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Fig.2 Planting in the device

Fig. 1 Sketch of the experiment device
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Fig.3 Effect of different irrigation types on tomato plants height Fig. 4 Effect of different irrigation types on tomato stem diameter
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Fig.5 Effect of different irrigation types on tomato fruit expanding growth
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Table 1 Root characteristic parameters of tomato plants
Surf area/ cm2
Treatments Soil depth/ ¢cm Root lengtl/ cm Root volume an3 Avg dian/ mm DryWeght/ g
0~5 4 801.6 536.2 4.941 0.351 0.53
CK 5~10 6 728.3 690.7 5. 656 0.325 0.39
10~15 1245.1 148.6 1.423 0.378 0.07
0~5 5944.1 616.6 5.256 0.332 0.50
A 5~10 3545.4 393.5 3.482 0.351 0.18
10~15 2 814.9 370.9 3.893 0.419 0.20
0~5 10734.1 1 120.4 9.515 0.333 0.99
B 5~10 7 611.4 784.6 6.489 0.328 0.42
10~15 3 816.9 497.7 5.183 0.413 0.22
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Effect of Bottom Absorbent Irrigation on Growth and
Water Use Efficiency by Vegetable

WANG Qiong CHEN Qing-yun
(College of Agro-Bio Technology of China Agricultural University, Beijing 100193)

Abstract: To better understand effect on growth and w ater use efficiency of tomato by bottom absorbent irrigation, we
designed absorbent equipment. The results showed that bottom absorbent irrigation increased stem diameter decreased
plant height. Bottom absorbent irrigation made roots well-distributed, increased root diameter and chlorophyll content.
Compared with normal irrigation, they improved 8 % ~10% and 26.5% respectively. In addition, bottom absorbent irri-
gation obviously increased the water use efficiency, 6.9 kg/m’ compared with normal irrigation, they enhanced 33 %;.
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