.3+9.2 67.5£2.9 23.6+3.8

T, 1 16687 182.0+£22.6 160.0+24. 5 81.8+9.4 27.4+2.8

T, 599+22 95.5+10.4 151.6+9.3 84.3+5.4 30.3+3.6
Z114, Red CK 1215+110 201.9+7.2 171.7+7. 1 84.2+13.6 44.4£5.7

T, 1 094+152 156.3+29.3 158.1+19.2 85.3+5.7 31.5+3.5

T, 484+79 100.5+7.8 141.9+19.3 69.3+6. 1 17.3+3.8
BRL A, Dark red CK 1519+122 184.4+19.0 157.6+9.8 72.4£9.5 31.0+4.6

T, 1018+114 143.0+26. 4 143.4+16.3 54.3+1.3 23.7+3.2

T, 761+93 89.5+13.4 155.5+11.2 74.8+5.4 29.4+3.3
H, Yellow CK 1 110+209 130.7+£22.0 135.8+12.7 61.3+7.2 25.0+5.3

T, 606+88 111.3+17.0 127.1£25.0 58.3+8.6 17.0+4.4

T, 471+21 74.9£2.3 106.2+8.6 40.1+4.9 9.7£2.1
{4, White CK 1 061+107 143.7+17.0 142.4+19. 1 55.5+9.7 24.5+2.4

T, 1428+184 170. 68.5 162.4+6.2 75.2+14. 1 38.8+11.6

T, 747+139 99.3+40.9 143.4+25.8 69.4+5.9 27.5+1.9
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