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Table 1. The chemical properties of medium tested in this study
Medium pH EC N P K Ca Mg OM
(dS/m) (7o) (7o) (%) (%) (%) (%)
TC1 6.93 2.09 0.98 0.42 0.84 6.68 0.98 71.4
Peat moss 6.88 0.87 0.47 0.11 0.46 2.79 0.97 92.3
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Table 2. Treatments of this experiment

Treatment Seed Medium Trays
M,T, 205 seed/tray TCl Rice tray
M,T, 1 seed/cell TC1 60 cells
M,T, 1 seed/cell TC1 128 cells
M, T, 205 seed/tray Peat moss Rice tray
M T, 1 seed/cell Peat moss 60 cells
M, T, 1 seed/cell Peat moss 128 cells
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Table 3. ANOVA test of seed emergence rates of purple coneflower in different media and trays

Weeks from sowing

Source of variation df
1 2 3 4 5
Medium (M) 1 ns * * *
Trays (T) 2 ns ns ns ns ns
MxT 2 ns ns ns ns ns

*: Significant at 0.05 level; ns: non-significant.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of seed emergence rate of purple coneflower in different media and trays

Weeks from sowing

Treatment
1 2 3 4 5
M,T, 12.6* 33.3 39.9 44.0 44.0
M,T, 11.1 36.1 40.9 44.1 45.0
M,T, 11.0 37.6 41.7 43.1 43.1
M, T, 11.3 32.2 39.1 42.3 42.3
M T, 4.9 31.8 36.1 37.0 37.0
M T, 12.4 28.3 31.7 32.8 33.2
LSD (5%) ns ns ns 9.9 10.2

* Mean comparison using transformed data within a column by LSD at 5% level.
ns: non-significant.

FLh b s, F FUPRTL I AR LR 8 PR 09 J;{J{Tﬁa@ KL - o gl
NPT ST TS REA5 Gt o [ TR A £ 19t e [Py = e 2R »_mfk'?i“ﬂirjﬂﬁ
rﬁwumﬁﬁ’ﬁ“%F#PW&#’b“éﬁﬂ BT LT 0 ST g
RISEE | - SO0 g A R 12
Li “‘”I?Jt. SHETLAORH S RIS (RN YR o R PO iR (il 7 [l |F R
,‘Hﬂﬁﬁj’%%ﬁ“ﬂ VP47 = > Smith-Jochum and Albrecht 9% Bratcher et al. 3 H[Jg“ ﬁ'g’:f_\ = (L]
HI0C T o (SR A (stratification) [P AT R ko S H L <14)%|JF'J1 4°C > 4~6
Y 3 7 oo hFEEAG N B SEE LIRS U S [ BT 45% o T\%Ilﬁ'ﬁfji"%



LA R PSS R S R s

TRV IR AP B H8595% 7 o [N P S T TR R Y PR
3~Hfﬁé%#4%glﬂ%ﬁﬂﬁjﬁﬁﬁwjﬁg’Hawﬁ@jgm?‘ﬂyﬁﬁh
R A N 7S E[40% F[s‘@:? A Pl RN e A RS g*%afﬁ&i%ﬁﬁfr;g_@ B R AR
AT AR T (ST - A ETH R 250 RAMES A B HAR F I EE65% T -
b A O RS R @FﬁﬁmWWﬂm TP TR SR R S
[HERS S — gV FE ST F e ?Eﬁ B L ST PR D R A

P9 > P SRR [l AR PR L S TR 604‘*4/kﬁ9f(M0T1) /R AR
i ¢i§ﬁﬁfl Y RR(TC) g 112,09 dS/m » (BH IR ES @‘rguo 87 dS/m > H th_tjgﬂﬁp

@’?(TCI) P mEELE S F T +91E’*44% . fJJJB‘”?FJFk’% {1 BT RIAY37.5% » B IRE QET&‘;EI
@wﬁﬁﬂﬁvw UL (EO)f) (S B « 1 F s D e I (=R T 0= () 8
= WRRHRR R > N A - (R
TRANERE ﬁg"ﬁ]‘éﬁ%’ﬁmﬁbmiﬁz?/a

i I Flﬂgfhf BT SHEGA T EH@W SHTAEIOMT > T

iRV RSPl AR T [ﬂ? : ﬁ%F T SSPR iy 4 BT 1 T ﬂ%&fui' TEE
LR e AP AR T R ’?"T&zu.%i‘ EEIMRE > S TR F[ﬂ%mﬁi’ s EVER AR
b B 3 %Hﬁﬁ?ﬂ B9 H ﬁ%[w@%‘ﬁ li}i{tlifmﬁﬂ It~ e~ i%’s[ﬁ" B AR ST
S 7 - ﬁﬁ%\ﬁ,?ﬁﬁ%ﬁwﬁﬁgﬂ@@%%ﬂfﬁ°

ESON N ke ik S e GRS 7 S ATl
Table 5. ANOVA test of seedlings of purple coneflower at different media and trays

Source of Plant Plant Shoot Root No.of Leaf Leaf Leaf Shoot Root

variation height width fresh wt fresh wt. leaves length width area dry wt. dry wt.
Medium (M) 1 3k 3k ®k Kk ®k ns o Kk *% .
Trays (T) 2 * ok *ok ns ok ns ok ok *% ok
MxT 2 ns w3k ok ns ik ns *% *k Kk sk

* %% Significant at 5% and 1% levels; ns: non-significant.

e S AT B RS T BB ERGR OB TR ARE IR - R g W
= BEAR i*‘jfﬁ[bf‘ﬂ ﬁ[iz;mp[fd,l iﬁﬁﬁf‘ et ’@'F(TCUEI 60F4/kﬁ%(M0T1)§ﬁﬁ
S HIF%3.25 cm ~ 5.13 cm ~ 3.25% ~ 4.45 cm ~ 9.93 cm2 ~0.199 g 0. 369 g ERSTHIES iﬁigﬁ
i R TCE AR 4 (MoTo) 7 ] VR (TCH £ 1284 HAH(MoT>) » TJ & '/
QEJHJ*L E‘l 607[5‘/[‘ ﬁpf(M T)) é&%lﬁﬁ F[JE ‘]Jr /%JFE E‘l 128#‘ ok ﬂgf(M Tz)ﬂ'z’?—'gaw”‘l E‘l
fﬁﬁ¢ﬁmMTQNW?¢%iﬁwuwﬂnnﬁ*6%%%%MJ)M$¢%&ﬁ&MEWA
B 53 S A []ﬂyqsrﬂjﬂ  BEHSTIAVEN S S RS AIR P i EAR D I 2
eSS o3 = R TN VST RE(TCRYER 73 R e ibe g /7 BT Bl S g (=2 24
T[N ﬁ’?T(TCI)E“nfE“ CIHE R F AT RAG -



16 Eef G B 05 U PRAI T o 4 301

FA P[RR LA & T P

Table 6. Mean comparison of the seedlings of purple coneflower in different media and trays

Plant Plant No. of Leaf ) Dry wt. of Dry wt. of
. . Leaf width Leaf arca

Treatment  height width leaves length (cm) (emd) shoot root

(cm) (cm) No./plant (cm) (2) (2)
M,T, 2.70* 4.85 3.10 3.65 1.98 8.75 0.125 0.175
M,T, 3.25 5.13 3.25 4.45 1.85 9.93 0.169 0.199
M,T, 2.45 3.48 2.57 3.08 1.68 5.18 0.092 0.097
M, T, 1.93 1.85 1.93 2.48 1.35 2.73 0.052 0.049
M, T, 2.40 3.13 2.08 3.25 1.45 3.90 0.092 0.089
M, T, 2.13 2.68 2.18 2.90 1.40 3.53 0.075 0.082
LSD (5%) 0.63 0.74 0.51 0.41 0.19 1.44 0.022 0.035

* Mean comparison within a column by LSD at 5% level.
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Effects of Medium and Trays on Seed Emergence
Rates and Seedlings of Purple Coneflower
(Echinacea purpurea L.)"

Chen-Yang Tai, Yi-Fong Tsai, Long-Zen Chang and Chien-Chung Chiu®

ABSTRACT

The objective of this study was to assess the effects of various media and trays on
seed emergence rates and seedling growth of purple coneflower. The results indicated that
the stable seeds emergence rates of purple coneflower were 32.8-44.1% at 4 weeks after
sowing. The highest of rates of seed emergence in 44.1% were found in 60-cell plug tray
using Taichung DAIS No. 1. medium (M,T,) and the lowest rate in 32.8% was found in
128-cell plug tray using peat moss medium (M;T,). Significant differences of emergence
rates between two media were found in all trays.

The horticultural characteristics such as plant height, plant width, number of leaves,
leaf length as well as dry weight of shoot and root of seedlings, cultured in 60-cell plug
trays with My T; medium were 3.25 cm, 5.13 cm, 3.25 leaves, 4.45 cm, 9.93 cm?, 0.199 g
and 0.369 g, respectively. However, 60-cell plug tray with MyT; medium was the best
treatment, which was significantly better than that planted in 128-cell (M, T,) and rice tray

(M Ty) with peat moss medium.

Key words: Echinacea purpurea (purple coneflower), medium, tray, emergence.
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