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Effect of Grafting on Growth and Development and Sugar Content of Eelon

QI Hong—yan, CHEN Ming, WEI Min

(College of Horticulture, Shenyang Agricultural Universitys Engineering and Technology Center of Efficient

Protected Agriculture Key Laboratory of Protected Horticulture of Liaoning Province, Shenyang 110161)

Abstract Pumpkin shiji star was used as rootstock for melon  Yumeiren' in solar greenhouse, and the ow n—root plant was used as

control. The effects of grafting on growth and development and sugar accumulation of melon w ere studied respectively. The results indi-

cated that growth and edvelopment and fruit enlargint. rate of melon could be promoted of grafting. Dry matter accumulation in fruit

and averge single melon weight increased. However, pulp thickness of graft melon fruit was thinner than the ow n— root fruit. The solu-

ble solids in grafted fmit were lower than the ow n— root fruit. Glucose and sucrose content ripe grafted fruit decreased and fructose con-

tent was affected little. Therefore, Total sugar content decreased in grafted melon fruit. Strach content in ripe melon was higher than

own— root melon fruit.
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