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L.2.3 &EH I IHEE R Mi-
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Fig. 1 Effect of crop rotation on dry weight of muskmelon
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- (P<C0. 05), BRCRSE Al 5 PEHE & BEAL FEB T
CI.CII.CII.OMN=BM.TI.TI.TI.BT .
Ol .O I >CK, 2z 53k i K ¥ (P<C0.05), #if
IR ST 7 M 2 1 A AR B R e T IR
CK(P<20. 05) , £5 &b 3 1] 22 5 AN . 3%

® 2 KHEARAEXTEH N & 5 A 200

Table 2 Effect of crop rotation on fruit quality of muskmelon

g1 VC £ fit/mg- (100 g)7! IR CL e T EH/meg g
Treatments VC content Soluble sugar content Soluble protein content
TI 11.534+2.47 b 11.304-0. 046 ¢ 15.86+0.104 a
TI 13.78+1.57 ab 13.73040.221 b 15.224+0.357 a
TII 11.09+1. 61 be 12.326=+0.102 be 15.67+0.179 a
Bl 10.13+1.95 ¢ 12.53940. 284 be 15.93+0.462 a
Bl 16.83+0.70 a 14.54440.187 a 16.14+0. 321 a
BINI 12.67+2.01 ab 12.3857+0. 136 be 16.10+0. 251 a
Cl 14.03=+1.11 ab 14.5047+0.406 a 15.76+0.079 a
Cll 14.18=+1. 36 ab 14.340+0.022 a 15.52+0. 341 a
CIl 15.17£1.78 a 14.296+0.112 a 16.15+0.580 a
O 11.03=£1. 37 be 11.20440.047 ¢ 16.06+0.748 a
Ol 14.08=+1. 31 ab 14.4307+0.021 a 15.63+0.536 a
Ol 11.17+1.43 be 12.17640.172 be 16.05+0.447 a
CK 9.53+£1.70 d 10.00440.107 d 14.7140.845 b
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Effects of Different Vegetable Crop Rotation Patterns on
Growth Yield and Quality of Muskmelon in Greenhouse

ZHAO Suo,ZHOU Chuan-yu,ZHOU Chao,XU Ting, XU Jian, DONG Yang, WU Lin-lin
(Qigihar Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Qiqihar, Heilongjiang

161000)

Abstract: In order to establish the reasonable muskmelon rotation system, taking melon cultivar Chuntian 3, to-

mato cultivar Dongnong 709, bean cultivar August Green, the celery cultivar Solid Celery and onion cultivar

Changbai as materials, through the method of ridge planting in the greenhouse (flat beds and sowing for celer-

y) »the effects of crop rotation with tomatoes, beans, celery and Chinese onion on the dry weight and {ruit quali-

ty of muskmelon were studied . The results showed that the dry weight of muskmelon was significantly higher

than other treatments on the crop rotation of celery and onion (P<C0. 05) ; the soluble sugar content of musk-

melon in celery and other vegetables crop rotation were significantly higher than other treatments(P<C0. 05) ;

the VC content of muskmelon was significantly higher than the rotation of beans and celery,as well as celery

and onion (P<C0. 05) ; the soluble protein content of muskmelon in crop rotation treatments was significantly

higher than contronl. Compared with other treatments, the crop rotation of celery and onion was the best in im-

proving growth yield and fruit quality of muskmelon.

Key words: muskmelon;crop rotation;fruit quality yield

(ZXEEEBRFIE, RUARRLTIEZERGHLR)

80



