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Kenji UEesaTO : Effects of various carbon sources in the culture
media on the growth of cattleya young seedlings.
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Fig. 1. Growth responses of cattleya seedlings grown under various
concentration of sucrose.

Table 1. Growth responses of cattleya seedlings grown under various
concentration of sucrose.
Growth period : Aug. 18, 1974 —Feb. 10, 1975

Conc. of Number Maximum Number Total length
sucrose of leaves leaf width of roots of roots
2.0% 83+ 11 32+02™ 3.6+ 05 56.1™
1.5 *
1.0 7.6+ 0.9 32402 3.6 0.6 589
0.5 57+0.9 28 £0.2 1.8+ 0.3 15.0
0 53+ 1.2 25+0.2 1.31+05 13.7

N.B. + values represent the confidence limit of the mean value at 95 % level.
* Discarded under contamination.
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Fig. 2. Growth responses of cattleya seedlings grown under various
carbon sources.
Table 2. Growth respomses of cattleya seedlings grown under various
carbon sources.
Growth period : Aug. 18, 1974 —Feb. 10, 1975
Carbon Number Maximum Number Total length
source of leaves leaf width of roots of roots
Sucrose 83+ 1.1 32+02™ 3.6 +05 56.1™
Fructose 75+1.2 37403 50+08 414
Glucose 6.5+ 0.9 27t 0.3 33105 513
Starch 58+ 0.7 24+0.3 22+04 27.8

N.B. + values represent the confidence limit of the mean value at 95 % level.
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Fig. 3. Growth responses of cattleya seedlings in relation to the
concentration of sucrose and the kind of carbon sources.

Left : Showing the effects of sucrose whose concentration are

decreasing from 2.0 % (upper) to 0 % (lower).

Right : Showing the effects of different carbon sources whose

concentration are 2.0 % respectively.

Sucrose : upper left. Fructose : upper right.
Glucose : lower left. Starch: lower right.
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Summary

Attempts to clear the effects of concentration of sucrose and various carbon
sources on the growth responses of cattleya (Lc. Princess Margaret X Lc. Bonnanza
Giant) seedlings, were made using the aseptic culture techniques. As the source
of carbon, sucrose, fructose, glucose and starch were used at 2.0 % concentration
respectively. In addition, five level of concentrations (from 2.0 % to 0%) were
tested with sucrose medium using the filter sterilization techniques.

1. The most favorable growth of seedlings were obtained in the media contained
20% sucrose and the poor growth were obserbed according to decrease of concen-
tration.

2. In the medium containing sucrose and fructose the seedlings showed fairly ex-
cellent growth but in the medium containing both glucese and starch those seed-
lings not showed good growth responses.



