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Abstract

Evaluation of comprehensive benefit was conducted in greenhouse muskmelon under aeration
irrigation by applying comprehensive evaluation method, which associated entropy information method
based on objective weighting with subjective weighting method. Results showed that the comprehensive
benefit order in every treatment was once per two days, once per day, none aeration, once per three
days, twice per day, and furrow irrigation treatment. Aeration irrigation could improve yield and quality
of greenhouse muskmelon differently, but the comprehensive benefit of some aeration treatments
decreased because of the investment of electricity, drip facility, et al. The comprehensive benefit of

greenhouse muskmelon in subsurface irrigation treatment was better than in furrow irrigation treatment.
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Tab.1 List of applied water amount and total development time under aeration irrigation

treatment of greenhouse muskmelon

S8 Tl T2 T4 T5 T6
SR /mm 214.748 225.515 221.779 222.587 213.012 606. 471
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Tab.2 List of investment, benefit and subjective weights of greenhouse muskmelon in
different water supply treatments
[ K il AT# R L - R HAy & SRy
WH  /JL-m7? /G /TG HRR/ I #H/g B LIS /TG kg ™!
T1 0. 365 0 1800 0.616 1 953. 604 +20. 139 0. 042 £0. 004 9.1 x0.031 2.82
T2 0. 383 1. 893 1775 1.231 2 970. 659 +14. 432 0. 062 +0. 006 9.2 +0.028 3.69
T3 0.377 0.933 1750 1.231 3 1076.698 +33.131 0. 034 £0. 002 9.3 +0.091 5.02
T4 0.378 0. 460 1725 1.231 4 1098. 110 £14.857  0.029 +0. 001 9.7 +0.014 6.29
T5 0.362 0.316 1775 1.231 2 1077.878 +18.744  0.076 £0. 003 9.5 +0. 086 4.23
T6 1.031 0 1825 0 0 941. 328 +9.249 0. 057 £0. 004 9.0 +0. 051 2.00
FWALE  0.110 0.114 0.113 0.111 0.112 0.112 0.104 0.112 0.112
x3 FHWMEREUER
Tab.3 List of entropic coefficients of evaluation indexes
3 Kt wH ATH ’%Z:;}ii& RN RRE SRR DEKBE Rf
7
€ 0.941 756 0.967 763 0. 999 908 0.976 734 0.978 045 0. 998 849 0. 969 499 0.999 818 0. 965 080
0; 0. 287 555 0. 159 159 0. 000 456 0. 114 864 0. 108 395 0. 005 681 0. 150 585 0. 000 899 0. 172 405
Y; 0.286 451 0.164 313 0. 000 466 0. 115463 0. 109 942 0. 005 762 0. 141 825 0. 000912 0. 174 866
F4 FFNTEZEETNRHY
Tab.4 Comprehensive evaluation coefficients of evaluated terms
BeE T1 T2 T4 TS5 T6
LRV R 0.757 376 0. 634 927 0.776 761 0. 874 605 0.719 731 0.558 314
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