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Fig. 1. Effect of culture formula and days on pH variant value of lettuce (A) and pak-choi (B).

The original pH value is 5.7. Adjust and record of daily variant value.
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Table 1. To compare the horticulture characteristics of lettuce in different formula for ten days.

& ~FE Eafi P "#EL e
Culture formula * (cm) (7 /) (cm’/4%) (g/t%) (g/t%)
Hm 13.4 4.1 19.6 5.0 0.15
Hi 14.4 4.1 19.1 8.7 0.16
Sm 13.2 33 5.0 39 0.12
Si 14.2 3.2 5.9 1.5 0.11
LSD g5 1.4 0.2 3.6 1.9 0.04
BEE
AN N ns ns ns ns ns
fle ® X% 5.5 5 ns ns ns ns ns
z: H% Hoagland ~ S5 Li¥fe® mi B ERER 51 £aE R

2.0l FUA R ERRPES PRI EFEEKZ VR

Table 2. To compare the horticulture characteristics of pak-choi in different formula for ten

days.

& i Eofp  # @ e
Culture formula * (cm) (7 /%) (cm’/4k) (g/t%) (g/%)
Hm 14.8 4.0 40.4 10.7 0.11
Hi 16.1 4.0 40.1 10.2 0.15
Sm 13.9 3.8 14.7 6.5 0.16
Si 13.9 3.8 7.4 5.4 0.15
LSD 05 2.7 0.2 1.7 1.7 0.04
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Effect of Culture Solution Formula and the Reagent Level to the
Growth in Lettuce and Pak-Choi

Yu-Chun Lee?  Wen-Shann Lee ?

Key words: culture solution, Hoagland, reagent, lettuce, pak-choi, pH value, EC value

Summary

This experiment uses Hoagland and Shan Ch'i formula, respectively by the reagent level
and the industry level raw material configuration, compared with it to influence pH value and
the EC value change of culture solution, and influence to the growth in lettuce and the pak-choi.
Used Hoagland formula to culture lettuce and pak-choi, the daily pH value change is
0.08~0.66, in its average the climbing value and the climbing rate all significantly decrease 65
% comparing the Shan Ch'i formula. The pH value of culture solution changes all to draw close
increase along with the cultivation number of days to is stable. Therefore its climbing rate
significantly drops along with the cultivation number of days increase. The EC value of
Hoagland formula is 1580~2080 uS/cm, significantly higher than Shan Ch'i formula with
1015~1085 pS/cm, and changes few during cultivation period. In leaf numbers, fresh weight,
leaf area of lettuce and pak-choi, the Hoagland formula is higher than Shan Ch'i formula. In the
pH value of culture solution and the growth of lettuce and pak-choi, the use reagent level or the
industry level raw material is not significantly. Therefore used Hoagland formula by the
industry level raw material, the pH and the EC value compared the Shan Ch'i formula to be
stable, and the growth of lettuce and pak-choi is better than Shan Ch'i formula. It is a worth

reference for production.
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