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Abstract

The effects of melon number, leaf number and pruning method on yield were studied, in order to
provide a reference for the cultivation of thin skin melon. The results showed that thin skin melon
stay 4 melons, 30 leaves when top pick time is the best. Under the same planting density, the yield
of pruning of main vine + prickly ash increased by 19.43% than that of single pruning of main vine.
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Table 1. The ratio of the number of melons and the weight of the melon

=1 TRBENN SR B NE

B R EA 2 3 4 5
EE /% 20 26.67 55.56 2.22
AN RINEE/g 310 325 336.11 240

Table 2. The influence of different blade number on yield

2. AR RS = 2R

LaE 0} Filem /MX 7 Blkg Fremreikg
35 1954 66.17 2451.97
30 180.4 73.49 272321
25 156.7 66.55 2466.05

Table 3. The influence of different tendrils on melon number and single melon weight

F 3 FNEBEEHFAENKE R NERNFI
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AL 3 4 5 6 3 4 5 6
BRANEUIT & LR 1% 30 50 20 0 5 35 35 25

HNEg 433.33 3775 280 0 500 345.83 366.67 366.67
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Table 4. The effect of different retention methods on yield
=4 TRIBEFAX =280

FEEN INX P B kg P& =ikg
BEE 101.88 3775.22
F& o+ —KTE 126.45 4685.68
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3T Sk B S 85 i AN [F] B 8075 200 B K B U e i, B8 + R T E RO a2,
FEAH IR B B B At b, S RESR M IR P 288 70 M 15 Hh R R IR 4 NI, 30 T ki i
o EAFEREE RO, E2 + @ pinor 20 B 3 SRR A8 19.43%.
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