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Fertilizers in Lettuce Hydroponics
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Abstract

The effectiveness of physiological or chemical acid—alkali solution was inves-
tigated as the method to control pH value of nutrient sclution in hydroponics
dynamically. Lettuces were cultivated using NHH,PO, as physiological acid
and NaNO; as physiological alkali or H,SO, as chemical acid in dynamic con-
trol system. The pH of nutrient solution was controlled satisfactorily in the
range of pH 5.5—6.5, regardless of treatments. Chemical acid changed pH of
solution faster than chemical acid when supplied to the nutrient solution. Any
of them did not show any harmful symptom. It is recommended that chemical
acid is preferred during the growing stage and physiological acid like as NH,H
PO, is preferred from several days before harvest stage.
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Fig. 1. Change of pH. The pH was controlled by
NHH.PO, and NaNO,(NHO) or H,S0,
(HS).
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Fig. 2. Change of pH. The pH was controlled by
NHHLPQ, and NaNO,(NHQO) or H,SQ,
(HS). CONTROL :uncontrolled, PRE-—
CON':precontrolied to pH 6.0 before sup-
ply and uncontrolled during cultivation.
Arrows show supply of nutrient solution.
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fore supply and uncontrolled during culti-
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Table 1. Fresh weight and head width of let-

tuce.
External Treatment
Qualities | NHO- HS |CONTROL[PRE-CON
Head FW(g) | 1003a*| 93la 813b 921ab
Shoot FW(g) | 1330a | 1264a | 1127b | 1238a
Head width{em) | 15.43 | 15.93 | 15.43 14.80

‘In NHO pH was controlled by NH,H,PO, and
NaNOQ,. In HS pH was controlled by H,SO,. In
CONTROL pH was not controlled. In PRE—
CON pH was controlled to pH 6.0 before sup-
ply.

¥ Mean separation within row by Tukey test, 5
% level.
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