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Fig. 1. Regressions among fresh weight, dry weight, and accumulated PPF in
hydroponic culture of leaf lettuce. Bars indicate standard errors of three plants.
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Fig. 2. Regressions among number of leaves, leaf area, and accumulated PPF in

hydroponic culture of leaf lettuce. Bars indicate standard errors of three plants.
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Fig. 3. Relationship between the cumulative PPF and the fresh weight of the earlier
growth stage in leaf lettuce. The average PPF were (I) 13.7, (II) 835, (III) 1829 gmo
1-m”-s’, (IV) 50% shading of natural light, and (V) natural light, respectively.
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Fig. 4. Relationship between the cumulative PPF and the fresh weight of the later
growth stage in leaf lettuce. The average PPF were (I) 13.7, (II) 8.5, (III) 1829 u
mol -m 2+ s (IV) 50% shading of natural light, and (V) natural light, respectively.
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Table 1. Equations of relationships between fresh weight (FWn) and
environmental factors in leaf lettuce grown at different light intensities.
Growth  Equation .
Equation
stage No.
1 aXPPFn + bXDPn + ¢XPPFm + d
Earlier 2 aXPPFm + bX(DT)* + ¢XDPn + d
3 axXPPFm + bXPPFn + c¢x(DT) + d
4 ax (PPFn)’ + bXPPFn + c¢x(DT)* + dXDT + e
Later
5 axXLn(PPFn) + bx(DT)* + ¢
FWn ; fresh weight on measuring day (g),
PPFn ; cumulative photosynthetic photon flux(PPF) to the day (mol - m 2),
DT ; growth period (days),
PPFPn ; cumulative PPF during 2 days before measuring time (mol - m'2),
PPFm ; PPFPnxPPFn (mol’ - m ¥,
DPn ; DTXPPFn (mol - m ™ - day).
Table 2. Coefficients of equation in Table 1.
Regression Coefficient ,
Equation r
(Eq. No.) a b c d e
-0.0064
1 0.18638 0.01836 4 1.26669 - 0.926
-0.0024
Earlier 2 ) 0.03228 0.02196 2.43069 - 0.912
~0.0049 -1.9249
3 5 0.30117 0.06353 g - 0.905
~0.0067
3 0 0.54383 0.44922  32.32903 - 0.866
~0.0024 -1.8928
Later 4 6 0.58950 0.69681 0 34.093%9 0.867
5 9.43772 0.48920 16.25544 - - 0.854™"

**Significant at P<0.01.
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