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Abstract : Mercury (Hg) is considered as a global pollutant, and the remediation of Hg contami-
nated soil always poses worldwide concern. Phytoremediation is a new technology developed re-
cently for the remediation of Hg contaminated soil, in which, phytoextraction is a kind of most fa-
vorable phytoremediation techniques. This paper introduced the phytoremediation techniques of
Hg contaminated soil at home and abroad, including phytovolatilization, phytostabilization and
phytoextraction, with their application prospects discussed. It was considered that the study of
Hg-hyperaccumulation plants and their tolerance mechanisms is of significance for the phytoreme-
diation of Hg contaminated soil.
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EHERERW, KIS Y O EX KA E LT &R
R T 8 F 8 (Horvat et al. ,2003;5hi et al. ,

il
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RKER—FHFBAEFRRAKEFELTTE,
BTSRRI KM A RTE S, S BT RERHK
BHREIME S, Fl, S RkEPERNERST
BARREWES, BT BE L EAK RN ™ ERTS
P B IREZ P KRS ™ B AR5 YRR, T
BEREFRYEAR BN, £RE, BELFDY
K IR RN TR, 2 E R AR T B
IR TR (AT HE, 2004) , ST H X )1
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2004 ;Qiu et al. ,2005) , HIT#HALFEHRITILK,
AR T RS EERAT U ITHE
K REE T S A W R R i B R 7R (Me-
Hg) , #  A] LS BOR B A YR BN K & 4
( WHO, 1990; Barnett et al. , 1995; Ravichandran et
al. ,1998) , FHit, LB HRANN S EEBR %
FKIRRITRE, Fa RIS R L HEFER, B H &
WL S YEE TR A Y S Y, A B AR 2
FRo EIHT, AT fRH R 75 Y 4 48 (5] & DA Je 75 oy 3%
MR, ERON iR EE - 0 RiERES
HEERHRBAKREN AT W 1R ER L
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HORTSRMBRR, FRBETEA LIRS T,
THOE G L Sl Y A BT B A RS
X RRRAR AR, FBE SR T R B
YT, B 20 4 80 FAALIK, - MFMEY
A - M1 & ( phytoremediation ) , Bl F] B 4% & 44
Yok R ALE B FIERR i ALK F W) i ) L35 5
BRI A H # 2%# ( Anderson et al. , 1993 ; Sykes et
al. ,1999 ;Krimer & Chardonnens,2001) ., 5{&%
FEE YEATEEESBEARFTEMIL, EAR
B RAERAME AEN RIS R UK EB BN
BEZFBHSFMA . HYMEEEENIFRRIPH
BUR  BUOREE B E U BHE A AL AR E R
MEK. Fi, ERE, T ENRRHAL LEH
SXTEEER, RAEYDEEERE - FAEFES
&0 5 R R E .

T 20 455k BEE MY B BB ARAMAK R, HEY)
BEERCH  ZHNATESRBIGRIENE
. FERBEZFRET KAEHMRE, UEEN
HWEF AXEZEZHC ZRMBEREEY, 5 .
BB R RUREFERLENEYEE ), )R
18 T 8RR B %R (Schnoor et al. ,1995 ; Huang et
al. ,1997; Anderson et al. , 1998 ; Petkewich, 2004 ) ,
REFEQFRT & .4 B W L IELY
WY E I ERIBE ST, H R F B R -
B, AR T Mg +3E M8 E T (38K 145,
2000 ; PR ,2002) . $RT, H B M R AR BRI
MEHY

2 REFI|HNEWES

Y TP RBOR 7 3, FERZE L RHE
RRBAERAN TR - R R PR EEE T
A JRFAFH 5K (Cocking et al. ,1995; Bishop &
Lee,1998) . BEZTRH, YR EHR B FTE
T8 A BHL A% Rt # B9 P13 ( Cavallini et al. ,1991;
Patra & Sharma,2000; Schwesig & Krebs,2003) , 1
BARFRA R, RAEE B B 412385
R, YRR b 2 BT E TS,
HRERXF M R K A9 T8 °] 35 10% (Bishop & Lee,
1998) , i ELAR # 5R B9 £ 88 W] LU oK o % 7k B B
J# (Leonard et al. ,1998) , 75b, Feeig¥y7E Blliok
ZJE SRR R SGE i 17 PR o 43— LU R R fT A
AL, N ROREIE R K EBUE.

EFUU LA, BRI R R TENEDERE

B, FEAHE EYER EYE L E YRS
ik, KRR AT ELS EAUAIERE
HRGEHY, RRG R T EARYEEX W
B EWOTmEZ .
2.1 #EYELER

AT E RAE R R (Hg') B9 5 8 R b,
1 R T R AR AR )\ L8 R R R B R AE R P 5
WAHSEERK He' J5 @it 5 2 V5 F¥% He' #
REIRRH, DARXGRG R EEEN BN

R % & Meagher (2000) , # 2 T K it Jf B
(merA) I HLRAEEE (merB) RYFE R RBHAK, R
FrRAR T HUR A RIER MR RAY - IFEIF
(Arabidopsis thaliana) , %55 FHE Y88 T XK
HIRUCRE 71, 45 merB 1 merA [R5 ASUBI ST )T,
R HL R 2Y B UL R ST AR L, B R B U R 5T
T2 A VLRAIRE IR T 50 1%, HAEA A H 3L
SREEACA TR , FEAR T R, T AR A A A
PLFRAL B RO RE 700 B42 5 (Rugh et al. ,1996 ; Heaton
et al. ,1998;Bizily et al. ,1999) , FFRK E ¥ merA }
K% A F#% ( Liriodendron tulipifera) J5 , ¥ B A 9
RETE Heg 58515 500 pg - ke™ LR EF ALK,
SRR EGALL, He BEREIRET 10
(Rugh et al. ,1998) . BR Bk 2 M LR Y 5b,
merA Fl merB B[R 75 i 2 #9 ¥% A\ T 7 3K ( Brassi-
ca) FIHHEE ( Nicotiana tabacum) ZEA8 Y. BRIZA 5
ERMARITIE, CEF T EH EFEKRE OKE
DA B R s A ) S BRI SE o

RESSBERROFHEETE TERMEHN
K AHISBFERHAEB R K FRA S EFH AR
B (Moffat, 1995) . K REME—TE KR LRHTER
A, FFE I KRR IR AT B A% 5 i) 2 3R 1%
54y, Rt & B BURERTE # 2 A BUR, AR
TSN K HER &, A Ry 5k 15 3
TR, BATT DGRBS R HIEEE B,
{HEAR T fE 2 3 B0H 1 5k 15 44 18] & ( Raskin, 1996 ;
Henry,2000; Cummins,2003 ; USEPA,2005) ,
2.2 fEYREMER

R IE— e 37 # B ( Greger & Landberg, 1999
Robinson et al. ,2000) , EAESEYBFEEREN
WA ] A L R EE £ & , A0 ( Salix spp. )
AT LME R —FMAEE RN E SRR L
EHYMER MR, MaEEFRTHRALES
YR, HATIB BRI Y HIE T
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Hii 2= E Wang Hl Greger (2004 ) B 53 & B, ¥
WIRTEER B R MR, MEMEEEY NG E
( Pisum sativum ) . /N % ( Triticum aestivum ) . B &
( Medicago sativa ) U\ J2 il13€ ( Brassica campestris ) % #
e, HHERA MR IBERMBR . BI5ERE Bk
BHEREZHHREHRBEERBAMEES, F
0.45% ~0.65% #)5R & ¥ % B8 ¥ #) o £ 7
(Greger et al. ,2005), 24+ 3 J ik # (K1)
J& , WY LASR M X o i W WACRE O , AR B R ¥R HE
BINET AW E ) 8 % (Wang & Greger,2006) . H
I, AT A AR R AN BEAE IR B TS P L o
HIREBEY) B THEYER HREKRZL,H
ABA T L ok B L.

2.3 HYRBEBE

HATH Y BRI AT R s F MY B E &K
A TAEY RIS B KRR b RAKHE R ZHE
YIRLI, &5 KL, MR A RKERZEY IR
B Ei, REHBHEYHREMET , BiZIEAR
RIBHI KRBT

B, BTV 22 %% Moreno %§(2004) F| A T
SHAR N A YR FTE A SR B &
TXR WML RE S #1T TR, KB PE B (Lupi-
nus sp. ) FIFF3 (B. juncea) TEH I T N L H5 %5
G A UAS R LB R R, EALHER
- ATRBRE M A B FAE T, AR A E & 5
R EE W BAEY IR A RSB T 6
£, R BLACBRBREN BTN , IR LA s 4 4t 38
SRER. IRAH, ATLHESH - sl
AR TE TR, T UK - MAARREREEY,
BEPRE AV IR YA AR, HRETEE |
BEEETHH FE84 (Moreno et al. ,2005a) , ¥
SN R, M EEMA S g - hm RARHER
GhEt, I - hm 7 (3 ~4 N H) HPEW IR UK 25
g & J& 3K (Moreno et al. ,2005b)

BHFRE KL, 5 FHEYEE N RBCR I R,
HAHRELT L EPHRENR, ZBRESE
- SAEBERBIRS P, BFRRE, R AL
RS HEA L) 500 g + hm *H5R, ZHER & & i 5
AR H R B E 1 95% (Moreno et al. ,2005b) . H
WA, ZMATHESF G THEYRRER BT
MAYE S )G ZAEYE A E R, - < A ER
HIFRER R T XBRRFERR, MY E FIZIU
KE, MR EEBRRERER 20% . ZAHEKRS

BT REMRFURBHIEBIRH,
3 REXRSREVEEFRR

BIE 20 42 80 .90 £, B & G1E R
YEE T AL R o & K (Populus canaden-
sis ) FZLAY ( Rhizophora apiculata) SR AN T3 R AY
W A RE 1B R R T, mE R A
KHA P & R & & 3 s R R IEE I ot B s
f 130 £% (HRIA IR AN £ —, 1989 ; BRIEHE AR,
1989) . F34b, W E 5 (1994) FF K, 25K
( Boehmeria nivea) REA KWK T B R, # K #
B2 G, TR FERILE Rk 41% , BR
PRE RN 0.94 R 0.56, 5 HIRBEESE
SAEK S W B T) KR 45 48 o

He %5 (2001) .Tian 55 (2002) F| i HEEH AR,
HE N TkE R merA ZEEF merB ZEH 55 5 A
MHE ( Nitotiana tobacum ) , ¥ BRI HE X — MR %
R HBURIBESRE T 5 ~8 5, I8 TR &
FREXMBINAVRNERERER, SRR
B (HEMASE,2004) , S EMHHFEREFRL
5 , KAKE (Spartina anglica) #EHRAE WA HLEK B
B, ERR P AR SEERD, MRS
B I EERRG T, RAEXNEFRR PR
L H 3R (MeHgCl) ZHE A Il H AR B A 15 pmol -
L™ BN 3 fF . JOREEXTR AR BIEAAEH
PUR AL LR B R AL AE 1, 3R 5 15 R A
B2 EABENA AN E,

4 HESRE

R R TSR, RS B LR YT
REARKEE , RS EREHIERIARSR
JE FEE RS AEER AN T I 0T R T S BOCE K T AR B R
TR, B, RS RLEAHYELEER &
FPEAERBIRG R, HAT, REOEYEREAR R
BARBRIZRE —MRGRIEOEYBREAR,
EEA MYURF A R RE YDA T RGR+
JHEMB R, BRE T A A H TR AESH
8o (HR, HHETEAF7E T 5 a8 1) — A 4 1
AR BE B, A R0 78 R R 15 e i S L A P
R 2) REMAXEE 2 400 R AR ELE
RIRFEY, €5 MR EIRNBHZHY;3) H
IRy TE BA 1 R S BRI AE S, B BUR BEA
RRISHRMEH, B2 SBE RS R EE;
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4) T PRI A BB BAE, T H B HOonE S
BRIAS. B LRIESEMEE, B8 A5
5 TR R MBI 15 55 R 05 e B W Bk
B B, 7ER S B WA HUR S B A K Y RT
WFF R BRIFR X, IR TR SR 4 (9 97 6
YN BBV TR, FR T ER LR
R FE R VTN AR R, iiRFR S R+
BEREYRBE AR WL, R EAEEREE XK
FERETHE.
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