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Effect of Maize Plants on Water Distribution under the Condition of Simulated Rainfall

ZHENG Zi-cheng', LI Ting-xuan', ZHANG Xi-zhou', HE Shu-qin®, LIN Chao-wen®
(1. College of Resources and Environment , Sichuan Agricultural University, Chengdu 611130,
China; 2. College of Forestry, Sichuan Agriculture University, Ya'an, Sichuan 625014, China;
3. Institute of Soil and Fertilizer, Sichuan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Chengdu 610066, China)

Abstract: In order to clarify the role of the mature corn in the distribution of rainfall and effectively prevent
regional soil erosion, effect of maize plants in maturity stage on canopy interception, throughfall and stem-
flow were analyzed in hilly region in the western Sichuan Province by using the field method of artificial rain-
fall. The results showed that the average of throughfall, stemflow and canopy interception amounts were
7.5%, 28.8% and 63. 7%, respectively. The interception of corn canopy showed an increasing trend with
the increase of rainfall intensity, and the effective interception showed decreasing trend with the increase of
corn plant leaf area. However, there was no significant correlation between the canopy interception, the
height and the angle of leaf. Stem flow showed an increasing trend with the increase of leaf area and rainfall
intensity. However, there was no significant correlation between the stem flow and the angle of leaf. The
throughfall showed a decreasing trend with the increase of leaf area and showed the increasing trend in the
number of throughfall with the increase of rainfall intensity. However, there was no significant correlation
between the throughfall and the height.
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