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Table 1 Experiment design
0t SR mEREe  amemt BEseRGew) LR

s above ground
H5 35 0.283 0.0 0.283
EAMR He 25 0.203 0.0 0.203
(HER) H3 15 0.122 0.0 0.122
Stubble mode iy s 0.040 0.0 0.040
HI 0 0.000 0.0 ) 0.000
H5M1 35 0.283 0.187 0.470
RE+ HEEL HAMZ 25 0.203 0.267 0.470

sﬁi;:':ﬁi‘)w H3M3 18 0.122 0.348 0.470
amiching mode H2M4 s 0.040 0.430 0.470
HIMS 0 0.000 0.470 0.470
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Fig.1 Layout of experiment
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Fig.7 Relationship between relative soil evaporation{ E/E,, )}
and soil water content{SW) in 0 ~ 2 em soil layer under stubble mode
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BXHEMELEOEWE, NEH M3.M4 f1 M5 E &
B, R TR R B 58 0.331.0.212
0.208, XEHMALBEATEERTERSER
HFrAMEEREE .41 7), FHEESREN
0.348 ~ 0.470 ke/m® B, 35 + HK4r FE B , L HEH XS
EEBWHLD 0% ~70% .

£2 H+MBEXTFTLNENELR(E/E,, )5RE0-2em THEAKRHXE
Table 2 Relationship between relative soil evaporation( E/E,,,) and scil water content of the O ~ 2 cm layer under H + M mode

A Mode &b B Treatment 18] 5 2 &, Regressed equations
H5M1 E/E,, = 1.4555W +0.17 (R* = 0.577,F < 0.01)
B WAL H4M2 E/E,, = 1.137SW +0.201 (R® = 0.378,F < 0.01)
S(li;[:”?f::w H3M3 E/E,, = 0.3365W +0.308 (R® = 0.071)
ruiching mode H2M4 E/E,, = 0.0925W +0.225 (R* = 0.004)
HIMS E/E,, =-0.2045W +0.291 (R* = 0.019)

H:SWHO-2cem EREREKE(g/8)o
Note: SW is the soil mass water content in 0 ~2 cm(g/g) .
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Effects of stubble and mulching modes on soil
evaporation and soil water content

LI Yan'?, LIU Hai-jun'"
(1. College of Water Sciences, Beijing Normal University , Beijing 100875, China;
2. College of Water Conservancy & Civil Engineering, China Agricultural University , Beijing 100083)

Abstract: Straw mulching has important effects on soil evaporation and soil water content. Different stubble height

and mulching quantity was set to study the effects of these practices on soil water content and soil evaporation after winter

wheat harvest. The results showed that remaining stubble height of 0 ~ 35 ¢cm had minor effects on soil water content and

soil evaporation. However, mulching practices caused a significant reduction of soil evaporation. During the experimental

period (31 d), the total amount of soil evaporation reduced by 16% ~ 51% under mulching quantity of 0.348 ~ 0.470

kg/m’ as compared to no mulching when stubble height was 0 ~ 15 cm. In consideration of the feasibility of machine har-

vest for wheat, the recommended mode is leaving stubble height of 5 ~ 15 em and mulching remaining straw on soil sur-

face, so as to reduce soil evaporation and increase soil water use efficiency.

Keywords: stubble mode; stubble with mulching mode; soil water content; soil evaporation



