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HEDIC ATHAROMBUBEE S A7 L (LT, F#EEYA74) TRARLAMAOBZLED
FREEEE AT LALENT, BERREEGLE3EIINMETEL-012, BRE A ETEAYIC
AREEETAILYVUETHSL (HTE. 1999), i, BHEEEIMKL 25 LiEMES 72 ) OEIH{EE
} EEAFRE A EFBRESN TS (Walker, 1991)e L2 L, EHIETHE I LKD) SHEEE
i WREL B BEDT, Eﬁ%BA/XTAWODéuﬁfﬂ?)?‘ WOHBENE (E,) —TETHAEE, HWIEHE
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: HEBLUHE #HAWEWIIY Y~ 1 E (Ipomoea batatas (L) Lam., GfE : =7 X=) & L1, AL
|

AT TER L HEYEcRFAZ | xS CEEHIIO Y ST THIEHRE Ui, FEEE (Py) 5559, 118,

236 5 L UF 473 plants m® (Fig. 1) &% 2 & HIIH5EE (E5E 60-80mm) £ bL 4 (72+0, LLE

£ 55 mL, L546XW279 mm) (A fF13 T, Bt -H7E (2000) LEICHMBI LA FLANTI14 BRETK
i Lize BASRBI S R 7 ADRFBEMZ Table | IZRT s 6-14 BEIZHZIIMELA 2 - rORBEOK
HLESESY, SOIIRBAMTOREE L AF ANEREHEYBIE LY. BEE 40 mm L\ FORER
ErEUEEERTA I NVOMIEKE LTHERBTELLREL T, MEAREEREHE L, MR
ATLDHBRENELHEFEEMTRL T, HHlEHLVOHEBENR () 2i#EELT, Fig. 2 12
RYBEAEZACDEEREL T, MYEEEOK (V) 2400 & LTHEET IS, MY 1 70
BT AHBHAEEREHE L. €T, n AIEOHIIY 1 7 VIZBIFAEES ) OHEEES
E (E) 2RATHEELL, E, =[N, ><E)+i (No XM " YPXEJ(N,XM™  (nz))
EREBIUEERE m%@@thwﬁmwiﬁﬁw)u?EﬁiU&BM&WML mﬁwm4nmmm
m?D & & py AR ERE R o7 (Fig. 3)e 14 BED M IiZ P, A559, 118, 236 35 X UF 473 plants m™
DESENRENS9, 64, 38BLU 23 L o7: (Table 2)o 14 HBIZBT B HHEMDH/- ) OWHEE
EEHIZ, Py 759, 118, 236 B L 473 plants m? D & & F N F 14 350, 760, 900 £ L UF 1090 m2 &
%07 14 HE®D E L 143 kWh m? (S1SMI m?) &7%ofz, 4HB®E P, #759, 118, 236 B &
Uf473 plants m? 12 BT, FAEN 041, 0.19, 0.16 B LU 0.13kWh & % o 70 DRSS 7= ) O
BHE (E) £ 013kWh, | BJET A 702 4 BMEL, & PIATBTD M n EEHDMEY A 2 VIZE
BINpWEIRET AL, BWIEY 4 7 V2B BIETEMREELUL, P, H759 3£ 1 118 plants m2 (28
WCIEFE L TH o /295, Py A7 118-473 plants m” Tk Py A8EVZERE R o7z (Fig.4)o E, 1d P, #59
plants m? 42 BV TIE#Y 0.43-049 kWh (5.1-7.2 ) T 1), P, A5 118-473 plants m? {2 B4 T4 0.19-0.23
kWh (2234 ) &%272 (Fig.5)e n DEKIZES E, OB, EBLUMIZE > TiHRD A,
BEXy, 1) i@ ESLC)OBBEEEHIESEETETRE 257, BNERS ) OBIEEE
ERREHEEETRE LS. 2) | Y1 I NVTEESNIElES ) OWERENEEISRIEETE T/
Lk Bw, SIBREECHIRIII B MBS 7 ) OB ENRIGHIEEE 118473 plants m> TH L T
by CEWHLDITE o, ThE LY, HIETEEEL 118-473 plants m? D& THETH 2 & T, BIE
BRHILYWOHERBNECHASEL I L (  BEADEEL L UHAMNEEE D A 7 A DIAFERIZE
CZiafE ERORBH TR TH 5 L EZ 7,
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Fig. | Schematic diagram of the 4 levels of planting
density {P, } and propagule position (black blocks) on the

plug trays in the closed-type iransplant production system.

[ Lst cycle

N 14 days
e
No

Table | Description of culture conditions.

Temperature 29:4+1T

Relative humidity 7515 %

CO; concentration 92030 pumol mol”

PPF* 140/ 200/ 320 umol m? s™!
(1-576-10/ 11-14 DAP**)

Photoperiod 16hd"

Light source White fluorescent lamps
[rrigation Nutrient solution

(4,7, 10 and 13 DAP)
*Photosynthetic photon flux on the empty plug tray surface,
**#Days after planting,
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Fig. 2 Schematic diagram of the propagation method. Ny and M are initial number of propagules and number of

propagules per plant, respectively.
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Fig. 3 Number of propagules per plant (M) as affected by

planting density and days after planting.
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Fig. 4 Simulated number of propagules produced in the

systemn after n multiplication cycles (V,) as affected by
planting density (P,). Initial number of propagules (N,)
was given as 400.

Tabte 2 Number of propagules per plant (M), number of
propaguies per planting area (N,) and electric energy
consumption per propagule (E,) 14 days after planting as
affected by planting density (P,).

Py , M N, E,
(plants m™) (propagules m%)  (kWh)
59 5.9 at 350 0.41
HE 6.4a 760 0.19
236 3.8b 900 0.16 .

473 23¢ 1090 0.13

* Means with same letters are not significantly different
by LSD test at P=0.05.
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Fig. 5 Simulated electric energy consumption per
propagule after n multiplication cycles (E,) as affected
by planting density (P,). Electric energy consumption of
initial propagules (£;) was given as 0.13 kWh/proprogule.





