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Effect of Chlorpyrifos Residue in Red Soil on Crops
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Abstract: The pot cultivation experiment method, integrating with laboratory analysis, was employed for exploring the influence of

chlorpyrifos residue in red soil on growth of wheat and oiFseed rape seedlings, and the uptake of crops to chlorpyrifos residue. The

results show that, wheat seedlings and oilFseed rape seedlings can absorb chlorpyrifos residue from soil to reach the concentration of

0.257~ 4.50Hg/ g and 0. 249~ 2. 02Hg/ g. respectively, 20 days later since chlorpyrifos was introduced into the pots, on condition

that the initial concentration of chlorpyrifos residue in red soil was 1~ 10Hg/ g. The initial concentration of chlorpyrifos residue in red

s0il equivalent to or below 10Hg/ g has not significant influence on growth of wheat seedlings. Similarly, the concentration equivalent

to or below 5Hg/ g has not significant influence on growth of oilseed rape seedlings. The degradation rate in oikFseed rape rhizosphere

soil is 1.4~ 4.2 times more than in that in unvegetated soil. The amount of bacterium and fungus in oitseed rape rhizosphere is 3. 18

times and 1. 84 times as much as these in unvegetated soil, respectively. However, there is no substantial difference of actinomyces

between in rhizosphere soil and in unvegetated soil. Compared with unvegetated soil, pH in rhizosphere soil is lowered by 0. 19~

0.23.
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Fig. 1 Effect of chlorpyrifos residue in red

soil on fresh weight of wheat seedlings
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in soil and wheat seedlings
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