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Experimental Study on Summer Corn Mulched by Photo — Biodegradable Polyethylene Film

WU Cong-lin', HUANG Jie-sheng’, SHEN Rong-kai®

(1. Institute of Rock and Mechanics, the Chinese Academy of Sciences, Wuhan 430071, China; 2. College of Hydraulic and
Hydroelectric Engineering, Wuhan University, Wuhan 430072, P. R. China)

Abstract: An experimental study dealing with summer corn covered by photo — biodegradable polyethylene film was evaluated with
control. The results showed that no difference was clearly observed between the degradable polyethylene film and ordinary
polyethylene film in terms of soil temperature and soil water content before the abduction period. However, the ability of increasing
temperature and reserving water content for the degradable polyethylene were sharply dropped. In addition, it was showed that

covering the degradable polyethylene was crucial to resolving so — called “White Pollution” of agriculture ecological environments.
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Table 1 Tests of experiment mode for mulching
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Figure 1 Comparison of soil moistures in plot F5
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Figure 2 Comparison of soil moisture in plot D5
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Figure 3 Comparison of moisture in the topsoil
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Figrue 4 Comparison of temperatures for the sites

of above and below degradable film mulched
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Figrue 5 Comparison of temperatures for the sites of

above and below conventional film mulched
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Figure 6 Comparison of temperature difference

on the different polyethylene film
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