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Table 1 Different treatment on influence of cucumber’ s shape index
Plant Stem Leaf Leaf
Treatment height/ em diameter’ an anount/ area/ an2
A 172. 78Aa 1.096Aa 16.71Aa 519. 68 Aa
B 160.23Bb 1.208Aa 14.95B 479. 54Bb
C 151. 04Ce 1. 076 Bb 13.79Cc 439. 19Cc
2
Table 2 Different treament on influence of cucumber’ s fruit commodity
Fruit Fruit Weight Per
Treatment lengtlY cm diameter’ an aanber kg Fruit shape
A 24.9 3.48 0. 207
B 19.5 2.92 0. 154
C 21.5 3.11 0. 175
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Fig. 6 Different treatment on influence of MDA content
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Effects of High Temperature on Cucumber Physiological Indexes and
Growth Efficency Under (0> Enrichment

LIU Jin-quan's CUI Shimao% YIN Chun', ZHAO Heng dong!
(1. Vocational and Technical College of Inner Mongolia A gricultural U niversity, Baotou, Inner M ongolia 014109 China; 2. College of Agrcul-
ture, Inner Mongolia Agricultural University, Huhhot Inner M ongolia 010018, China)

Abstract; The test materials were “Jin-chun No.5” cucumber, through high temperature and high humidity treated and
high temperature and normal humidity treated, and as normal management of cucumber for CK, under CO2enrichment
during treated by high temperature for more 4 hours in noon daily average of 40°C~50°C. The indexes of height of
plant, rough degrees of stem, number of leases and leaf area in high temperature w as different from CK, and except for
rough degrees of stem, the other indexes were also different from high temperature and normal humidity treated, so the
treats of high temperature and high humidity could also accumulated yield and quality of cucumber, but the treats of high
temperature and normal humidity could increase bending cucumbers; content of protein trended to go lower in leaf of
cucumber, contents of SOD, MDA and proline of all cucumber varieties trended to go higher, and the change of high
temperature and high humidity treated w as lower than high temperature and normal humidity treated.
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