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Abstract

To investigate the application potential of Hydrangea macrophylla in ecological greening and root-
retention-based stabilization remediation of cadmium (Cd)-contaminated soils, a pot experiment was
conducted to compare its Cd tolerance responses and accumulation-translocation characteristics un-
der acidic and alkaline soil conditions. The results showed that H. macrophylla exhibited a certain de-
gree of Cd tolerance in both soil types. Under the same Cd treatments, Cd availability in alkaline soil
was lower than that in acidic soil, and plant growth and biomass accumulation were generally better
in alkaline soil. Cd was mainly accumulated in the roots, with translocation factors ranging from 0.03
to 0.05, indicating a pronounced root-retention characteristic. These results reflect the integrated re-
sponses of H. macrophylla to Cd stress under acidic and alkaline soil conditions, together with their
associated nutrient backgrounds. Overall, H. macrophylla has potential as a candidate plant for eco-
logical greening and root-retention-based stabilization remediation of Cd-contaminated soils.
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1. 5|8

H(CA)Z M B E e RIS AW, RARGRIERYEMAE R, 2o R O i e ieft i,
SR ASFREEAN N A R O LE BUDI[ 1] (2] BEAE TAES) V5 KB S AN b A P S5 R 36 1 s, Cd
TGN R R RO a3 EWEERRABIR. R IS S22 2 R0E, B
LA RIS B B S RN ThRe, RS RS S SR A B A S N EL4] [5].

T3 pH R Cd A RE . IERE KA R K [6]. — M5, BRYESRMET Cd A &k
R, S B TR SRR Cd A R IE BRI, 0 Cd R ISONI S 35 AT RE S B FE (7]
EAEADNT Cd 3l (o AN 52 3% pH 520, 305 R FR 0 15 5%, Cd RS RAEY) H S 1 55 R 3 K
AFEYERRVEABE E P Cd e, WA LS R LA AE I R 2 5 (7]. HAlT, HXITRZE
IR R 1] [8], TR R, JCHAREFG AT pH 64T Cd 5 Gt xs Cd e i
HIF ST B 4]

G5B AL (Hydrangea macrophylla) B AT R FIPH 538 B RE J) AEG = L BCOME, 18 T Il pREp AL e A 25
SFOEB, BAMAT Cd isi RS SRENBRENIEEILS[4]. R0, FERIEAERIEMGE
Cd 5 R HIEP [ Cd LN ZE 53 Je Cd AR RECIZHUER i AT, HAE B S8 S Cd s e IR E L2
SRR RS A AR PR . BRI, AT ARG, BRI AN G Cd ¥ R IR R
Xt Cd BB R PR R ZE R, BT Cd AR ER SRGEHHE, JEHI IR HAR Y Cd 5 e LA Al KAz
EB BRI N W71, U EEYIAE Cd 5 RSB E PN AR BR2 5%

2. MN57EE
2.1. e
BRI F 5 BRAE 4l 510 -0 2 g SEL R R R BRAT 24 ) R 8. Ly K S5 R I 2 A i
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W, mITEEERS, EEE Kt KBEAR BT R R . OB AR
AHUTE IR, HIEARBLER WA 1.

Table 1. Basic physicochemical properties of the tested soil
1. I IR E AR R

- TIEPE
w2 E it - N - N
pHIE AWB(gke) R (mgke) A XB(mgke) M Cd (mg/kg) A% Cd (mg/kg)
RPEIE 532 390.54 795.20 629.85 0.23 0.06
B 731 361.87 636.11 259.54 0.22 0.05

2.2. AT

TR T = m AR R A IR 57T 2 w3 = KM N #E47(24°21°00" N, 102°3524" E). 356K FH O]
Wit UUAH pH BHUTE 7 L4 Cd W FERIR MR 2R, FERR TR R A HLSCE 75 b 4 A B
Cd a3, At 3 N BRI (- 1 B4R 36 cmy JEAE 30 em. & 32 em), FRAFEEL 20L. #
AT LR AR TR R AR, BEERRRRRA, f bk BRRERETE 10 A, ek
T R 7R S T AR e AR &, B S EAT Cd AbEE.

UTHERUC A T RMRSGAASEE AW EIIE, 4546 (RHASmE %A 55 Je XK
EEAREGRT)) (GB36600—2018)' AT HATIHAIG S, R ARG SCHk, BB Cd AEIKRE N 04 40 A1 160
mg/L, UL Cd>it, RN REEE 2.5L, 3%t R Cd W INEA 0. 100 A1 400 mg/Af, & 6HA0 3+ &
Y7 kg 8, ANE CAd IRINEZIN 0. 14.29 A1 57.14 mg/kg T+ BEFp 44 T &% E 34> Cd abFE,
TR 3 REE, B 1 HRIEER | MRS A ES

PL CdCL-2.5H,0 A Cd 5, MRAE A B bR IR ERREUHR R &, W T ABE TKERHZ S, Z8%
Jiti 77 SR R R AN, B B SN, DLRRAICREE Cd W B 5 Je Cd $ 2R s s xof i
NN EE L BT K. Cd A HL 5, MMRIER S 4k Ei5 35 84 d, % N ESRJEIR, BRI N 25°C20°C,
FHXTEBE A 40%~60% . %35 95 FENANE Cd E 7L i B, B RIS T a5 AP 23R T
SEAFENIHES, FEEREFRIAN & B AL, DARRARIR =5 N 25 () 5 B PR 45 R e . SR AR VA4
R 3B E /K E A HRIRKE T 60%~70%, AR4E LIR30 e kb 7855 5 KK, DAORAIEAS [ AL B 1) 7K 43 2644
—E, i RBERK NS, FTAK R Cdo 1RSI R & Ab 3R H — SO B i, SN 7 va s L T
THERAR B REFRE WSO, R R TR, M RIS Cd MG Ak Cd & &, ARG R 2.

2.3. $BFRIE

2.3.1. EKERIEREMNIE

VR OR R E BB 5 2 iy tth E AR 0 2, P ZR MK B IR T R MK 40 5, &l stk
R o 4 3R & SR R AN b B VA AT I [9]5 AR AR 70 R & = 2R B U M (TTC) i JF VL AT
MTE[10]e FFFEERACAEDIEE SN AT, 75 105°CAT 15min, F7E 65 CHRTFZRIEE, Hin2z —HT
RAFRRE, THEH B AR R AR . AR I R A R A R B A B
DA Cd AbEE N AR AR B T2 57 5 %o FR A I AR AR Bk T 2 5 11 BB 2R T M R 2

2.3.2. Cd FARIEFRAONIE
BT OSBRI YA BT 0.25 mm JEe 0, SRH HNOs-HCIO4 VEE il 4 T I8 RE 5 B 1

1

https://www.mee.gov.cn/ywgz/fgbz/bz/bzwb/trhj/201807/t20180703_446027.shtml

DOI: 10.12677/aep.2026.168140 1396 N RI R Y


https://doi.org/10.12677/aep.2026.168140
https://www.mee.gov.cn/ywgz/fgbz/bz/bzwb/trhj/201807/t20180703_446027.shtml

(GREE

it 0.15 mm 77, KA HNOs-HCI-H,O02 {Hff o T B Cd W BER H R e 7 s FE L A7 I €« Cd
EEAMN. BB AR, Cd R EEMM EE Cd 2B LB YE N ARG
B ARM(BCF) = MY &AL Cd W JE/ A3 i Cd
R ZB(TF) = Y B3 Cd R AR Cd k¥
Cd FREE = WM& AL Cd ik x Y& Ay &
3 Cd riete ] = Y B3 Cd AR EAEY B Cd LR & x 100%

2.4. HIRSHT
KH R4.2.2 X EAR AT Gt 40 . SR BRI R T7 220 i (ANOVAV R G A A AL BR [A) (¥ 22 e R 4, 2
FIKFRE N o= 0.05; 2H1R 2 B LLHEER H Tukey HSD £l
3. ZERS5 5
3.1. AR Cd B TERMFIfR 14 3] pH RBHW Cd SETL

B2 2 W%, CdAbHE 84 d J5, BRMEFIGEME T3 pH /AN Cd AbFRIRISTE 23 % 5 . BRI FIm
+HEE Cd KA Cd S Cd AN IR B e T B N (P < 0.05). {E 40 i1 160 mg/L Cd 4bFE N, FR
PE IR S H M LIRS Cd &R ZE AR E  (HERME L E 2 Cd & Bl 135 B 25 1R 68.35%
A1 56.16% (P < 0.05), FHAAE Cd ZLF/KF T EM: L34 2 Cd &85 .

Table 2. pH, total Cd and available Cd contents in acidic and alkaline soils under different Cd treatments

2. BRI HIEEARRE Cd LB TRH pH E, 2 CdREMCd =2

e Syl Cd ALK FE (mg/L) pH1E & Cd % B (mg/kg) B3k Cd & B (mg/kg)
0 532+0.08b 0.23 +0.05 ¢ 0.06 +0.02 e
[lqEmme: 40 525+0.12b 13.96+1.05b 6.33+£0.28¢c
160 523+0.05b 55.04+222a 2536+0.78a
0 731+0.08 2 0.22 +0.02 ¢ 0.05+0.01 e
il 148 40 729+0.10a 12.80+0.56 b 3.76£0.20d
160 7.26 £0.06 a 53.75+432a 1624 +0.53 b

VE: RPHEENTIE £ bR RIS E R OR AL B ] 22 57 .3 (P < 0.05). FAl.

3.2. A Cd &3E TFEEME R R AR FERIEE KE TR R Cd A= R

BEE Cd AbERMRE T, MRYEAGIYE LI BRI A K I Z BIAFFEE . 5 0 mg/L Cd AELAH
tt, 160 mg/L Cd Ab¥ FAEERAE R M B3 A& . RS R SR EFEFKP<0.05, £ 3);
HRA S AR TR LEAEAN[F] Cd AbFRA) 22 e AN B35 s T PEFR 2 Cd ALK BT & 2 3 FRIR(P < 0.05). 5 0mg/L
Cd AbFEAREL, BRYEAGRME LI b BRI B4 3R & 2 4F 40 mg/L Cd 2P N L2 84k, £ 160 mg/L Cd
AEFE R B EBER(P < 0.05); 1R 2% JI7E 40 Al 160 mg/L Cd 4B R 3 52 PR (P < 0.05, % 4).

Table 3. Effects of Cd treatments on growth parameters and tolerance index of Hydrangea macrophylla under acidic and
alkaline soil conditions

3. BRI DIE R AT Cd A IBITEETRIE £ KIEFr R MM IE a0
+3E Cd B W AR REEYE BAEYE
HA IR EE(mg/L) (g/tk) (g/t) (g/tk)

R 078+ 1.00+
T 0 347+2.1cd 30.2+2.4bed 35.90+4.07cd 28.06£2.07bc 63.96£540¢d oo oo,

PRi(em) MR (cm) MR L i 44 %k
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il 25
ok

40 203+38de 285+34cd 27.97+2.13de 2306+250c 51031744 083% 080%
- 0.13a 0.03b

+ 1
160 267+:06e 248+07d 1894+135¢ 1632+1.18d 3526+206e 090+ 055
007a 0.03c
0 510+440a 365+16a 6996+637a 4923+263a 119.19+874a O/L% 100E
0.04a 008a
Tk 0.84+ 0.82=+
i 40 467+25ab 349+£20ab 5298+323b 4436£248a 9734+465b i*
160 403+15bc 33.1+15abc 4121+ 1.14c 3390+163b 7511+273c O52% 063
002a 002c¢

H2e 3 AL 4 W R, B Cd ALEET, Pk LR AERIERIbR S R, L BRI R A
B EY) B TR P < 0.05); MR ME L SEEVE IR EERIEMRE . RS B
MERR S B MR RTE N ER YA
Table 4. Effects of Cd treatments on chlorophyll content and root activity of H. macrophylla under acidic and alkaline soil

conditions

= 4. BRI TIRFHT Cd BB FHRIEM R R RIRFTE R0

e st Cd IR AL B % (mg/L) SRS E(mg/g) RAEI(pg g h™)
0 1.62+0.08 a 66.85+£2.94 a
[irgia e 40 1.50£0.05 a 42.86 +2.29 be
160 121£0.08b 27.15+321d
0 1.66 +0.04 a 69.05+5.39a
T 135 40 1.55+0.05a 50.06 +3.36 b
160 1.24+0.08b 3241 +827cd

3.3. A Cd &3E TFEEMEFTRIME R FEIRIE Cd AR E R 5T ECHFE

HAE 5 AR, BRVEANGR T L3 rh FERAE L b3 AR Cd & EI57E 160 mg/L Cd ALBE ML 40 mg/L Cd
SO P T (P < 0.05); (HHh B s AR R A MR E B R B REOYTE 160 mg/L Cd ALFERE 40
mg/L Cd Kb3 3 25 PR (P < 0.05). TEAF Cd AH T, ZEER{E Cd &R BRI N EE£ R T 1.
My FEE S REUNT 1, A RECN 0.03~0.05, KUIFHERAE Cd IR LIRES S S0 F, M b iis fe
95, 7 6 oA, fE[A— pH TIEZAMAT, FHERIEMET A MK Cd FRREALE 160 mg/L Cd AbE R 40
mg/L Cd &P BT =(P < 0.05); Hh B3 Cd R =AY 58tk Cd AR R EMT 3.52%~5.90%, K] Cd F
BLOYC T AR

£ 40 A1 160 mg/L Cd 4b¥EF, R L EEkIeiHh F#E Cd &=, W Cd & & MR E S R 5
583 T L3P < 0.05); BRME HIE S I LR B ERIE IR R AU R Cd A EC L 22 R4
AEE, NCAMEREE, 1E40mg/L Cd FET, BRUEFGINE T Jerh EERIEH B30, AR Bk Cd TR
BHTLEEER; MAE 160mg/L Cd AFEF, FRYEFIEPSEERIEH E3E. MMM 38 bk Cd B B B
T -3 (P < 0.05).
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Table 5. Cd contents, bioconcentration factors and translocation factors in shoots and roots of H. macrophylla under acidic
and alkaline soil conditions

5. BRMEAEEIE DR F A Tk EARAARES Cd S 8. ERABBEBRY

i Cd ik Cd & &Z(mg/kg) BERY —
KA KE(mg/L) Hi I3 R Hi I3 i a

W 40 1033+0.69b  22920+1733¢  0.75+0.09a  1651+2.13a 0.04=0.01 ab
LA 160 1644+063a  525.18+4385a  030+00lc  954+064b  0.03+0.00c
T 40 6344043 ¢ 121.00+857d  050+£0.03b  945+027b  0.05+0.00a
EHE 160 1083+143b  312.81+2631b  020+£002c  586+086c  0.03+0.01 be

Table 6. Cd accumulation in shoots and roots and proportion of Cd allocated to shoots in H. macrophylla under acidic and
alkaline soil conditions

= 6. BRMERNTEE TR F M TSk EARAARED Cd AR E KM 3B Cd SECELSI

e Cd AR Cd A5 (mg/#%) Hi 135 Cd SMAC L1
=/ 5,
W (mg/L) I3 IR ek (%)
N N 40 0.29+£0.02b 5.31+098¢c 5.60£0.98 ¢ 5.254+0.96 ab
Rt 8
160 0.31+0.03b 8.55+0.57b 8.86 £0.60 b 3.52+0.13 ¢
. 40 0.33+£0.02b 5.37+049c¢c 5.70 £0.50 ¢ 590+0.46a
it - 3%
160 0.44+0.07a 10.59+0.61 a 11.03+0.66 a 4.04 +0.47 be
4. T1ig

4.1. BRMEFIRE IR P ETRIE Cd TR SR H R E 3R

FEYIR Cd I8 TR 32 B8 7738 %l il b« RIS SE K dr, EWEMRR 50 HRE, WL
SRR RGP PR B AR A ATV (3] (111 [12]0 ARWRFCRI, SEERAERS Cd AL ER I RLAAT
BRI 7 . 40 mg/L Cd ZEPEN, PR, MR, AMENEH SRS EHRHIEE TR, WHHZK
£ Cd B FEALTE AL RADE & O RN R RS BR (AR R /)23 MG, RIR AR A RS 1
A BERE AL K e baxt Cd prie AU, 160 mg/L Cd 3 F, FEEAEK. AERR. HERGE
AN PEAR K8 52 W] R A, SRR Cd CXTE IR TV R ARSI E AR . &
AHTFR, ARKREL Cd X - A AR A A TR, TR Cd Bl 2 AR AR A AR Y AR R
[13][14], XS Cd THAMM IR FMHIH SRR AR PR R RE I3 S AL A 5 (9] [11].
BeAt, FERACRAAHR S LA Cd AL BEAARAL AR 2, BEHT Cd [Pl R B 2 SO HAR S AR A _E AR
AR ER AR O R (HIPEFRECT B, i 32 REIBE Cd KPR BE T =T o6 «

3 pH 25N Cd AW R AR H RN M EZ R [6] [7]. AWFTCH, Bl b AR
s RKAEY R R R TERVE L, RUIARE pH H3AF T HERIEXS Cd Bl i A K A7 AR 72 57
FEARRIE AT, 8w pH ATREAH T Cd Wb DU S e, MRS Cd fAEmA St I
FE—EREE RO Cd MR AR . 5 LRI, BRAEARIE L3 rh BRI b P vEaR %, St
ARG ELMMAIENERAEZE, RYIAFE pH 26T THEERIERT Cd BT B AF R BN #8504 B bR
MR AR, T E BRI TS RAMAEYER R ZER Lo HEFEEERERE, AU pH 4t
A RBRE IR T R MAFAEZE R, ATREILFEIRENT Cd A RUVE MR AW 8. R, ASHF7E 45 0 id B AR
NAE pH S HLAERETR 701 5 T AERIERT Cd MBI ZRE MR, TiHE pH S SN . it I,
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M T Cd i BIRASRUBAE BN, & B A LSRRI B X 9% 70 4 7T ReA7 B T B IR
CAVEMLAESE, J4E Cd 3, ISR Hw i B AS E A 18 508 0 W R AR AR A KA

4.2. BB TIRPERIE Cd RREESFHERNRED

TYITE Cd V5 G T3 (R LR AR TAE AR Cd & i, AR BEARE. BB RHL Cd
Iy BCRS R L EIREM 5] [12] [15]. AT, Cd 4B H 40 mg/L THEZE 160 mg/L &, SR E
AR Cd B S AR, RPHBEA—T Cd BT REE ). WEEREMZ, 7E 160 mg/L Cd 43
T, REBRY R ERRICE Cd S &M, Bt HEh R s A E R R A B, AR
Bk CAd MR EE R, UWIATE Cd iR LIBMMIE TN T, EYEERm Cd R L ENEERFER.
SR, 160 mg/L Cd ALFER, b BHUE R MWHE B REMNER REIICT 40 mg/L Cd 403, HiH]
EIREE Cd B THEM Cd & &, (BRI T HARN & R iRl th F Rz ae ). X T Re 5k Cd
P A EAR R BRIR R G 7T BRI R G e I T I AR T R K[ 11]-[14]. ) Cd LR EF,
40 mg/L Cd A FAEERIEAEAR R Cd RN AR R I B AV &K 10 160 mg/L Cd 2T, AR
B R PR b B3 AR MR Cd AR R B — PR m M E N . T WL, X TR B AR
WEHRHMEMEYN S, R E R RARR g Cd SEEAR TN cd BEE. H
I, PP BERIETE Cd V5 Qe TR R JIny, AREAVIKIE MR Cd &, EHREEEDEM Cd AR
RCEIEAT R e RS DS TN R RN Cd R EERIAE Y EILF e cd B R BRI
M812] [15].

AR pH 4355 A J AL BE 1) 3% 0 15 5o 22 R S BERAERT Cd IMRIRR S o AW ger, Bk 38 2
Cd 8= 7E 40 A1 160 mg/L Cd A3 T 73 B AP T34 5 68.35%F1 56.16%, FKIATEARR KM T, B
pH FIRE(EHE T 4% Cd WAL AR, OO T TR R, IR b ndE i G 5 H 5% 4 IR B B A2 gk Cd A
VR, T pH WA FIT Cd B Ui ERES & blse, AT BRI A A k6] [7]. Bk, Bttt
R AL IR S Cd & & KR s R E0E m, AR Cd A B X LR s
HFEE XK. [EREERR, RIELES Cd AREEs, BRI 7K Cd & &, (A7ES Cd 4B~
ATREINE A KA, TR Cd A B EE MR, BPE LRk Cd B R, (HA KRB BT,
DRI T f S BRAEAE 160 mg/L Cd ALFE N3RS 3 s i 350, AR AT pk Cd LR 2. S5 KE, EEMEE
R, & E I pH AU Cd B R, BT BEE S AR AR KRS R AE R AR R, 1 R i
& Cd FUERUR . R, KR pH &1 FAHEEAE Cd LR = R AR alid Cd A2 veE, T2 Cd H2
PEV FEARIPE . AR R UK LIRS REEERMNE R Cd IR — DKW, FERIERNE
LRHRT 1, M EREEREUNT 1, BB RN 0.03~0.05, Hih ¥ Cd FLREAN 8 Cd LR
B0 3.52%~5.90%, Wil Cd £ A TR, Mk EEERAE18Es . 5 i A PR R A 8 ER
Hh B Cd AR BRI 1] [8], ZEBRAE T HaAm AR B 2 Cd AR @AM . X PRRAE T e A B TP Cd
L EERER R RS, HERHEAE R Cd 75 G T3 A S A RIAR 03 B3 AL R e A 18 B I i A SR (AR 3

5. &t

FERACERRNYERIE L rh I BA — 52 Cd i aE, HAKA Cd RIS RHIEAEA [F 326
RO R . AR FAE N, Wi 3% Cd AR B, JFA BT 22 Cd SREMRA KT
Mkl Cd EEEHR TR, i EERIaEes, RUIGEILEAT WK Cd AR HAFIE, I{EN Cdi5
Qe B A A RAR i B AR e AL B RO i e ) o AT U T k00, T A Rk 1 R Mk Ak
PE LIRS S AR TR 70 B R FERIEXS Cd BRI ZRE MR HARES Cd Wi sl . K IAE (AR )
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FE ) LT 705 it — 2B Bk 7
E&mH

KB 2B R A QLN ZR it RITTH “36 T pH WIS BRACTR 15 R B BRI AL BT

7 (202511390014).
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