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Differences in cadmium absorption and accumulation of tomato
(Lycopersicon esculentum) varieties on Cd-polluted soil
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[Abstract] Pot experiments were conducted to study the differences in cadmium (Cd) absorption and
accumulation of 29 tomato varieties in the soils added with different concentration of Cd. Results show
that: (1) Cd concentrations are significant different (P <0.01) in fruit among 29 tomato cultivars under
two treatments (1.2, 2.0 mg * kg™') , which ranging from 0. 037 to 0. 134, 0.079 t0 0. 170 mg * kg ',
respectively. In the 2.0 mg * kg™ treatment, there is no variety which Cd concentration of fruit below
the standard, so Cd-PSC is not exist in this treatment. (2) Root, shoot and fruit biomass of 29 tomato
cultivars do not vary significantly under different Cd treatments (P >0.05) , which indicate that tomato
cultivars show tolerance to Cd toxicity to a certain extentd (3) Considering furthermore the concentration
of Cd in the edible parts, transference coefficient of heavy metals, biomass of the tomato plants, cultivars
Taiwanhuangshengnv, Huangjinyidianhong, Taiwanzhenzhu, Xin402, Yuanminghuangjiaozi and Taiwan—

hongshengnv are considered as the potential tomato Cd-PSCs.
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Fig.2  Cluster analysis on Fruit Cd concentrations in 29 tomato

varieties
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Fig.4 The fruit yield response to stress (YRS) of 29 tomato cultivars
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