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Effects of Different Pruning Methods and Planting Densities on Comprehensive Benefits of Mini-watermelon in Solar Greenhouse
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Abstract

(1. Changle Agriculture and Rural Bureau, Changle ,Shandong 262400;2. Weifang Ag-

To explore the effects of different pruning methods and planting densities on mini-watermelon, six treatments with different pruning

and planting densities were carried out in solar greenhouse. The effects of different treatments on yield, quality and benefit were measured and
calculated. The results showed that different pruning methods and planting density affected the single fruit weight,yield and economic benefits,
whereas they had no obvious effect on fruit quality. Among of them,the treatment of ‘single vine leaves single fruit’ and 28 590 plants/hm’
had the highest net income ,reaching 641 869. 2 yuan/hm’ ,which had obvious effects on cost-saving and efficiency-increasing. It could be fur-

ther popularized as mini-watermelon production method in solar greenhouse.
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Table 1 Test design of different treatments

VAN BR
s L pa DT
Treatment Fruit pruning and Plant dist- antine densit
code rentention methods ance//cm P 8 5 ¥
#&/hm
1 15 BA L R A T+ (B Hb 2 35 28 590
HOREEK 1 m BHEC)
2 LS B T+ 40 25 020
P URER 1 m BHEG)
3 AL B B 40 25 020
4 AL B TR 45 22 230
5 M =& FOUR 45 22 230
6 =2 RBUK 50 20 010

A ATHER L m

Note: Line spacing was 1 m
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on the single fruit weight,yield and commodity rate of Quanmei 2K

b g PAJIIE Single fruit weight Yo TR
Treatment SEHIE A5 Amplitude AR5 2B Variable Converted yield Commodity
code Mean//kg of variation//kg coefficient// % kg/ hm’ rate//%
1 2.29 ab 2.03~2.52 7.03 65 471. 1 100
2 2.36 a 2.08~2.75 7.45 59 047.2 100
3 2.08 ¢ 1.85~2.27 6.46 52 041.6 100
4 2.11 be 1.69~2.46 11.40 46 905. 3 100
5 1.52 ¢ 0.95~2.02 19.94 67 623.6 75
6 1.76 d 1.22~2.29 17.76 70 435.2 85
VE: [FFURRVING FRERIRTE 0. 05 JKF-25 5% 3%
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level
#x3 AELLAENLE 2K RATAEERYSE0RNE
Table 3 Effects of different treatments on the content of flesh soluble solids of Quanmei 2K %

sy Fue B A ier;tcr of flesh _ _ pin 2 I’/S‘Iﬂ}jl;sh near the peel - _
Treatment ‘TF‘—VQ{E /X[I]FH /X%/%ﬁki EF‘yg{E ”xfpm /X%/%g[
code M Amplitude Variable M Amplitude Variable

> ean L . ean o .

of variation coefficient of variation coefficient

1 13.7 ab 13.3~14.3 2.59 9.4 8.8~9.9 4.83
2 14.1a 13.1~14.7 4.16 9.6 8.8~10.3 5.63
3 13.0b 12.6~13.4 2.33 9.2 7.9~10.2 8.54
4 13.6 ab 12.6~14.1 3.87 9.6 8.8~10.4 7.05
5 13.0b 12.7~13.3 1.79 8.9 7.9~9.4 6.16
6 13.2 b 12.5~13.9 3.50 9.3 8.7~10.4 6.08

LE : [RISIARNG FRERIRTE 0. 05 K-8 5 25

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level
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2019 4F 1 5423 2K R INAS 7 2 O/ MR ZEfh . A b 3R
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on the production cost of
Quanmei 2K JC/hm*
A i
pe=" %
Ab IR AT P AEL Pesticide it
Treatment Labor . . .
Seedlings  Fertilizer agricultural Total
code force .
film and other
inputs
1 40 104 57 180 39 750 6 750 143 784
2 35 082 50 040 39 750 6 750 131 622
3 54 000 50 040 39 750 6 750 150 540
4 47 988 44 460 39 750 6 750 138 948
5 67 176 44 460 39 750 6 750 158 136
6 60 462 40 020 39 750 6 750 146 932
it Total 304 812 286200 238 500 40 500 870 012

2.4 FEAEITLE 2K EFHEHMIFM 2019 44 A
)43 2K Ry A RBIA M A 1 12 J0/ kg e, AL BRAY 22
DRRLARINGE 5o NFR S AT LA Hh, 25 A BRGSO i i B
R AL FE 1> F 25403 6403 3> H] 55403 4, 1560
L PTG+ T e 2 ) A 7 U A A O Ol £
o AR T S R A B, g3 i) Sl 785 653. 2,
641 869. 2 U AbFE 4 1K, 43 51y 562 863. 6.423 915. 6 JT,
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Table 5  Effects of different treatments on the economic benefits of

Quanmei 2K

E7{H Gross output value LA Net income

=)
AR oW WlcE oW ik
code Amount of Increasing Amount of Increasing
money//JC rate//% money//JG rate//%
1 785 653.2 39.58 641 869.2 51.41
2 708 566. 4 25.89 576 944. 4 36. 10
3 624 499.2 10.95 473 959.2 11.81
4 562 863. 6 — 423 915.6 —
5 608 613.0 8.13 450 477.0 6.27
6 718 439. 1 27.64 571 457. 1 34.80
(ii;%?l;o( AL PR RE — 25 AL B P Y e /IMED) /45 A0 PR o Y B
VANIERS

Note: Increasing rate = ( value of the treatment —minimum value among
treatments ) /minimum value among treatmentsx 100
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