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Table 1 Soil physical and chemial properties in the greenhouse
Avaibble P
Organic mattey’ % Totd N/g ° kg1 Akdi N/mg ° kg1 /mg ° kg1 Availible K/ mg * kg~ !
1.63 1.35 154. 00 126.45 225.00
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Fig.1 The effect of different grafting methods on plant height
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Fig. 2 The effect of different grafting methods on stem diameter
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Fig.3 The effect of different grafting methods on the number of leaves
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Fig.4 The effect of different grafting methods on kaf area
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Fig.5 The effect of different grafting methods on sensory quality of cicumber
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Table 2 The effect of different grafting methods ’
on nutrition quality of cicumber N ,
Treatment CK T1 T2
VC/mg ° (100g)—1 FW 5.25a 4.67a 6.92b
Soluble sugar’ mg * g—1 FW 13.22a 14.20a  14.47a
Orgamic add’ % 0.14ab 0.15 0.12a L1 ’ ’ )
Sugar acid ratio 9.57ab  8.36b 11.8la [J. , 2004, 13(4): 15- 19.
Soluble solid content/ % 3.8a 3.7b 3.9 [2 , s PR [J.
Dry matter ontent/ % 4.26a 4. 21b 4. 53¢ , 1998(6).481-484.
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(P<<0.05). . 2001, 32(4); 313-319.
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umn means significant difference at 0. 05 levek. . L2003, 19(1): 172-176.
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Effects of Different Grafting Methods on Growth and
Fruit Quality of Cucumber in Solar Greenhouse
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Abstract; There different grafting methods on growth and quality of cucumber in solar greenhouse were studied in this ex-
periment. The results showed that the rate of growth of the cucumber by double root grafting method was optimal in the
early stage, while the rate of growth of the cucumber by double root and double after grafting methods was better than
the near grafting method in the rapid growth stage. For the quality of cucumber, double after grafting method was signif-
icantly better than the double root grafting method. Integrated the rate of growth and the quality of cucumber it con-
cludes that double after grafting method can result in high yield and quality of cucumber.
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