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 . حأثيز حطعيى انبطيخ الأصفز عهً الإَخاجيت انكهيت وانخسىيميت2انجدول 

 المعاملة
 الإنتاجية الكلية

 دونم()طن/

 الإنتاجية التسويقية

 دونم()طن/

Palmeta F1  (Palmeta F1) 2.33 شاهد d 1.98 d 
Palmeta F1/ (Forza F1) 4.11 c 3.71 c 
Palmeta F1 / (Jawad F1) 4.62 b 4.17 b 
Palmeta F1 /(Lagenaria siceraria) 5.85 a 5.29 a 

LSD 5% 0.1922 0.1599 
CV% 2.80 2.60 

 %5يسخىي ثمت  عُدالأرلاو انخي حشخزن بُفس انحزف لا حىجد بيُها فزوق 
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Palmeta F1  (Palmeta F1) 1.53 شاهد c 15.27 c 14.75 a 1.04 d صغير متطاول 
Palmeta F1/ (Forza F1) 1.68 bc 17.46 b 13.97 b 1.25 c صغير متطاول 
Palmeta F1 / (Jawad F1) 1.77 b 17.57 b 13.77 c 1.28 b صغير متطاول 
Palmeta F1 /(Lagenaria siceraria) 2.12 a 17.75 a 11.63 d 1.53 a متوسط متطاول 

LSD 5% 0.188 0.143 0.165 0.022   
CV% 6.60 0.50 0.8 1.10  
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 انفجىة انبذريت وصلابت انثًزة، وسًاكت انمشزة وانجدار انهحًي )انهب(،  فيلأصفز . حأثيز حطعيى انبطيخ ا4انجدول 
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Palmeta F1  (Palmeta F1) 1.10 شاهد b 2.63 ab 0.90 متوسط c 49.49 d صغير 

Palmeta F1/ (Forza F1) 1.40 a 2.72 a 3.61 متوسط a 41.05 b صغير 

Palmeta F1 / (Jawad F1) 1.36 a 2.46 c 3.58 متوسط a 44.68 c صغير 

Palmeta F1 /(Lagenaria 

siceraria) 
1.30 a 2.59 b 2.67 متوسط b 33.22 a صغير 

LSD 5% 0.0961 0.0991  0.1633 0.953  

CV% 4.70 2.40  3.80 1.40  
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  C فيخاييٍوانسكزياث انكهيت، وانًىاد انصهبت انذائبت، وانًادة انجافت،  في. حأثيز حطعيى انبطيخ الأصفز 5انجدول 

 انًعايهت
 انًادة انجافت

% 

 انًىاد انصهبت

 انذائبت انكهيت%

 انسكزياث انكهيت

% 

  Cفيخاييٍ

 غ100يهػ /

Palmeta F1  (Palmeta F1) 11.12 شاهد b  10.15 a 8.79 a 12.49 b 
Palmeta F1/ (Forza F1) 12.06 a 9.79 a 8.38 a 13.73 a 
Palmeta F1 / (Jawad F1) 10.34 c 8.05 b 6.97 b 13.82 a 
Palmeta F1 /(Lagenaria siceraria) 9.56 d 7.66 b 6.87 b 13.92 a 

LSD% 0.121 1.060 1.060 1.143 
CV% 0.70 7.40 8.50 5.30 

 %5يسخىي ثمت  عُدالأرلاو انخي حشخزن بُفس انحزف لا حىجد بيُها فزوق 

C
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Abstract 

This research was carried out at Al-Ghab, Hama Province, during the two 

agricultural seasons 2016 and 2017, to study the effect of some rootstocks on 

productivity quantitatively and qualitatively. The experimental design was 

randomized completely blocks design. The hybrid muskmelon Palmeta F1 was 

grafted on three rootstocks namely; Forza F1, Jawad F1, and Lagenaria 

siceraria. Mol, in addition to the control, and each treatment replicated 4 times. 

The results showed that grafting contributed to a significant increase in the 

average of total productivity and marketing, which attained the highest values 

in the plants grafted on pumpkin rootstock  Lagenaria siceraria. Mol (5.85, 

5.29 tons/dunum) compared to the control (2.33, 1.98 tons / dunum), 

respectively. Also, the grafted plants showed a significant increase in the 

thickness of the cortex, the size of the seed cavity and the firmness of the fruits. 

The chemical content of the fruits showed a significant decrease in the ratio of 

dry matter and total soluble solids of the plants that were grafted on the Jawad 

F1, and pumpkin Lagenaria siceraria. Mol rootstocks compared with the 

control and the plants that were grafted on Forza F1 rootstock. While the fruits 

of the grafted plants had high content of vitamin C compared to the control 

which gave the lowest value (12.49 mg/100 g). 
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