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Genotypic differences of cadmium tolerance among spring-sowing
soybean varieties in South China
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Abstract ; [ Objective ] The tolerant varieties are necessary because the areas of agricultural soil contami-
nated with Cd is increasing. The objective of the present study was to explore the Cd tolerance amonge
spring-sowing soybean varieties in South China. [ Method] A pot experiment was carried out in the green-
house to explore the Cd tolerance of 11 soybean varieties in South China. [ Result and conclusion ] The
biomass and yield of all soybeans varieties decreased significantly at 10.0 mg + kg~' Cd compared with
that of the control. Based on relative biomass and relative dry seed mass, Guichun 8 and Huachun 1 were
tolerant varieties, while Guizao 1, Fudou 234, Bendi 2 and Huachun 2 were sensitive varieties. The re-

sults indicated that there are significant differences in Cd tolerance among spring-sowing soybean varieties

in South China.
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Tab.1 The effect of Cd stress the root mass, shoot mass and yield in 11 soybean varieties

eI/ (g - B )

Ent AR (g - k)

HR Y (g - )

A CK Cd HIXHE CK Cd HXHE CK Cd HIXHE
1H15 4.81+0.12a  3.57+0.18a 0.74  23.0+0.8b 20.5+1.0a  0.89 12.53+0.23bc 10.75+0.23a 0.86
1tH25 1.98 £0.10ef  0.87 £0.07def 0.44  12.2 +£0.4ef 9.1+0.8efg 0.75 13.88+0.53ab  4.41+0.40fg 0.32
1EH3 5 1.28 £0.16g  1.08 £0.08de 0.85 15.3£0.2def  10.2 +0.1defg 0.66 13.12+£0.41bc  8.58 £0.10cd 0.65
1HES 5 2.94£0.06cd 1.82£0.06c 0.62  16.8+0.3cde 11.7£1.0c  0.69 14.06 +0.63ab 10.41 £0.68ab 0.74
1£H6 5 1.23+0.10g  0.77 £0.14ef  0.63 10.3 £0.4f 8.7+0.2fg 0.84 10.15+0.73d  5.80+£0.72¢f 0.57
A2 5 1.34£0.08g  0.57+0.03f 0.42  11.4 £0.5¢f 8.2+0.4g 0.71 9.38+0.71d  3.38+0.62g 0.41
BHR15 1.74 £0.10f  1.31+£0.09d 0.75 11.9£0.5¢f  10.5+1.0def 0.88 12.59 £0.47bc  6.26 £0.11e  0.50
BEsSE 4.55+0.13b  3.71+0.16a 0.82  21.3£0.1bc  20.2+0.3a  0.95 14.12+0.53ab  9.35+0.18bc 0.66
RETS 2.81£0.04d 1.27+0.12d  0.45 16.4 £0.6ef  11.0+0.1de 0.67 15.24+0.38a  9.20 £0.67bc 0.60
H&8 = 3.20+0.09¢  2.86+0.14b  0.87  18.5+0.6bed 15.6£0.6b  0.84 12.03+0.26¢c 10.99 £0.08a 0.91
a5 234 2.28£0.13e  1.01 £0.04def 0.44  14.3+0.5def 8.9 £0.5efg 0.62 13.97 +0.17ab  6.92 £0.49de 0.50

1) FI9) & Jje LAR — MR AN G Fi 4, A7 25 R 2% (P >0.05,Duncan’s 7% ) ;AR 4% Cd 7 432 £ 3 (Cd) 1A 5
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Dendrogram of soybean varieties based on the relative

Fig. 1

values of root mass, shoot mass and seed yield
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