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Effects of Different Seed Soaking Methods on Germination of Chieh-qua

WU Xi-ying, ZHANG Zi-peng (Jiangmen Institute of Agricultural Sciences, Jiangmen, Guangdong 529060 )
Abstract
With 122 and Baoyu seeds as the test materials, we researched the effects of different soaking methods on seed germination force, germination

[ Objective | To screen the proper seed soaking method for chieh-qua ( Benincasa hispida Cogn. Var. chiehqua How). [ Method ]

rate, main root length and seedling rate of chieh-qua. [ Result] Soaking for 2. 0 h for the immature seeds or unstable germination seeds was the
optimal. And mechanically broken and soaked for 0. 5—1. 0 h were more suitable for insufficient maturity seeds, which could obtain high germi-
antion rate and uniform buds. At the same time, pay attention to keep the seeds surface dry while pregermination. [ Conclusion] This research

provided theoretical foundation for enhancing the germination rate of chieh-qua seeds.
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Table 1 Comparison of the different seed treatment methods
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on the seed germination force and germination rate of chiech—qua Baoyu and 122
AT s &En ok mE S oo mm BIOREEE  aomm s
Variety Treatment Germination Compared  Increase rate on the Compared  Increase rate on the Compared Increase
name code force with CK % b with CK % h with CK %
7" day 10" day
122 35K A 54.7 cd 32.7 148. 64 79.3 b 33.3 72.39 82.7b 28.7 53.15
Chieh—qua 122 B 48.7d 26.7 121. 36 67.3 ¢ 21.3 46.30 75.0 ¢ 21.0 38.89
C 64.7 ¢ 42.7 194.09 92.0 a 46.0 100 92.7 a 38.7 71.67
D 86.0 ab 64.0 290.91 96.7 a 50.7 110.22 97.0 a 43.0 79.63
E 88.7 a 66.7 303.18 98.7 a 52.7 114.57 99.0 a 45.0 83.33
F 76.0 b 54.0 245.45 94.7 a 48.7 105. 87 97.0 a 43.0 79.63
G 91.3 a 69.3 315.00 98.7 a 52.7 114.57 99.0 a 45.0 83.33
CK 2.0e — — 46.0 d — — 54.0d — —
EETR A 51.3 cd 5.3 11.52 86.0 ¢ 6.7 8.45 86.7 ¢ 5.4 6. 64
Chieh—qua Baoyu B 59.3 ab 13.3 28.91 86.7 ¢ 7.4 9.33 88.7 ¢ 7.4 9.10
C 61.3 a 15.3 33.26 97.3 a 18.0 22.70 98.0 a 16.7 20. 54
D 60.1 a 14.1 30. 65 96.7 a 17.4 21.94 97.3 ab 16.0 19. 68
E 54.0 be 8.0 17.39 96.7 a 17.4 21.94 97.3 ab 16.0 19. 68
F 60.0 a 14.0 30.43 94.7 ab 15.4 19.42 97.3 ab 16.0 19. 68
G 53.3¢ 7.3 15.87 92.7b 13.4 16.90 94.0 b 12.7 15.62
CK 46.0d — — 79.34d — — 81.3d — —
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on the seedling rate of Baoyu and 122 %
" UERZ . IRHTH Seedling rate (HeFI-R KL FD) ‘ WL Seedling rate (RO AP TROTSD)
LS Treatment EES W10 K Hm FEES $10 5 Hm
Variety name Increase Increase
code The 7th day The 10th day The 7th day The 10th day
122 45K A 72 74 2 87 90 3
Chieh—qua 122 B 60 73 13 80 97 17
C 56 77 21 60 83 23
D 92 93 1 95 97 2
E 86 97 11 87 98 11
F 70 88 18 72 91 19
G 58 84 26 59 85 26
CK 30 47 17 56 87 31
EEWIR A 60 82 22 69 95 26
Chieh—qua Baoyu B 76 84 8 86 95 9
C 48 92 44 49 94 45
D 50 78 28 51 80 29
E 50 88 38 51 90 39
F 42 92 50 43 95 52
G 32 76 H 34 81 47
CK 46 80 34 57 98 41




46 £33

REEF BRI RATF R F 0k 33

FERBER AT AN IR AR B 5 iR, X
R ST MG Tt B 9 1 5, BRI i 2 6 2 A S
B JICE , W] 6 SR I 25 265 ) 15 DR PN 2D BEE K, DA i i
PRIIOIRE , iR B2 AR 4K, SR 5 FH TR R R bR i, X n 1
B TR,
2.2.1 b 122 95)RAYSEM . 3R 3 I FRP TR B A
AR RIS 7 10 RS S I AR — 2, BLIHR P
J5 20 EL & ZERI T B B BT SR TG, 1AL AL B L A AL AL
P R i, FLARER DB 2R I8 e i e, 7E
7 REIK 92% , 5 CK H LI EIL 206. 67% , 5 HAh45 40 B
22 S R KT AL D s Fh s 2 R T 122 5
JRAH o TAREE B F AIXTALEE D s i e, b3 E F 56 7
R RIAF] 10% 85 L) 1 &S . TALEE D EF
TN AT AR, PRIk 6 5 VA T/ NS 756

FEARHUMAC B P AR A B R B R e, B R 72%
55 CK A HLBEIR K 58. 33% ., KL, N5 29 A A, KBS
AP SR AL TR A BT B TR

XFHE 2 A S (R B B R R TR 1Y
225, CK AbF5 H At 32 Fh Ak FHRH LU 1 AF 22 1% 1 e Wtk [
I, CK R AR, HAS 7 R CK iR BAR, M7 7~10 K
R R, UUIZS 3. 0 h 3R AL PR AR AR M 2500 122 35
TP B R AR — 8, AN A =i, o ks P 2
2.2.2 XEEFTINMEZN, MR 3 AT, 5 CK A7, 4b3E
B 756 7 R BTG 18 53 31 65. 2% F1 50. 9% , [RI i 1l i
Ry, ULIAAL IR B REA AUHE S Fh 1936 7, B0 5 i i
I ST AR

MR F 7 o a R ZEF TR 55 7,10 R RH
R —E A bk, BN AEMUAL B (AhEE A B .C.D) HAL
WAL EE(Ab3E E F G H) Bl Z8 5, B SEBR A 7= oA
X FRFVERI MBI AL T
2.3 FRALEXMTRERKENSE ME120UFE
W ES 3~6 K AMZEAYE FAR I, 156 B 45 12 Fob Ak B8 5% ) o
T BRI AR AR R R 50

—4— % 3K The third day —A— % 5K The fifth day
—— %4X The fourth day —B— %6X% The sixth day

60
4 a
Rl ab ab ab/ A\ab
b
40 A—p 4
A\A/ b 5 g A—
30 be c be

EARK
Main root length I/ mm

Od( A B C D E F G

W32 %5 Treatment code

T ARVNE TR AR B ETE 0. 05 /KF 225 2%

Note : Different lowercases indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level
E1 AEEMAAIEX 122 FNERK EHZ0E

Fig.1 Effects of different treatments on the main root length of
variety 122
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Fig.2 Effects of different treatments on the main root length of
variety Baoyu
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Table 6 Comparison of yields of different watermelon varieties

e
weight/kg kg/hm*
1 Tk 5.28 75 974. 40
2 me 5.55 73 233. 60
3 HeAE 24 3.65 47 696. 25
4 BT 3.69 46 038.75
5 S KETCHF 25 4.17 47 543.70
6 WK 5.28 71 651. 10
7 & ETH 4.53 47 886. 90
8 JKF5 4.67 61 597. 80
9 S 2.92 29 422.50
10 FRtEZ F5 4.73 56 814. 00
11 ¥Raxk2E 4.53 51 061. 80
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