wF @ ¥ 2010016):41~43

AR AR E G & R R AR

A M, X B W, W U #, X E b, EONR

(TERE R, TE 41| 750021

- ZHEEZ -

B E B RIRA AR, YA 33E” N A AR, L AARE A AR AR T 44
B BTRIE R T 4 RS R B FINS A RF RGP a, SREN REEEYY
RERRZ W FERZ FRERERFRAI, HESARS EH T ERARK S ER R
BERFF @A RTELRT ARG MRBEENERBIRYNEZHTLECHERY ., KETIEH
IR S R MG ESRE R LK,

KGR DT IR N S R

RESHS S 642. 2

8 JN(Cucumis sativus L. ) JBEE 5 B —4F A B A Bl 2
B RAAEY) ORI RN Tz 4040 T3 E 4, 2
REERMBEEZEY. BEITENAMNTEEH—F
Bk ERE A EER AR EAR I . TR %
AEFAE, FEFE G B S R A B AL A Y R,
WEZEIR SIFEIR RGBT 55 AR HUE L,
HFEE T HNM =85 &R . SR AT LA RS
AR FR KTk B4 R AR HE TR 435 7K 43 B WU, 38 AT A 3L
TRl 25 Fhvs B R AR b as = - Rl AR SR

AT O BN EE AR -, 8]
JNIGHE I 38 22, 7 [R) B 9% 4 T 10k 0 06 4 i R | LT o8
MBEET N RAEEAFMEZm, BEH T 4
YIRS HAT B i, HAL SR BRI A 7
W R A SR IR B R IR R W AR I 4
AR A 7 B B A2 AR A B Y R AR IR
BEABESOR R R R TG S 58R IG & 85 E 0
FOMEXT EaR 4 R 5 5 140 45 LU A i & DL R GE
. BLLBNFEIOREEA , “Tiif S3E” 8 I #:48, LI A
B Xt B A5 U3 T SR8 I e AR d (B 4 P
BTy N IR B v AR K IR P B T R e,
DI T ) (68 B 76 3508 7 1k i B B 4R L BB AR

FE—EHEENA AR AIT), B AR T B ELBAL R L, B3
JFOAEENFRAR LS AL LR EHME T4, E-mail: ye-
lin. 3993@163. com.

BEEWBR:TEARAASERFT /T AR B Q2CHY03); FHA
RAFELFHRENZID; TAEXRBEEHABETTHEHLIR
BBRLFRHFZBFARAFREAFAE TEARTHAB; TALIH4
B 34 KALH T £ 85 B (2010GA880007) ;2013 £ FE X FRF R
XFEEANHERFTHFRA

W HH#3:2014—04—16

MERFRIRAS A XEHS:1001—0009(2014)16—0041—03

PEREAR HE
1 #MHRE5F*
L1 meatet

P BT R A BB B I, T B AR I B P
A RTTEA FFRAE il S IR A A “ 1 33E”, TR
AR A R A Rl R4,
L2 Bk

T 2013 4F 5~9 H 7T H R FRFL LI -
BRI TP AT MR A AR AL WA TE T B R SR B
219 FEZSe B ME . 201348 5 A 1 H XS B NEEAEIR 7
2.5 A 2 HEEM TRARR EAQBHREG 11
RRRE ) 72 FLoXEE R, BT 1 RL;5 H 3 H BBk R KRG
AREFMUEZ,5 A 5 HEET 72 fLX@P, 88 1R, 4
AR ZE— i —O, BHE 70 R T, JH W88 Sk i AT
PR . SR FHEEHE BREE R ARG 4 RO AL, B
WREAEXF(CK) . BEVLIX A I, A3 72 #k,3 IKE
SRR BREL 864 Bk, 5 A 18 H G iR IEE .
FrAEI K 2 =i — O, BEHLZE BRI A R 10 B, 052
B IR .
L3 THEME
L3.1 AKEHRANE HERABTFIFRFR
BWE GERE T T mEARK A ZEE AT T i
0.5 cm Ab) ERARMIAR A 5 F B R & i A i+ F 98,
B ZFR T VR D B v TR AR, K BBORE P 38 - B 7 VR Y
S E, RSB IT M GA T  AR 5 R BY DR 45 28 B E
JEBIT , BUH TR R 4N I B R BT T . WIS E
HIKE Gy, KT Ay, BT FRIHEARE G, , )i AR
A, =G, X (A;/G)Y™, BUBBR 8 B 55 I H SR K wh ¥k 2
W FERZE K st 1 W, IR 4RI T 5, BBORE Ak 1) 42
HERR o5 PR H A, 105°C R/ 15 min, 75°CHET 2

41

PDF SCH# ] "pdfFactory Pro™ X RAG)E www. Fineprint.cn



http://www.fineprint.cn

- ZHEEE -

wF @ ¥ 2014016):41~43

THEE, AR ETE, WEEKRE .G ERE S
B MR =TT RE(/# FEHTHE(@;G
H=2KTHEE@/FHREWD EEEH =2
(em) / g ()™
L3.2 hES¥E HEHPRS,7E LT 10:00 A
B HE 2 % A W 2 A (Li-6400) W 52 it B (4 ¥ 6 4 1 %
(Po) R ALF BE (Gs) M) CO, ¥R B (Ci) 18 B 2 R
(Tr)., MERHEEEEEE 3 B e BITFHTh et #t 47
Wi , AL FEFEHLINE 6 Frit,
L4 BdEsrth

FFH Excel 2010.DPS v 7. 05 #4347 B3R IC 7 SE
ERGE

2 HBREHSWH
2.1 NIRRT R 2 B Al i A R A R

1R 1 AT ARG B 3R A g 95. 6205 HK
A 92. 8905 FRUCHFEHETL 91. 700 BR4E UG R &
6,40 83. 9%, SXFHR(CKO A b, 3 NI 32 /5 < 3B
R, 2O AR, AR L R AR . AR ]
IREE RS2 R LR B R B ek, HAR IR Ok 1Y
PR S x R B 2 s WAR IR Bk RO B4 25 28
HLEOR 5 SR PRI B 07 1 Ja » BTN T AR5 00 R LG L SR
IR, HE B EES; RN, RAMER, Hp
WItR I AR R B 22. 82 em,

*1 AEGEAZENRERNSEERKBZN
Table 1 Effect of different grafting methods on the growth of cucumber seedlings in greenhouse
hb ¥R BT R Wi Eyil i TET AR i:3S
Treatment Survival rate/ % Plant height/cm Stem diameter/ cm Leaf area/cm? Root length/cm
HRE Self rooted(CK) - 7.9b 0. 301d 26. 99¢ 16. 98b
$24% Approach grafting 91.7 8.8a 0. 289d 31.56b 19. 32ab
i 4% Peg grafting 92.8 6. 5¢ 0. 354b 33.14b 20. 16ab
kR 5% 4% Root cutting grafting 95.6 6. 7¢c 0.416a 38.41a 22. 82a
BEHE Cleft grafting 83.9 8. 3ab 0.321c 32.03b 19. 38ab
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Table 2 Effect of different grafting methods on photosynthetic characteristics of cucumber seedlings

POk HbEHER Py SILFEE Gs JfuE] COz ¥RBE G MR T,
Treatment /pmol « m™2 « 571 /mmol + m™2 + 571 /pmol « mol~1 /mmol + m™2 « 571
EI AR Self rooted(CK) 8. 15¢ 0.12b 203. 87b 1. 62¢
8 Approach grafting 14. 80a 0. 20a 239. 16a 3.1la
1fi#¥% Peg grafting 13. 90ab 0.2la 244. 26a 3.20a
iR 4% 4% Root cutting grafting 15. 30a 0. 24a 252. 20a 3. 30a
BEBE Cleft grafting 12. 83b 0.19a 234.03a 2. 55b
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Fig. 1 Effect of different grafting methods on
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Fig. 2 Effect of different grafting methods on
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Table 3 Effect of different grafting methods on
cucumber seedling healthy index
hb 3 R G1H R e
Treatment Healthy index G value Root/shoot ratio
HRE Self rooted(CK) 0. 038c 0. 025¢ 0.13d
$E3% Approach grafting 0.032d 0. 034b 0. 18¢
4% Peg grafting 0. 054b 0. 041ab 0.21b
AR 5% 4 Root cutting grafting 0. 062a 0. 045a 0. 26a
B4 Cleft grafting 0. 039¢ 0. 038ab 0.17¢
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Effect of Different Grafting Methods on Greenhouse Cucumber Seedling Quality

YE Lin,LIU Ya-li, HAO Wen-kui, LIU Yu-shan, TANG Yuan
(College of Agricultural, Ningxia University, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021)

Abstract ; Taking sunspot pumpkin as stock, withBonai33E’ cucumber as the scion,the self root plant as the control, using

the approach grafting,peg grafting,root cutting grafting, cleft grafting treatment of 4 kinds of grafting methods,effect of

different grafting methods on growth characteristics of cucumber seedlings were studied. The results showed that root

cutting grafting seedling survival rate was the highest, followed by peg method, cleft grafting survival rate was the

lowest. Grafted seedlings were significantly were better than those of self root seedling in plant height,stem diameter, leaf

area,root length,photosynthesis, protective enzyme activity;each index of root cutting grafting were significantly higher

than that of other grafted seedlings. Grafting could significantly increase the protective enzyme content of cucumber

seedlings,increased the photosynthetic rate of seedlings and promote the growth.

Key words: grafting method; greenhouse cucumber;seedling quality;influence

43

PDF SCH# ] "pdfFactory Pro™ X RAG)E www. Fineprint.cn



http://www.fineprint.cn

