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Effects of Different Soil Water Content on Lettuce Growth Characteristics

ZHANG Ming-yu, YANG Jing, AN Shuai-lin (Jilin Provincial Agricultural Machinery Research Institute, Changchun,Jilin 130022)
Abstract Taking loose-leaf lettuce as material, the effects of soil moisture contents including 35.4%-39. 3%, 31. 4% -35.4% ,27. 5% -
31.5% ,23.5%—27. 5% on lettuce fresh weight, chlorophyll content, leaf area, number of leaves, and stem diameter were studied. The re-
sults showed that the plant fresh weight, chlorophyll content, leaf area, leaf number, and stem diameter of lettuce were the highest when the
soil moisture content was 35.4%~-39.3% (90%—100% of field water capacity). With the gradual decrease of the soil water content, the plant

fresh weight, chlorophyll content, leaf area, leaf number, and stem diameter of lettuce gradually decreased.
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Fig.1 Schematic of colonization and cultivation under soil water stress
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Table 1 Effect of different soil moisture contents on growth characteristics of lettuce
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Fig.2 Percentage of whole plant fresh weight in treatment 2),

(3 and @) to treatment (1)
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Fig.5 Percentage of chlorophyll content in treatment 2),(3) and
@ to treatment (1)
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