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3 B G 152, Mitchell 2575 N4 JE W kG5 1 -
MIRFFCHR Y HESCAE T R A AE I H 8.1 dS/m (1))
IKHEME, AR LASRISA A 2 2,

T30 B SR BB A T AEI e 4, WE
TR AR HEXT R At R o b3 A KRN P R 1 S
W15 h B [ A b 2 1 3 b DX AR K i E B R (4 5
R RE B F1 5%

1 #MRISAEZE
1.1 RIE X

AIREG 4L 3a (2003~2005 4F) 7 H E RF7 i s 3
R} 5 G JE 5T BT I8 M AR FH K AG 3 5 BIAC T K E I iR 56
S e . IR X S B I KR TS, %
PRI 11~12°C . 2K SR 620 mm, F2 %
P 6. 7. 8 =AM BWEEENE 7 TR 8
H A, RERETL 70~95 mm, AT 3501
WVE. WK X L E BRI L, B P
TR ELA N 1.35 glem®, LA HUR S EON 1.3%, 1
P S s 1.0 gk, TS OKEEAS: D H
%A pH 4393k 0.4 dSm F1 7.7,

1.2 Rt

AR AR B0 R T b M B DA [ 5 K2 i K B 1 ke
g%, AR M3 R K (EC=1.1 dS/m) Hy%:At ERd
HT 4N AR BEfUR K (Electrical conductivity of
sdinewater: EC) (& 1), X & MBEATHEME . [F] I AR5
BATE T 5L F A (Soil Matric Potential: SMP) 4t
B, P Sk 0E U7 0.2 m R EE IR A R B4 A
-10. -20. -30. -40. -50 kPa. 5 N#h/rabaE (K
AEFE) AT 5 ASEHEILRFA (S AHD KBEAZ XA, L
25 NMbEE (KS 4bFD. AN ES 3 Ik, 3L 75 4~/
IZ[B]O
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Table1l Electrical conductivity of saline water (EC), ionic composition and sodium adsorption ratio (SAR)
for different saline water treatments in 2003~2005

o B4 mmol - L UL
N 1 B EE

/dsm CO& HCOs cr SO% ca* Mg®* K* Na" SAR*
11 0.4 6 2.7 17 06 4 0.7 2.7 13
22 0.4 10.8 6 5 1 5 26 105 43
29 0.4 138 9.2 5.8 2.2 7.2 34 135 4.4
35 0.4 17.7 13 6.4 1.2 83 43 17.3 57
42 0.4 194 138 85 2 8.1 5.4 215 6.8
49 0.4 231 17.1 9.8 23 9.8 6.4 25.7 74

T * M FAC WEBLK TP HEAR, A BRIREC R BRURIK SAR 55 WEM /K b5 o

1.3 RZHEH

R 96 B 9T 6F 4 8 F Al ( Lycopersicon  esculentum
MilD, & Fp L-402, J& T BRI, i, 1EEfE
7 i AR o

2003 A 0 1 AT HHE AL R, B R N R 2
) A7 AL RS R 2 A 5 B A JEE S, it OES i 4 3
37.5 m¥hm? 1 300 kg/hm?. 2004 4FH1 2005 45 A T & H1,
ASOME T IR A% 52 A5 MO DA e o M b s B R — e A
JIE 4% Jiti A5 2E 7 1], 2004 4F it i B 150 kg/hm?, [K 4 2004
SERNAE B G I BUE AR, 2005 A4 IR 4 2

600 kg/hm?.

TR, 22JH5% 06 m, 2%f 015 m, 2K
44 m, PZERLENG L4 m. BN 328, NXEN
18.48 m?, HAFZERAEMAT R M, & LFAATHE 03 m, Bk
71 0.4 m, Rt KL 35700 Fk/hm?,

e S E N, 6~7 HINBH £ KH. Ui
MFMIEARZE NG, rahBEER (BOEROGED.
2003~2005 FA ML A, I ALBE AR I H
T 2.

&2 2003~2005 FEMBE. BIR. LIBIUIREY B H
Table2 Dates of transplanting, mulching, treating and harvesting in 2003~2005

0 i H I ELAREY I AL 1) BT 46 H ] oA A H 3 Bk Hud
2003 576MH 5118 [ (12DAT*) 5131 [ (25DAT) 7131 (58DAT) 8 7125 [1 (111DAT) 53
2004 45116 1 4J] 24 H (8DAT) 5122 [ (36DAT) 6 J120 [1 (65DAT) 7J1 251 (100DAT) 35
2005 4H19H 55 6 H (17DAT) 5§26 H (37DAT) 6 5 27 H (69DAT) 7 5 26 H (98DAT) 29

iE: *DAT: FAEE T a R

TR B A, A AT 45, JF HOob T AR R
SRR, MR, RRRLRE 4 ANMERT . AR R (R
SEBRAE O, HEAT A UE A .

J T REFE A B AR VE LI R 4y, MR
S5 e R T
1.4 EBRSER

KHE D) R, BB iR 0.5 m, ABURY
120 L) JEAEFR B HbTAT 1.2 m ikl . S HEA TR 2B 0
PIATVEIZ 1), e skIAlEE 0.2 m. ASiRXEe = )i TR
7E L2m~17m 244k, sk PR 0.9 Lih.

T W G IESE 4 Fvk/K (CRZ) 25 mm) 1 422
MK, ZJERHRR AR e PR . AT LR
BB, skl N 0.2 m REE R A fE 2 - 20 kPa
B T4 HEWE -

AR B S W 5, TFARIEEATAS [ #h 40 Al 3 5L
JRAAAEBE, B 2430 35E R 5 0.2 m R 3 A PR B
TR (PTG I, FH EC R PR AN [R) k43R S Bl K SR A T HE TR
76 AR K BEBE R, A T AEVE AR X (1) 6 7 45 il 7EAF
YyaT CLZASZ B ER A a I, B R I I R T K
ARG B R E il 1.1, 2.2, 2.9, 35, 4.2,
4.9 dS/m if, FRRIHEAK =S 5.1, 5.4, 5.7, 6.0,

6.3. 6.3mm,

TAk, K PR TSR IR N 30%IE L, BRIK
FEMERT I N EERE K, AT AR HERE . 2003 4F. 2004 4
2005 FEFE AN LT W AT A BB IR 5530k 106,
345, 260 kg/hm?.

1.5 MEANR
1.5.1 HWFHRSBRTFEREARKEE

2003 4F-Fl 2004 “FA AR B AR CGRAh BT 2 M2
D, rHIfE K1S2, K3S1. K3S3. K3S5. K5S2 4b#,
I K1S1. K1S2. K1S5. K3S2. K5S2 ab#irfik 51L&
PERBE A L BE, HARES (4224 55 mm, & AE2h 10 cm,
PRAUR 237.46 cm®) BUHE, R EUREA7 5 43 591 Ay 9 80 3
7 0+ 15, 35, 52.5. 70 cm, HE 5514 0~10. 10~20.
20~30. 30~50, 50~70. 70~90 cm. HLT-FRE AR T
o, MK i TR R G T ke,
1.5.2 =rmARFe4k

FEFE AN A A B A R AR BEIE 10 #RATARRPEM &
Wi, BT EG AL B A I 7 iRk - T AR, P
JSCH TR R 2
1.5.3 "t4%&4%

LETR AN AL B WA AL Bk P AR M R RE 3
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B, SHOL EATIREM 5 )1, SR NEIJCK SRR A
CARILE 10 1 vARIO2rE, M2 e VA &
O3S S8 Gul
1.5.4 ZR=%

FAENKMWOINSE, B 2~5d N THB—IR. K
BRI, BEAS/NXFEAHEAT R THEOF HLARIE,

2 RWERSH

2.1 BEMEBMBMEESRER

2003 4F 2004 4F 2005 FEF ALK R I BT
SPERRIEAIZEA K, 5k 23,7, 21.9, 22.5°C . {H )& 2003
TEFENEN 2 )G, PR B E s T 15°C, i
7E 2004 “F-Fl1 2005 FEAF M 5 i, FV- 38 Skl 5
AR 15C.

AR A AEA A A BB A SRR B AH 25 A
Ko {HE 2003 SEF AL HT 2 J& N 10 AP 14 2 SR R B
A 73.4%, WIS T 2004 4R 2005 AF A HKME (48.1%
1 38.3%) . AL MAK G 3 8N, 2004 4-F1 2005
TR JE P 2oy SO BE A K T 83%, ] ik iy T+ 2003 4F
[ (69.5%).

2003 4F 2004 4F- 2005 F-F A L F I B Bt
FFg 2 9k 224.8, 273.3. 273.0 mm. —AET SN
GE WL TR A BRI B R o o R AR
PR 511 6% 52%71 42% (2003 4F), 26%. 25%F1 50%
(2004 %), 19%. 17%F 64% (2005 4F ), 2004 4 A1 2005
TEFE R SS A W I B2 .

2003 4. 2004 4F. 2005 FFH A4 FHr B 20 cm
R -2 78 % 543 )l 585.9. 607.0. 626.8 mm, H-F
WZ K&k 5.3. 6.0 6.4 mm. 2004 4EF1 2005 %
MERJERT 2 NEB KRR, HPZER RSN
7.3 F110.3 mm, B =T 2003 A (5.4 mm).,

X AR AR KR G W B B R G R AT AT
A LL%NE 2004 4FF1 2005 475t 2% m SR (Al e, F22E
A2 DR R 6 22 T By BB RS AR . BRI 2 A X
FE LA KR A 1 I 7 4 3% it 45 S A R s i (e o, A2
54 Ja Ik 22 (A B DAt v 1 A AR A K
2.2 AREXFE/ME KN
2.2.1 st&k A ARG

YRR DX - et 1 3h 23 (A7 AE 25 B L 3 i 18
FER BUEEDIRR R BK A, 52m0 785 ORI AR &R
A, IFE AR &R DL 3R A BRI & B0 AR 4k
DRI 7 R K E 4 A SRR R ) A s,
TARBAEW A KR AR LR,

D) ARTEHE

2003 “EJHESAE T AN AL BE R AR T T A L
P A AR AL T 5 b, AUATRE) 13%F1 3%
FRIAR 2823 59143 A £E 20~50 cm Al 50~90 cm ¥R &, 111 84%
LA AR ZHE AR 0~20 em (194 2 33 KF )7 1) |,
KL T1%IPIHR 2 AR 7E BE 253 5k 15 cm 4k 0~20 cm 1)
)7 14, 8% A AR FR 4 A 7E SEL /K I 0~90 em ¥R
TR A, AR BKYE (BEESH Sk 35 cm LLAM)

H RO A AT 13%01 A & . 2003 4 K3S1 Al K3S3
AL TR R T EE S B2 )k 4113x10°° 1 4209%10°°g/em?®,
A SR T oA A B AR T S %, X n] g A s e AR
SRR (D

2004 A= AR 5 3 B AE L R 1K 40 AT L[] 2003
EMIZEL, (HIEE T b 91%E AT IR R A h#E 0~
20 cm [ )2 13, 7KV ) K2 80%IHIHR & #l 4 H 7
BE B Sk 15 cm Ak 0~20 cm 3K 2 T3 CERmg ).

PRAFEAN [F) 5 43 0 1 458 58 o 44 Kb BT 2 4 AR %85

HHRAT R, BRI TEMMRR (R THE%
B B4 AR R B9 3k 15 cm b 0~20 om (13 )2 115,
I HAEMIG ELAS I (4R (2004 4E), SR E Nt T
I 7E 0~20 cm 3R 2 145,

F3 2003 FEMEBARPAENERTFEEZE
Table3 Root dry weight density for different treatments
in the late growing period of tomatoesin 2003

ol VAR R L L4596

wa R we 9 L1 B /o
fem 0 15 35 525 70
0~20 11 71 0 1 3
K1S2 1770 20~50 8 1 0 1 0
50~90 1 2 1 0 0
0~20 2 59 10 1 2
K3s1 4113 20~5 1 23 0 0 1
50~90 0 0 1 0 0
0~20 4 78 1 6 2
K3S3 4209 20~50 2 2 0 0 1
50~90 1 1 0 0 2
0~20 4 68 3 2 4
K35 1453 20~50 2 5 0 5 3
50~90 1 1 0 0 1
0~20 1 8 3 0 1
K532 1953 20~50 2 3 0 4 2
50~90 0 1 1 0

2) MEK#EE

2003 AN [i) Ab 3 25 5t MR 30 5 A A b 1) 0 A R
BAHWEMZES, WHEAE T HmR R R,
7 90 om R AT EE B Sk 70 om S b FR A R R AR AR (R
4), FEFEEM L 15 cm Ak 0~20 cm R 2 i, AN
Ab FEAR A B R L AR K JE I 46%, 1 H BA_EART
BT O] LLANE , 2% AR T 3%y AR T
JERY 71%, X U B 2 IR 2R 2 20 LR T AR
FReo NINKRY 1T%MIR R REKEED 404 e ST K IR
b, 299%75 A7 IR 2R A AT AE e B /KI5 CRE B3Rk 35 cm LA
AR Kb. 2004 SFERESAE T A AR B B AT I g 4y
AR 2003 4E 24l CHiang) .

DA ATl g, AN 40 F0 4 R A A B 7R
AR % B AR A 2 B A e B . R RE A
ISR AR R E B 0~20 cm (WK )E 13
rF, 7F 90 em VA JE ATER B9 Sk 70 ema AT 5 AR ZR (KA AE
AR LA AN AR R oS3 4k, B RO 2 AR K 43 A
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Papadopoulos #1 Rendig, Cuartero #1 Fernandez-
Mufioz 5t T3 EFB 53, AR T B 20 5 £
MR (TR 5R B KL N 4~6 dSIm2B, 541,
Goldberg F A\ A VEWIHE & I AR K B AT IR Y i 1k, Al
ReWE LER S KRG SRR K, iR
HE— NN, RS S — i H1EY
AR,
F*4 2003 EEMEERPAELERKEE

Table4 Length density for different treatmentsin the late
growing period of tomatoesin 2003

ol VAR A L4596

wa REER 03 LB B/om
fem 9 15 35 525 70
0~20 0 15 35 525 70
K1S2 53 20~50 16 56 2 3 1
50~90 9 0 2 2
0~20 1 1 0 1
K3S1 6.2 20~50 6 45 3 3 5
50~90 5 17 1 1 5
0~20 2 1 6 0 0
K33 8.1 20~50 23 40 7 3 6
50~90 4 6 1 0 5
0~20 2 1 0 0 2
K3S5 59 20~50 2 41 9 4 10
50~90 4 3 8 6
0~20 2 1 1 2
K5S2 51 20~50 6 47 8 1 3
50~90 3 6 2 9 4

2.2.1 st&abib EHRoA KN

IDRLTIYA

YED 1) B B e T /KA R4 SO I oy A ) o 1)
NS AR A A s, T AR
A=K s A 7K o R ) R N, AT 5% i 5 )
M= 5. Hsiao $5 U 2 AE DS 7 A KR e i AR 1)
3R K 0 20252 1A i R ) KT W Ve A
Ay i AT A D, JCHE M AR R AR
B R A0t 3523 iR g M

5 2003 EFMARIE R AMEIIEE

Table5 Maximum leaf areaindex of tomatoes
for different treatmentsin 2003

LAl
A - kPa

10 20 30 40 50 P

11 38 34 44 36 40 38

22 39 39 28 35 38 36

o 29 40 35 27 44 33 36

/dsm* 35 35 34 28 38 32 33

42 37 38 38 31 34 36

Ty 3.8 3.6 33 3.7 35 3.6

TTZENW R P yy=057, P Lynnn=0.61, Py=0.12,

M 5 AT, 2003 AN A 570 Ak BE B R IR
(Maximum Leaf Area Index: LAl ) A B2,
NI - S SE TR AL B LA BT W R AR, I L
AN 53 R0 S RE T 484 PRACAT B 2 I AS TR e . 2004
H12005 4 CEARHE ) AL B LAl e B 3EAT B 2257,
I HIX AR A7 AL R R F-35) LA o 220 52/ T- 2003 4F 1)
18,

2) Mo

M2 A E AT EERIN L E AR, $o i
TEMM SR S EAMOCRE YA R R, T
Ay () T A B AR 2 1

H1%¢ 6 R %N, 2003 4EA AL A T AN E] £ 0 Ak B
MR T EEA Y BIZES, A 3L T4 B0 s
-4 28 & B A W RIS, JF ELAS R 3670 Mt ek
JFEARE BB AT B2 KA 54 - 2004 A1 2005 4 CHdf i )
AR LB R SR MR W B2, JF PRI &
FEP 2 R R S R W] B/ T 2003 4EHIME .

%6 2003 FEMEFHHIRLELSMHZREE

Table6 Tota chlorophyll content for different treatments

in the middle growing period of tomatoesin 2003

MRS Imggt

)T HY - kPa 10 20 30 40 50 T

11 24 24 25 2.8 2.8 2.6
22 31 29 25 2.8 2.6 2.8

4 29 27 28 32 27 31 29
/dsm* 35 23 23 28 26 33 26

42 2.7 23 25 29 29 2.7
Ty 2.6 25 2.7 2.8 29 2.7

TP ESMEER: Puys=0.36, P 1y7%=0.20, P .+»=0.10,

2.3 AEEXERT 2RI

% 7R3 8 457k 2003, 2004 F1 2005 3 4EA [ b
TR o0t e R R R T ZE T e IR T 22 A i R
P LLRIE, AN [ 20 560 2 0 1 7 B v B (R,
AN TR] 98 5 i A Ak K 2 1 AR A B S PR R
He HANT] b 73 FH b e o 4 b A 0 3 R AC TS
DA bk 7 A T 2 3 3 DXL SR 4 B 1) A /K HE
A, wh ] AR EC<5 dS/m FIBUBUKREME TR i, I HLi
SKIEF 77 0.2 myg B T3k e U R S il - 50 kPaz
F.

B0 37 B AN [i) 4 1 8 Joi 4 Ak B o % i 1) 7
AT U IR, EE AN [ AR A 2 i ) A KR P )
11 BFHM S . 2003 4FFT A7 A A P38 1l 74.5
Mg/hm?, 735l 4E 2004 4EF1 2005 4E-F-I4 77 B IK 1.4 f5 A
1.7 fi5. 2004 4EF1 2005 FFARE B BEATI S G4 A4S
KPR ISR . S5 R AT, X AR AT A I A
B [ 0t 7 R AT W 2 S RS R .  mT RE Y R
PR AT HURIE o Tt 3B SRR ™4, HIE B R
PERIP PR 33, pH 7E 6~7 AR, RIS X HEE
(1 pH Ak 7.8, fBE, 2003 4F it (194 HLIE LS hi ik
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Table 7 Tomato yield for different treatments in 2003~ 2005

P /Mg-hm?
Ty
R -kPa 10 20 30 40 50 Py
11 739 724 751 719 741 735
22 783 762 761 77 728 761
wsy 29 728 753 734 739 742 739
2003 /d? 't
*M° 35 767 743 752 705 705 734
42 781 759 729 76 754 756
T 759 748 745 739 734 745
11 531 526 543 529 55 536
22 513 534 492 532 505 515
ss 29 531 522 52 508 528 522
2004 WA
[dS-m™ 35 503 501 529 534 502 514
42 495 543 516 501 525 516
T#) 515 525 52 521 522 521
11 422 461 388 41 437 423
22 307 449 444 454 408 431
sy 35 42 457 44 414 46 438
2005 M

-1
[dS-M™ 45 443 471 425 447 425 442
49 449 421 43 419 435 431
Wl 426 452 425 429 433 433

x8 ZFWBUKERLFRLEEM=EAEDNER
Table8 Analysisof variance of tomato yields for different
treatments in 2003~ 2005

2003 4F 2004 4F 2005 4

F P Foos F P Foos F P Foos

HJji# 051 073 256
thsr 083 051 256
ZH 035 099 185

024 092 242
203 0.09 242
145 012 1.69

043 0.79 242
024 092 242
168 005 1.69

4 %2 i

ANTR] 3 2 1 A S o A b P 8% AR T 2 R AR
KH A WL R, WA IE R R ARUR I B AR
TEIpAIAE 0~20 em (YR JZ 4, HAE 90 em iR EEAN
FREGH Sk 70 om A AT LEALA NI FR o ANl #h 5
AL A AR BN T LAl s B SR 3R ™ 1
B WL 20, JF HAN ) 20 A0 - 5 A Ak B AT
B AT .

HIE AT LAy, 753k [ A B B R HEK 200 600 mm (Y
SRR s X SR R X, B A IR K
T AEYIRERN R RE A B AR 22 B Boa W] LURH]

EC<<5 dS/m [IRUsKFEME, I HLaT DLIE I 47 s v i
SIE N7 0.2 m R LI S = - 50 kPa kg 3 #EE -

(& % X ¥
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Effect of salinewater on tomato growth and yield by drip irrigation
in semi-humid regions of north China

Wan Shugin, Kang Yuehu, Wang Dan, Liu Shiping
(Key Laboratory of Water Cycle and Related Land Surface Processes, Institute of Geographical Sciences
and Natural Resource Research, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China)

Abstract: In order to facilitate the safe and efficient use of saline water for irrigation, it is necessary that the effects of
saline water irrigation on crops and soil safety should be understood. A three-year (2003~ 2005) field experiment was
carried out to investigate the effects of saline water and soil matric potential (SMP) on tomato growth and yield under
drip irrigation in semi-humid regions of North China. The experiment results indicated that there are no obvious
effects on tomato root dry weight density, root length density, maximum leaf area index (LAlnax), total leaf
chlorophyll content and yield with the increasing of electrical conductivity of saline water (EC;) from 1.1 dS/m to 4.9
dS/m when the SMP at 0.2 m depth immediately under drip emitters was controlled from - 10 kPa to - 50 kPa.
Furthermore, the EC; and SMP treatments have no interactive effects on tomato growth and yield. So, in semi-humid
regions of North China, saline water with EC value less than 5 dS/m can be used to irrigate tomato after seedlings
survival stage by drip irrigation, and the saline water is safe to tomato growth and yield.
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