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Abstract

Nanotechnology has been widely applied to agricultural fields, but the control of cadmium pollu-
tion in agriculture and flower quality improvements are rarely reported. The aim of this study is
to provide a new way and scientific basis for the application of nano cadmium-resistant agent (I-V).
The results showed that the cadmium reduction rate of rice was 80% and that of rice was much
lower than that of national standard under the condition of low cadmium soil (0.42 mg/kg). In the
high cadmium soil background (2.549 mg/kg), the rate of cadmium reduction of type II to rice was
20.30%. The results showed that the soil cadmium content was 0.64 mg/kg, and the effect of type
I1 40 kg/667 m? was the best, reaching 20.74%. In the cadmium soil background (4.0 mg/kg), the
effect of controlling cadmium of type II 160 kg/667 m? was the best, reaching 25.40%. In the soil
cadmium content of 2.06 mg/kg, the effect of type IV and V to rice was more than 40%. When the
soil cadmium content rose to 2.929 mg/kg, the effect of type IV and V were significantly reduced.
The cadmium reduction rate of celery (cadmium background 0.8 mg/kg), eggplant (cadmium
background 0.33 mg/kg), greenhouse pepper (1.2 mg/kg cadmium background) and open pepper
(0.29 mg/kg cadmium background) were 38.13%, 28.07%, 30.29% and 50% respectively. The ef-
fect of reducing the amount of cadmium on the capsaicum type II 80 kg/667 m? was significantly
higher than that of 40 kg/667m?2 and control (a = 0.05). In the soil cadmium background 1.49
mg/kg, III type of Zhejiang long radish reached cadmium reduction rate of 31.08%. Besides, type II
and III had significant effect on rice production, and type I had obvious effect on lengthening lily
flowering period. We proposed the “VPON” promotion model of nanotechnology cadmium treat-
ment (V: Low cadmium variety; P: Soil pH value; O: Organic fertilizer; N: Nano-ecological cad-
mium-resistant agent).
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PERBARER VTR G ELZ R, BERARBBELIEFRFREMN T LRE. AR SEETH
KRAESHERR-VEY)RARE, ARFEABHEREFNEEN S, MARE, £48%EFRT,
LIRS 510.42 mg/kght, VAR EEERILE80%, BAFESERKTER: £LBESER
152.549 mg/kghtt, NEIXTREK K EERIER20.3%. EEEFHEKHRESTRT, HERSE0.64
mg/kght, 117140 kg/667 m2[EBHERILF, £20.74%; EHEERITIELY 54.0 mg/kghf, 1% 160
kg/667 m2[ R R BT, 1X25.40%; fELIBMEE2.06 mg/kght, IVEIRIVEIXTREKT R
EF40%LL E; FEHIEESE EFEF)2.929 mg/kgitt, IVRIFIVRIXTREK I R8RSR B MK, TR
FrR (1 70.8 mg/kg). #i T (8% 0.33 mg/kg) . RMIHM (FE 1.2 mg/kg). BB (FHE 50.29
mg/Kg) i PR R M5 F)38.13%. 28.07%- 30.29%-. 50%, HAH KHIBMUERIA80 kg/667 m?
IR SR BEH T40 kg/667 m2FIX} I (a = 0.05) . 7EHIBMHLFF1.49 mg/kght, IELNHI KK b
4R Z9A31.08% . NEFINEXT/KREES RGFHE=/ER, 1BNESHEAHENEREHNER.
R THREARTHRE “VPON” #) (V. KRESM; P. HEpH{E; 0: BAHUAE; N: SKRESMH
|
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1. 518

M — M s B RS E SR, A DALV N RIS Y, BEA E IS
ﬂ/lﬁﬁiﬂjj 12 Fh B A AR R USSR 22 R R B SR L ALSER I, H I mT DL TS e e A ERVE R Y )
SR EEAR[L] [2] [3] [4]. RE HAT24. #. RS E & RI5 UM m ALK T 2000 75 hm?, 25 & Sk
HU AR Y] 20%, “T-IREE L E 48 15 YL A ik 1200 J3 t [5]; Hidr, RIS YemnAe 28 75 hm?, SErPAR
FrAer= it 150 Jit [6]. Wi A ta&E 2, RWEEBLEPNFERF I X, HEEGRMRRK,
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Ho RS YA 2.8 73 hm?, 548 MHFHUE AR 13%, 6 FE TAEAT Hilim. 2014~2016 4F, [EHRALEHIH
JE B T R Y RS B AT, WA BT “VIP + N7 BOREE(V: R 1 KL
P. L3 PH fH: N: PHARM . B0 S5 2 GeR B AT PR AR 7 4E), IS T RFMEEIRCR . ARIF5TR
gk A A PR, o HRER N7 g —Fp.

KA RIS AL, T 20 48 80 4EA0K 90 EAHIEA: . 21 LTk, (A& E ks +
KRB, IREAEYS R, BEERF, NPT PR EARAE A A - (R 7T RN B . 2002 4E 6 A,
o E R R AT B 2B LT POKRER 5AEMBARM S &, — BARBIT0 1, X TR e el
REVRfE L PR AN EA HORR . 2003 42 9 H, EEKAMN 7 AR BIRLE, fEHEERNPIRER
RN A B S TAL IR, RS GOK AR 21 e B Aol A 7 5 SR A e M O s o
H. %32 T EREE T KEW I, RELE 21 Ly PR IR LN “ Bl 535 T s 2 5
MR R . “EZK 863 tHRI” . “EFBHEOCHR” FERXEI. Hil, gRkERDZ
BT BT, BT 9540, ). @MSEITm[7], ARk EOH THEYFTAAE., GeKEY)
RYG . PR, TR GEROREE . KBTS TR BN SRR MRS IS SR 3. Y eis
B, K LR [8]. BLE E LR AR AR A FI/EI B 40 LR T T, EBHAKEARSEMH AR,
JERHEARM S &, SRZBEFKKHER], KPR LIARHE D A 76 BRI K RO A IR R AR A .
IESCHURM R EZL PR R 78Uk R L HAWE FRR A IR, BAKIBZR. BRI, 5K
TS 5, W 2 AR E ) BAT P B . 2015 4E, RS IE 630 4R G R 2 =T [ 40K 5 42 8 A
PR, AL T RN MR EHE A F], 164 O K AR SRR A 1A A v AR VAR
e RHEARIA B

IR BRGUREARTE A LI 4 8 i3 Y v B AL S S B EVIR S R IR, 2015~2016 4,
RN TI RO BHFA BT BT 5 AR A i AR R A F AR TR T Ih A BOR, Je/afEim s . s, Koo
X FOAIX L LSRR K AR S BRI T T 2 IR, o 1 B AL v B VO BRE —
[ ZEAR IS T N B 7L . BRIV T R, HEFRATIF LS %,

2. 5 HE
2.1, KR

AARIG G KA B} RSCER N T DR A m I AR P AR A o T 940K A 25 BELAR 7R RO R 0 A 2 AR
I BORAEA WA AT ARBL T, Ftk, 2015 4E 2 BI7EKAE . fe4 . M 2SR ke e gk
AEVIE(EFR AN | ). 2015 FEIE U8 ZONGURAE SR, MR T 0 BUR i 245 AR 7 ) 2016 4F
WA IV AL, VB = A0 ).

2.2. MR

BIGEMA KRS BN B A M. g &b, kR, BaEs. i sms fE
M 0.29 mg/kg FI| 4.0 mg/kg, LArb i ARG GO BRI R . WISV Sa R, pHE 6 £

2.3. W®7E

PIG HEARTE FE  REK . REOR ARG i AR B A, ph e i R R A B AR kA I
N SEMR IR LI AL a6 ikt FARR IR A A P 6 (P WA 1) W ik 32 2R AT
Ee b
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Table 1. A list of experimental design of nano cadmium-resistant agent in 2015-2016
5 1. 2015~2016 FFAKE A ERIRRIFH— ok

HE

=7

RIG BT M T ik

2015 4F

2015 4E

2015 4F

2015 4

2015 4F

2015 4

2015 4

2015 4

2015 4

2015 4

2015 4

2015 4

YN

PN

LB

e HUBAR

Zh

KA

T

A

A

B PO 48 5. EWTALE HL 35 5, WA ABILX A, SREE. SXK 8m. %
1.3m (), S/NXEMIT, BT 16 ¥k, Ft 32 bk Kb 25 BRI TT Z0Y) A B4 i SRS A ik
Wit, R NX TR A AR, A — TR I, gk A 25 BHAR 77 F 2= 40 kg/6672,

Vo ltio I -3 Y SHE 2.12 mg/kg. BUREI LN 7~8 .

BEMLIX ARG, —WEE. HHRSFONE K. MR AR, R 360 m?. KLIREEE: A (SN
KA AP T 2L 40 kg/667 mP+IH a4k A &S FRARR = 1K) B (AKRA B4R T 2 80 kg/m?+ 1
AR AR PR = IR) CK (AR AESPRN 1 8). "M A=, FHA—NIX. R
I L3340 1S SH1E 1.4 molkg. BUREEBALA “XFHH” .

SR . AR A . RIS 667 m?, SRAIMUEAE 6. NI E: A (GRAS AR T
R 40 kg/667 mZ+IEE 4K A A5 FRART = 1K), CK (RHEghK A 2 B4R 11 AY). 3060 M - 94a 1y 5l
0.33 mg/kg. HUEEHRAL A0

Bﬁfﬂl[fﬁﬁ%, SREE, KRR RIS, K8 5. ISR AR P AT, TR 180
m?, 3t 18 AKX, /N XA 30 ko MHEBEE : L1-A (BRI + fmﬂ@*m%ﬁﬁu 11 % 40 kg/667m?).
L1-B (WM 5 + 9K AEASBHAR7 112 80 kg/667 m?). L1-CK (B 5 + AHgk B SR 11
). L2-A (K3 8 5 + R4 112 40 kg/667 m?). L2-B (Jm&‘x* 85 + YK I
7 80 kg/667 m?). L2-CK (K5 8 %5 + Nk A= A5 PHARH 1T ALy, H B4 7Y 5408 1.2 mg/kg. BUREED
LSRN N

HER RO KE 7 5. KBF 201 5, SARRIBENLIX BT, =ES. DAXK 8m. T 1.3 m(EiH),
BANXERPIT, BT 16 Fk, L 32 k. GUKAEZSBRARFICIT ) B s sk LR ST bk e, B4/

X —ATEIKAERSBLARTN, B AT A RAVEX IR . KA A5 R4S 77 & 40 kgl667m?, JA4)ji. 340
B 5cfH 1.49 mglkg. HUREERAZ e )\ TH RS A i

LIRS . Ak RO EH TIG). RGN 2668 m?, RS . AR E: A @ekASHER
7 T %9 40 kg/667m>+5jiti 40K AE S BHART =7R), CKL (Ritighk AR 1 AY), THAR 2000 m?; B
(YK B A BAR T 1L R 40 kg/667mP+IEjti 44K A= A5 BRI = 1K), CK2 (Riighk 2 B4R 11 AL At
T8), TR 667 m?. X5 H HIE4RTT 5HE 0.29 morkg. HUREEBAT g™ PUBE 1755 S .

B SRR . WK, AR RENLIX AL, SREE. AXK 6m, % 3.2m(tuid), 36
AN o G 25 AR 7T (0 B S R SR o ik i, BN 44T, AP miTiigk A 2
FHART, APTAREIERIE, AFRVEE: A (R + 9ok 2SBAR7 IR 80 kg/667m?). B (#ik
K+ GeRASEEFIIE 80 kg/667 m?). CKL (MM + AiEGIKAESARM). CK2 (kK + A
A A AR AR ) o 4K A A B4R TRR F /M (RO 25 @) HIR4R T 5t 1.49 mglkg. HURESRA NS
R

BEMLIX 4R . AbFR R A(%ﬂ@%&l@%ﬁﬁu 1 % 80 kg/667 m?+ MWifitiZhk 4 2 FAH = X). B (éw
e Z5BEAR 1T B 80 kg/667 m?+ Wi fiti#p >k A 25 FHAR T = 1K)« C (9K AL 25 B4R 77U TTT Y 80 kg/667 m?+
Wi 2P K A ASBHAR M = 1R) . CK (Tbmﬂ%(i*l’ﬂfémﬂf’ﬁﬁﬁﬁ) PIRER . gRESBLER— R
PESEAEREN o ARIGAE KM BEAT, ANXMEEEE, K 2m, % 05m, A3 5om AL,
AN AR 10 Bk, BAT . FEARJE 45 REUTSEZM e &, il%%%ﬁ%‘% 0.8 mg/kg. BUFERRAINZE.

SRS, BIGTIAN 2000 m*. AAFRE: A (WPRASBLAR 1 AL 40 kg/667 m*+ WEjilig kAL 4K
R =1R), CK (MK ESRFIEN ). HEH T oNAEGEIL). L5 5 1.7 mg/kg. X
FEFRAL b _EER A

ﬁﬁﬁ}ﬁ RI6 14K A A5 PR TT 2 20 kg/667 m? (A)- 40 kg/667 m?(B)- 80 kg/667 m?(C). 160
kg/667 m? (D). 320 kg/667 m?(E)& FLAMLHE, DIRHEG KA SIARFI NG, =RES . KN
FHIK, S EN 0.00028 mglkg. A H K 1~4 cm. fHFN DK728(¢§$‘F"1’)0 TR R
0.64 mg/kg. MEF=BEMFEKEEE.

ﬁ%mﬁ%i TR WK A A BHAR 771 11 20 kg/667 m? (A). 40 kg/667 m*(B). 80 kg/667 m?(C). 160
kg/667 m? (D). 320 kg/667 m?(E)& FLAMLHE, DIARIEG KA SHARFI NG, =RES . KN
K, A EN 0.00028 mglkg. 44EE HIAK 1~4 cm. 45 FHA D40 (%%/yﬁa) TR 4.0
mg/kg. W& = E IR KA & .

R WIS BN AE S BHAR I 20 kg/667 m? (A). 40 kg/667 m? (B). 80 kg/667 m?(C). 160
kg/667 m? (D). 320 kg/667 m* (E)<5 HANLEE, DIAHEGKASMmA IR, ZREL. KN
FIK, HEEN 0.00028 mglkg. AEFH K 1~4 cm. LR FFORRE SR, HEEE R

,_,_\_,_,

4.0 mg/kg. W& EAFRE &=,

)
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Continued

S ARG o BRI FH A9 Ul 2.549 molkg. BRSO IR E — SR . IR YRS B4R 7
2015 4F e R I11%! 40 kg/667 m?(A). 117 40 kg/667 m?® (B), LAASHtigh K A7 B4R A4 IR (CK). /MX AR 20 m?,
INIX ) BRI 5E 4% 53 B o FE Tt 9K AR ZSBRAR MR S AR B 2t b, LB B Im] 2 /K R K A 77

BEALIX AHIRT6 . 06 gk L S BRAR AR 20 kg/667 m? (A). 40 kg/667 m? (B)~ 80 kg/667 m?(C)-
160 kg/667 m* (D). 320 kg/667 m* (E)=5 FLAMNER, DAARHEGKAE S AR FNXE, WRER. DX
TR 24 m? (A EL7E), /NX R FH SR 58 4 2B 76t F 40K AR S BRIV SR AR A 3E At L, JLe s
[E 4K ARG AR . R Ay 222, LIE4R TS 5% 4.0 molkg. B & &,

FARRE . RIGRGORAESEEANVE (A). 90oRESHEENVE B)FXIE CK=ALE, g9k
A AR N 12 0/7(£0 80 kg/667 m?), EE =R, WEMAKCAIRK, 8N 0.00028 mg/kg.
SAEFEIAK 1~4 cm. LHEONEERTE (WA 2.929 mo/kg, AR SR 1.756 mg/kg). WIEFEAK

e

2015 4 1

2016 4F g

AR . IR AK A SRV (A) FURAESMSRVE B)FHE (CK=A4H, gk
2016 4 e A ASBEARTI RN 12 o/ %4 80 kg/667 m?), EH =K. #EBACHIIK, SEFMIHIK 1~4cm. R
16 EHONER Y (&R S 2.06 mg/kg, AR AR 1.10 mg/kg). M EREKE S R
A PRI o B0 K A 25 BRI TV B 7E 2 B 15 e FH (10 8 P 2808, TR 1333 m?, e F 42t 50 kg/667 m?.
AR 54 0.42 mg/kg. WEFEAKGE .
AR, RIEVW AT K E S, RIGTHR 1.333 hm?. 45 667 m? i 99K AE A PR 1 BY(AKkE
YIAE) 50 kg. I H AR IGIFGKAEZS BRI T BUE E A6 H A= B BESE M .

2016 4 i

2016 4 [EREyia

3. B{RESH
3.1 HRESHEBERINEREA RFOMEEIER

311 ERMENMEAYR

IR, ER TR (2,12 ma/kg) & 1F T, B AR A A BHAR 7 1L 40 kg/667 mP, it
35 5. AL 48 5. BEWF ISR IIBRERBUR 20 50N 15.38%. 12.50%-. 10.53%. i £ il A it 49 K AE 25 B
BN B S AR AT T 2T, S AR R R R ik R K P (F = 8.14, F0.05=6.94), HE
[A] JG 2. 3% 7 :(F = 1.65, F0.05=16.94). M# 2 AJLLEH, 18 /Nl I ASR & #341K T 0.05 mg/kg 1 H %
PR, U0 B R R R B, vT LME iR Ye X S50 R B AR o

3.1.2. EmFLEROEAYR

TE e Sl 1.4 mo/kg M mR 261 R, 403 B M -1 S5 SE a0 1 2 Bont B PRI 26.07% (7 L42
3), TMALHE A Hm T3 6.67%. J5ZE TR, AbERAAR & &1 2E R AR E(F = 3.2239, F0.05=19).
7E 451 5 0.33 molkg RS AR T, 28 7 it A 40 K A2 25 BHAR 77I(11 Y) 40 kg/667 m? + Wit 4l >k
AEASPRERIR =k, BRI PEESRIA T 28.07% (T 4). HIGIRR& RIIRIEIE 2 f k3. &L
SR RARAR I, AT RS S BT 0.05 molkg I SARAE, UEIIHE TR m RO B K,
A7 b AR SR ECEE A R B R A i

3.1.3. M LM ABIR

TR, 1E IR SUE 1.2 mo/kg AR 60T, BOUIE P 9K A= 25 BHAR 71 11 284 3% Ab 22
A48 o B P 25 Sk | 35 KCOF(F = 7.71, FO.05 = 7.56). JLrh, K 8 S5t/ 11 1 80 kg/667 m? (L2-B) ) sk
Ha R, BON IR (L2-CK) %R & B FAIK 30.29%; HRHL S 11 7Y 80 kg/667 m? (L1-B)HIHSckm & &
W, BRI (LL-CK) AR & B P 17.0%;  THE 0 11 75 40 kg/667 m? I FA4R A SR ANHIARL. Tt B9k AL A5 FH
B N B RGN, BB R TR AR B RO (VE L 5).

75 AR TY 5HH 1.249 mo/kg A5 MRS 2500 T, BABURE FF 9K A2 A BHAR (1Y) 40 kg/667 m?, Ko 7
SHIPEEER N 9.80%, KT 201 SHIBFHERIN 3.58% (FEN. 7 6). X & S Fh A i gk A 2 FHAE 7 1 %Y
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Table 2. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent (type 1) to cucumber

2. ARETSEETI( B)X RSB HR AR

hb# 1 (mg/kg) 11 (mg/kg) 111 (mg/kg) P14 (mg/kg) Lt HE+%
AR 48 5 Ab 0.014 0.016 0.014 0.014 -12.50
B 48 St 0.017 0.017 0.015 0.016
FRINSEY (S5 0.018 0.014 0.018 0.017 -10.53
BRI 20 R 0.020 0.021 0.017 0.019
AR 35 FAbEE 0.013 0.01 0.009 0.011 -15.38
HuAt 35 SRR 0.016 0.01 0.012 0.013

S 0.016 0.015 0.014

Table 3. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent (type 1) to eggplant in greenhouse

= 3. AREZSIEEETI( B)X AR FRERAR R

Lb 1 (mg/kg) 11 (mg/kg) “F(mg/kg) e X HE+%
A 0.394 0.326 0.360 6.67
B 0.229 0.270 0.250 —26.07
CK 0.375 0.300 0.338
B2 0.332 0.299

Table 4. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent (type 1) to eggplant

A4 ARETSEBTI( B)XI A FRERHR AR

Qb & 5 (mg/kg) Lt %
A 0.082 —28.07
CK 0.114

B2 0.098

Table 5. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent (type 1) to pepper in high-cadmium greenhouse

5. ARESBET(I BN SHRERAMRHBERBR AR

ogiil 1 (mg/kg) 11 (mg/kg) 111 (mg/kg) 15 (mg/kg) LEX HE+%
L1-A 0.076 0.111 0.125 0.104 —6.02
L1-B 0.073 0.116 0.086 0.092 -17.1
L1-CK 0.086 0.121 0.125 0.111

S5 0.078 0.116 0.112 0.102

L2-A 0.118 0.109 0.146 0.124 -1.59
L2-B 0.076 0.092 0.097 0.088 -30.29
L2-CK 0.116 0.128 0.135 0.126

RS 0.103 0.110 0.126 0.113

Table 6. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent (type 1) to pepper with high cadmium background
= 6. RESHERT( B)XSRE RBMRMERBR IR

hb I (mg/kg) 11 (mg/kg) 111 (mg/kg) “F#4(mg/kg) EE Xt i +%
K 7 Sabs 0.0836 0.0858 0.0653 0.0782 -9.80
KH 7 SXR 0.0834 0.0900 0.0867 0.0867
Sy 0.0835 0.0879 0.076 0.0825
KA 201 5 4b 7R 0.0753 0.0824 0.0848 0.0808 -3.58
KHF 201 S8 0.0804 0.0892 0.0818 0.0838
S8 0.0779 0.0858 0.0833 0.0823

()



FAR S BB IEAT 7 20T, 3R IH SRR A 4R & B R 3 2 7 (F = 5.992, F0.05 =18.513), EE AT
# 5 (F =14.795, F0.05=19).
78 - 434R TS SAH 0.29 mg/kg HIZMT T (B 11 2038 kR itk (4% & 8 0.3 ma/kg), it 9k A= 2 AR
F11 B 40 kg/667 m? + Wit K AR S PHAR M = R(B), BREESUR A 50% (FEL 2 8); i FH 4K AL A PHAR
71 78 40 kg/667 m? + Witk A S AR =R (A), FEEBURIUN 12% (VELE 7). Ui 7E(RAE 114
T, 4 667 m* g K LA PHAR A 40 kg I, N B RREAR AR B m T 1 AL
M5 R 6 ATLAE H, fEmR LI R, Ot R I 2 i ke, B SE4R & =1
m T 0.05 mg/kg M FbRiE, Hop RMIBBIRI 5P 5 AR 104.22%, KANBEANK 5 8 vﬂFi’JUT
126.00%, #&HBARKHEL 7 57 1H 65.00%, F&HIBUCHT 201 51358 hr 64.60%. FTH R K,
T, KA/ S5 A 0] B8 BE AT ) T BROG AR 0 IR, 1 — 45 55 M 1R 38 X 4R 2 e A r%/ﬂmé
—8 U7, BRRARRE R, AR AR EBCE A A R R . A 7. 4% 8 TLLEH,
R s B E 2K R 0 SRR, B AR AT E S

3.14. ERE LN AMER

iR (CE) 8 B A I 45 Ve L% 9. 78 L H4R TS 5(H 0.8 mo/kg KM ES 640, AbBE B (AKAES
BRI 11 % 80 kg/667 m’ + Mgk Ak A5 BRI = R) % CK (nf ) 45 & B PR A 38.13%, TMiALEE A (44
KA ASBEAR 7 1 28 80 kg/667 m? + Wit 44 K A 25 BHARI — V) I FE C (49K 2E 25 B4R 11 2 80 kg/667 m?
+ Wi g K AL S AR =) AR S B3 T X IR UERA 1 B3 R R A I PR AR R, (E S A B M)
R ZE T ARIE BB #EKF(F = 5.7676, F0.05=9.2766), i | A1 11 BUARE T 73,

M9 LR, ARSI EEREERILT, KM BAR I 145 & 81 K K& T 0.05 mg/kg
M E bR, Ui TSR RSO RAEY, ANE TR G A e,

3.15. £F PEMNAYR

WA W], 7Em AT 5149 mo/kg) 6 F T, B Nt FH4RoK A= A5 BELAR AR 11 AL 80 ka/667 m? ) B4
ORI, o WK SRR AL EE(B) X HR(CK2) M & S PR 31.08%, T M it ol ) Ack 2 (A e 3ot i
(CKL)FHAK 17.30% (7 W55 10)o X & St MR i g oK AR ZS BHAR A 11 BY 88 & S4B 34T 7 2 00, R
i o T B8 2 B2 ¥ 3 22 v (F = 1.231, F0.05 = 18.513).

3.2. PRESHEBERIXKIERBAEFREREER

321 AWANBERS O

AR TE A I K (L~4 om)FF FHEATIO. 2015 IIRBGR W, il Pk S B 11 7,
FEARAR T+ 175 5 0.64 mg/kg B (F-F8), SREKAFIIBRERZA 15%, b 40 kg/667 m? i) [ 4 3 S A it »
i 20.74% (VLS 11); M 7EHE i 385 5% 4.0 mg/kg 2644 (R RE) KRS K 17 2 B4 R A1 4R 14 3] 18%,
HoH 160 kg/667 m? [ 44 R B i, 15 25.40% (VE L7 12) e FH 9K A= 25 BELR 77 11 22 20~320 kg/667 m?,
TEE e 1 56(4.0 malkg) 241 (HeAE), FEOKIRRE & B3 m Fxd B, BB 1 BY7E K e iy
N, MR 7 KRS SR (FE LR 13). BT UK A BHARR 2 ZE H R RE, 2 Bl R K oAt
EFRRA IR T 1 B A K AR T & B T N0 B (EE K S B IR S 1Y), Rl G A R T
P A, x5 R TSR 4 R e e — 2

2016 [RER I, KA BARFE =076 1V (A V BU(B), 7E-34R& & 2.06 mglkg 1560
N (WERE), X REK I B S8 SR S5IA 3 40% LA 1 (VELFR 14), BHARRCR T2 W o 76 L3R & Rt 31 2.929
mg/kg I (FFE), FEERRCR IS R, 51V BT V BV Bk R R 5 e EE T v ), L 15,
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Table 7. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent (type 1) to pepper in low-cadmium soil
= 7. PORETSIESRT | BUHR R TIR T IR SR R 2 iR

s BRHER & (mg/kg) LT 9%
A 0.022 -12

CK1 0.025

T 0.024

Table 8. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent (type 1) to pepper in low-cadmium soil
= 8. RAESIHESET || BXHRE IR TR R i &

psLiE BRI 5 (mglkg) EEx i £9%
B 0.021 —50
CK2 0.042
S 0.032
Table 9. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent type I, 11, 111 to greenhouse celery in low-cadmium soil
9. PRETSIESET 1 0L I B KA SRR R TR
Lb ¥ I (mg/kg) 11 (mg/kg) P14 (mg/kg) O 1%
A 0.170 0.200 0.185 15.63
0.097 0.100 0.099 —38.13
C 0.140 0.220 0.180 12.50
CK 0.150 0.170 0.160
“F1 0.139 0.173

Table 10. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent (type Il1) to radish in low-cadmium soil
< 10. YRRESHEET 1 BT MIBERER IR

b OS] 1 (mg/kg) Il (mg/kg) 111 (mg/kg) 15 (mg/kg) e X HE+%
A 0.085 0.079 0.075 0.080 -17.30
CK1 0.117 0.094 0.078 0.096
15 0.101 0.087 0.077 0.088
B 0.073 0.064 0.118 0.085 -31.08
CK2 0.104 0.117 0.149 0.123
1y 0.089 0.091 0.134 0.104

Table 11. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant type Il to potted early rice (2015)
= 11 PRESESER 1 B EREARRERERBIR IR (2015 F)

AbE EK AR & T H91E (mo/kg) BN I +%
A 0.1305 -2.97
B 0.1066 —20.74
C 0.1087 —-19.18
D 0.1161 —-13.68
E 0.1098 —18.36
CK 0.1345
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Table 12. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant type 11 to potted medium rice (2015)
= 12. YRESERF I BhREARRIERERBIR 7R (2015 F)

b3 & KA & P {8 (m/kg) B 2%
A 0.240 ~22.33
B 0.272 -11.97
c 0.262 -15.37
D 0.231 ~25.40
E 0.262 -15.37

CK 0.309

P45 0.263

Table 13. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant type 111 to potted late rice (2015)

13, GERESAERT 11 B EZHRIEFERAR SR (2015 F)

Ak &K AR & 2 F {8 (ma/kg) B 9%
A 0.297 36.5
B 0.409 88.34
c 0.394 81.44
D 0.423 94.79
E 0.362 66.72
CK 0.217

Table 14. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant type 1V and V to potted late rice (2016)
= 14, RESEER IV, V RBRERRRIEHERBER 73R (2016 F)

Ak 3 REA AR & T2 (mg/ kg) Boxt 9%
A 0.1193 -40.14
B 0.1187 ~40.44

CK 0.1993

Table 15. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant type 1V and V to potted medium rice (2016)

5% 15, RESESRT IV, V BRiEE NI EEMER 5 H7R(2016 £F)

g TR & &P IME (mglkg) Bkt 4%
A 0.141 ~14.47
B 0.153 ~7.26

CK 0.165

3.22. KERBESRE S

ARG RS AT, FATRE 1 R LI 5 R BN 250 e LI 5T R R Bt
5 RER R S NI . RERW: 1) 7R I S A T (2.549 mglkg), KRR BHAR
AL 1 R K B AR 20 30 9.1%. 20.30%, 1T BUEET 111 BL(VE L 16). 2) fE4 4TS Yy +18(0.42
ma/kg) 2R, Ak A A FEAE T IV (it B 50 kg/667 m?) B B B3 B AR AR, H A B BURE bR
TSI R B4R 2 0N 73.79%:; 18 e A AR AR A ARSI 0o B P ARG I 11 B4 205 80.28% . A i 5 4% H AR T
J& o BRYNTT A A2 5T BT S50 %06 2 A FROHEAT 1R, AR PRI &9 0.065 mg/kg (% HE R e
U3 B T AAE XS EEAS ) (VE WL 17) 0 BEBITE R A= R, IV B0 AT RO D25 P AR A L 308 R AR ARG K )
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Table 16. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant type 11 and 111 to late rice field (2015)
= 16. YRESMEER 1L 1N B iE KA X R HR 273 (2015 )

b3 REA ARt (mg/kg) xR £%
A 1.688 -9.1
B 1.480 -20.3
CK 1.857
P8 1675

Table 17. Analysis of effect on nano cadmium-resistant type 1V to late rice field (2016)
= 17. ARESEBF IV RS PR RBER 7173 (2016 F)

iRl FEAK R & #(mglkg) B 2%

37 DO A s 0.108 -73.79
of R 0.412

T AR BEAREAAG I oLy LbFR 0.084 -80.28
pugist 0.426

FRI T AL RHE 1 7 BT s 0.065 -84.49

of 1 R CR AT HEP- 34046

ot HET- 28 0.419

3) FEHH R 3 5H(4.0 mg/kg) T, it AR A ZSBEHAR A 1 B AOREOKER & &, BRACPE E il Ak, H
EHEE TR N K 18), X5 ARRRE 2.

3.3. ARESHEBRIX KBS~ ERAEE

3.3.1. HWEHRIH

DAt FH 4K A= 25 BELAR 75 AR (RS AR R 1 8L SRR o 111 78Y), 15 A\ (20 kg/667 mP)< B (40 kg/667
m?). C (80 kg/667 m?). D (160 kg/667 m?). E (320 kg/667 m?)%5 5 ANabH, DA FH 4k A 2 BRI ME T
Mo SiRRE, R BEREST IR ROR B RE A 9K A 7 PR R R R Iy B K R LA 1),
HERFEFEFES R AT A, HR BRI A5, XRS5 BRAE A KA 0 IR AR S R Ok
LR LU 667 m? il 160 kg B/ Brfk sy, 77 25k 25.98% (VLK 19). MiAE LL4E 667 m? it 80 kg I &
i, PP AL 27.05% (VLA 20). ARG AT AR T A AR KK, AR AR AR 2 BELAR R R SR
RE R, CABUNK AR A BELAR ) R P F (A TRV, AT P oK 8 7= ik SRk, 4 667 m Jiti 320 kg )3
PRIk 32.86% (VEILFE 21).

3.3.2. ALY

ST HaT9oR A SR A AR m, R RN B ATt s bR AE e M A fe S 30 A
2 AT LAEH, 45 667 m?jitigh kb A5 FHAR I 40 kg i, BRSO XA RO TTRR R e, 0K 0.21%; Lk
£} 667 m*jiti 80 kg, BFT SEAIHHITIER RN 0.18%. [, KA ZSHARFIX KRR~ SORM =, L
40 kg/667 m? A 'H..

3.4. RETHEBRINEFEMRBRRENER

341 EEAELELHEBAYR
RIS R I, E A6 667 m? it FH 4K A AR | RLURKAEYIIE) 40 ToafEREAE, R
AERKHAEIE ORISR + SEGhMFIAE Y =R, R EM M E SRR, EHIRE T 28.37 %,
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Table 18. Analysis on nano cadmium-resistant type Il to random late rice zone
72 18. HRESIHEET 1 B fEME XA RRFRIRS ERNER R STR

o3l 1 (mg/kg) 11 (mg/kg) P14 (mg/kg) Bt IR +%
A 0.870 1.196 1.033 12.10
B 0.933 1.079 1.006 9.17
C 1.120 1.002 1.061 15.14
D 1.072 1.316 1.194 29.57
E 0.944 0.858 0.901 —2.22
CK 0.913 0.930 0.922
1y 0.975 1.064 1.019

Table 19. Analysis of the effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent type Il to early rice yield

= 19. HARESHEBF N BNEE~ERWOAR

Ab 87 i (gl ) e X HE+%
A 56.3 1.81
B 60.9 10.19
c 66.0 19.41
D 69.7 25.98
E 64.5 16.64
CK 55.3
Table 20. Analysis of the effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent type 111 to late rice yield
= 20. HRESIEER 1 Bxtgism 2 oiiR
Qb SF3 B (gl ) EEXT R +%
A 47.0 -3.69
B 49.6 171
Cc 62.0 27.05
D 61.6 26.16
E 51.3 5.19
CK 48.8
350 17'0-2 180.0
) 141.2 . 160.0
° 1281 13:‘;2 . - 140—5 . - 137_.2 S - 140.0
250 - 120.0
200 100.0
150 553 56.3 60.9 8.0 64.5 80.0
J——
100 —_—— T =00 60.0
5 48.4 47.0 49.6 51.3 :Z-z
0 [ ‘ 0.0
CK A B C D E
W (A T/ E) —_— AR G/
— WA R GL/R) - PR (B
Figure 1. The effect of nano cadmium-resistant agent (type I1, I11) to rice

B 1 geRERSEBFI R, 1 B)3kiEmE

DAL
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Table 21. Analysis of the effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent type Il to medium rice yield
< 21, YRESHESEN I B hEmEmaoiik

Ak 3 R (K EL 9%
A 134.2 4.79
B 1405 9.71
o 137.2 7.08
D 1412 10.20
E 170.2 32.86
CK 128.1
400 390 0.25
300
200 0.12
100 0 20 40
0 — |
1 2 3 4 5 6

- CAR/RD P IR TR

Figure 2. The contribution rate of nano cadmium-resistant agent (kg) to rice

B 2. gREZSERT AL E S (T o)Xk FEE = p ST R

MaR R BRI, TKET AN 5~8 K, Wl FHAMK 9%l E, KRR T AR E M ES
ZBANMME[9]. 2016 HE, FRATKFLLIEAT T R HAF2I0AE, 56 H s N FRINTE R JC X Byl X, A= Ryaim
B 1.33 hm?, EASFCABE R EEO). SRR, HiH gk E SR | B 40 T50/667 m?, H & 1E
WK 5 KA. BEHHGCKRASESER | REMMERMYIE Z WIS T, SHEK T A0 RR 5 8 2
4 I S FL R R

3.4.2. EANREHMNMAYR

TR SJ(UHREAR) W EZEGoNFEN, REARESER, FERAETEER. B, ok S4E i
P B R IR RAE Y, BIRRM M ESE S RERESMAN—ANEEH. RRRY, ELER
S E(L7 molkg) 5 1E T, FAR S A AR S R AL B (A) RO IR (CK) FEIK 6.29%, RCRASKI . X ATRE
0K A A5 BEAR 77K A B IR 77 s (i), EL MGt A 280 ERORE RS DU 7 [0 B 0 LU 3 4 (40 R) A 56 M 22 Wl LA
Eih, RIS RS E R T 0.2 mo/kg B E KARE(S IR SEK), SR S8 TR RIS 2
YE¥, ATDME N E &R T5 Y LR e Ky i B 25 e 2 —

Table 22. Analysis of the effect on nano cadmium-resistant agent type | to mulberry

22, HRESMAEET | BAHARRMEEZR SR

Ak Tk S B (mg/kg) Fox 29
A 0.224 -6.28
CK 0.239




4. 51118
4.1, PXRESHEBFIFBRESHARER

TESCRASRLZ R A KA R BOR BT 2 TR S AR TR L], AEBOE I T B, A ROR T S iR 55
ERAFEFIETIPAKRREA TR, WEE. W 85, MSEB]. (H2, LI % 5F AT FAIKH &M
RKZESE, RS FMARMAET, W DARPREAT BUE I N, TR R SRAE TR, JCH A AR R
FERRERS, S B R R IERR AR RIER — e, ZAMEOL T, ST RN s g f
5, PSR TROTR B LIRARA YR H IR R R AR R T AL . F R
FEARRIPAE 26 T X BB Te 4 VB TR, ERRSE P M Ia e B AL m Sl N R IEIE R, [
PR TRFNEY, BEES RIS EEMEAES. JORRESIA TR T, B KRR
FONRAPROSE, oA a2 OB EYE, RS BB N Yl E A SE S i EEa A mh, B Y
BRI L POKEARIZ M, A 28 70 RN TAER YR BRSO IS TT R IR, S 55
JEIE I LA E SRR CEIE AR s R R AL A, TR RS e R AR YA N R B . AT
ZERRY, GRS AR IR KR B B35 PR ACR . IRmiia BACR I B2, 2ttt
ATHFEAARBAR G dh, BIEPORM B S HUA R pH BRI DLEFRICRIC T %, — 2
AR R Al S v 4 pH (B SRR VUSROS i, HE) “VPON” £EREEIAR(V: (K5
fft; P: B3 pH {E: O: AHUIE; N: GRS, WA R T2 GUR AR 2T KR B A ™
fim e, AL MR TR % e, 2 TRMEARIEAL GG 77 MR KA, 6
FE2 KRR SN SLIRR R L e, AT PRERATI.

4.2. PREZSPERFTIERIE NIEE S

e FH 36 1o 7K T DASDLSR KR BRI AC [10] o B R 28 4 A T VR K 2 E R A PR G 3 4 2R e R K
FHAR AR TIX—4510. W& 11~14 v RUEH, 24 FEKMEIE 7T, 99PRAS
11 U7+ 3401 54l 0.64 mg/kg. KA Z8 B4R IV RN V RULE 13375 5HE 2.06 mg/kg AT 2.929 mg/kg
I, FEOK R & B3k B SbnitE s 2 s SHERIR A, 153 4.0 molkg B, it FH 4K A= A BEAR ) 1
RMFEAKE S =7 0.263 mg/kg LA T, R BRGNS M4k 772U, £ 158558 5 E 2.549 mg/kg
I, AR BE(G9K AR S BELAR ) 10 2L 10 ) Fes HE 0 A5 oK 58 2 2138 1.675 molkg (FF W42 15), LU S br ik
i 8.375 i FEHTE 2014 45 rp [F AL B A S IAETHTE 7L rh O AR T I 7, 75 135875 5444 4.0 mg/kg
W, 10 DA TR SR & BV 0 2.418 mo/kg, IHRERL 13 5 (1R 4 IR X HEE i ) B R K AR S
ik 1.790 mg/kg, ROKHE HFRME. X705 St 1 KRS 4 A4 B 1K JZ RE LR B 5 4% gl O AE R K AR
SEEMERESR. ik, E2H5UA, SEFIEKN I B T RE a0 e, (HKRE
A S O DL K 2 B RS 4 A

M 16 FIEN, EAEG R T 0T, QKA TR 1V B ] i 48 BEAR T Y 11%(0.4~0.6 mg/kg) 1 F%
KRB 7)o AR 2013 45 (1 R} 22 e AR A PRSI 0 AR 00 S S5 PR O R EL RGO . 3 KR,
AEREZEAT FAMEERS I, Ml “HRIOKRFME” 19 7 A 2 BUR B - ARG I 1) 4% 7 58 0.4~0.8 mg/kg, P
Y174 0.6 mglkg 7, EWEAKFTRAFE LA g & S 0K T B K britk, 10 B AR H - 45848 75 52 0.6 mg/kg /&
F B AAREE M, F B S e I R R X, TR K. A, AoRAESH
BRIV BLROHE R, AT UER R 48T Gk TR AL ik 77 20 R IR R K ) 8

PPORAZASFHART 1 N 1 B8 A B B AR R . RFFCR I, 07 B St SR i
BRRESInR, BOHERRRT A T AR TR EmR T R, R AR IE 2 R RS, B
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RORTAG SR S 4R & & 2407 T 0.05 mo/kg I SbRifE s 4 39 5 0k 30 el [ 5 338 111 bt
AR & AR T AR, Than 7 DR S W AR . DRI, B AT AR D NCRECRE A R R
B it

7E A 5 & 0.8 mo/kg B, Gk A S RAR T 1 BUN S M BR AR ORI i, PR SR IR 31 38.13%,
KA T 1 RF R, 7E 3R 5 1.49 molkg B, 1 BUXF 38 b [ PR 4R SR0A 5] 17.30%~31.08%, {EX
AR S IR BEAR AR 22 AR K. FRU AT L, 9K AR S BRI AN [F) 70 B X AN [ g S F 2 . AN [R) il o ) B
BRI AR, Fir DL ZE G 128 1050 PR Bty b DAHES R H

IR, )N, RSB CERTR B2 Y, v DME T FERR TS B XA A a5 H a2 H

4.3. REFSHBFIE~EBUERBFA—SMR

M T 9K AR TR RO K M AR S Z R AE K E TR R T AT, RARDKE R, 228
SERE AL REARCE HEBUEMIX R SR R SR AR, DRI AR A B R R I
3R AR AT IR AE RR W], PR AEZSEHAR AR 11 R 1 RO /KA By W1 = 1 A
FLLL 667 m? it I8 K AE A5 B4R 40 kg IOBN = ELde s o (EARHT U R B RS, FEAC AT,
FEAg RSB UR U Sm 7O KRB A 1 T RE, IR 8GOV e RO e R F R R — 2 AT AT

ARk, FEEEHEIRIEIL AR, KT G T EIEK R mer i . MEEEZW. 55
IR, Kb g afed - hmE R B, FEE RN T AR ST 5 S e dUR & LR E R
B, CRRINZL” SE—HEBURE BT b, AR EE A S AR AT R, BRI 1] AR AR TR H
AP RI R, PORAASHAR A | ROSE T A eI I, HACREGE, Ol AR A
PP RAR Bt ORI BOR S, (BEAE R LA Rt — P BT

4.4. PREFHEBFINAIEER

ORI FANE TAESLIEME N, BRAEmIeE, T M. BT H AT mm, a2 CIg i
ST F bR, AR 1 LR 667 m? JifE 40~80 kg DAL WAL AR EE H bw, U R A AR I 2 4R
T AR F AR RO R AR AR R SR G A E 4K B 2 BT

AR AR AR IR S AEPUER T RE R, AR TR m AR AR AR -

RSB AREE S WA, TRk Kk, KEbEHERNRKS RAEH.

i ERTSTEPA

ASHIEFE RN T AL BB ST SR MR L Rl IE DGR B AR A B A m) s 20 AR i S e 3L
FIERFSER, BRI RBH A RSB ARG T 1 KIS0 R W E st Fo . ISR AE K
WHRHEIT AR AT WA B IR AT . R RAESLW A FRHE A SR B F2K
TEMRE A E AL BRI RS A PR A F] . BRI O AL A BR 24 7] 55 2 DRI AL AR AL 25 5 T W
Wk REMRPARZIN), BOHrFE@TFLR) BEETTT ) FEFm T ) BRmmise i), wie
HE(RIZAES I KB 2 (W TT0R) KL (R A EI) T8 B NI T 03) 38 m B A % 52, BRI S5
FFORZEIM) . RREETTUE) ARAENN) B BORENN). EREGAR ) BHECEAR M) FHFFE
ARG HFEARR)ERHA R ERBEES S 7R TAE, £ IRt
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