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Abstract

Using black plastic film, white plastic film and straw as the mulching during cultivation, the yield
and nutrient index of sweet potato were tested, and the correlation analysis was carried out to
screen out the best mulching method for sweet potato cultivation and provide theoretical basis for
the production of sweet potato with high quality and high yield. The results showed that: 1) The
yield of the treatment with the black plastic film mulching was the highest, followed by the white
plastic film treatment and the straw treatment. And the yield of these three treatments was higher
than that of the control, which increased by 30.14%, 21.92% and 12.33%, respectively. 2) There is
a certain correlation between sweet potato yield and dry matter rate, vitamin C, sucrose and re-
ducing sugar, but not significant. 3) The dry matter rate of sweet potato had an extremely signifi-
cant negative correlation with vitamin C (-0.99**), and an extremely significant positive correla-
tion with reducing sugar (0.96**). Additionally, vitamin C had an extremely significant negative
correlation with reducing sugar (-0.98**), and a significant negative correlation with sucrose
(-0.91%). Moreover, reducing sugar had an extremely significant positive correlation with sucrose
(0.97**). According to the experimental results in this study, it is regarded to be more dependable
to choose black plastic film as the mulching in production, which could improve the yield and
quality of sweet potato.
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1. 5|8

H ¥ (lpomoea batatas Lam) 2 PRI REIR L AR B %2 —FhEZLRIEY), NIEREEH KR E1E
Yo TP H BN, EHR 2RI TAEF R, TR MR 1] [2] [3]. Z2FE[4]. 228
B[S N SR BOR, PR R 35 0 LG 7 R0, e A EAF DU N . BERHEOR,
H ATt 2 SR rh e P s LB b, 078 i A H = BRI B e i /b o Dt At i BCH Y ) 78 o
VICRRR . BN R0 H B AT R e, PRI AN R o Mo H 1 B A BRI, AR L
RAEEG TN, BENE BEuE RO R E R PR S E K.

2. MR HE*E
2.1. ISR

BIGT 2017 4F 6~11 HAERR M TG Ll X318 5 AR AT o 1050 AL T4 2248 AR SR  [RIVE MRk
25 25°50', REE 118°46", WK 5 m), J&IWARHRFEERIAEX, BARE, 2K, bELS.
T HIBBCN 1700~1980 /N, G PRI BR KB 900~2100 Z2K, 51 20°C~25°C; ERE W 326
Ko REeH LY DL, BIHEY AL, 50 e B AR F A T L3 1.

Table 1. Basic physicochemical properties of the soil

F 1. DREAEAMER

o) oH BHUR AR N A K HYP
(g/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
R 59 2.17 206.7 170.6 52.3
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22. REHR

PR AT, RGN AL, AR R A A IE(N:P,05:K,0 = 15:15:15) 50 kg/666.7m* /EIE AL,
FIE G A FEAEAE . IR0 4 NMEHE: 1) B RBEBCUNER BB ); 2) BaREPBER A );
3) FREmE EAKE N 5~10 cm MUREEEL, JEE N 3~5 cm (fRIFK “H7 ) 4) fEGLHIERE A G SR .
e T AR R TR, RO A ORI T AR 5 AR . HE MMy R 8197, ARM
AR TR S « IR HBENIX HHES], EE 3K, HREE 0.2 m, BEWAY 1 m, /DX 66.7
m’e TR HE P R AT (AT o SRR /NEAR —SBURE T 2017 4F 6 A 15 HARIE, MAREEAT & A5,
11 A 12 Hgi— k.

2.3. MEM B K&

HZE=ERNE: THHEE 50d. 70d. 90d. 110d. 130d. 150d, ZHI7ERL /X A BEHLFZEL 20
PR B ORI i S AT R

EHTYIRMNE: FHH FRAKEE, SRE0IRZIRE, FREL 300 g B THCTRT, SR iR i
% 110°CHt 30 min, AJ5FIHZE OCHTFMEE, IHFUFRTESHEW AT TV, FHgEAEER C.
RN KR RE A R S (O A B S B0 FREE ) [6]H AR B R 7

2.4. BUEE
RIG T 15 25 R H Excel 2010 £1 SPSS 19.0 AT 4T AR F Z 2P H LSD kit T Bk

AVAS VA

3. ERESH
3.1. BEPXHEEENXN

ERRRE M SR . RR TR R, O T HERIROREE, HEYI AR K A R . 1
HRT T AN E R I R 0 H S R SRR . FERE NI N, 2 A 5 AL B S R
HEIE TR FUREELE 70 d BPRAS TR RR, AR RS T I WGRI(150 ), P3RS
7 A > B > B> . SxiEA L, BRI IER N 30.14%; AMEIRZ, 5 21.92%; *
(31N 12.33%.

3.2. BEUX T/R EHER

MIE 2 sl 3RS HE TREF —EREM, 110dK, fmEE. FEFER T/R 1E 595
N 0.986. 0.988 F11.003, XTHE N 1.033. BI T/R (BN 1 FISFIE], 5 78 55 (O Ab BRI B0 IR T .
33. BEPHESRRAF N

M 3 A% A AR TR AR OG R B 0.52~1.06 DN E 4, BIRE SN TYIR &S,
XS 3.65%, EMEIRZ, HEK. 4% C HEENAN RE S, BGOSR 19.79~51.64%, 3
ACHR A B A HE S o e, B, BRI S RN B, A IR R 82.14% A1
27.63%.
34. MEREFEENHEXM

M2 K BT MR EHAER C BB FE AR, SRR SRS MK, SR, fpkE
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Figure 1. Effects of different mulch films on the weight of
sweet potato
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Figure 2. Effects of different mulch films on T/R value
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Figure 3. Differences in quality of sweet potato under different mulch conditions
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Table 2. Correlation analysis

= 2. HERMS
R FRE BRVES e e &k R FRREE
gz C -0.99™ 1.00
R 0.96" -0.98" 1.00
HERE 0.86 -0.91" 0.97" 1.00
LVS 5 0.75 -0.82 0.82 0.83 1.00

VR 7 RoRplH <005, AREAT, “77 FoRp E<0.01, NREEKTF.
Note: " indicates a significant level, and p-value < 0.05; « indicates a extremely significant level, and p-value < 0.01.

HEIEAERB R R EKE; fEERC SREMERTEENMEX, SHEEERENHEL SHKkESE
BRI IOJERE S R RS EAEG, SRR E B IEADG, BERES R E R IR,
4. Vg

T8 N R 5 FH R) NS, S s IR R E I RTE S, PR IR ), RITHERAKEKE, M
MemHEr-E. CAMNTRNER: 85 I L Re 0 it W SR A7 K BRAR S e b 38Ky 28
15 B B R ORI A ORAK CRIB R B8R 7] [8] [9]s 78 M m] (2 dE s A= M0 xod A WL DT LA B i 7 o B P 20 Al st
BRI B RAY, A R IR BAG TR, A TR ZE R A AN HUR B R [10] [11]
ARG R R, s B B s, HOONAR., B, =ANESAEEES T, 2kt
X FRIE RS 30.14% 21.92%A1 12.33%. AL 54T AE12]5E, TR CHE[13]4E . AP0k 14)5 . F2[15)
ST — B O I P AR AR T I A A B D SR R R R AR BR LS e R, K G A B R T
FZEMRE BT, AR T SR N A K MRS IR A, AR E T s 5 K [16].

H S A A R s, O R R R KR T AR C MR S S &
[17]o AN[EIRA BT 17 o P03 B SRR B A B ANE], X H R G BTE — € IR . ABFFR I, HE &N
AbER A 235 i TR R, b SR SR (T IS RER RS A S, o i HER R R 3.65%.
82.14%#1 27.63%.

L LPTIR, 78 o R OB RS T ANV AT iR s R, IE RTINS R
() it B A B — 25 T, ATEAE T BHETT R

HEEmE
A B RIAE KT H (2016S0003); A8 M dTREHE TR H (2016-N-114).
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