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Figure 1.1 Cumulative water uptake of Lilium. Data are means of 10, 10, and 7 stems for 

óNashvilleô, óSorbonneô and óSantanderô respectively. Bars represent standard error. If no bar 

is visible, it falls within the symbol dimension.  
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Figure 1.2 Fresh weight changes of Lilium. Data are means of 10, 10, and 7 stems for 

óNashvilleô, óSorbonneô and óSantanderô respectively. Bars represent standard error. If no bar 

is visible, it falls within the symbol dimension.  
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Figure 1.3 Appearance of Lilium óSorbonneô after 6 d in the vase after the indicated 

dehydration treatments.  
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Table 1.2 Dehydration effects on postharvest quality of Lilium óNashvilleô, óSorbonneô, and 

óSantanderô. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

z Data are means of 10 replicates per treatment for óNashvilleô and óSorbonneô, 7 replicates 

for óSantanderô. 
y Data in columns with the same letter are not significantly different (p-value < 0.05) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dehydration 

duration (h) 

Stem vase life (days) Days to leaf yellowing 

Nash Sorb Sant Nash Sorb Sant 

0  14.0z aby 8.7 a 9.6 a 13.4 a 10.5 a 9.6 ab 

8  14.9 a 7.8 a 10.3 a 10.8 b 7.8 b 9.8 a 

24  14.5 ab 9.4 a 9.9 a 9.5 b 7.9 b 8.0 b 

48  12.1 b 7.8 a 10.0 a 9.4 b 6.1 b 9.7 ab 
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Figure 2.1 The correlation of initial bacteria population and cumulative water uptake of 

óSorbonneô (top) and óNashvilleô (bottom). Data points represent the mean cumulative water 

uptake of 5 plants for each treatment. Bar is the standard error.  
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Figure 2.2 The correlation of individual flower life to cumulative water uptake in 8 days of 

óSorbonneô (top) and óNashvilleô (bottom). 
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Figure 2.3 The correlation of flower diameter to cumulative water uptake in 8 days of 

óSorbonneô (top) and óNashvilleô (bottom). 
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Figure 2.4 The correlation of flower diameter to exposure time in bacterial water of 

óSorbonneô (top) and óNashvilleô (bottom). 
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Figure 2.5 Flower appearance on day 7 of óSorbonneô exposed to BW for differing durations 

before transfer to tap water for vase evaluation. 
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Figure 3.1 The numbers of bacteria distributed in the stem of Lilium óNashvilleô after 1 d and 

2 d BW treatment. ***, **, and * indicate a significant difference on individual days with p-

value <0.001, 0.01, and 0.05. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.2 The number of bacteria distributed in stem segments of Lilium óNashvilleô and 

óSorbonneô after 1 or 2 d tap water treatment. *** and * indicate a significant difference with 

p-value <0.001 and 0.05. 
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Figure 3.3 Unidentified microbes in the xylem vessels of Lilium óNashvilleô after 1 d BW 

treatment at different distance from the basal end. (A) 0 - 3 cm, (B) 6 - 9 cm, (C) 12 ï 15 cm, 

and (D) 18- 21 cm. 
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