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Abstract

In order to explore the feasibility of using mulberry trees as tree species for soil heavy metal pol-
lution remediation, mulberry fields around a manganese mine in northwest Guangxi were used as
research site. Samples of soil, mulberry roots, stems, bark, and leaves were collected. The content
of six heavy metal elements, including Cd, Cr, Cu, Zn, Mn, Pb, in the samples was determined using
wet digestion flame atomic absorption spectroscopy. The single factor pollution index, Nemero
comprehensive pollution index, and geo-accumulation index of mulberry root soil in different
survey sites were analyzed. The results showed that: 1) Zn in the surveyed mulberry orchard soil
ranged from no pollution to moderate pollution, Pb ranged from moderate pollution to strong
pollution, and both Mn and Cd reached severe pollution. 2) Mulberry trees have strong tolerance
to heavy metals, but there are certain differences in their ability to absorb, enrich, and transport
different heavy metals. 3) Among the six tested heavy metal elements, mulberry trees have rela-
tively strong enrichment abilities for Cr, Zn, and Cu, while their enrichment abilities for Pb, Cd, and
Mn are relatively weak; Mulberry trees have relatively strong transport capacity for Cr and Mn,
while their transport capacity for Pb is the weakest. The heavy metal elements they absorb are
mainly accumulated in the roots. Due to the strong tolerance of mulberry trees to combined stress
of heavy metals such as manganese, as well as their ability to absorb and transport, and high eco-
nomic benefits, mulberry trees can be used for phytoremediation of soil heavy metal pollution.
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1. 5|15

JUHEET R, iR EANAER L 2, HlTAGEITRAHAME L R, FEETXE
LA B E R E R R HIREGRIT I A F RN R —[1], EEe)E R
R ALY, HARKE T BEZP|EERAIA R, 7B fhiTRE2]. AR
EHESREGRIA N, Eafmild st A ZRBENE T, TR AR M B o™ H8 F [3],
AT T 328 B <5 J 175 v PR — LR AT st B2 DRV ) A i [

Hil, E&REELIENEEER, FEOEYEAEEEMEYIERE4], MEEE T RRE S T7
2, PUEH TR RS E A B 7 E X [5]. RBHE LA 5 iR L egs iy, BRR e Jy[6];
B EDCE M /NG A 7] rah B RILREAEA AR S [8]. HMEE R 70 iM% Kk HlE
SE IR, & H A R B Jmis 4t i — My RBog @ AJrik[9] [10]. Horb, %R 2 N 1%
RANEBGRA E G BTG R IR R, XSRS e - e A BEATR ELBAF[11]; A I E HoR 3 2 RIS
B RS [12]; SR BOAR T2 AR TR AR IR BE 71 R A ST A R e 775 e
H R AR R RAR[13]

ARG F D LA, R BB TR RR RN E R . PO M EE RN, AU
%, WA, T HIESRE[14], HARRESHEEREIRRD, MBS ZRTEm, o511
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JUFFER IR [15] #EHIL[16]55 A AU R, X H &85 A5 Y XTI S, nr DR e iEfiiE
FM o ST NI SCH FL 25 SRR B, a0 AT X A R TS Yo i HIEAT R A B 5 . BRIA[18]5%
NBHFR, S AKASZH AL, L2 AR, P DR R CE A 5 438y e ™ E i b 7y
EHHR[1)FAMF T EDTA XFFEMLHRIL Pb 2, RILFM A B KM a5 JA8 1% .
Taghizadeh [20]5 AW 72 T A7 BART 47 o 390 717 55000 Hh bk 5 S5 1) B 6 R ARV L, 25 SR R, SR SR ST 5%
B R ESEICR, HAEC RO 1A 5 e A B S bR AT G AR DA LA R E 1 £
ZARAE, W N AR R B 7R KRS o

N Tk B SR B R S e LR B By, AR SR IR T R X O SRR )
ZIEAB N G, I BN F LS T K HAR A 4% Cdy Cr. Cus Zn. Mn. Pd AN EESETRS
BRMGE, T WA FIH S B E S8 u R N E R K AiERe ), BIEAD KIESZMIAES
MET e, RFXIRETTRE, A EEET X8 2 X 58 A 2R A 3 5 5 s Yeih
PR AR S FE

2. M5 A%
2.1. HARXIEER

AT A, TR0 T B X Sk £ S0 i 10052 B 4 a5 e Skl o e SkER AT BN EVE 7 2
60 km &b, J& T HA AV IR, EE VAR . 1% KT 20 T4 50 EARHE R I
AR, 23 60 ZHEMIFR, ATRFIRMEREA AL S0 XEN S B, a8 f. &,
i A E S BT R[21]. ok 2 BT RTEX, FIRURNRRIK 19.6°C~20.2°C, 4 H KON
1496.7 h, P /K & 1600 mm.

2.2. HERERLE

2022 4E 7 JE 9, AZIRE KR NE, RE T 6 M XU S A&, B ER
Hft S AN T 300 mP. 4% BRI T RBR I, AR — AN S T REHEAT 520 5~6 m I FLCRFE, e 5
PERFERIRIR IS, RIS SRARAH B SRR 0~20 om (3R £, 3 2 mm JE el 420k BuE B4R
LI BHAR T RAF

KM, ST Bl SEA0 %, S F B SRR 1A il B AR AR A S5 2% B, 98 e P 4livd
TR FE ST A PR, n PR AUK R G TE 3 UG Kbk a, 18 iR, 2L m 498
5y, BT 105°C L AVEIR SX TR AT 30 min, 65°CHETEIHE, A5 FH AR Sk FEN LR
¥, 3F 100 Hif[22], SHJaANGR A EAE R TR R, 5IBR SRR I8 i BRGS0,
ENERNT)E, B, BT EEER R, S

2.3. LI Gk

231 EERESENNE
FIERRE YIRS E SRS B, VRN - JIAR TG IEE, BARS R 23] FVu s
W T5 15 [24].

2.3.2. AREETIRESBISRITM

FIF SR Py deda k. WIRZ A 15 YR80k s BBUSYHEE0E, 7t Xk HIEm & &8
HYAEOL, S RIS YRR ATV, RN ELS R E RN E SRS 25 R RHREME
AL FUIX I8 3% A R T YL m] 47 [25]-[30]
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2.3.3. BUBALIB AT
FESE R E 3 AT, S5REBUTFME, SEiBIENSH ] Excel 2010 #E17, WA EH AL E R

1

MrH SPSS 27.0 #47 .
3. BRE SR
3.1 ARAEHMERRPLIMRNEESESE

AN TRV AL SR AR S A e A I e S5 R LR 1. T A, fERRIN E 4 8ot H, Cd.
Cr. Zn. Cu. Mn. Pb [f18r &40 514 : 4.03~6.54 mg/kg- 15.64~27.44 mg/kg- 113.94~138.37 mg/kg. 12.56~24.92

mg/kg. 4686.34~27033.64 mg/kg. 76.21~189.21 mg/kg. S P LI E 4
MRARL BE B BN S EEEIN L

A b 5L
G H 5L

AR & & mliEEd ) vE 38 5t{E 1 96.32 fi5 41 53.89 fi%, HEFIE

A1 7.32 £, HEANRE SR T

1Y S Y 0.31 11 0.94 1.

AR E A Origin 2018 #EAT2x 1, SMARES LI 5 BRI U3 & =4 )8 & & AR M 7

VARV RASL], LT RAE

5, B WKL S 'R TR RE. KA, &
SRR PEE SRR 2.21 15

Table 1. Heavy metal content in the root soil of mulberry trees in different survey sites (mg/kg)
% 1. FEIETHERHRDTRNES B S B (mo/kg)

FEf R Cd Cr Cu Zn Mn Pb
LT1 551+0.03c 2557+15lab 18.83+0098ab 118.23+1.49d 27033.64 +388.39a 182.27 +10.47a
LT2 403+001d  23.09+0.89% 16.70+0.37b 113.94+0.87b 5832.36+2574d  76.21+5.37a
LT3 6.54+0.04ab  18.33+0.28c  18.68+0.44 120.92+0.30b 22826.04 +456.4c  137.34+0.01a
LT4 597 +0.12bc  15.64+0.46d 24.92+0.04 122.85+0.89c 24859.44 +88.29b 189.21+6.19a
LT5 5.60+051c 2578+0.66ab 1256+0.05ab 138.37+0.61a 4686.34+36.19  81.44+4.18a
LT6 5.18+0.14c  27.44+0.34a 14.38+170a 122.99+2.27c 5053.97+39.60e  107.75+1.37a

E: O K57 LT FoRftsis; @ 78l b ARG 7 RFRORZER R #(p <0.05), T,

XoF 2 1 B A LR o BT il i, SRR 8 -3 1) EE 4R B & =K HEF 8: Mn > Pb > Zn > Cr > Cu > Cd,
LT1 RFEEAS Mn & &, 183 27033.64 mg/kg, RS Mn B IR R I 324, REXE Mn JCERT5 4%
P A R R A K

3.2. NEEAEMHMEETIRESRISIITMN

SRR - S3e 1) FL LA TS QAR B A M P SR B BB BO A IR W 20 BUbRr A, SRR AR
SRR IR A B RS ERAENTI SRR TS YR EU I 29.99~173.03. 0.67~1.32, 2.03~2.46.
0.22~0.38. 39.70~64.43 il 4.32~10.73. LA 715 R4BHCF AN T 1 B M, B ARZXPIFIE
GBI . B R BRI RO R T 1, BRI ST ) SR R 2 BIX 4 PhE
GBI Y BRI RREOONMET v B> B > > B > 1 > 8%, ULHITE TR AR R 0 B
SIEICERN, TG YN E o AR AR SR AT PR B SRR AR, LT SR LR G5 YR
IR T 5, JRTEIGY. & 3 NAF T EFE I 5 JE o 2 i RS Pefa Bt s gy 1, dtk el %,
AR BAS PR BN T 0, WHIRZIS Y. Feih RRUT YRR 0 < Igeo-z, < 1, N 1G53,
i ERRS YR L < Igeo-p, < 3, N 2~3 5 s 2/3 DL L SRBE SR AL A A Ye iR BT 5, N
6 Jei5 e, FWIZAF T X S 1 44957 3 7 5 B (AR AR IR TS e
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Table 2. Single factor pollution index and Nemero pollution index of mulberry root soil in different survey sites
= 2. FEPAEHBRRIREIBLIRN 2 EFISRIERMAE T ISREHY

RFE R Pi-mn Pi-cy Pi-z Pi-c; Pi-cq Pi-pp Py
LT1 173.03 1.00 2.10 0.35 54.29 10.34 38.43
LT2 37.33 0.89 2.03 0.32 39.70 4.32 28.10
LT3 146.10 0.99 2.31 0.25 64.43 7.79 45.60
LT4 159.11 1.32 2.18 0.22 58.82 10.73 41.63
LT5 29.99 0.67 2.46 0.36 55.17 4.62 39.03
LT6 32.35 0.76 2.19 0.38 51.03 6.11 36.10

FE1E 96.32 0.94 221 0.31 53.91 7.32 38.15

Table 3. Geo-accumulation index of mulberry root soil in different survey sites
= 3. FEPAEH M RRIREBLIRA M RIS RIEH

PRE Cd Cr Cu Zn Mn Pb
LT1 5.18 -2.08 -0.59 0.49 6.85 2.79
LT2 4.73 -2.23 -0.76 0.43 4.64 1.53
LT3 5.42 —2.56 —0.60 0.62 6.61 2.38
LT4 5.29 -2.79 -0.18 0.54 6.73 2.84
LT5 5.20 -2.07 -1.17 0.71 4.32 1.62
LT6 5.09 -1.98 -0.97 0.54 4.43 2.03

SE¥E 5.15 -2.29 -0.71 0.56 5.60 2.20

HREAN [ RA 5 2 el 34 T < Je e 3R b BARTS Qe U (8, M - B > 8 > 4 >
B> > #. 28RS R I BRI TR A R 2

33. RRFREAREFHNESRESE

ZWAFEHLARE RN ESESEMESE R 1~4. & 1 TR, NESREESFEMRES Cd. Cr.
Cu. Zn. Mn. Pd & #4351~ : 1.19~1.96 mg/kg- 1.20~2.14 mg/kg. 4.20~9.34 mg/kg- 27.92~52.72 mg/kg-
304.21~2106.67 mg/kg. 20.27~51.76 mg/kg, P& &A@ EUEHATF N: Mn>Pb>Zn>Cu> Cr> Cd.
F P 2 T, ANESRAE s 32580 Cdy Cr. Cu. Zn. M. Pd & &40 %4: 0~0.85 mg/kg. 8.99~13.00
mg/kg. 1.67~23.97 mg/kg. 16.35~23.86 mg/kg. 370.73~408.64 mg/kg. 4.61~5.79 mg/kg, H-F¥& BN
FMEHEFA: Mn>2Zn>Cr>Pb>Cu>Cd. HE 3 a5, AFEREES MM Cd. Cry Cu. Zn. Mn.
Pd )& & 43 54+ 0.00~0.48 mg/kg11.78~30.50 mg/kg. 1.53~9.46 mg/kg-23.41~64.45 mg/kg.439.78~920.10
mg/kg. 13.13~18.17 mg/kg, H-FH&EFEMKHET N: Mn>Zn>Pb>Cr>Cu>Cd. & 4 A[%1, ANH
KHE M Cdy Cry Cus Zny Mn. Pd & &40 504: 0 mglkg. 2.23~7.52 mg/kg. 1.78~4.60 mg/kg.
9.19~49.79 mg/kg. 415.14~616.03 mg/kg. 5.65~8.30 mg/kg, H-F¥& & & KHEF : Mn>2Zn>Pb>Cr>
Cu>Cd, 5T ESESE&KHT 8 £l 6 MELEITERY, FMNAFRHARTHRE
LB EEYA M &, Cd &% KRN ESEITER, KEERKHEFESRMARHAR T A —
TEMIZE St
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Figure 1. Heavy metal content in the roots of mulberry trees at different sampling points
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Figure 2. Heavy metal content in mulberry stem at different sampling points
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Figure 3. Heavy metal content in mulberry leaves at different sampling points
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Figure 4. Heavy metal content in mulberry bark at different sampling points
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34. RPAFHEARETHNECRERRY

EMAFRALBTNESBEERIOIFERIE 4. BT LT3~LT6 RFEAFZM Cr & R/50
T 1 Db, HARFEHLRMA RIS B APl =R e R M E LR EO /N T 1o BR LT2 25k, Fi
HEEBXT 6 Frgieill ;o Z Cd. Cry Cu. Zn. Mn A1 Pb [1)'E 5 R E3/NT 0.5, HEHERECFIE RN A:
Cu>Zn>Cd>Pb>Cr>Mn; XM ESESSERIFHERNMMEFA: Cr>Cu>Zn>Mn>Cd. Pb;
W ) B 4 e AR R AT IAME R/ HEF : Cr>Cu>Zn>Pb>Mn>Cd; Ji #6855 R ECTFIME
K/MNHEFA: Cr>2Zn>Cu>Pb>Mn>Cd.

BHUE AT &N, FAXT Cre Zn, Cu W& AERE JJAEAT IS8, M%) Pby Cdv Mn s SERE A5 .

Table 4. Heavy metal enrichment coefficients in different tissues and organs of mulberry trees
4 BERNAEERARENEERESERY

BER Cd Cr Cu Zn Mn Pb
LT1-4R 0.22 0.05 0.30 0.26 0.02 0.28
LT2-#R 0.40 0.07 0.56 0.46 0.08 0.27
LT3-1R 0.30 0.10 0.30 0.37 0.09 0.33
LT4-18 0.29 0.12 0.37 0.34 0.06 0.27
LT5-fR 0.29 0.08 0.33 0.23 0.06 0.33
LT6-Hi 0.34 0.07 0.32 0.23 0.07 0.31

Ty 0.31 0.08 0.36 0.32 0.06 0.30
LT1-H 0.06 0.46 0.43 0.24 0.02 0.10
LT2-rf 0.08 0.87 0.42 0.21 0.09 0.22
LT3-r 0.07 1.15 0.44 0.42 0.02 0.10
LT4-it 0.00 1.54 0.32 0.50 0.04 0.08
LT5-it 0.00 1.18 0.75 0.29 0.13 0.19
LT6-1H 0.00 1.04 0.03 0.52 0.18 0.13

“F1y 0.04 1.04 0.40 0.36 0.08 0.14
LT1- 0.00 0.09 0.17 0.42 0.02 0.04
LT2-5 0.00 0.13 0.28 0.23 0.11 0.09
LT3-5 0.00 0.16 0.20 0.07 0.02 0.05
LT4-5% 0.00 0.36 0.07 0.18 0.02 0.04
LT5-5 0.00 0.26 0.27 0.16 0.12 0.08
LT6-57 0.00 0.27 0.15 0.12 0.09 0.05

“F1 0.00 0.21 0.19 0.20 0.06 0.06
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LT1-2 0.00 0.35 0.42 0.18 0.01 0.04
LT2-2% 0.01 0.43 0.36 0.21 0.07 0.07
LT3 2 0.07 0.60 0.17 0.18 0.02 0.02
LT4-2% 0.14 0.73 0.96 0.16 0.02 0.02
LT5-2% 0.00 0.46 0.13 0.12 0.08 0.07
LT6-2% 0.02 0.47 0.12 0.19 0.07 0.04

FI 0.04 0.51 0.36 0.17 0.05 0.04

35 RMAFHEARENESRECRY

SN A2 228 BRI B 4 JE TG R S KA R A R WAL 5. ik rT A, SRR Cdy Cr.
Cu- Zn. Mn Fl Pb %32 2537 4 : 0.00~0.24. 9.82~14.89. 0.33~2.25. 0.44~2.31. 0.26~2.63 £1 0.29~0.81,
HAPEME R/ N: Cr>Zn>Mn>Cu>Pb>Cd; ML Cdy Cre Cuv Zn. Mn Fl Pb iz 7%k
435159 0. 1.52~3.93. 0.19~0.81. 0.19~1.59. 0.20~1.77 1 0.14~0.33, H-F#{E K/NEFA: Cr>Cd > Mn >
Zn > Cu > Pb; SHZE3H01 6 Rl I & 4 )8 o &8 /K%0CN: 0.00~0.49. 5.76~7.49. 0.37~2.60. 0.45~0.85.
0.18~1.29 11 0.07~0.26, H-FIHMEK/NHEFN: Cr>Cu>Mn>2Zn>Cd > Pb. HUAIE], SHAELHH
WENESBICRMNLZREIGBRRKNESR, EARTFH, B Cr Fl Mn FIFHZEE A B, Xt
Pb F#%iafe 11859

Table 5. Comparison of heavy metal transport coefficients in different tissues and organs of mulberry trees
5 ENAELELARENESERTRILLE

id /U Cd Cr Cu Zn Mn Pb
LT1-1 0.00 9.82 1.44 0.92 0.69 0.35
LT2-rf 0.20 12.04 0.76 0.44 1.14 0.81
LT3-rf 0.24 11.07 1.45 1.14 0.26 0.29
LT4-rf 0.00 13.34 0.88 1.48 0.59 0.29
LT5-it 0.00 14.25 2.25 1.26 2.01 0.58
LT6-I 0.00 14.89 0.33 2.31 2.63 0.43

P14 0.07 12.57 1.19 1.26 1.22 0.46
LT1-5 0.00 1.86 0.55 1.59 0.67 0.14
LT2-¢ 0.00 1.79 0.49 0.50 1.29 0.33
LT3-5% 0.00 1.52 0.67 0.19 0.20 0.14
LT4-¢ 0.00 3.13 0.19 0.54 0.29 0.16
LT5-5% 0.00 3.18 0.81 0.71 1.77 0.24
LT6-5% 0.00 3.93 0.47 0.52 1.25 0.17

1y 0.00 2.57 0.53 0.68 0.91 0.20
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LT1-2% 0.00 7.49 1.39 0.69 0.59 0.13
LT2-2% 0.20 5.99 0.64 0.45 0.85 0.26
LT3-2% 0.25 5.76 0.57 0.47 0.18 0.07
LT4-2% 0.49 6.27 2.60 0.46 0.24 0.08
LT5-% 0.00 5.59 0.40 0.52 1.29 0.21
LT6-% 0.07 6.81 0.37 0.85 1.08 0.14

P14 0.17 6.32 1.00 0.57 0.71 0.15

3.6. XM

UL A FE S AR B I e 5 B S AN A A B B R S A OGE, e A
H &R IC R RYEHAT 0, SR AR 6~9,
7 6 AIAL, RRRER Zn &8 5N Cd & 8A B3 1EMK, FEMRE Cr 2 5L

B Zn S EA R IR, SR P &8 5 AR L3 Mn M Pb SR XA IR LA, 2

REIL RPN ITR S E SRS LR ES R TR SR —EMRE, BEAEE. &k 7 /T, 5%
P25 Cu & B 5 HARA 48K Mn f1 Pb Qiﬁm%ﬂﬁﬁ% SN Zn & B 5 RSN Cr

BAHRFEMG FMEBLERPNCR S ES RS RPN EERoR & 'BA €M, HA

B M 8 R, FEMIEH Cr g %%E*E*Bii%% Mn AR E AR R R TR &
HEHHRE RN EGE TR S EA e MR, EARE. hk 9k, ENEMK Mn §EY

OB A3 1) Pb 2 AT 35 AU SC, SR BRI Pb & i 55 FUARAE 3% 1) Min Ml Pb &5 B 145 Y2 25 TEAROG
SRR TR S B S IR E SR iR SR —E MR, HAR.

Table 6. Correlation between heavy metal content in root soil and of mulberry root at different sampling points
F6. FTREIRHEARZMRTLEEGERENRNIRTECESEAEXMN

HER Cd, Cr . Cu:. Zn, Mn. Pb, Cd g Crg Cug Zng Mng Pbg
Cd 1

Cri 0212 1

Cu: 0250 -0092 1

Zn. -0492° -0262 -0217 1

Mn; -0216 0071 0195 0.261 1

Pb, 0006 -0230 0072 -0.013 0546 1

Cdx —0.264 -0.030 0011 0282 -0306 -0.191 1

Crm —0448 -0264 -0.119 0535° 0173 -0.157 -0.153 1

Cux —0.232 -0.051 -0326 -0.148 0.129 0.162 0.008 -0.264 1

Zny 0469 0022 -0297 -0211 -0.272 -0.259 -0.025 -0.010 -0.040 1

Mny -0.225 -0.397 0268 0192 0.139 0202 0516  0.143 -0.076 0.093 1

Pbu 0149 -0.085 0.225 0.073 0.604" 0778 0.048 -0.127 -0.022 0.035 0.395 1
T HEp <0.05 KRR, HIRMREE. T p <001 KFRUR), HEEEE. TR,
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Table 7. Correlation between heavy metal content in root soil and mulberry stem at different sampling points

R TERERARPLRECRIESENENECEIENHELN

FLE  Cdy Cr Cur Zn, Mn:. Pb, Cd= Crz Cuz Zn:z Mnz Pb:
Cd . 1

Cri. 0212 1

Cu: 0250 -0.092 1

Zn. —0.492" —0.262 -0.217 1

Mn. -0216 0.071 0195 0.261 1

Pb. 0006 -0230 0072 -0.013 0.546 1

Cd= -0.163 -0.167 -0.136 0.144 -0.116 -0.107 1

Cr= -0.002 -0.033 0.034 0.033 -0.321 -0.222 0.479" 1

Cu= 0120 -0.368 0.282 0.203 0.489° 0533° -0.130 -0.432 1

Zn: —0270 -0.487° -0.335 0.205 -0.140 0.133 0171 0.310 -0201 1

Mn: -0.124 -0196 -0.152 -0.244 0.028 -0.201 -0.132 -0473 0171 -0.38 1

Pb. —0.019 0096 -0.101 0077 -0.045 -0.110 -0.704™ —0.539" 0.231 -0.357 0.378 1

Table 8. Correlation between heavy metal content in root soil of mulberry trees and heavy metal content in mulberry leaves

at different sampling points

F 8 TEXRHERENRTLEECRAESRMNHAESRAEMNEXM

HEE  Cdy Cr, Cu Zn Mn.  Pb, Cd Cr Cu Zn Mn & Pb

Cd . 1

Cry 0212 1

Cu: 0250 -0.092 1

Zn. —0.492° -0.262 -0.217 1

Mn: -0216 0.071 0195 0.261 1

Pb. 0.006 -0.230 0072 -0.013 0.546" 1

Cdy 0.180 -0545 -0.064 0.157 -0.057 -0.254 1

Crs —0.088 -0.061 -0.503 0.190 -0.674" -0.239 0.371 1

Cus 0221 0032 0195 -0.043 0277 0164 -0.019 -0.356 1

Zny  0.098 -0.448 —0.020 -0.198 -0.034 0.201 0.229 0.223 —0.206 1

Mn. 0058 -0.413 0082 -0.181 -0.020 -0.026 0.176 0.133 -0.181 0937 1

Pb, 0175 0.334 0148 0140 -0.137 0.035 -0.177 0110 -0.193 —0.747" -0.752" 1
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Table 9. Correlation between soil heavy metal content in mulberry root and mulberry bark at different sampling points
F9. TRERERZMRTLREGEASESRNENESRSEREXM

ﬁﬁ% Cd+ Cr+ Cu + Zn & Mn Pb + Cd Cry Cu g Zn Mn g Pb

Cd+ 1
Cr. 0212 1

Cu: 0250 -0092 1

Zn. —0.492" —0262 -0.217 1

Mn. -0216 0.071 0195 0.261 1

Pb, 0006 -0230 0072 -0.013 0546 1

Cdx -0.074 -0.178 0.208 -0.048 0.402 0.229 1

Crp -0.020 0045 -0.011 0061 -0.295 -0.132 -0.889" 1

Cux 0002 0170 -0.248 -0.233 -0.267 0.054 0427 -0566" 1

Zn; 0206 0127 -0.045 -0.176 0.194 0.308 0.218 -0.325 0.259 1

Mn,; 0014 0055 -0.313 -0.018 -0.363 —0.670" 0.114 -0.102 0.017 0.197 1

Pb. —0.174 0094 0209 -0.049 0515 0.520° 0408 -0.312 -0.037 0435 -0.178 1

4. g
41 HRXBTIREEBRRERSERA

N2 R FHm B R 1 B < R 15 Y ) 3 B R PRI [32] ) PH AR 70 AT [X 2 S 7R ) B < o L it sy
HWRX, REZENAWIEE R riE, b 7T LA G R va g Tl bl [X ) 2 38 55 i 1 R U
Keotike, 5REY, LR Cdy Hg. As. Pb. Cu. Zn EZRIFENIEHIES), Cro Ni FZRIFEH
Ji T S[33] BB R AR KU B T I R SR 1 2 e S A S BEAT T AR T, DI TS
bl 135 Je A AR BT My Cus Zn, As, Hg. Se 55 6 FEGJRuaR &, 48RRI, B0 R IR
AR TR R, AR R R P RS e [34] 0 AR AN R AR SRS R R
BT R TR, AR X SRR AR LI Cdy Zny Mn. Pb DPUFR S 48 1 S W Rk T
TR T FAE, T Cr A1 Cu Y& BN T U 3T SE. R N T e BN W D SR G 15 Qe AL
MITHSEER TR, %A DR E R Mn IS QR O™ H . fE LT SRR, WP ZRais i
PIRT 5, MR ZIG AR B 0 ebnite, WA XS P E R SR AR EREG SR, R
PAREIH AR, WARE52 —SER. @i 2/3 FRFE AL 1geo-cq Al Igeo-wn AT 5, BLEAAERE
o SR E R IT R I R GOIEE] T 6 2, JE T HEES G, FUHIER, AreeR TR R
W IFR B HAR N IE ST IO 5 IR [ DI 60a, EVFZH Ry X, T HilgEMm
BN IR N S A R L, R, SRS R AR A

42. RRFEHARENESRERNEZES

I F AN H A B e R R BB TR L, A Cry Zn A Cu (5 4R RE B,
5ZENR[35] 58T T4 R — B Ul /2 Ut S RES I EE & B B2 5 15 S i) 3 b A Rt R o RBUX B R
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FALEZ R, ZEMXS Cdy Mn AT Pb (R s 2B TR RS, FTILIRR, — 7 i w] eSS il o 3R I A A 1R i
AN 5] it b S R A A R R GRAR R 47 5R[36] 53— T THT AT R S 6 B [ H 3 AN s Jm oo R
B R R A A NS AN (R A SRR (1 00 A S SR AT TR, SRR, AR ORI PR
WA RIS B R A & s SRR A BN, IR R4 50073 A1 72 SEMARER[37],  AHIEFE BT
BERE Z AL WA LR E e w0 e L LA R 2%, A @R N, B E
BB ARG SRR, AR T AR AR RSO [ _E 2 2z 38] . ARYE R ARG B A E 8
JRFIE RBINT, FXS Cr HABORIFLIZHES), EWRE Cr B TR MR N RENS LLECE 2 MR eIz
FIHAMALGE, R EERPERIM A BRI AIE T b 2T, SR Pb Fl Cd JuE 1%
B BETIAHXT LLBES, R WIIXM 5 < TU AR AE SR N I R BAIR, DR T 2 SR S (AR

43. AEERT XEN~=mEFRNIFLFIA

SM MR ME L S, MRS RIFIEHF G, SEARENZH. WAME RN E14]. R
W 25 PR R b, SA A E SR MREN: Cd < 0.3 mg/kg, Cu < 20.0 mg/kg, Pb<5.0
mg/kg [39]. IRYEZMAFHAR T ELE S EHME SR, LOEREZ AT ARE, fEABFLT
6 IMRFESH, Cd S ERA LT1~6 KAIFFAMRM L. LT1~2 Fl LT5~6 KAF mi I RM 258, LT4~6 K
FE RS S A AR Cu &8 HA LT4 KA M ZEE0@ R; Pb &8 A LT3, LT4. LT6 =%
FE R S 228 A @ hr . PO E N 25 - R EhsdE 8 Zny Mn. Cr =FOcR MR, AL,
ZMAFIHLAR TR e RN S ER G TEFIW .. A NG R, R, . BRI
W, 55 SR I DX B G J] 30 b X P 2 iy B 4 s b 1) ARG O P B[40 BRILE, EEXd S E B S 8N
FRFRIE DL, TEXT BT I RRI R, — @ B e Mg B ya it i, #ifR 24,

44. FIRRMEEESRISRTIRNTTITY

(Kl A AMHOGHIT FU 4 R W], SRRt 3 B A B 1 & SR AN B BE 1 [41] . SR RENS IEH A KAE
CMESRE SRS, W 7 HEHRRSRERE T HRAERNITRMAE S . NZEHAHE
AABEPNES RS ERE, HARBMNESRRRETRSA AR A&,
SRR AR ZAR Mn B & T H A galc R, —Jr R ROIRA O 5 13 B R e 28
B, BAEKMBTIEE, 53— R F SRR X, RS s e T AR T . R LT3
KFE R, FARERE Mn & & RiA 2106.67 mg/kg, BLWISAXT Mn BATHCR TR 2 EAIRILRE ST . IR
DRUN S 03X — e, AR IR AR S e B B B BRI I . BAh, RMARAL0 s R
MEEESEABRKER, TRSFMIARESEIRIG BeM@Eiafac. Bk, &EKs
JE 2 PR R M2, A REMHERR AL R e R IT R B R e

5. &g

g5 ERT A R Hrihie, WIPAREIL T 45

1) AR IR, B L B4 M ESETERNE R, e T R R, AR
HLE S Y PP AR SR AE, AT FU R S bl 3R COR B LTS Gt L, ARSI TS eI L iR N B
BYRIER S Gk s AR R 3235 G o

2) EMXAFREERITRIBN FERMBERIFAE - ERNER, SR 6 MESETRT,
ZM0E Cry Zn. Cu 18 AERE A BEE, T Pby Cdv Mn (& 268 JIAHXTESS:  ZA0 Cr Al Min 1)
iz fie I aE, X Pb ORIZ B B85, LW B R Ju R R AR -
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3) WM E SR E S BA BRI E, RN BA g mRiomikisae ), afdam, &

B, AT R SRS AL
E&ME

I PE AR 7R 35 22 2R W R 603 o0 B IS H (2022GXCSSC8), I 1t ke K 2 A Al il I it 1 150 B

(202310605033), VATt Bt i )= X N A FHIE G 3 2% 150 H (XJ2018GKQO15),  HEPE AL 7 B fr 4 S5 H H T
FH0 B Bh I H (H:20RHIF[2012] 9 5).
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