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Effect of Remained Leaf Number on the Growth and
Yield of Hydroponically Grown Leaf Lettuce
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Abstract. This study was conducted to investigate the effect of remained leaf number on leaf, stem and
root growth of leaf lettuce (Lactuca sativa L. var. Chungchima). Plants were grown hydroponically in
0.45 x 0.15 x 3.0 m growth channels using a recirculating DFT (Deep Flow Technique ) system. The growth
response to remained leaf number was evident in leaf and stem than root of leaf lettuce. Leaf fresh weight
increased and leaf quality was lowered with increasing of remained leaf number. Results indicate that 4 to 6
leaves could be optimum remained leaf number of hydroponically grown leaf lettuce.
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Fig. 1. Effect of remained leaf number levels on leaf length,
leaf width and leaf shape index of hydroponically grown
leaf lettuce.
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Fig, 2. Effect of remained of number levels on leaf fresh
weight and leaf numbers of hydroponically grown leaf let-
tuce.
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Fig. 3. Effect of remained leaf number levels on water

uptake and relative chlorophyll content in leaf of hydropon-
ically grown leaf lettuce.
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Table 1. Effect of remained leaf numbers on top and root growth of leaf lettuce.

Leaf Leaf Stem Max. root Fresh weight(g/plant) Leaf dry Leaf dry
number length length length wt. matter rate

levels (cm) (cm) (cm) Leaf Stem Root (e/plant) (%)

2 12.1d° 10.0d 25.2b 30e 6.0e 13.3¢c 35 11.7

4 16.9¢cd 14.7d 26.4b 115d 12.1e 159¢ 7.8 6.8

6 19.0bc 25.0c 38.4ab 285¢ 24.2cd 17.9bc 17.8 5.9

8 22.1ab 29.8¢ 42.7a 376c 36.3¢ 24.1b 235 5.9

10 23.8ab 42.5b 42.7a 460b 54.0b 35.9a 25.0 5.6

12 242a 40.4b 38.4a 481ab 61.2b 37.6a 29.6 55

16 26.7a 57.1a 43.2a 501a 98.2a 38.7a 29.3 5.4

“Means separation within columns by Duncan’s multiple range test at 5% level.
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