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Screening of High-quality and High-yield Fruit Cucumber under Facility Cultivation
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Abstract

fruit cucumber suitable for planting in Changshu and surrounding areas. [ Method ] Seven new fruit cucumber cultivars were tested in random ar-

[ Objective ] To understand the characteristics and adaptability of different fruit cucumber varieties, and to select new varieties of

ea to analyze their botanical characters, fruit commodity characters, fruit nutritional quality, yield and disease resistance, and to comprehen-
sively evaluate and screen the superior varieties.[ Result ] The cultivars Nanshui 2, Nanshui 6 and Xiaocui had high yield, good quality and
good field comprehensive character performance.[ Conclusion ] This research provided references for selecting and planting of fruit cucumber in

Changshu and surrounding areas.
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Table 1 Comparison of the botanical characters of different fruit cucumber varieties
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(=] < ’ JaLgs A e
'\][uﬁtgﬁ Plant Stem Node Maximum ua;f(? E f 1st female Fruit number

'arle ¥ height diameter distance leaf area Or?p t} flower of whole
name cm cm cm em’ content node // 5 plant // 4~
®i7K 2 5 Nanshui 2 105.26 1.21 9.75 638.19 106.37 4 28.31
7K 6 5 Nanshui 6 103.10 1.14 9.10 615.36 110.15 3 27.90
#E 35 Biyu 3 89.52 0.79 11.31 548.20 99.73 4 24.20
/M Xiaocui 99.38 0.92 9.12 570.17 98.66 4 26.53
HFi4& 19 Zhongnong 19 80.14 0.75 10.63 531.47 95.50 4 21.78
AR 2 5 Mini 2 85.27 0.87 11.05 528.12 97.21 4 23.50
#E Cuiyu 100.12 1.10 10.28 604.10 101.08 3 26.18
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Table 2 Comparison of the commercial properties of different fruit cucumber varieties
P4 R Tk R JIN'S JAEAR TOBF8 % JIE JIH
Variety N Fruit length Fruit dia- Fruit Fruit corner Fruit
Peel color Fruit shape .

name cm meter // cm index angle thorn
Ri7K 2 & Nanshui 2 23] kil 13.85 3.19 4.34 G 7
Fi7K 6 5 Nanshui 6 pOSZS oLt 16.01 3.27 4.90 T T
IE 35 Biyu 3 Reg R 13.73 2.82 4.87 G ¥
/g Xiaocui 230, e HL 14.71 3.05 4.82 pn J

rh4& 19 Zhongnong 19 REk poril 17.23 2.98 5.78 ¥ b
AR 2 5 Mini 2 R4 pzk il 16.52 3.41 4.84 & X
2 E Cuiyu 4, pil 13.17 3.15 4.18 ¥ ¥
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Table 3 Comparison of the yield and nutritional quality of different fruit cucumber varieties

P4 R g CoE AR ATEMEREYA R FHRE bk Prara
Variety V. content Soluble sugar Soluble solids Average fruit Yield per Converted
name mg/kg content // % content // % weight // g plant // kg/ ¥k yield // kg/hm’
7K 2 5 Nanshui 2 112.17 1.36 4.52 92.37 2.61 70 470
7K 6 5 Nanshui 6 118.09 1.21 4.40 116.52 3.25 87 750
T 35 Biyu 3 91.63 0.81 3.97 95.12 2.30 62 100
/N Xiaocui 105.42 1.15 4.12 114.16 3.03 81 810
4k 19 Zhongnong 19 85.30 0.90 3.58 87.50 1.91 51 570
AR 2 5 Mini 2 79.48 0.85 4.01 92.47 2.17 58 590
ZE Cuiyu 103.15 1.08 4.27 90.55 2.37 63 990
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Table 4 Comparison of the field disease resistance of different fruit

cucumber varieties

AP AR R TN R s BRIV F B
Variety Downy  Powdery : Bacterial
. . Blight .
name mildew  mildew keratosis
7K 2 5 Nanshui 2 MR R HR HR
7K 6 5 Nanshui 6 R HR HR R
#E 3 5 Biyu 3 MR R MR MR
/IS Xiaocui HR R HR R
Hi4& 19 Zhongnong 19 MR MR R MR
AR 2 5 Mini 2 R MR R MR
#E Cuiyu R R R MR

T HR FIR 505 R Fmoi s MR R bt
Note: HR was high resistance; R was disease resistance; MR was middle
resistance
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Table 4 Comparison of economic traits of different potato varieties
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name percentage // % yield // kg/hm’ tuber // % 8
1 PRI B (CK) 91 39 195 ¢ 26¢ fiffr
2 i 5 B 91 43335 b 27 ¢ YER BEE
3 3e 89 37290 e 77 a fEfr
4 WfE2 B 92 44 460 a 144d oy
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Note : Duncan’ s multiple range test was adopted Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level
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