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The Effect of Different Planting Density on Quality and Yield of Pellicle Melon

HUANG Wei',ZHANG Jurrhua', CHEN Jiarrxin', ZHANG Li-feng?
(1. Department of Horticulture. Hebei North University, Xuanhua, Hebei 075131, China 2. College of Agronomy, Hebei Agricultural U niver-
sity, Baoding, Hebei 071001, China)

Abstract; Zhentianwang and Hongcheng 5 of pellicle melons were used as experimental materials. Two vane pruning way
was adopted. Row spacing was 1.0 m, spacing of plant had three levels: B1(0.35 m), B2(0.40 m) and B3(0.45 m). The
effect of different planting density on photosynthetic characteristic and development and yield and refraction sugar content
of pellicle melon were studied. The results indicated that fruit enlarging rate of melon could be promoted and refraction
sugar content was increased as row spacing was fixed and spadng of plant was increased. When row spacing was fixed
and spadng of plant was increased properly, Fo was decreased, Fv and Fm and Fv/ Fm and Fv/ Fo were increased the net
photosynthetic rate and yield were increased, but it had no remarkable effect if spacing of plant was increased fulsomely.
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