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Fig. 1. Pictures of growing Phalaenopsis medium.
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32007 &£ 57 4 2w u 12cm 2 B2k 5 (CK) ~ 44 (GS) ~ -k EHHA R & (BM)Ar
#HA(FB)/ F2 pH-~EC 2 $ 12+ » L% &1 CK~GS~BM 2 FB /i F7 & ¥ cipH i# & 5]
% 491564487 % 489> EC 74 % 5 014~0.05~0.08 2 0.06 mS/cm (% 1) - %48 %
7 (bulk density, BD)4 %] 4 0.027-0.043-0.105 4 0.263 g/cm’; % # 3 4 & (air-filled porosity,
AFP) % 16.71-45.37~18.44 4= 51.84% ; % % % -k £ (container capacity, CC) 5 75.89~40.20
67.55 4 23.73% % &3' 14 & (total porosity, TP) 5 92.60 ~ 85.57 ~ 85.99 {v 75.57% (% 2) -
EAF2ZpHE Y BRI > W GSehpH ERE > His A FRLE 2 < o
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Table 1. Chemical properties sphagnum moss, granulate sponge, fine bark in to sphagnum moss
and fine bark before planting.

M edium’ pH EC(mS-cm™?)
CK 491 +0.070 0.14+£000a
GS 5.64+0.02a 0.05+0.02b
BM 487+0.01b 0.08+0.02b
FB 489+0.03b 0.06+£0.02b

: CK: sphaghum moss imported from New Zeadland > FB : fine bark #4, BM: fine bark in to
sphagnum moss, CK : FB=6 : 4, GS, granulate sponge.

Yo within columns by different lowercase letters were significantly different by Duncan’s

multiple range test, 5% level.
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Yot s BHaEPERE - 'KHM-1078 £tk 4433 2 » pF CK 4 H 2. AFP~CC 2 TP 2
£ 4w 5 1149 ~ 7419 % 8559 > #4312 % 8 1 pra w5 11.59% -~ 76.8% % 88.3% - 8
BIEBYFLATEHFLEM@A) - FAHIFEER 26 > jitkiED GS AT+ >
412 12cm 2 @GS 4 H 2 AFP~CC 2 TP 4 & 5 4549 ~ 40.2% % 85.6% - 18 1433
$ 2B FEAFP-CC2 TP 7 £ 4 % % 36.9% ~54.29% % 91.19% > 4432 % 8 B 7 prA w4
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LT FB A Fw oA 12cm 2RI FB £ /1 2 AFP~CC 2 TP & % 2 581277
2 756% > » A F AFP P &g > 2 i /1 F(B] D) o e 335 2 B 7 P AFP 3 4 375
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Table 2. Physical properties sphagnum moss, granulate sponge, fine bark in to sphagnum moss
and fine bark before planting.

Mediunt bulk density air-filled container total porosity
(gem”) porosity(%) capacity (%) (%)

CK 0.027 + 0.002 ¢’ 16.71+21c 7589+ 14a 9260+ 0.7 a

GS 0.043 £ 0.003 ¢ 4537+81la 40.20£55¢ 8557+ 7.3b

BM 0.105 + 0.002 b 1844+10b 67.55+0.7b 85.99+05a

FB 0.263+ 0.023 a 51.84+38a 23.73+x1.7d 75.57+23cC

%1 CK: sphagnum moss imported from New Zealand » FB : fine bark #4, BM: fine bark in to
sphagnum moss, CK : FB=6 : 4, GS, granulate sponge.

Yo within columns by different lowercase letters were significantly different by Duncan’s
multiple range test, 5% level.
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Fig. 1. Change of physical properties of (A)sphagnum moss; (B)granulate sponge; (C)fine bark

mix with sphagnum moss; (D)fine bark during 8 months of culturing ‘ KHM-1078'.
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Fig. 2. Effect medium bulk density on ‘KHM-1078" medium after culturing for 8 month.
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Fig. 3. Effect medium pH on ‘KHM-1078" medium after culturing for 8 month.
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Fig. 4. Effect medium EC value on ‘KHM-1078 medium after culturing for 8 month.
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0.06 2 0.0BmS/cm- 4 2 #2% 1 ” FE’Kf FB/@E"\ hH W EIE e EC & 2 (F) .
£rY3BEF B ’H\i\i‘*’rn]\‘;EC @ A | % it 0.44mSem(Rl) - FB £ 4 2 EC i@
IR T 8B LY P AR (F)-

(1) #3 0 FEHERY $2 £ 28
lErELEGZER R L
I KHM-1078 385 S etk % 2 B FE P HEL L L Rl V3 P L
PoREBPRABY 5> GSEA L F A #HE B 10659 CK 2 BM H =t » FB 32
L 7T059(B A) o R HEEHE LRI ABS > itk CK ~ GS 2 BM Agm fF >t
G EMFLE(FIB) SR SRS Y 8B o FB B ke P £
s 2 (B B) °

200 2 r
A gt B

5 160 | ~ 10
‘% Eg F -+CK Eﬂ § - CK
TS g e
PR =FB 5 , o FB
z 60 f g
- 40 F 5

20

0 : : 0

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Months Months

Bl 5 £8/4 g KHM-10788 # * s E ¥ L B E 2 B -
Fig. 5. Effect medium on fresh and dry weight of ‘ KHM-1078’ |eaves after culturing for 8
month.
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Fig. 6. Effect medium on fresh and dry weight of ‘KHM-1078' roots after culturing for 8 month.
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Fig. 7. Effect medium on chlorophyll a of ‘KHM-1078' 2nd. leaves after culturing for 8
month(mg/g).
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Fig. 8. Effect medium on chlorophyll b of ‘KHM-1078 2nd. leaves after culturing for 8
month(mg/qg).
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3(1988)ins I rdE o T2 A E S S E ISP T BIE > - BN E
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EPRgAE gt pH3e ¥ b p(001)585% % R 450 0 4 pH E B 4R B PRI
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i< (Maghrabi. et al., 1985a + Maghrabi. et al., 1985h) - * & &g 7w -k 5 ~ #252 ~ K ERHA
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Effect of Change of Physical and Chemical Properties of Medium
on Phalaenopsis Vegetative Growth
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Summary

The effect of different cultural medium on growth of Phalaenopsis Luchia Pink
‘KHM-1078 plantlets using the following four growing medium composition including
sphagnum moss medium, granulate sponge medium, sphagnum mix with bark medium and fine
bark medium, the changes of physical and chemical properties of these different medium were
investigated. The container medium moisture capacity, sphagnum moss presented highest
capacity out of the four medium, then sphagnum mix with bark was second, and fine bark was
the lowest. On the contrary, air-filled porosity of fine bark was the highest one, granulate
sponge was second and sphagnum moss was obviously the lowest. The data showed
sphagnum moss with highest container medium moisture capacity, fine bark was the lowest.
After 8 month of cultivation, the change of physical and chemical properties of sphagnum moss
and granulate sponge were proved to be less change. The pH of sphagnum moss, granulate
sponge, sphagnum-bark mix medium and fine bark which were 4.91, 5.64, 4.89 and 4.87 which
al showed acid medium. Medium pH of these plantlets declined depending on cultivation
daysincreased. Of those 8 month cultivated plantlets, the change of each medium EC showed
no significant difference or slight increased, however, after 1 month cultivation, sphagnum moss,
granulate sponge and sphagnum-bark mix showed acutely change. Sphagnum mix with bark
medium was the best for Phalaenopsis growing in terms of root ball conformation.
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