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Abstract

The effect of water-soluble fertilizer on melon was tested. The results showed that the yield of musk-
melon could be increased by applying water-soluble fertilizer after the same basal fertilizer. The
average number of melons increased by 14.8%, and the single melon weight increased by 5.5%.
Under the condition of the same nutrient input, the yield of melon increased by 3.4% with the ap-
plication of water-soluble fertilizer, but the difference was not significant; the economic benefit of
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water-soluble formula fertilizer was better than that of compound fertilizer. The net income of wa-
ter-soluble fertilizer was 2.6% higher than that of compound fertilizer. The average output of wa-
ter-soluble fertilizer per kilogram of pure nutrient was 14.1 kg, which was 15.5% higher than that
of common balanced formula compound fertilizer.
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1. 518

FREEPEAERL R S AL AR, AT DAR F T W3 v S 1 i Ay, 3G B E BAEY) 75 5K BB RS TR K,
SEIKRE — 1Ak, 38 248 /KA BB T H 1] [2] [3] [4]. NHE K ETC R (F R TR KB IR RBOR
2020 5 B& 7 A, S RAENTLAE B EIEHIEEAR LB ZR EIC I BGE B #E T8 R
it K E IR (B EICR) /KB IERH /N AR ES, IO RS E/NEIT
2. B 55%

2.1 RiEMm, BE

RIGT 2020 4F 4 A & 7 AENTLA R BB ATE F ARG A L B 22 s L B el R A P
Jig, AN TG 3R] 5 M R IR (0] (5/30~7/18) b A A FL e P B 1K) H AR K o
2.2. REMEXER

RIS NRBE AKX, ZWHANRIEERNSFEmW, FEET, FYA 15.7°C, WERM, iR
HAN, ) 1200 mm, SRS, 3 B BEEATEEARA ISR OV PR E, EAR, P
KRS ZepiE, BB ILATE LM SN L3 NIn B A B RO e I, BRiELE, REERET

MR I RSP, SRR, HEROR RS, PERALT KO SRR A PERORTAE PR Sk
A Z AT [ RHE BT B S ARBIE T Bk I Aol . IR PR A 1o

Table 1. Soil physical and chemical properties of two experimental sites

= 1 ARSI TR IR
e b HHLR A 3 T IR .,
WAL pH g/kg a/kg mg/kg mg/kg mS/m TRt
HFERK 6.53 21.1 212 15.2 189 33.3 e+
A6 A £ 7.05 22.2 1.89 235 196 19.7 B iE A+

2.3. iR pmEt

1) “REGFE” KEITTEKEE T /KIERE 50% (20:8:22), SR ITE Zn + B:0.2%~3.0%. MWL AL
FAERIRIBA IR A 7 A7
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2) L 51% (A7:17:17) SRR AL, AR g A B AL A IR A /) A
3) FI/KHE 45% (15:15:15) SRR S AL, 1 B wRRF IR AR A PR A R A7

2.4. #AED
B, P KU AR MR R, m A ek, AR i () A BR A F A2
25 WA

BB AR S, RIS — (B ARAAI) N AMRSE, ANXHEF 21.0 m?, &N X ST 4255 5K 28 #Es
BRI A CEEAR) B ks, /N XTEAR 30.0 m?, AE/NX FHE AR 15 4.

PIANREE R 7 e AR, YIRE 3 ANMGEE, RGBS 5 IRESE, ANXBENIHES. ANX DY JE
B9 B AR AT IR B 1.3 mo AR [R] BB JE 7 A [F]4F, ot — VAR 2 it A B3 A [F] o B0 Bt

AEHE 1 AR AR IR(CK) AR X 1) ZEmiEAL: it FH =] R 4F 45% (15:15:15) 8 & i 50 A T/
R 1500 AFT/m; 2) BAE: TEEAE, HEKER.

AREE 2 R 1) FEAEAL S AEE 1 AHF 2) B EA 1L 51% (17:17:17) B A 15 A
STl 3) B UCBIEA Tk 51% (17:17:17)E A8 10 A7/ . FrEHr4 Ny P,0s. K0 F25# AN 55i
N 11.75kg. 11.75kg. 11.75kg, &itEEm 775 35.25 kg.

A 3 NIRRT AR, MR RNFEAS ALY 2, RERAAC LI %, HARRAE 7. 1) 3
TR 5 ALEE 1 AHIE; 2) 25— VUGB AR RS 50% (20:8:22) /KA AR 15 A Fr/ai; 3) 5 UGB ALHARSEE
50% (20:8:22)/KIEHE 10 A FT/H - T4 N P05y KO F23 AN 318 125 kg 9.5kg. 13 kg, &it
1T B 7% 35.0 kgo

26. FEREEEER

I — M Tl B E & ALY, WITFMhT 2020 4E 4 H 1 H, #/MX¥ R 1500 A
JTTE A 45% 5 58 50 2 Jr/m ot T 38, AR LFEr. 4 4 0%k, 6 H2HM6 29 H
TURIBAE. AbER 2 PRUGE ARSI 51% (17:17:17) A A8 15 kg/mi 10 kg/mis Ab3E 3 B IGEAE 530 K
IR 15 kg/m 10 ko/m; MALEE 1 BB A B EIE/K, A EmIER. 5 H 18 Hah4E, 5 H 23
HE SR, 6 H 20 HE—HUICKSHE, 7 H 10 HZL.

RIS A Pl B L riE b AR, W56+ 5 A 10 B, ZEARHE FHAS 616 HLAE 800 2 JT/H 45%
FERE 30 Avle, T 3%, REBHIANTIEY, 5 H 13 HEHR, 5 H25 HAI7 A 2 H ke
JBAE. Ab3E 2 BUGEAES AN S1%E AR 15 AJT/ET. 10 AJT/RT; A 3 UGB AEA ARG FEK AR 15
AJTIE 10 AJ7/8; AP 1 kWSS EIE K, AR 6 H 1 H4GTEH, 6 H 5 H S,
7H 4 HREE K, 7 A 21 HZ&R.

3. MEERS S
3.1. ARIATER EHINVE M F 1R AR

RIGLE R LKW, it — e SR 3at B, 38 51% 8 & IEAK Ec 2KER, &R RAE K
HHRIER, ARG A KRR, MR, BErpkm, WAL, A RE, Heaiksg: T
RAE RS T SR, 5 A, BRI . (HACEE 2 5403 3 2 Al MR 25, AbHE 3 (/KA AE) I 3k
I — . EEEMNA 2), FARRIGEPRENE, REFKBEICEE CK BN 12.66%, it & & 00 A 86 m
1.81%; HJNE, REF/KBEL CK 80 5.72%, LLE SN 0.68%. Jb B iRE & bk 4 Ik,
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AREEF/KENELL CK 3410 16.85%, bt FH & A R A 380 1.23%; 51N, RatF /KB EL CK 341 5.91%,
Eb A2 A AR 1 0.90% . H L 156 HH , AbFE 3 (RERFE/KIFAE) ELALFE 1 (CK)F BH & 4P E A, LEARBE 2 (51%
54 A EAHFIAERL .

Table 2. Effects of different fertilization treatments on biological characters of melon
= 2. FEITEARLIERTE INE M FE MR

Hh g EgeE] S OSL: I 1l ] v \Y, S

1 2.9 2.8 31 3.2 3.0 3.00

%ﬁzﬁ 2 3.2 33 34 33 34 3.32

S 3 3.1 34 35 33 36 3.38
(A ARAS) 1 4352 4243 4262 4313 4132 426.04
${§)§ 2 461.0 4495 450.1 4435 432.8 447.38
3 460.3 456.2 455.4 4387 4415 450.42

1 5.7 5.2 58 49 5.1 5.34

gf;@z 2 6.4 6.1 6.1 6.2 6.0 6.16

Ry - 3 6.6 6.2 6.3 6.1 6.0 6.24
(LEIF) 1 401.4 409.6 4165 4283 4229 41574
i (gm)i 2 432.4 4383 4336 4403 437.4 436.40
3 4376 4455 438.7 4432 436.7 44034

3.2. AEISLERRSRR I B S
N B MOR S, THEIC G 2815 3.

Table 3. Summary table of Melon Yield in different fertilizer treatments (unit: kg)
= 3. TEIFERALIE/ N EL B3RS ko)

NS o
TR 56 Hh £ Ab PR AR WESIE%  LEXTIE%
| I i v \Y;

1 29.4 2738 30.9 29.5 31.2 29.76 816.5 — —
L 2 34.9 36.8 36.4 335 37.6 35.84 983.3 — +20.43
(BERK ) ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '

3 36.2 373 35.7 38.4 36.5 36.82 1010.2 +2.73 +23.72

1 40.2 376 39.1 41.2 38.6 39.34 857.1 — —
oy

2 46.5 475 434 46.4 45.8 45.92 1000.5 — +16.73
(elqzik)

3 48.7 49.0 46.8 48.4 47.6 47.78 1040.9 +4.04 +21.44

T 1) ERRGNXEM 24.3m%, JLEIR £ 30.6 m%; 2) AbBE 1. A3 AbFE 2. 51%5E A 25 kg/R; AbFE 3. HHRLERK FIK AT 25 kg/F .

3L SPSS Grit o3 A A R b PR [A) 22 AT R E S A (LSD %), A& 4. R 5 AT, FFARAKI AR
A AR AR (R HE 3)FH T & 0 m T AR i IR AL B (Ah 2R 1), bR 2 B RS54 1 B 2R
EVEER, Mk 3 A EEH b B S AR 2 EA AT R . ALEIAHRLS S R B b
ERBML, AFE 3N REER AR 1, (HAM 3 54 2 ELEEER.
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Table 4. Analysis of variance

® 4 AESHER
AR A R H ¥1J5 F BEE
Ab P (8] 146.28 2 73.14 38.89 0.00
R R
X 4 22.57 12 1.88
(R ) AL
ISE ¢ 168.86 14
AbFR[R] 207.97 2 103.99 60.9909 0.00
E
: X 4 20.46 12 1.705
(k) AL
pSE-) 228.43 14
Table 5. There was significant difference among treatments
F#5. ABEEREEM
b3 ¥iE bRtz i 5% & /K-F
1 29.76 1.361 1.85 b
W —
) 2 35.84 1.63 2.67
(BFEAREY) a
3 36.82 1.06 1.12 a
1 39.34 1.40 1.96 b
R =
2 45.92 1.54 2.36
ST ¢
3 48.10 0.89 0.80 a

3.3. FRIAEZF M o
FEREAE AL (CKL) JE BB AL, — eV, it A OSSR K AE AN 52 & NE(CR2)#8 r s n i I B

HAE S B ARAKI IR,

S WO IR A, i P AL UIE BRI I i Y et 1012.20 Jo/wr, it

MR AL as 900.80 Ju/w, i HIZKIEFAL LA St R A AL 2 18 1 1 12.3%; JLHIFHRK A, Wl

SRR IKIFIE A G E S LA B i i et $2 i 1 20.0% (5 6).

Table 6. Economic benefit analysis of different treatments of melon

% 6. IR E MR B F IR

R e FEE B IEVION N pE A A g
A - Ko/®f Jt/kg Jul JUIH JCIE %
1 816.5 6.00 4899.00 — —
BRI —
(g%&lﬁ) 2 983.3 6.00 5899.80 100.00 900.80 18.39
3 1010.2 6.00 6061.20 150.00 1012.20 20.66
1 857.1 6.00 5142.60 — — —
A b
gﬁ%ﬁﬁ 2 1000.5 6.00 6003.00 100.00 760.40 14.79
3 1040.9 6.00 6245.40 150.00 912.80 17.75

3.4. FEIAERI TR = 3 53 4
XA PR RS AT b, A T AR st R, LU RKIE AL AN S350 1:15.2 A1
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1:12.9, ek = Hebb 430 6.7:1 1 6.1:1, BAMIK T E G AEM =L, (R AL S0 7 AL e o s
RARKIB IR RAAR (7).

Table 7. The ratio of economic yield of nutrient output per kilogram of different fertilizers to input-output of fertilizers (unit:
kg, yuan/mu)

F7. AEENESARFESFHEEF~E SIRHENFFHEL(BAL: kg, TT/E)

ESVAN
Wit 1 wa o epEss wmem CoTOAT ek mwis R
@
1 0 0 0 — —
W i
i 2 12.75 166.8 1:13.1 100.00 900.80 9.0:1
(& RAH)
3 12.75 193.7 1:15.2 150.00 1012.20 6.7:1
1 0 0 0 — — —
Wi
2 12.75 143.4 1:11.2 100.00 760.40 7.6:1
Gl
3 12.75 183.8 1:12.9 150.00 912.80 6.1:1

4. R
4.1. HEHCHEXIEERIE

MHEBIKRBRMWE SHE, AL AR ARERERR, s, AR, 408 #NEA
W I, S5 RECT3 N 14.8%, HREIEIN 5.5%. W% BT BOKERE, SHEEEMEKEA R
TR

4.2. € RE S EKERE~HESER

TE e FH S AR (CKL) I 5 b, T K AR — A4 IE REAE — e F2FE L3RR It = 5. P A8 it
CORGEF BT AEE PR IE R T B AT R R AR LR ANIREE % R 5 ALK T R4 S 3 i 28 BRI
74 912.20 JU/RT AN 1012.80 JU/HT, FEATLEFEDTEA 12.9 Afr. 162 AT&FEE, JERFER X 6.1,
6.7 LR HIC 7 B /KA AR LGP A B 5 i 26 A, G IR SE AP 3 =3 e . BRIk, R K
JE— A R, AR AR AL 77, JFREE AN FEY 0 & B 5 B IE LA R4 S A 5.

SE Tk
[1] xigkss, ZeM, SRR, 250, K35, Mt 70 SR R P A Je = s s (3], A B g 5 R RL, 2014(6):
81-85.

[2] FrtoTs, @Bk, TRk, Fhl, xRS, AKEMEE HLICGR 2 W T A KR Z= 2 MR mI]. & AREESE,
2016(4): 42-43.

[3] ik, MWE, skAE, 25 ANFEUKEESTPENE 25 578 R RA K R R E2m ). e 2, 2018(20):
57-61.

[4] 475, R, TRIE, ZE, 2. KSR HICRA R BT R[J]. #3537, 2017(2): 28-31.

DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2021.117089 655 b k=


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2021.117089

i

R
®

bidoy

e

‘N\sé

'5\\“ W

£
—

/

Y,

|

L)
o p—
- 1

RS

P

DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2021.117089

FlL L


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2021.117089

Zfitr %

Fat

. u &
»

2020.4—7

‘ £
sn i
# | s

EER KA IR

DM W, NI . o .
. e, ',;?; 15 M
TR A RoXOR
TR0 @, ORA/E

s
*

DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2021.117089 657 Al R


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2021.117089

	“禾绿丰”水溶肥在甜瓜上的应用效果
	摘  要
	关键词
	Effect of “Helufeng” Water Soluble Fertilizer on Melon
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 引言
	2. 材料与方法
	2.1. 试验地点、时间
	2.2. 试验地基本情况
	2.3. 供试肥料
	2.4. 供试作物
	2.5. 试验方法
	2.6. 主要农事管理措施

	3. 试验结果与分析
	3.1. 不同处理对甜瓜生物学性状的影响
	3.2. 不同处理对甜瓜产量的影响
	3.3. 不同处理经济效益分析
	3.4. 不同肥料处理产出效应分析

	4. 试验结论
	4.1. 田间长势对比明显
	4.2. 专用配方型水溶肥增产增效作用

	参考文献
	附录

