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Fig. 2. Percentage of Penstemon digitalis *Husker Red’ seeds that germinated each day after soaR
hin 0, 500, 1000, 1500 mg-L" gibberellic acid (GA5). Seeds were sown on moistened filter paper in
petri dishes and germinated in a dark growth chamber at 21 to 24 °C.
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Fig. 2. Appearance of plants grown in a bark mix (top) or pure sphagnum moss substrate (bottom).

NO:20101026{020



>

—ea— Bark mix L** Q*** 10 | —&— Bark mix L* Q™"
—o— Moss L= —o— Moss L~ Q*
I 1 1 I n I 1 I
25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100

G-kl Days to spiking (d)

NO5-NH,4 ratio (%) NO4-NH, ratio (%)
Fig. 3. Effect of NO3-N to NH,4-N ratio on leaf span and spiking date of a Phalaenopsis Blume x Taisuco
Kochdian clone grown in pure sphagnum moss or a bark mix substrate. (A) Leaf span: (B) davs to

spiking. The vertical bars represent se of the mean. L and Q) = linear and quadratic response. *, **, and
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Table 2. Effect of nutrient termination date regardless of nutrient
reapplication time on flowering data of Dendrobium Sea Mary

‘Snow K_ing’.

AvVE TIOWers
Nutrient Nodes with  Nodes with per flowering
termination fHowers aborted node
date [nn.]‘ buds (no. (no.) (no.)
1 Aug. 8.5 b° 0.47 a 24.6 b 29b
1 Sept. 8.3 b .33 ab 26.5 b 3.2 a
1 Oct. 0.2 a 0.13 b 30.3 a 33a
Sigﬂiﬁﬂﬂnﬂﬂ * i e ¥ o
at P = 0.05.

- % " Significant at P = 0.05, 0.01, or 0.001, respectively.
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Table 1. Effects of duration in simulated shipping at one of four temperatures on plant quality and subsequent greenhouse performance of
Phalaenopsis (Atien Kaala Group) *“TSC 22" (Expt. 1).

Storage Storage temp Leafloss Degree of chillin Flower count  Flower size
duration (d) (°C) VY Wt 105@] (no.) injury (1-5 scale)* Spiking date  Flowering date (no.) (cm)
0 Greenhouse® 0d 1.3a Ob 12 Oct. b 29 Jan. ab 8.8a 104 a
4 15 04 c 19a 0.9a 12 Oct. b 1 Feb. ab T.0a 10.8 a
20 10.6 be 19a 0.3b 13 Oct. ab 1 Feb. ab 6.2 a 10.6 a
25 159b 19a 0.1b 0 Oct. b 26 Jan. b 6.9 a 103 a
30 232 a 19a Ob 17 Oct. a 6 Feb. a 73a 10.5 a
0 Greenhouse Oc 1.3b Oc 12 Oct. b 29 Jan. b 8.8a 104 a
7 15 155b 29a 46a 15 Oct. ab 1 Feb. b 59b 10.2 a
20 133 b 1.7b 22b 10 Oct. b 26 Jan. b 7.2 ab 104 a
25 24.1 a 1.9b 0.3c 12 Oct. b 31 Jan. b 6.4 ab 10.5 a
30 264 a 1.9b Oc 18 Oct. a 8 Feb. a 59b 10.2 a
0 Greenhouse 0d 13¢ Oc 12 Oct. ¢ 29 Jan. b 8.8a 104 a
14 15 212 ¢ 5.0a 5.0a 3 Nov. a 17 Feb. a 41c 10.1 a
) 2.7b 13 Oct. ¢ 29 Jan. b 6.4b 104 a
;::j_‘_ﬁ; IIIE}_':?, 7. EEZ, y’ 14 0c 13 Oct. ¢ 20 Jan. ¢ 7.0 ab 105 a
. —— —« Oc 20 Oct. b 12 Feb. a 57b 104 a

Duration HEE HEE NS * ** NS

“Plants that remained in a greenhouse.
"Duncan’s multiple range test was used for mean separation at P = 0.05.

*0 =no injury; 1 =a hint of light green, marketable; 2 = small yellow areas, marketability questionable; 3 = obvious yellow areas, unmarketable;
4 = extensive injury; 5 = severe injury.

=" " "Nonsignificant or significant at P = 0.05, 0.01, or 0.001, respectively.
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Table 5. Companisons of fruit yield among treatments

Total yield Percentage of total yield (%)
Treatment (t/A) Marketable Culls Worm damaged
T1 170+05a* 8§53x6.1Aa 9.2=0.6 Bc 55x03Cb
T2 161+04a 71.5=43Ab 232=17Ba 53x05Chb
T3 17507 a 70.7£3.1Ab 16.0£2.1Bb 133+04Ba
T4 17103 a 74458 Ab 12.5+ 0.8 Bbc 13.1+0.6Ba

® Mean + standard error (n =4). Means within a column (in small letter) and within a row (in capital letter) followed by the same

letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% level by Fisher's protected LSD test. Percentage data were arcsine-square-root
. transformed prmr to analysis.
!';'..‘ L LI R _
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Table 3. Changes of antioxidant capacity in chingan-cai during leaf senescence

Air C,H,
Day vl TEAC’ DPPH’ <! TEAC? DPPH’
(umol / g) (%0) (umol / g) (%)
0 1.0 1.710+0.098* 82.440.52 1.0 1.710+0.098 82.9+0.52
5 3.0 1.441+0.053 48.2+8.47 3.75 1.31140.185 38.245.68
9 5.0 1.224+0.111 10.542.04 5.0 149440 131 36.4+1.87

YS {58 - Yellowing score.
2 Trolox &7 4 (LEE 77 - Trolox equivalent antioxidant activity.
3DPPH EfLi#[£EE 7] - DPPH free radical scavenging activity.
*Values presented are means = SE (n=3).
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Table 3. Changes of antioxidant capacity in chingan-cai during leaf senescence
Ailr C2H4
Day vl TEAC’ DPPH’ <! TEAC® DPPH’
‘ (umol / g) (%) L (umol / g) (%)
0 1.0 1.710+0.098" 82.4+0.52 1.0 1.710+0.098 82.9+0.52
5 3.0 1.441+0.053 48.2+8.47 3.75 1.311+0.185 38.2+5.68
9 5.0 1.22440.111 10.5+£2.04 5.0 1.494+0.131 36.4+1.87

1ys #{k 4538 - Yellowing score.

2 Trolox &7 4 (LEE 77 - Trolox equivalent antioxidant activity.
3DPPH EfLi#[£EE 7] - DPPH free radical scavenging activity.
*Values presented are means = SE (n=3).
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Table 3. Changes of antioxidant capacity in chingan-cai during leaf senescence

Air C,Hy
Day ! TEAC’ DPPH’ <! TEAC® DPPH’
(umol / g) (%0) (umol / g) (%)
0 1.0 1.710+0.098* 82.4+0.52 1.0 1.710+0.098 82.9+0.52
5 3.0 1.441+0.053 48.2+8.47 3.75 1.311+0.185 38.2+5.68
9 5.0 1.224+0.111 10.5+£2.04 5.0 1.494+0.131 36.4+1.87

YS {58 - Yellowing score.
2 Trolox &7 4 (LEE 77 - Trolox equivalent antioxidant activity.

3DPPH EfLi#[£EE 7] - DPPH free radical scavenging activity. (=5 > 2009)
*Values presented are means = SE (n=3).
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Table 3. Changes of antioxidant capacity in chingan-cai during leaf senescence

Air C,H,
Day ! TEAC? DPPH’ <! TEAC? DPPH’
(umol / g) (%) (umol / g) (%)
0 1.0 1.710+0.098* 82.4+0.52 1.0 1.710+0.098 82.9+0.52
5 3.0 1.441+0.053 48.2+8.47 3.75 1.311+0.185 38.245.68
9 5.0 1.224+0.111 10.5+2.04 5.0 1.494+0.131 36.4+1.87

'ys #4538 - Yellowing score.
2 Trolox &7 4 (LEE 77 - Trolox equivalent antioxidant activity.
3DPPH EfLi#[£EE 7] - DPPH free radical scavenging activity.

*Values presented are means = SE (n=3).

(+5 > 2009)



v ’f %\\.ﬁ;'.‘}i»% 4\2;/77

P

i by N A Lo )

Wi%pﬁ@%m“ﬂ%@’?ﬁ#i@%;po
+

2L A F o AP irt R E AR A
%6”T?7-ﬂ1’\’ﬁﬁ£f§’b;§#]q—%ﬁoz\ﬁ‘—»'/ \]
PEwm~ @* 2 HRTR= Jfe s 5 R o 0 - A
; %/-;‘:Z)%l’ét‘l?_o

2RPMFA G RPN A R
%ﬁciﬁ%éj iIJELyJ@tE5W%%&i?jFO







