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Table 1. Treatments of the field experiment
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Treatment Phosphate rate
VP1 Inoculated and phosphate fertilizer 100% (P,0O5 100 kg/ha)
VP2 Inoculated and phosphate fertilizer 75% (P,Os 75kg/ha)
VP3 Inoculated and phosphate fertilizer 50% (P,Os 50 kg/ha)
CP1 Non-inoculated and phosphate fertilizer 100% (P,05 100 kg/ha)
CP2 Non-inoculated and phosphate fertilizer 75% (P,Os 75 kg/ha)
CP3 Non-inoculated and phosphate fertilizer 50% (P,Os 50 kg/ha)
%n% 2a° nHH
BEERECRE

AR o L BRI o LS jﬁé& PR RLER AR R & S B2 e
?[ LR R/ ’E‘&“EE@F' L e (O gk [/Fg'lly) [ (4 BEE gy f[ N RS MNAVIEE =S 7o B
@f)ﬁ FIIORE TR D SRR P O - ) e
Tz@fk (7% A& TRARL s [ g Itpff’ﬂfz@ﬁ SRR IO L3 o g 0 IS s ) e RS S P
Bl (EP XD A T B 78 R RE RIS (P 2 < NI i B PR R A
Bl 1870 3 UG BT 11T 11200 P41 % 5
PR ) o P V%?[#ﬁ%ﬁ{%:)’ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%iﬁﬂﬁmﬁigﬁﬁk
eSS 7 - fafat vl RN RN AR U8 AN e 1y S RIS 1T



4 Bl G B 35 LA Y 7

AR P R ST B PR I e A R SRR B AR )
Il E58.72cm™ 8. 14em > = fli 9t i es > gﬁ%ﬁ@%@mﬁﬁ«@g' AERSLE MTEFRY 20— Ry
W BEIRE FE AN R R E | F AT E]«E,J flE s =2 I@E[[jj/‘}ﬂfjﬁ{aﬁ ﬁ}: AL F‘ ,
[ RNERRE 7 RN R (K S

ERN e NS STUE R ING
Table 2.Effect of VAM-fungus Glomus spp. on the growth of the cutting of baby’s breath

Lenght of shoot Length of root Dry weight of root

Treatment Root hair
(cm) (cm) (mg/plant)

VAM fungi 10.5 8.72 31.3 A

Check 10.6 8.14 29.8 +

t-test NS * NS

NS: Not significant, * : Significant at p=5%, **: Visible difference.
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Fig. 1. (a)Spores of VAM-fungus can’t be observed clearly by staining with 0.05% trypan blue in baby’s
breath root. (b)CK. (trypan blue, non-inoculated VAM-fungus root). (¢c)Spores of VAM-fungus
can be observed clearly by staining with 0.05% acid fuchsin in baby’s breath root. (d)CK. (acid
fuchsin, non-inoculated VAM-fungus root).
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Table 3. Effect of VAM-fungus Glomus spp. on the yield and survival rate of baby’s breath L.

Yield (bunch/m?) Yield of plant Survival rate
Treatment N 2
1~10d 11~20d 20~30d Total (bunch) (%)
VAM fungi 0.73 3.66 1.14 5.53 1.66 83.3
(13.3%) (66.3%) (20.4%) (100%)
Check 0.47 2.47 1.60 4.54 1.36 66.6
(10.3%) (54.4%) (35.3%) (100%)
t-test #k 3 Hok * 3 * * *

! Days after the begining of harvest.
% At harvested stage.
3% and** : Same as Table 2.
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Fig. 2. Effect of VAM-fungus Glomus spp. on the growth of the cutting stage of baby’s breath. (Left)
cutting plantlet. (Right) root hair system.
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Table 4. Effect of VAM fungi and phosphate fertilizer on the cut-flower yield and survival rate of baby’s

breath
1 Yield (bunch/m?) Yield of one  Survival rate
Treatment

1~5d* 6~10d 11~15d Total plant (bunch) (%)*
VP1 0.39ab* 1.69a 0.61a 2.69a 0.70a 87.5a
VP2 0.45a 1.45a 0.64a 2.54a 0.66a 87.8a
VP3 0.49a 1.51a 0.58a 2.58a 0.64a 84.2a
CP1 0.35ab 1.45a 0.59a 2.39a 0.57a 88.4a
CP2 0.29b 1.51a 0.41b 2.21a 0.54a 83.3a
CP3 0.29b 1.50a 0.39b 2.18a 0.59a 87.3a

! Same as Table 1.

% Days after the beginning of harvest
3 At harvested stage

* Same as Table 2.
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Table 5. Effect of VAM fungi and phosphate fertilizer on the soil fertility

Treatment' EC pH OM P K Ca Mg
ds/m’ (%) (mg/kg)
VP1 1.53a’ 5.87a 3.22a 613a 485a 1642a 358a
VP2 1.60a 5.80a 3.42a 566ab 484a 1679a 352a
VP3 1.70a 5.90a 3.37a 504b 473a 1592a 320a
CP1 1.64a 5.96a 3.55a 600a 425a 1684a 321a
CP2 1.74a 5.96a 3.57a 587ab 494a 1620a 349a
CP3 1.65a 5.81a 3.35a 517b 442a 1617a 354a

! Same as Table 1.

2 Same as Table 2.
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Table 6. Effect of VAM-fungi and phosphate fertilizer on the leaf nutrient contents of baby’s breath at
harvested stage

Treatment' N P K Ca Mg
(%)
VP1 4.47a° 0.52a 3.53a 4.48a 1.64a
VP2 4.26a 0.52a 3.36a 4.77a 1.72a
VP3 4.29a 0.59a 3.42a 4.22a 1.68a
CP1 4.86a 0.59a 3.78a 4.67a 1.74a
CP2 4.72a 0.57a 3.57a 4.82a 1.87a
CP3 4.73a 0.56a 3.49a 4.39a 1.66a

! Same as Table 1.
2 Same as Table 2.
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Effects of VAM-fungus Glomus spp. on the
Production of Gypsophila paniculata L.!

Chein-Wei Chen’, Yi-Fong Tsai’ and Cho-ChungYoung’

ABSTRACT

This research was probed into the application of Vesicular-Arbuscular Mycorrhiza
Fungus (VAM-fungus) (Glomous spp.) on the production of baby's breath (Gypsophila
paniculata L.). The seedling breeding medium and attapulgite was mixed by the ratio of
1:20 in volume, which gram attapulgite had contained 50 spores of VAM-fungus. After 4
weeks when inoculated, cut down the root of seedling and used the trypan blue and fusin
acid to stained for inspected the infection ratio of VAM-fungus. From the result, we
found the fusin acid had the better stained effect then trypan blue, it could clear
identified the VAM-fungus spores from the plant root tissue. From the growth data of
baby's breath seedling, the seedlings that inoculated by VAM-fungus could increased the
root length and dry weight of the whole plant. In the field culture test, the plant that
inoculated by VAM-fungus could conspicuous increased the cut flowers product and
survival ratio then non-inoculated. The other effect was advance the customary time and
centralize the flower period. From the result of applicated different level phosphate
fertilizer harmony with inoculated VAM-fungus plant. The flower products of full
phosphate fertilizer treatment had no-significantly different then half treatment.
Therefore when inoculated VAM-fungus on the baby's breath could decrease the
applicated quality of phosphate fertilizer.

Key words: Baby’s breath, VAM-fungus.
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