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Note: Different lowercase letters and capital letters indicate sig-
nificant difference of different treatments at 0. 05 and 0. 01 level re-
spectively, the same below.
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Fig. 1 Weed biomass of different treatments in

broceoli rosette stage
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Fig. 2 Weed biomass of different treatments in

broccoli heading stage
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Fig. 3 Weed biomass of different treatments in

broccoli harvest stage
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Fig. 4 Brocceoli biomass of different treatments in

harvest stage
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Fig. 5 Brocceoli yield of different treatments
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Effects of Black Ground Fabric Mulching on Growth of Weed and Broccoli
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Abstract: Weed is one of the main factors that seriously limited the organic vegetable production. This experiment

taken open field culture as control, the effects of black ground fabric mulching, black plastic film mulching and
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wheat straw mulching on the growth of weed and broccoli were monitored and investigated in Luonan county,

Qinba mountains. The results showed that inhibiting ability on weed of black ground fabric mulching, black plastic
film mulching and wheat straw mulching were 88. 50% ,83.10% and 56. 97 %4 ,respectively;and inhibiting ability

on annual and biennial weed were higher than the perennial weed. The broccoli biomass of black ground fabric

mulching , black plastic film mulching and wheat straw mulching were increased by 17. 61%5,18. 19% and 0. 80%,

respectively;broccoli yields of black ground fabric mulching and black plastic film mulching were increased by

14.15% and 16. 04% respectively, while wheat straw mulching was decreased by 11. 79%. Inhibiting ability on

weed of black ground fabric mulching was higher than that of black plastic film mulching, black ground fabric

could be applied in vegetable production.
Keywords : mulching ; weed ; broccoli ; biomass ; yield
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