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Construction and verification of a comprehensive evaluation index system for soil improvement in farmland

LI Qingrong, CHEN Jianjun, ZU Yanqun, HE Yongmei, ZHAN Fangdong, LI Bo, LI Yuan"

(College of Resources and Environment, Yunnan Agricultural University, Kunming 650201, China)

Abstract: This study aimed to establish a scientific, reasonable, and practical evaluation system for soil improvement in acidic farmland,
and to provide a basis for evaluating this improvement. The relevant evaluation indexes were selected based on a literature review. The
analytic hierarchy process was used to determine the index weights, and a comprehensive evaluation system was constructed to determine
the soil improvement effect in acidic farmland. The results were verified through an experiment on acidic farmland in Lianghe County,
Yunnan Province. Based on a keyword search in the literature, we screened for the occurrence of all indexes related to soil fertility, crop
growth, and safety and economic benefits to determine the middle level indicators ; soil organic matter, soil pH, exchangeable acidity, and
24 other parameters were evaluated to determine the lowest level indexes. Subsequently, the coefficient of each index weight was
determined and a comprehensive evaluation index system was established to evaluate the acidic soil improvement effect. Based on the
technique for order preference by similarity to an ideal solution (TOPSIS) weighting method, the improvement effect obtained in the field
experiment was ranked in the order of synthesize qualitative cellulose 204 (SQC204) >synthesize qualitative cellulose 201 (SQC201) >
synthesize qualitative Fe—Ce cellulose (SQFC-00S). The evaluation system constructed in this study can provide a reference and basis for
the evaluation of the improvement effect of acidic farmland soil.

Keywords : acidity; soil improvement; comprehensive evaluation; analytic hierarchy process(AHP)
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SRy B B AR (B A USRI RN TE s BN |
Py BRI A5 U eI PT LA RGARR L3R 2, BB =
TG B E RN HEAE SRR
G121, SRR AT b FEASRE I R R AR L IR, AT LA
PERERAE 2 A K, fr ] DL, S RPOT ik I ANBE S
e P - S ok RUR) AR ARBCR o O T SN U o
AT R R FRIRCR A 7 HEB o 28 2 3 WL 3 - Sk
R FHREA T PR, X085 B RACRAH SR 1 24 A 1 2k
Ty b RS 23 52 2% B 24 TR 1 R B LA AR Bk 57
2R T, SR 5 AT 23 T TR0 s R X - 3 )
A RAEHIM,

SRR YE LR REOR SR I B R4
TR HAR VR RZE A PEAN J7 18, AN TR 2 4 1
MHMERT BB 2EA55 , KA AR A E
P R e B A B S B ek RO R —
PO 2 B IR0, 5 24 i 2 5 T8 R I - 3l R HoAR
BAFEMLR AN AR R RL I ZR G N 715, 32
BRI R A W AR . BURLR A
WL AR Z W 38 0 i ik 8 0% R
N RPN o A PN N T
PR G BT FARE FELAS [, BURZE S PR A
e 5 52 PRp AR R FH IS A7 AR — RE Y 22 572 X IS
SFERNE I T ik T LR B
Fr o3 X AN RN ARG 39 ol RASCR AT 285 VR
it HE AE P I R R X - g R R OK i R
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KFE L HAR A = B v, I 1 AR SRR HOE
Hakanson V& 75 4= 25 KU $8 05 PE M o J8] SR 45
RS BT IAE S A BB pHAE B 57 1040 LA A
A ROIR B I A A T S R SR U R
PN FEIAMAR

=R IRS (Analytic hierarchy process, AHP) 1/
FHF IR g G Rt S5 ik h e A
A2 02 0 SCHR LA, ASBIF 9838 1 2 K 43 BT vk
SEASTEN AT AT A R Mk 13 RACREG G TEM A R
ERPEAR HH A 0 R HOR (AP SRR 2

| MRS T®

1.1 AREXER

K FH S5 1 55 E 25 A R BT £ (24053
02.79"N,98°18" 44.41"E) , i T 4B 0™ (I FF- K , %
Hi X A% A2 pH (M 4.58, )8 T SR ok + 4,
HAH (Cd) &R 0.33 mg-kg™! .44 (Cu)F2
TN 58.39 mg - kgt K BEC - HEIR IR A AR I b -
35 g AR A FE bR E (1047 ) ) (GB 15618—2018) , 1%
X T 4R Cd . Cu B IR

SEERILVE 18BN X AR T 1~18, B/ X
AR 6.5 mx2.6 m. 20204F3 H it R (2 1), 52
JE 60 d J5 FIEE F R AN RATE, R RS KA A
FFEPIRE . 2l B 2 A R0 PRI A R
PRAL it fin & Ry FEHEFR A N
1.2 AR FiE
1.2.1 3F AHP AR A H 3580 B SUR 254 P
TR R g

20 48 70 4R, 523 (Saaty) T — Al i i1
SYCRA A 5 AT AR S A 1 2 B AR TSR
AT Be—— 2 R A3 Mk (AHP)™ 3205 15 ks 500
FIWTHES TP AHP REAS 8 1k X & AT o A 1 —
PRI UE , 5 B B S A7 AR I B A R A O, DT B

F1 KHEXKAE

Table 1 Field experimental treatments

=7 NS LR R R
Crop Plot Cellulose ameliorator
E50/S 1.4.7 CK1

(Z"'i")mys 2.5.8  SQC201(E 4 EFELTF4EE 201), 11 130 kg-hm™
’ 3.6.9  SQC204( A E LT 4E% 204), 11 130 kg-hm™
EHATE 10,13.16 CK2
(Pennisetum || 14 14 SQFC-00S(S A5 E MERRAILT 42 ) ,4 995 kg-hm™
sinese Roxb)
12.15.18 SQC201, 11 130 kg hm™
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TR E PR O MER P , S B A B SR TS SR B o 1
MHEE . SRR I3 M 12 1 i o K A1 AR M )
HIE — B SRR A SC SCRR™, 3 Hedb A R etk o
HroR BRI L, HETE O B AR B — P52
JitERY,

()P HE R 1

PR SRR BEA T PN A LA, 2 S WA AR Y
SEABER 2 AN AR bR A 2R 2 RO

PIAZ O IR T LR ORI O R UE . PP
T A o7 TG A b2 e AR RN AT B A 3 AN S ),
TEM R R A 2R B0) 201 5 23 3k SCHR 3 ik, e 2 )
AHOCSCHR A S A8 FRITGe 153 B 45 TG Bm 1A DG £ s
JEHARE o ASBIFIT AT ) 5 R 1 - 49 ek R AH S A A
BREL 125 5, 4 S SCER P A S ER A8 AR 1024, 2275541
(CRZ s el R AV BRI ) 3 A8 AR 24 R L% 2.
AT F AR S A AU AT, 2545 S 441

R2 XERIERIEAR R HILE

Table 2 Index and frequency of literature extract

Bzt SCHREL A i S SCHRER EER i
Index Document number Group number The frequency Index Document number Group number The frequency
pH 115 710 0.920 fRIEA 4 18 0.032
AL 74 288 0.592 HIES 4 24 0.032
AR 68 407 0.544 AR 4 26 0.032
HER 60 335 0.480 R A ik 4 18 0.032
B 52 321 0.416 TR 4 17 0.032
FOKhE 40 209 0.320 AR 3 11 0.024
SEHPEES 33 190 0.264 IR 3 11 0.024
AR 30 216 0.240 PRI EE W5 3 14 0.024
A B 30 180 0.240 IR AL 3 21 0.024
FH B 38 etk 29 220 0.232 A5k 3 15 0.024
S 24 121 0.192 + 35 B 3 12 0.024
AR R S o 23 157 0.184 it e 3 22 0.024
TR E 22 128 0.176 Rl 3 17 0.024
bas R 21 100 0.168 FER e 3 22 0.024
AR AR T 17 126 0.136 WA Z AR 3 31 0.024
I 15 95 0.120 TR IR E 3 18 0.024
i it 15 85 0.120 135 2 8 0.016
A Bl 14 115 0.112 Sy 2 16 0.016
A HEfLBR 13 77 0.104 =N 2 14 0.016
AREE 12 79 0.096 HREE 2 10 0.016
R ¥5y 11 43 0.088 BROK 2 10 0.016
AR 11 80 0.088 R ¥s8i 2 4 0.016
i A A S 11 60 0.088 HhPE R 2 9 0.016
FKAR 11 39 0.088 ANTERETE 5 R 5] 2 9 0.016
Ree: 358211 10 43 0.080 TR 2 10 0.016
FOREA 10 72 0.080 pliegr & 2 11 0.016
Tk A 10 70 0.080 IR A 1 7 0.008
T e TR 9 42 0.072 Ao HER s 1 4 0.008
Rk 9 47 0.072 s 35Ul 1 4 0.008
AR T 8 61 0.064 I AR 1 4 0.008
EEp L 8 58 0.064 THHEFIEA 1 8 0.008
LA I B 7 55 0.056 TR Y 1 9 0.008
e K 7 45 0.056 MAAR 1 9 0.008
LR 7 61 0.056 TRk 1 6 0.008
TR M Tt 1 il 7 61 0.056 REFRR 1 4 0.008

WWW.Qes.019.CN




NGEG>°

bedlllE7 % St 25 41 558 3 H
&R 2 XEkHERERE HIE
Continued table 2 Index and frequency of literature extract
Eiztan SCHREL iR R Bzt SCHREL 4154 A
Index Document number Group number The frequency Index Document number Group number The frequency
WEREE 7 50 0.056 A 1 4 0.008
EP It 7 51 0.056 BB Tt 1 9 0.008
FORAEY T i 7 44 0.056 Z 1y A A 1 5 0.008
FERG 6 31 0.048 AR 1 4 0.008
LN 6 32 0.048 HIEA 1 4 0.008
LEES 2N 6 32 0.048 WA A YA 1 5 0.008
R FEA AN 5 26 0.040 A P A= W 1 5 0.008
- Y 5 17 0.040 (DGR 1 5 0.008
A R 5 26 0.040 oK 1 3 0.008
A 5 29 0.040 E5P/ QIEX = 1 3 0.008
e 5 29 0.040 FA R 1 3 0.008
Rz FEIE 3TN 4 22 0.032 E ey 1 3 0.008
RERRR 4 21 0.032 TRLT L 1 7 0.008
KRR 4 20 0.032 A 1 2 0.008
TR & 4 35 0.032 % 1 5 0.008
-4 AR 4 13 0.032 =S 1 6 0.008

VE R B R Z R A e B SRR UL

Note: Frequency in the table refers to the ratio of the frequency of occurrence of this indicator to the total number of references.

IV B U TT R AT, DA 2 Hp ik B 8 pH A ML
3RS VI T IR AR H A ek R AR 25
BV FRRR, W3 3. -5 i s ) 3L R
PR TE T KA N BAE I M - R K BE F119, LA
S W - SR P R 5T L SRS PEAE S FRAE IR
W PE T ) E B AR AR (T, DL S
FLER A - e B N 2R A9 AR Ak, DADRR A i 4Tk
TS Ve R LA RN R AR L, DU AR R AS 7R 2R 48
o 8 7 A R A P TR) B A D e TR R AR
FBEMEER B T ORE T AR AR BR , 256
T 5% 5 B 500 0 T PR AN B o A BT s o P S TR
FLOMET IR )ZIER 3 A R 2 S R A 24 4
B2 b R AR ek B AUR 25 A RN R A
R, R4,

(2) 14 15 ) I R

X3 4 PR A5 B 2H RO R SR B U — 1k
2 1~9 X[a], Hf18 i % 5 1) 45 8 A 0 25 F5 AR 5 2Pk ik
FEAT 0 5 3FAR I (- F-IME, < B8 Satty (19 1~9 HL A
PRIE (R 5) , P HL B R A2 T A PEA 418 B ot v 1) )2
BE—$Ebn AR 8] JZ AT P 5 AR 0 i i SR R AR AR AT
PR R S R A T REL ), I TR I L3 6~ 9.

()AL R BT IG5

Xof %A J W B 1EA T AHP BIF5E (T35 05 1 il
BUL) A% BVRRAE ) ML (ES . RS FFAE 1] 3
B R R AR AR, SR 5 M d5 R AR AR (BT R4S 5
CHA, CIHEM T — BRI . AFFE PPN ACE T
AR — BRI 25 A, BT — Btk dE b8 CR1H.
THCE LT CR BN, 150 W S DB R R — SR ey

x3 UITREKETEYRUARGEEITMIER

Table 3 Preliminary comprehensive evaluation index of acid farmland soil improvement effect

)= )z IRz
The top layer The middle layer The lowest layer
PR 43 R AR T I BB, A, B, A e, USRI T, AL H R IR R AR, L
frikz o, pH BB 7S ht, SC R (HT AT, ek S 5 0 1~ (I 5 B B ) A7 008 VBT
Al AT B R RE VR O ORI, o SR R, RR LR R , TREMERE , B Bt
ERARSE A R R A A, oK B AL B B FPRLAL BT CRT VR R BT Ve) FPRLER |
IR =i
2 P PR, A

1% WHART]
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— S BLR CRAE/INT 0.1, D) 4] Wi 4 4 il J — S0k
R 56 5 an i CRAE K F 0.1, W B B A B — bk,
PO F TR B A A R S TR A BLR D
PRUNE .
(D FCO) B B B B S E AL
bi= nbi/
S
AP n hy OB MRS, RS R AR B, T T
(2) 3 2 (2) 55— 2 TEBLA S 04 1 W B 4% 4 7
AR A5 2 1] R PE——(3) o $%x0(4) IERAE

W=3, (2)

(1)

W=[W,, Wi, ,W.] (3)
W

W,=—""
ZWL- (4)

JIAR BN W=lwi 2, -+ 10,]" BI A BT SRAFAE [ 5t
(3) 4% (5) 5 W AR A Foe AR fEL Ao

KA (AW) TR AW RS i e R
(4)— A5G - F5 20 (6) HHE — a5 O

c1=7";‘“_ - (6)
H R 10 A R FEAL— S48 45 R, h=0(7) T —
FHE K CR,
cl
CR=E (7)

1.2.2 PRI

18 T PR AR % HE P 35 (Technique for order prefer-
ence by similarity to an ideal solution, TOPSIS) 7£ %1 %
A T BAR AR A HE R , AT AR B M AE 2248
PR A AE TR 7 SEREAT HE P G 3 IR T %) 52
G IE PR R O BE B R X /AR T . T SR
1T T AR A Rz £ IR , U SRy R R

N T THBRAS [ B 1 b e N RS20, A S0 4%
TEAREAE HEA T AE [ AR UEAL 1 BIPRHEAL R Zi= (2) e
(n HATRAE B, m R PP 4645 ) o o SCIE PRAR R 2'=
(MaX{Z115 201 ey 201} s o s MAXZ1m s Zom s ovv s Zam) ) 5 T FRAE i

Z_:(Hlin{Zn 9221y e ,zn]} g eees min{mm,sz 9 eee ,Z,Lm} ) o ﬂz’ﬁl\;j’lﬁﬁ

b5 2R (D) Z RS (D) TSR AN .
(8)

R4 BUEKETEERUREATENIERER
Table 4 Comprehensive evaluation index of acid farmland soil

improvement effect

o)z Hh i 2 FAR)Z
The top layer The middle layer The lowest layer
BRVEHHS R RS BREE AL Ll
BOREM A RT ML o >
A L3
AR L4
A L5
LY/BUNISE AT L6
FLBEE L7
b AR pH L8
el 3 19
SHNER (H AP 110
SRR L1
CIRNUR))
LG REN L12
AR B RE BB L13
AEYHE ity L14
1 AL AU L15
FokAERK /R L16
“Jffz & Ay L17
Jef R L18
FORH IR B B L19
FERLAR T (AT YR R 120
I Ve)
FERLRR AT B EE L21
i € s 122
M3 A 123
A 124

RS FIBTERERER S X

Table 5 Scale and meaning of judgment matrix

FRIE Scale T LFEE Degree of importance

i 5 j i) A i
i Lo R el
i by e T
i Lo g
i L ity
JEUH IR, S A S D) BB AR 4

N Y N

2.4.6.8

T 21 5 FROR P BT AR

Note:i and j represent pair—to—pair comparison indicators.

(9)

m
zwj( z = z)’
j=1

2w RN B AR E 5 577 2773 ) /R 5 F b IE

WWW.Qes.019.CN




NEG>2

VRETR Rt Y F41EFE3H

Fo &imEX T R8I W AERE

Table 6 Judgment matrix of the top layer to the middle layer

FRE KA M2 BTG M3

WIART 1R H M1 )
Evaluation system T Soil fertility M1 |1 OToPs grow - Economic
SaHation syste o Teriiy safety M2 security M3
3 M1 1 3 5
KRR G LM 13 1 3
LT %R M3 1/5 13 1

VE W — AR b, 0 SRR R L IR B . Rl
Note: Each data b; of the judgment matrix represents the importance
of j compared with index i. The same below.

Si=r (10)

XF S AT A — AL AL B, A3 BIAHRHZ T €, 0<C<
1, C s B DB )N 3240 RS S5 1 TR gf P g )
IRp b PSRBT, C B ACFAL BEACR B 2%

2 #EREW®R

2.1 BMERHETIEYM R YRESTEMIEIRE ZERY
HRHE R AT AT A AR AT e R & 11,
AW A BT CRAEI /N T 0.1, — SCH: A6 50 3 38

if, BARH AHP 15 AR R A S e . BE1S

R AR T - RAOCRZE A IF M Fe bR R R SR

1278 o IZAEARA R B/R BUE LR R I b e vh 7

T HERE A RO A K S AN DT, 4351 0.633

5 0.261; FERARTE A2 0, pH AR W i A LT ES b

F8 HIEE M2XFRAKE B H i 45 BE
Table 8 Judgment matrix of the middle layer M2 to the

lowest layer

M2 L16 L17 L18 L19 L20 L21
L16 1 172 5 1 2 3
L17 2 1 5 2 4 3
L18 1/5 1/5 1 1/4 1/4 2
L19 1 172 4 1 172 4
L20 172 1/4 4 2 1 5
L21 1/3 1/3 172 1/4 1/5 1

9 HE = M3 X FERAKE B HI BT 58
Table 9 Judgment matrix of the middle layer M3 to the

lowest layer

M3 L22 L23 L24
L22 1 2 3
L23 172 1 2
L24 1/3 172 1

R IR, 435047 0.149..0.086 F10.086..
22 BUERBTEXRYARGESTEMNIERERNE
IE R Kz
2.2.1 BT R ML E RO TR bR A R BIE

F A 4343 B (Principal component analysis, PCA)
Je T /NI AR Y )51 i B AR 2R R
AR D BEERR , THER AR Z 48 bR ] A AR L, DRt mT
PUFVESE PRI e RSP0 o AR T SE 304k , )

&7 HEEMI N FRIKE B F BT ERE

Table 7 Judgment matrix of the middle layer M1 to the lowest layer

M1 L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L6 L7 L8 L9 L10 L11 L12 L13 L14 L15
L1 1 6 2 1 1 6 7 172 5 5 5 7 7 7 8
L2 1/6 1 1/3 1/5 1/4 1 4 1/9 1 1 1 3 5 3 5
L3 12 3 1 172 1 5 7 1/5 3 3 4 6 7 6 7
L4 1 5 2 1 1 6 8 1/4 5 5 5 7 8 7 8
L5 1 4 1 1 1 6 7 1/5 4 4 4 7 7 7 8
L6 1/6 1 1/5 1/6 1/6 1 3 1/8 173 173 1/4 2 4 2 4
L7 1/7 1/4 1/7 1/8 1/7 1/3 1 1/8 1/8 1/8 1/8 1/6 172 1 1
L8 2 9 5 4 5 8 8 1 6 6 6 8 8 8 8
L9 1/5 1 173 /5 1/4 3 8 1/6 1 1 1 4 5 4 5
L10 1/5 1 173 /5 1/4 8 1/6 1 1 1 4 5 4 5
L11 1/5 1 1/4 1/5 1/4 4 8 1/6 1 1 1 4 5 4 5
L12 177 1/3 1/6 1/7 177 172 6 1/8 1/4 1/4 1/4 1 1 1 2
L13 177 1/5 1/7 1/8 177 1/4 2 1/8 1/5 1/5 1/5 1 1 1 1
L14 177 1/3 1/6 177 177 172 1 1/8 1/4 1/4 1/4 1 1 1 2
L15 1/8 1/5 177 1/8 1/8 1/4 1 1/8 1/5 1/5 1/5 12 1 172 1

1% WHART]
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Table 10 Random consistency R/ table

FH B3 A 07 2 6 S5 36 25 SR WA AR 8 B
PUCBSE P A R 45 PR )45 B

B4 Order RIMH RI value B ¥ Order RI{H RI value ;F[“EH SPSS 20.0 @P\'H:Xj'j( FH igﬁgﬁ% ;_JP E,(]iglzmj;laﬁ
’ 02 ; oo s B CRMPECHEAHEA G T £ RS, 1550 A
: o N o I3 URIE RS 2, HH 4 RN AN
6 126 20 16292 FE 84 1:Y,=-0.098 L1 +0.133 L3+0.190 L4~
7 1.36 21 1.635 8 0.015 L5+0.337 L.8-0.221 L10-0.101 L12-0.0337 L13+
8 1.41 22 1.640 3 0.149 1L.14-0.239 L15+0.186 L16+0.239 117 +0.236
9 1.46 23 1.646 2 L18-0.162 L19+0.0213 L21+0.224 1L.22+0.224 1.23-
10 1.49 24 1.649 7 0.221 1.24
! b2 » 10336 S 2: ¥:=0.282 L1-0.257 13+0.187 L4+0.309
12 1.54 26 1.6587
3 156 - 1663 1 L5+0.387 L.8-0.117 L10+0.157 L12+0.177 L13-0.241
14 158 )8 16670 L14+0.002 L15+0.194 1.16-0.008 L17+0.047 L18 +
15 1.59 29 1.669 3 0.178 L19-0.006 1.21+0.106 L22+0.106 L23+0.118 L24
16 15943 30 16724 A o i Rk AT R AESE 1 F R R
R BEREATPERSTLER
Table 11 AHP analysis results of each indicator level
fabr)2 BREit7S A ] ERE I RAFFIE(E CHE  RIME  CR{E — —SMERRZsE
Indicator level ~ Evaluation index ~ The feature vector ~ Weight value Maximum eigenvalue €I value Rl value CR value Consistency test result
WHIART +HERE 7 M1 1.900 0.633 3.039 0.019 0520  0.037 Biiikul
FARERKGZ2M2 0.781 0.261
LT M3 0.318 0.106
T M1 AU L 2.032 0.135 16.378 0.098  1.590  0.062 FiiRul
EEI12 0.588 0.039
WA L3 1.409 0.094
AW LA 1.959 0.131
AL LS 1.707 0.114
1A E LG 0.420 0.028
FLBREE L7 0.177 0.012
pH L8 3.542 0.236
PR B T3 i 19 0.739 0.049
LR 110 0.739 0.049
LR R T L1 0.755 0.050
BRI L12 0.300 0.020
AT L13 0.216 0.014
JUR TG L14 0.237 0.016
i AL A LIS 0.182 0.012
ERAKE P L16 1.207 0.201 6.501 0.100  1.260  0.080 Ji g
M2 LT 1.991 0.332
HeA AR LIS 0.344 0.057
TEYI A L19 1.022 0.170
FFRL A 5 120 1.106 0.184
AERLER BT 121 0.331 0.055
2Rk 25 M3 PR L22 1.617 0.539 3.009 0.005 0520  0.009 Bk
P 123 0.892 0.297
AR 124 0.491 0.164
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Table 12 Comprehensive evaluation index system of soil improvement effect of acid farmland

%5 )2 The top layer H1[i]JZ The middle layer  #{H Weight value B AIGJZ The lowest layer AHXF AL E Relative weight
PRk Bk R AR AR M1 0.633 BRER HHLTLL 0.086
WHIART E L2 0.025
R4 L3 0.059
AR LA 0.083
BAELS 0.072
L/ELNTS S TR E LG 0.018
FLBRIE L7 0.007
b2 pHL8 0.149
PH & T2 i 1.9 0.031
LAERR (H AP L10 0.031
AR B (8 5 A BE L1 0.032
AR A L2 0.013
AR BE R R L13 0.009
EL7/1PSEN IR R 4 114 0.010
A AL LS 0.008
FRAK G E M2 0.261 K L16 0.052
HEYRTLT 0.086
He A LIS 0.015
b IR B B L19 0.044
AERL T (AT ME R BB 13T\ Ve) 120 0.048
FERLE B Y AP 121 0.014
LT M3 0.106 FRE122 0.057
P 123 0.032
A L24 0.017

R, B pH(LY) AW (L17) I R B K eSS
2 F Rk A, R pH(LS) (B AL (LS) A
LB (LD) M RER K . 256 90 Likgs R, + 3 pH
(L8) At (L17) U0 (LS) AT AL (L1 X R
ORI . X5 AR B FE PR IR & R4S bR
WEATF &, IR TIZ IR IR 2R 0 A 3
2.2.2 K H SR R AR P

EEXEAS TR A AE D) (oK L AT ) K el K55 Ak 2
PR B (0 S IR BRI TARYE IE (7 AL Ab B (AR 2298) 1%
AR AR PRPRUEAIE (36 13) T TR e AUt 21,

HR 326 12 R A, %o Ak 3 3 1) S B8 45 B B
AT N BGE B IF A 4 TOPSIS e #E AT HEIT | fe 415
FZ SR R PEAR F 3k R ACR 2R A TR HES o
1 2% 14 T LA L o0 R AIOR 57 1 2 SQC204, Lk
2 SQC201 , X P Fh i [ 50 Ak 1 B SR ARAIR 1 3 b
MU AR & T 3 pHL 38 T Bk A
IO i e w1 W BN S/ 2 o KR 7 o S 28 Y Gt <
RS, AU ZR A o R AR e CK L4 fi

1% WHART]

SQFC—-00S *f 1~ 3 iy el B4R 4 2%, X AT RE 5 H AR 3
TFPEM A FR AR R A - 458 pH R AT AN A B ik 2
P

FEFR R X, B e R B o —
AR ST URA, A DGR e % 32 T i R B /N A - S A
B H WA & 2, SR el RACR , sk =
Sy B R G B WP R R, R 2R LA
A SCHR P KA AN B B IOk A b B AR AR
(B T 5 B AR R T A5 ) B S50 R T M
FRBOR E M A T BE LRI . AW SR ]
JZ R AT 5 5 0 R P R 45 5 b 43 W T A0 ) 4
W N0 UL T RN R G2 A i fb ik 4 T
W D5 A B ) 2 WA AT 850 o PP 8 B 14 T 6 A
TR P AT o3 236 25 BB T 4548 B 6 SRR v
IR A R R AP DL B S o R 9 ] 3R AR
PR, B ACE R EN T B, B8
SHR P14 2 UL DA B

g, 2440 T ER e HH - ek R SR G



1, 135 pH AR di SO IR R R+ M 3R I3
Bt R B AR 1 I AR
PRV B R A A fi i A A2 3 pH {H A L
JBE A S AR A A SR SR R A
KR RBAREZN S, st rp REAE R ALE
FEBOR IR pR B FR 7E - HEAE /7 (0.633) , L 3EAE Ty
R Aoy R 8 TR AL 2 DR A8 AR, WY BRI AE W IR 3R
AR AR A A, FLJSL DR AT BE R 2 il - S BRI A= )

ZEHAY A TR A T M R SUREE G AT R R A 3R (1 R R IR E 555
13 KEAXWERIFENLE
Table 13 Standardized values of field experiment results
L2 FehT E K Zea mays L. ELPTEL Pennisetum sinese Roxb
The lowest layer Index CK1 SQC201 SQC204 CK2 SQFC-00S SQC201
L1 EERiIND 0.991 46 -1.409 01 -1.115 07 0.568 84 0.469 46 0.494 32
12 gy — — — — — —
L3 TR e AL -0.220 98 -0.030 03 -1.557 69 0.169 39 1.578 44 0.060 87
L4 AR -0.205 99 -0.225 06 2.007 64 -0.353 25 -0.571 61 -0.651 73
LS e ye 0.232 06 1.670 03 0.478 81 -0.761 61 -0.945 31 -0.673 98
L6 T E — — — — — —
L7 FLBEE — — — — — —
L8 pH -1.199 32 -0.078 59 1.541 49 -0.073 10 -0.855 43 0.664 95
L9 FH B 38 480 bk — — — — — —
L10 Sk R (HY (A) -1.25093 -0.594 08 1.376 48 0.163 83 -0.594 08 0.898 77
L1l AR S T — — — — — —
L12 AR i 1.100 74 1312 69 0.028 70 -0.769 42 -1.027 93 -0.644 78
R G 0.306 32 -0.237 84 0.616 16 -1.910 19 0.800 06 0.425 49
fi 1.077 41 0.518 34 1.071 95 -0.973 39 -0.708 21 -0.986 11
L13 s | -0.902 13 -0.922 52 -0.889 09 0.766 52 1.148 60 0.798 61
L 4 -0.834 32 -0.831 92 -0.832 05 0.396 24 0.525 10 1.576 95
58 0.728 28 0.516 10 ~1.884 72 0.597 43 0.404 37 -0.361 46
it -0.196 58 0.419 28 0.960 70 1.087 08 -1.362 55 -0.907 93
L14 i ity 0.850 59 0.599 37 1.196 62 -1.187 46 -0.656 18 -0.802 94
L15 PO R -0.831 66 -0.588 58 -0.353 35 1.930 33 0.143 66 -0.300 40
L16 73 -1.092 53 -0.817 67 -0.762 45 0.894 59 1.185 18 0.592 88
L17 EEL7/ iy -0.261 90 0.986 90 1.512 390 -0.763 25 -0.759 46 -0.714 69
L18 Pl gyt -1.638 20 -0.843 65 0.694 21 0.760 40 0.421 92 0.605 32
L19 o 3 A -0.659 25 0.185 41 0.097 16 1784 12 -1.120 88 -0.286 56
S o -1.655 39 -0.451 56 1.061 69 0.907 75 0.286 85 -0.149 32
o -0.164 55 0.124 65 -1.905 83 0.667 76 0.816 03 0.461 94
1.20 FPRLAR T — — — — — —
121 b b3 @ 1.598 32 0.642 46 0.202 30 -0.852 31 -0.795 49 -0.795 28
LSRG 7 0.275 41 0.134 79 1.7972 -0.776 36 -0.558 44 -0.872 61
fif 0.793 47 1.108 13 0.720 98 -0.409 33 -1.0525 -1.160 75
122 P -0.922 12 -0.912 47 -0.881 07 1.015 86 1.029 05 0.670 75
1.23 i -1.142 85 -0.978 69 -0.444 20 1.08123 1.108 18 0.376 33
1.24 %N 1.889 72 -0.597 48 -0.597 48 0.364 82 -0.428 41 -0.631 17
e FOR AR R AR
Note:"—" indicates that this index is not measured.

PRI 200 - i R ASCR B2 i i e 40 o i AR 2 4
Frofeud , bR 123 pH &b, H3EA AL oK AR A TR i
KL ¥4 0.086, ST 25 - A T SQC204 Hy it in
R T T pH AVE RO & LA S OR A, P
DL RAICR AT, 5 20 i SQFC—-00S 2R I i
# o XGRS HEMNZE G NIRRT I ERARZ 8
B R H 8 pH AW A R 8. P
R AP S NI E AR — € R b RO T 45 8 bR Xt
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Table 14 Comprehensive evaluation results of field experiment

improvement effect

IEFE RIS D AR Y D AT

[(B7/ s Positive ideal ~ Negative ideal T HE%
Crop Treatment solution distance solution distance Relative Ranking
D" D proximity
CK1 0.450 0.133 0.228 6
Ek sQc201 0.321 0.276 0.462 2
SQC204 0.252 0.433 0.632 1
) CK2 0.362 0.250 0.409 4
%ﬁﬁ SQFC-00S 0.421 0.257 0.379 5
SQC201 0.340 0.280 0.452 3

ERTEN SR B, U IA SCH B 25 S 4R AR iR &R
L5457 LM pH B IR T FEPIH R BRI K 2 Ak
it 2 J5 TR, SEBL T XA H Sl AR 14
TRVEEAN , FF 5 BRIEAR HH 13 RAICREE ST 25K

3 #ie

(1) 3 SCHR 43 BT ik 36 T Rl e et Ak FH - 38
R ROR R FR A T IR PEAR ek R AR 45
TR R B XS AT R AR Z B C R IR JZ
Oy BT E A R B AL T — IR 3 R
BORZEA M AR

() AT L P AR 2R N TRt 1+
ok SR A5 S A PR RO, £ 4 &R el R R AL
T S SQC204, [R] i A1) FH A2 35 Zh fi ik B 1 HAA
FRPE
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