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Table 1.ANOVA for plant height, plant width, lateral shoot, days to flowering
and ratio of plant height ratio in pot-mum.

=
% 7 Mean square
Source of df 3 B g B4 B 47 P #e B
variation Plant height Plant width Lateral shoot Days to Plant height
flowering ratio
% B 2 1.07 ns* 11. 89 x 0. 04ns 4. 70ns 0.07 ns
Block
e 2 6. 16 0. 2ns 1. 6% 150. 46 % % 0. 28 % %
Pinching
2 2 19. 68 x 193. 27 % % 5. 96% % 429. 22 % x 6. 47 % %
Pot size
4o x 4 1.25 ns 2.11 ns 1. 68 x 13.07 ns 0.06 ns
2L
Pinchingx
Pot size
Wi 16 0.52 0.94 0.09 4. 39 0.03
Error

Xk A7 0.0l kETEFHLE .
* % Significant at 0.01 probability level.
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Table 2. Effect of pot size on growth of pot-mum.

2 e B g o4t BTE P g E
Pot size Plant height Plant width  Lateral shoot Days to Plant height
(cm) (cm) (cm) (cm) flowering ratio

(day)
3 9.9c 7.1c 2.6 c 73.3 a 3.31 a
6 II.7TDb 10.9 b 3.0b 67.4 b 2.34 b
9 12.9 a 16.3 a 4.2 a 59.5 ¢ 1.61 ¢

e~ 324k H 47 LSDBFLRH 005 KFLE S F
Mean values within column fol lowed the same letter are not significantly different
by LSD test at 0.05 probability level.

% 3. 3HE2BEMMHE AT HELESLE
Table 3. Pot volume, and water absorbing capacity of cultural media after watering.

20 23 2858 kg G
Pot diameter Pot height Pot volume Water absorbing  Substrate weight
(cm) (cm) (em’) (ce) (g)
3 3 20 8.4 5.6
6 5 75 28.8 17.2
9 8 300 119.8 77.6

N

CAFLRRERY R E=311 (v/V)
7 : Substrate is peatmoss : pearlite=3:1 (v/v)
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Table 4. Effects of degree of pinching on growth of pot-mum.

e *®F Bty Rl EENTE 3 ®E - E
Pinching Plant height Plant width Lateral Days to Plant height
(node no. left) (em) (cm) shoot flowering ratio
(cm) (day)
3 10.6 b 11.29 a 2.8 ¢ 69.5 a 2.23 b
5 11.8 a 11.57 a 3.3b 68.6 a 2.48 a
7 12.2 a 11.49 a 3.6 a 62.0 b 2.56 a
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Mean values within column fol lowed the same letter are not significantly different
by LSD test at 0.05 probability level.
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Fig 1.Effects of pinching in different pot size treatments on lateral shoots
numbers for pot mum.
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Fig 2.Effects of pot size in different pinching treatments on lateral shoot
numbers for pot mum.
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Effects of Pot Diameter and Pinching on Growth of Pot Mums
Chin-Mu Chen

Summary

The Experiment was conducted to evaluate the effects of pot size and pinching
on growth of pot mums. Three treatments of pinching including 3,5 and 7 nodes
left and three treatment of pot size with 3,6 and 9 cm in diameter were adopted.
The results showed that plant height was higher by pinching with 5 and 7 nodes
left, lateral shoot numbers obtained the most by pinching with 7 nodes left,
moreover, days to flowering was the shortest by pinching with 7 nodes left. In
respect to the effect of pot size, plant height, plant width and number of lateral
shoots obtained the highest in 9 cm diameter and smallest in 3 cm diameter. The
days to flowering were also the earliest in 9 cm diameter. The number of lateral
shoots was significantly application pinching x pot size interaction. The plant
height to pot height ratio below 2 in 9 cm pot for 3 pinching treatment evaluated
as the most better.

Key words : Pot Mum ~ Pot diameter -~ Pinching



