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W EALTREREHKE i’k?%%*%ﬁﬂ%ﬂnﬁliﬂ' RTREEENEZmTELR

oA e A RE A VERRBOKA R # ¥

SRR FRAEALESARIEAHE MBI E R

I B HF A, L PR REMHT 428/ m” HAR P HRAEESH LIEHMEL4 H 360 pmol e m™? « s,
Pt R 2. 8 dk/mP AR 22. 4%, M ERIEF E R Im, F TR A KRG, Bk R % F 3G A, B A

RER R EEA B FREOHEHRREF,

R#ERIREH A6 B MBITE T RITF A,

Lo e E 2.8/ m’ ATk

KRR EMRIR 5 A AR 20 s AR W 5 7

FE 45 EKS ;S 641. 226. 5(22)

ERRRSE AT 2 B AR N EEE, EIER—E
FHBAR R , 3 B T AR B A 5] 60~80 kg/m™
M ELT RIS, B HU%ME@@%i%ﬁiﬁﬁ
BREER B0 MR o B 228 R ) BC 2 B AR BT S8 A 0
ST A A AR B R R R SR 7 SR A B AT
HEBM AR EES BERAT 2%, 2.5~
2.8 k/ma™ iR 22 HARIL S 51°~54°, 45 B AL B
2 10°, PRI E R B . ST ZM L, L RA
B BB IR BT IR, DR et 3 AL 5 3 X G 5 A D' R
ZEAF o3 2R e A R 3 R N ) LA (R B R
FEAER KT K7 BIV R B AL X B
Pl 2 AR AR R G B B, X T — AR R A AR AR
B A B0 B A R SEBRA AR B AR B A A
HAFEE XL,

1 #RERE*
L1 iR =i

W T 2012 48 1 A % 2013 48 1 A ZEdbmt/ Mg 4
A7 R AR BORIR = AT . IRERPEK 70 m, B
JEFE 50 m, R ZINIEARIR B A R AR IR PR
FE BB R B RREDY 1 m,pAt it
6 LN AR R 2P 300 7 AN X A DX AR

F—EER N 2 1989-), B AR A, BRF B A KRB
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7500 m® ; R % & BB AR AT AL, AN FH, HoHp
BHFRETESIE, K 68 m, % 1.5 m, 3 HMNBE LR
H50%,
L2 sk

PR e i (Lycopersicon esculentum Miller) & R
“Vinchy” , i B 5 8 FE 2> ) SR 4L, 322 5 b O TEBR A R A,
HR R R, B TR R AR A

B RRATRE R BT A AR R B (100 em X 20 em X
7.5 cm) FINFLA#E (10 em X 10 ecm X 6.5 cm) 3 K7+
% Grodan A ] 47 Grotop expert i, EAHHTA
757 0. 0473 g/mL, BFLBREE 93.12%,
L3 Rk

RITF 2011 45 12 A 3 H#ATHEF B 11,2012 4F 1
H 18 HEM,20124E 4 A 6 HITFHRW,2013 4 1 A
BPIRE . B 4 DRIFEE, 258 2.1.2.8.3. 5,
4.2 8/’ i 2 M AR 2.8 #&/m” g Xt iR (CK).,
B 3 RER I 12 /NG D, BA/NMIK 11 m,

P55 1.4 m,EFR R 15.4 m?
*1 l‘iﬂﬁlﬁﬂ'
Table 1 Experimental design
e R 2 A R BR AL BB TR B R B
Density Number of Number of cultivation per
Treatment
/(B » m™2) seedling/ £ single block matrix/#k
CK 2.8 132 4
Tl 2.1 99 3
T2 3.5 165 5
T3 4.2 198 6

SR AR BER B, 5 M PR 50 4 i LA [ 2
T AR S, A AR A B ol R B SUR IR 2E R
FIREASZIR V BRSO RREER 1 m, WIETE 22 cm,
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JRHERTE R 25 em, SR BT EE A O = BB s B R IF
TE 2~3 m, &% ¥ BB W 2= PRIVA 28] Priva
maximizer £ FEHEME R S5l KR H OB R E
BHERE. EFRBCRAFFBECER, 84 FE s B m
THEEE EMOREER ., ARAHEEE H®EHEA
R FF—3L,

1.4 THWE

L4.1 FmERGAmNE EEAEREHM 45 F
201244 H20H.4 H26 H.5H 17 Hf16 A 20 H,%
FAZ£E LI-COR 2 5] F R &M & A R JH% B 2%
(LIF191SA) , 43 [l 5 F Al A vk e 2 0 43 A0, T 246 B B
FAFETE A M EHKIKH:0,50,100,150,250 cm, M &
A a2 13:00—14:00, #5436 O & 5 3 4b, e 45 4b
FRAARIE AL E R I & 2 vk LATE B PR 0 & B [a) AN =) i
FEERIRZE

L2 FMAEKERNE FiEHES5/NXERL
RIEFER 4 BRBEATARIC. H 2012 4F 2 A 12 HEXTHiE
FA LK O R EAER BT RASHTINE, &
10 dIE 1%k, HEBRERFFEEREESERER,
M ER IO BT A I B RS, ARA IR EAX
THEAEMRET A P A 0 o T AR, 2 T TSR A T AR S A R
A R iE R =4, 5171 X K + 23. 59157 X & —
0. 04567 X & X $&—477. 358(R? =0. 88248 1),

L4.3 Fh-R&KLmBEa  Fanr & mli s X i
AT RE e TR YR 7 5 R E B IR B E Tk

900
800 ——TI

700
w600
L 500
= 400
300
© 200
100 | g==== =
0 i 'l L

NAHGEST PAR
/(umol-m2-s)

0 50 100 150 250

)2 Canopy height/cm

700
600
—~ 500
L 400
S 300
200
100
0

JeAHR ST PAR
/(umol'm=sT)

0 50 100 150 250
)27 Canopy height/cm

FIBRAL ™ &, [FIRHE SR A AR IO bR A SR SRS B R
A SR, WA AR AN 4~5 FR ST R M
¥
L4.4 EBEENE EBREICFR.EHREANER
¥ 248 (PRIVA Maximizer , Hollannd) g 58 K& 2K
HEWR ., PIVRENE % 500 mL BEARHCE 7E 4 briciE
MARIERE R KE O, W EESREREEFRBINRE,
HERF—RERSHR, B X B, &6
92012 4E 3 A 12 B, WA R FEMNSE 4 FRARE,
L5 $dEatr

HEAEFR ] Excel 2010 #4347 4038 ;%R A Origin
8. 1 3347 [l A U5 4317 5 R Al SPSS 20. 0 G2 3144
47 i 2 225 F4 Duncan(P<<0. 05) 731,
2 BREHW
2.1 AR BEXT AR G570 i 52

TE 4 AR EBAR.S A .6 A BRI AR
% A A e B O AR B A0 R AT R &, W 2 A
WPRAE R FE R 2. 5~3. 0 m, it 8 15~18 Jr, il &
HE] A 13:00—14:00, FE 1 AT H1, & b B S AR N
J6E A R S B i P A ok S R ) B S /N T S 2 U
AN, HAEE B AR R 100~250 em /& BE BE T Rk )
ARG R b B OG BRAE Y 60260 ~70%%, I
Hii) FELAZIEEBAL .
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H:alBlR4 ABR,b ERN 4 AR, cEHR 5 AR, dER 6 AR,
Note:Fig. a is a sunny day in April,Fig. b is a cloudy day in April,Fig. ¢ is a sunny day in May,Fig. d is a sunny day in June.

H1 FRZEEXEMEENESEHEHEES HHRN

Fig.1 The effect of each density on overtical distribution of tomato

MEHE AR E,4 ABKEOLEAMBHER )5, B TEE A RBUBGE PR G, 2 O RRESR

5%, ik JZ 58 S B AT 3k 800 pmol e m™* - s, A5 A
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662 pmol * m™* « s 'F1 730 pmol e m~? « 57!, HE— B FH
FA A 1 985 pmol « m™* » ' ARE, MNFEH
EE FERE R AT BEAE MR 50 om R EEAL, T3 956
BABERESHEN g 46 pmol » m™ « 71, AR T — MM
FFVEHMEE (53. 1 pmol « m ™2 » s71), PAREMT M
MR A A RS 350~360 pmol » m™* « 71
BEAEARFETS 50 cm Ab, 4038 T2 A1 T3 LA A REES
F A 56 pmol « m™? ¢ sT'F140. 8 pmol e m? ¢ s, ITE
FEARME SRR , DB I e SR TEFE R K.

2.2 IR EEX A E IR A K K BIE R

HIZR 2 R, 2% A BE R A vk s G 2 22 5, 25
I A 5 B 94 o i A 4 Y D) R 7 R K
Wit KB HRE, T AL, R B ERE TR T3
MR g T AR LR F L X IR CK A4 Bt
T AR B R, T3 B T AR A /0, B 2% b JEL I 7 A I 5
ROBAAME, TEEMEER. &40 R 18 5
2P E, 5X R CK M AL T3 it B 16 SR =
32.4%,

=1 e 2 )
*2 AREEMNBEMEFRERKNRIT
Table 2 The effect of each density on tomato vegetative growth
R Ey RaUES i Ll ipial
432 . A . T AR 5L MR AR
Plant height Stem diameter Internode length Leaf Single leaf area
Treatment LAI Chlorophyll content
/cm /mm /cm number /em?
T1 634. 2a 11. 3a 7.07b 70. 5a 745. 1la 2.7d 45. 1a
CK 628. 0a 10. 7a 7. 63ab 69. 1b 769. 2a 3.7¢c 44, 9a
T2 644. 5a 10. 6a 7.84a 67. 4bc 738. 4ab 4.3b 44, 1a
T3 628. 9a 10. 1b 7.78a 65. 9¢c 711. 6b 4.9a 44, 1a

TE R B 2012 4R 7 B 12 BT,
Note:Plant height and leaf number were measured by July 12,2012,

H1ZR 3 AT, 2 AhBRA 7 T 349 SR SC R Rl AR 1 5
BE Y )N o BRI R T DR 5 A SR A
e B TR . WO B EE BE RN 12 A RN
R, AR T T3 i B A B A, 18 ) 29. 6 ke/m’,
FEXTHR CK 7= B4R 4. 620 ;4038 T2 7= 85 % B L TC

BEMEZE S REE AR T 7™ B R, X B R
6.7% . MWRRFEECE IRT LB FMAER TR,
R AR, HOR R REECU X R 4 B8, A B3
R, WNBER EE, 5XF A & F AL B R
SE I RBCR

%3 AEZ EX A =2
Table 3 The effect of each density on tomato yield forming
hb 3 REHER BRE AR AR SR AL AR B AR R
Treatment Fruit diameter/ mm The fruit weight/g Ear fruit-bearing number/ /> Fruit brunch number Yield per unit/ (kg « m—2)
T1 66. 9a 150a 3.5a 34. 3a 26. 4b
CK 64. 9b 135ab 3. 1a 30. 3b 28. 3ab
T2 64. 3b 127b 2.6b 30. 3b 28. lab
T3 59. 4c 115¢ 2.8b 31.3b 29. 6a

HIR 4 AL BR4EAE R C o &b, b #m HE R
LARAERR TR E R . & TSR A R SR X
MR I VA TE T ) & & CK fm » T3 RS vl i devg
8 CK i, A3 T2 & B, H 5% BAH H >
1596 A LR & B P 2 A BEBUE AR T . XPHER L BB

78R R B IR CK B {E &, Ab B T2 BUE /K.
XERLYEER CEHRME LB RFE AL B T1 R
FERCEHEBUR R THELRE, WHHERSRE
L MAREE T2 pREYEE R C BRI, 5 HEL M
POH R SLER & dh B2 .

= = )
x4 AEE EX &R E MR
Table 4 The effect of each density on tomato fruit quality
e ;3 AT EE T AR BfAEXCEFR AT R i AU A VERR L
Hardness SCC content Vitamin C content Soluble sugar content Organic acid content Sugar-acid
Treatment A
/X 105Pa /% /(mg + (1009)~1) /% /% ratio
T1 5. 39%a 4. 60a 8.58a 41. 23a 0. 59a 7.04a
CK 4. 65a 4. 69a 8. 22ab 43. 8la 0. 56a 7.87a
T2 5. 39a 4. 56a 7. 89b 37. 24a 0. 58a 6. 37a
T3 5. 24a 4.43a 8. 22ab 41. 99a 0.57a 7.40a

M 2 T AR 4—7 A R BARE M w . #
A 8 AJE T2 A B 3 AR AL T R IR
HR AR T A Al SR AR S B SR B 3 A T G » L e A
W ERR LB E, MR R B R, P ERK TR

Biy-g. M HAFLL B ™ BE S, 4 A frab B T1
RELT R R, BN O HOR SR R BT CR
B2 3N 5 AJE R AL T2, T3 8 &I ;6
HA& AP B AR R FE.
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Fig. 2 The effect of each density on tomato yield in different periods

H 2012 4 1 APIEMBEZRENE 2012 4 12
A 28 H, & Wb B A A B A 1B AN & 5 iR
WA= RAE AL T2 F1 T3 47 AR &, 5% A
Lo B AR AR B N 25 10 TG, 2 B EEAFTE T ARREA
KA L, MikzE BF AbH T3 B mARR S Rm,
L] 266. 4 J6/m’, L X HRIE 0 11. 7 J6/m’ 403 T2 5
S REAR LG TC B 4 25 5 A0 B T U 25 804K, Bb X R A
6. 7%, XFHAFRRLS AL BE T3 FIxf iR CK A= H kb
(EBAR A 778 25 B i s AL R T1 0 T2 A H e 2
SRR 7. 5% 4. 7%,

x5 AE) b 2R & =3 28 43 1T
Table 5 Analysis of different treatment production benefit J6/m?
A= A% Cost of production
ey o proc N ‘ e BT 1
T ) kit S R AT HE M _ .
Treatment . . L X Earnings Input-output ratio
Seeds Fertilizer Water and electricity ~ Rock wool,irrigation equipment Salary Other Total
Tl 1.1 14.3 16.9 57.1 45.7 138.1 273.1 237.6 1.15
CK 1.4 14.3 16.9 57.1 45.7 138.1 273.5 254.7 1.07
T2 1.8 21. 4 17.7 58.6 45.7 138.1 283.3 252.9 1.12
T3 2.1 21.4 17.7 58.6 45.7 138.1 283.6 266. 4 1. 06

T AP A PRI AR T SR INRR A IR EATIH R E LS 5 B T A BN 9 JT/ ke,

Note:“Other”items in a cost of production including trough,holder, heating costs,greenhouse depreciation costs,greenhouse maintenance costs, Tomato prices for 9 yuan/kg on average.

2.3 TN[RV BEXT 2 K N I A ) 5 el

ME 3B BFRBE—TF 7:30 FFIHEEHE,
AbFE T2 F1 T3 F 8.30 R BLIEIV , Ab#E T1 F 9:00
H BB I, X BT 930 BRI ., & B, &4 3R
S ZWHEW G » 3 A K B ¥R B, R ERTE 60% ~
0%, TEENES . NARKEKES A T1 fiih 3
T2 [R] 32 AH 3, B3 %8 i 3598 80 mL/ ¥k ; Ab ¥ T3 [a] K
BE A 68 mL/W; X R CK Bk | i & & 2
58 mL/¥K, BB T1 i 72.5% ., 238, K4 H g
RRAR R 24 K [0 43 B A 49. 426 (T1),43% (CK),

55. 5% (T2)F1 56.5% (T3) ,4b B T3 kb Xt g CK [m] i
R4 3L 3% BERBRR AR Z.

YEYIHTEE K R ZCR R BRI B & 51EY
JIT T O B Y LU A, SO T R AR K 5 A
FRZEIMEER, EYRIER ™ B A LRI K
By e A B AT B A BT . 2 6 Bk TR
R BRI GE AE 38 YR E 3 4 I &R 48 (PRIVA
Maximizer, Hollannd) 4% Hig 5%, H13 6 AJ A, &0 # %
Tl AR 7 B il 2 E 0 T 4 2 R, X R CK Bk = &
7 7.56 kg, T1 5 %F FEAH L 7= B4R 5 25.5%, T2 1 T3
43 Fiek D 20. 9% 1 30. 7%, H T AL B 2 A B KR B
Z 5 BE AR KIER AR OE BE AR, X8R
VR KA FARR B 38 8 35. 57 kg/m® , 5 HHEWE R AH
IFi) 4 T 2 EE AL B T3 MR /K R R A 24. 65 kg/m®,
HH BT RS 30. 706, (R EEALFE T1 VEWE AR FHRLR
555t FRARRLTC 0. 3 22 531 5 %% B AL B T2 8 Wk /K 1) A%
R, L XTI/ 34. 1%, M TRAEFRBBENE, &
AEFRAE R 4 L 3% B H 5 R AR PR 1 AR Ak

3 REAMERE A S E R TE LA, o0 BRAERE™ B A R KR 11. 88, T4k
Fig. 3 The effect of each treatment on per plant backflow volume B T2 fER = A L E AR 7. 83,
*6 AEEEXEMKEH ARERAF M
Table 6 The effect of different treatment on water and fertilizer efficiency
e ARk BRI B AL AR S WA R AR H A H
T Yield per plant Irrigation volume per plant Fertilizing amount per plant The water use efficiency of The ratio of production
reatment kg Jm? /kg irrigation/ (kg » m—3) and investment
T1 9.49 0.28 0. 85 33.48 11.18
CK 7.56 0.21 0. 64 35.57 11. 88
T2 5.98 0.26 0.76 23.44 7.83
T3 5.24 0.21 0. 64 24. 65 8.23
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3 #itHitit
31 FhAEE S

FARTEDR S B T 6 IR E R AR A 4 , 786 R
SRR, FAEARE S TR, EREI T HX
AR H R 3 X e An AR K TR A G IR SRR 2 5 1
2 25353 58 14 6 R R R0 R BEE 22 TR A B8, SO 7 A 7 A
FIARF AR Xt A ] A BEAE Rk e J2 Ol R 8 BE AT 0
BIEEM,4—6 A0 BEREE LA A S EY
K 660~800 pmol » m™* « 71, £ Ab PR JE AL RO IR
5 22 SR AR /IN, Bt 2 O S e 2 O R 3, e A A AR
SEBIEEER, BEEAHEYA A E N BB K
TR BE AL T 5 7 B B A MR IE TS 0~100 em R RE B, #5440
M F B2 A A SR T B R T B R A A, I
R B I ARTE R R . WK E IR X I
MR A 4T, AT 36 R A AL B e i o A K R T R ELAR
JE 6 R IR 14 42 T A F 38 7% LA UK IRIE R R S
BRI 2 6 BRI BT BB T T
SEA A AL TR K BRI SO B » AT L5 B AT
3.2 H/AEKETR

KEMFTUEAARE T SHEY LS8 5 EMHX.
R ERERAFBEXN BN ERERAE BER W,
PIALFR T3 i, 5 %5 FEAE b T3 A8 Ak 250 F 44 {8 ek 2>
0. 6 mm, ¥ (A4 0. 22 mm, M F FBA B/, FE AR
BIRKBERS ., LFA KB, YR % E AW,
WHITES F BRI E IR B, Rk R
UG, i X 7= B R e

FERGIT SN, HE RS E N, R A
—ERE H KA B, FHIEN, 5L
FeAre BT B Bk AL B B R T AR R B Y b
% BERG 0 S s R AR B A B R AE K R B
E, REBER L, BERR THRKTE. A&
PRAG A PR 25 0K F , Bl 2 AR 1 4 B B, e 5 A 7 LA
BRRE, DA R FERELREA L. AEA
FEH R, i TR IR A A R AR A AR = T IH B
P8R B A PR 8K 28 HE AT, X LR R AL SR T , Xt R
FIALFR T3 &5 MXF AT, S F AT RA—T, hFik
B4R TR, 45 A AR R AR 38 i R — 4 T A 58 A, 6
Xt AL BRI 4 22 SR AT A S X B TR G TE DL RS
FR AT e S A, TR A A S T A St .

3.3 FAKAEG L

B L) PR TR R 5 A 45 A LR T TG - R B L
H5EMKRE, %I K P& b B P 48 H Y [
WEAR BEAR, Kb m % E AR T3 fl T2 BHE R
BRERERZ O T1 K2, % R % KR
FAZCR A 4347 0] 00, X A R K R RO B s T 2
FEALHR T2 F1 T3 Feflk, X —IEH EE R E X
TR0 32V R A R AR R R R T RS R BR A, SR R
— B R R AR =X, A A 3 ) AL R R L 9 ) R 24 LA
XoF RECARHESEAT V4R, 1 A T B SRR AL 48 R A,
Wi T WE VR A ISR . BN v R R AL L B B o AR
FHERERZ, RERE N AN, EZRTER
FE T A RUST FIAARFR /AN, 386 100 F 8 TR B0 o 5 /K it
TR 1 A, O B W B A T TG kB B I A A T R
KGR R T BNBCR, WE R T M ER. BEE
RIFHARTETR ST AEXT R AR T AR HK BA- &
47 PR el 555 PR, ek B TR BOG B AR T
BERRIET A 7 B A R B, 8 K IR R R R
e PRI XT LUG FRR 3 25 B , 75 MR 08 A [ ) 2% B
B HEVE FAXT I A R 25, 7 1 in 8% 355 25 B # [m) st
PRUETE FR AR T A & B AR A s LR T s v T
BRI PR AOVE I R GeEAT Iy, IO A SR O TE R

GALE, X R CK kK RIF REL&
it B R AT A B B DR AR 2. 8 R/ Dbt
M X R R 2 7 i A R A R B

S E 30k

(1] Jabsak, A, sk A i, 55 5 7e 3 ENR 2 8 85 vh i B L BR #0 Kk
JERTFAHTI]. RN S TREARCGREEZ) ,2004(2) :57-60.
(2] VLA SRR ZREE A BEIMI. U5 - o EARl Hh B, 2006 :65-70.
[3] Etitae. otk (M. Jbat: s BRI H AR AL, 2009 149.
(4] b, 0008, £35, 45, BF b ROt 58 /9 F ik v 1 BRI 55 0 55 O vk
RIBEFELC/ / Yk B < o [ Bl 252 4 2010 4R RAELI8 SO 4 , 2010.
[5] kARE. Bl 22 (M. Jbat . s EAR L K2 iR, 2010 2.
(6] Z2)ifh. ¥ e B ) H S IE % % i /K 4 R PR3 e 7= 8 i oG B4 %
[D1. b3 v E A&l K %2, 2010.
[7] Cabello M J, Castellanos M T, Romojaro F,et al. Yield and quality of
melon grown under different irrigation and nitrogen rates[ J]. Agricultural
Water Management,2009,96(5) : 866-874.
(81 fait, SFHATE, 2L E , 55, TR ()R 35 20 5 B SR O K A 28 bl 26
KEE R F=maim] ek, 2009(12) :41-44.

(9] ZE3CH. HOBBE Bl W % B R Bk 3 i e i 52 (D). )1 TR K
2,2010.

Study on the Optimum Planting Density of Rockwool-Tomato in

Multi-span Greenhouse in Beijing
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(1. College of Agronomy and Biotechnology, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100193; 2. Vegetables Department, The Agricultural

Technology Extending Stations of Beijing,Beijing 100029)
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K ZMSAE R XA B 20 5 RS
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FE—L, SRR E L — KM RHME Y 3K 43 & SR A
B, L MEREZ A TFRENI S LHEEIL R
Jeth X s F SR E B AR, LRI TR
B BAL, JEAER R A S A 7 A SR R A T AR )
GEWIETE R AEE AL, BEE SRR AR AT B A AR
BT 2 , 2% 300 312 A ol A S 3t S R i L M, SRR R
TSR XFRAR A0SR, EE R IERK SRR, A4 K W1 78 H )
A, B TAF B A7) B IACAR , 4% i SR AE IR I B TR Y
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Abstract ; Using rockwool-tomato as test materials under multi-span greenhouse in Beijing, the effects of different densities

of rockwool-tomato on canopy light distribution, tomato growth and nutrition absorption were studied. The results

showed that the PAR within the canopy decreased significantly with the increase of planting density,the tomato PAR on

the middle position of 4. 2 plant/m’ treatment was 360 pmol * m™* « s~

! on sunny day,22.4% lower than the control

2. 8 plant/m’. Secondly with the increasing of planting density, tomato showed a reduction in vegetative growth, The

growth of plant decreased, disease rate increased, setting fruit rate, single fruit weight decresed, increase yield was not

significant with the increasing of planting density. Through comprehensive analysis,recommended 2. 8 plant/m’ was the

suitable planting density for rockwool-toamto in a multi-span greenhouse in Beijing.
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