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Rhynchonopsis Tariflor Blue Kid ‘1030-4" » B % & &R B a2\ H ik G457 » LML E B MAEHIL - 2R
FOLAMH AR BE  EMAAL T KFIERI - REBHELEE - STRERET » BHTLEK
A & R B ek B R 2234 TR i R. Tariflor Blue Kid ‘1030-4° 32348 L BIE » AR A R B KR -
itk B ROR TSR P BT R I 0 BB 45.5d S 31 d AR MABR BRI A AR B Rk B4 T
34d 5 17d BfL > 2k ARG HIGER AR AR E LR P BT ROR B4 o MR E & 0 R A KRR
FPOYICRE (15.6 %K) FAE 7 s B P ET R 2 (8.8 %) M1 (AR B K) (5.9 %) Wi FETR ey IL R
RKRHBMS e F it et AL SR NLERBAFIMHEZR - LKA E LB KEEOHAR
Kk (472 cm) » HRABIFEURIE 447 cm) > M RA (ARB k) LEERAELRE 372 cm); LHFRAE
FERMEAMYE > EEAREEZRARERE 21.7 cm) » Bk HrEd P BRI (20.1 cm) > m¥EM (A A
BE)ZEAREABALEETREMN & 169cme &RV FHEEEEIALEERDRRERE  £20.1d°
HorLwrin b Bk 22 182d > mHEBMARA RIEZGRIE & 175d -

RABEE | B{C - K& - BB - EEEET -

ﬁﬁ nidin) EFEHAEEE (Xu & Dai 2004) »
Ik o] B RIS donjf (Aeridi-
BRI ERBLURTERENL o st o m (s 1t | el
R B — » DR > B ot e
= o= " - o R A B R Sl 17T 850 ] R
FAERVEE I B > 20 ) 2 DA SR E 1Y = R E (Tatsuzawa et al. 1997) = Liang
I 2 TR B S R AR S BB AR A BHERRE  or 4r (2020) DLERCRABEB TS (High Perfor-
J& (Phalaenopsis) NFIAIREIREEAZ » Pha-  mance Liquid Chromatography, HPLC) 47 Al
laenopsis bellina ~ P. equestris ~ P. javanica ~ TR R R ER T - BE ML WIS 5 Tsao ef
P. lowii ~ P. modesta ~ P. violacea }. P. pul- al. (2020) ﬁ;{:ﬁ/%%wb@gji/ﬁgﬁr (2 g i i [
cherrima FEFFHEFE L OE 2 288 (Wu 4:FE P. violacea fma. coerulea ‘Taiwan’ Hi P.
et al. 2016; Tsao et al. 2020) SYEFER violacea fma. coerulea ‘Norton USA Indigo’ >
TEHVIEY) - HACBRIARGHE G R (delphi-  GHRE K LUK E % R (cyanidin) fyE R AT TE
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BHE ARNHAECRERRFAZEEGRZ
RFEFEOE S BB EEORZ EANEEKHE
™ REHEBKHABZE Z EEREEEAE
% (Katsumoto et al. 2007) » =58 W EFH 7 B2
LROMEREHZ I HMA &N 2R E
HR o WIFHE OERGFEEGRRHEE ORI
A e Wu et al. (2022) i B EIFEC KB R
LTRSS AR - BT R R AT
M Rhynchonopsis Tariflor Blue Kid ‘1030-4°
(Wu et al. 2022) » 5t i Ry BRI 465 o Ja§ EAL 10
RS (Rhynchostylis) RSB HY &
e EBCE B ERART - 8RB
T VAR 1 TAE » Frm AR Z BRI RI R
PR A S (Wu et al. 2016) o
TERSERAEEE U - o E R 2
» WREUAA B EACH » DIFRREET E A E
WIREREEER > FEEEFK - AME
PIHIBAAC % E (flower induction) =2 FFF % 4
FAAE (maturity) ~ JRJE ~ JETE{E (daily light
integral) ~ Y&& (light quality) FKYEHEHET (pho-
toperiod) 2 [X T 8 2 (Sakanishi et al. 1980;
Yuan et al. 1998; Owen et al. 2018; Wang et
al. 2019) - WIERIE E BIEEFA L EHNE
o AREBRE S EEMIE > 40 P Sogo Lotte
‘F2510° 1 P. Sogo Yukidian ‘V3’ fJ{EFEE
RACAE - SEEREERN MG (Tsai &
Chang 2022) » [K| 7 & & M B 04 ot e &
fEEER W E - EEEY R DU E R £
£ o IMAE A=A P B Al AT B 5@ RE v i - DARDSE
TEMERY 4 1 (van Tongerlo ef al. 2021) o fF—
SR ESFEY E o L EI ] EER T
(Wang et al. 2003) ° Doritis pulcherrima ( 38
Fy Phalaenopsis pulcherrima) B ¥ VER HiE
¥ (facultative short-day plants; facultative
SDP) » £ H/# 8 30°C/20CHY B T > 9 h iy
SEBAEER AR > th 12 h AR > mA
ST A 2 BRI E R & HE &K
£ 82 B 12 % DIRF % (Wang et al. 2003) - &
TE B8 (Miltoniopsis Augres ‘Trinity’) 18 £k 1F
B E]11-14CR] > A 23 CEBE T H H & (2 #
TERRBAAE - (HRAERURERIAR » R E e EE
FRfCM B E 2 B RHELHMTNS
BRIEARE AT RE th i HE AV A B (Lopez &

rere

]

724 H21

Runkle 2006) * 55— 75T » B 300 W (Ery-
cina pusilla) WYAEFEIE p BLE & H & A IEM
BH (quantitative long-day plant; quantitative
LD plant) » 87K 5 30000 T BA AE G 4 — B 81
RS H & - EHBCHSEBRHEE R A
tHY) > B RREEYREAN SR K EEY R
AR (Vaz et al. 2004) - 555 E LE (C/N)
. a] fF R tE kA & S BRAETE JRTIEE - & C/
N ELRE(E HER RV A TE 4 & > K C/N ERRI g
BRI EE A RE EEIHIBIE (Tsai &
Chang 2022) - SIZEYIEB R EHAREE
NEETE  HERENHA TS EYEE
FeBRAEmE - BRI Y (L FE & [ (R AR FA TS B AR
FFGNEERE > mREEEE P. Sogo Lotte
‘F2510° Ayl fE L 8-9 d » (H A G2 BHIIC
o B o 5o A A i S A AR B A E B Y K
/NE R 0 P. Sogo Yukidian V3’ H{EE{E K EN
A& R g ERFHIC - HZE P. Sogo
Lotte ‘F2510" IR FEFHVEREAIR - Fr LB
it 5% %% (Lin et al. 2019) - Ab5e#ELLA
By 7 AR H S & R. Tariflor Blue Kid <1030-
4° BEACHY - Wl ECBE A 1 0 BT e 22 3146 B
EZEE > UREmELENTE -

MEE 7%

FREM A

KRR Z S5k BT 5-6 7 BRI E
~ R. Tariflor Blue Kid 1030-4> 4341 » DLK
B RBAREEE » FEFE 9 em % 7 A v Rk
o SERHIRT A LL 500 mg LAY s A
B Peters 20-10-20 (N-P,0,-K,0) ;2% » HEhn%
R IE R 2 M E Rz E N o DLERAKRT
SEERE S B E T R BTN -
ERETTA

SAERHAR > HEARENA KR R R 2
U E AR R E IR S H/ROR 26-311C/18-
23°C > CRERA 18CRIBGEN MR » s ErE
100-300 umol m™ s 7 fff (Chang 2007; Wu et
al. 2008) > M ¥R E By 70-90% - 1E 1 i AR
[] e A A R 2



B S T R B T E ST AR 153

(1) HZAH £ (natural daylength; ND): $flZ4H >
HOEHRL 10.5-11 h -

(2)HEHA T (dark break; DB) : i | 10:00 &
FHFE R 2:00 B TR E (FH 4 h
EIH) (Keever et al. 2006; Kim 2012; Kim
et al. 2015)

(3) E& H £ (extended daylength; ED) : 5 X
B2 AR REBRDATEERN
SEHEHE 16 h -

SR S EE > FEE TR L35k &
Bt 105 th2plErk - EREE 2 RIE
R EROCEM (60W, 110V) > &l £ 25E
PRIA R BEEESY 110-120 cm » B8 B 3% 0 72 R
PREE O 7 e 4y Fy 43.9 £ 1.3 Lux

EHEEIS]

R (spiking rate) ~ EEfHXR (two spikes
rate) ~ i1 ff H Hf] (spiking date) ~ i fr 75 H
# (days to spiking) ~ #& 15 H Hi (first flower
blooming date) ~ 4615 HEL AT 7 H % ~ 1625/ 4
HH#A ~fE4<5 @ (longevity of flower) ~{LH £ &
(length of stalk) ~ {& ¢ £ & (length of inflo-
rescence) * L 4 # (number of flower) ~ f£ 4%
{8 (width of flower) K AGZ%4E1K (length of
flower) °
HET DM

s B R AT PR 52 2 1B R ST (complete ran-
domized design; CRD) - I/ Costat 6.4 45 5H#0HS
(CoHort Software, Birmingham, UK) #1787
5787 (analysis of variance; ANOVA) & > ili DL
B/NEAE FEFL T (least significant difference;
LSD) #RaT & B P 2 = 52 - 50U
& ¥k #% SigmaPlot 10.0 (Systat Software, Chi-
cago, IL, USA) #EfT4g[HE -

TEREET A
WY EEEGERPERELEEEEE
7€ B4 25 B an I HA B 40 = B HH (juvenile veg-
etative stage) » 1T 15 {li & ELHHY) B AP SRR IR
7 EE A B B ERCEE B (adult
vegetative phase) » 7% [t [ B AE 1) BE % 13 <2 41
B TEAY 9% (Lopez & Runkle 2006; Ha

2014; Walters et al. 2019) - [ 52 2585 ¥ 5 1E
NIRRT D FFLWRER - YR EZE]
U AVE (maturity) ~ SRS ~ SEFE(E (daily
light integral) ~ Y¢/& (light quality) (Kahar 2008)
Fot#EEH (photoperiod) ZE R T-5248 (Sakanishi
et al. 1980; Yuan et al. 1998; Kahar 2008; Wien
2014; Owen et al. 2018; Han et al. 2020) - 1
it 7 BT 2 R 25 7% £ R. Tariflor Blue Kid
‘1030-4 FEEERERFE  BABERT 1
FEBA 1 ZAE » AR 8 HE W L B A <2 B 6 B AR
EES > RIEAWTSE LA R. Tariflor Blue Kid
‘1030-4> oy A i Ry sk B Akt - DA [E] 50 48 pa
AT N THETEE -

FOERIEEE R IR A8

aBRpAGER 2 M H > RHOKHE (DB - 1]
FEr - ED > SERHK) ZHEKREA ATRIEE H
i > tbHF DB B2 ED B Sl 3 )l By 11.4%
B18.6% - [M4E HZAH & N ZHHH (ND) fa iR
Al R AR AR (B 1) - sABabiia1R 4 WA - B
S Z AR ARAAE - 1IHE B By (DB) Bt &K
H& (ED) i Z fHbREEGE A - HAahiER sy
ARy 31.4% B151.4% (& 1) - SERFHR TR 5 (4
H - HIRHEREI A AR AL HE (8 2)
aBRbia R 6 (8 A - B Er (DB) BUER H
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1. % g B Rhynchonopsis Tariflor Blue Kid
1030-4” tE iR fE 2 2% - ND : HZAH & ' DB :
HEHAHET 5 ED : IERH & -

Fig. 1. Effects of daylength on stalk emergence of
Rhynchonopsis Tariflor Blue Kid ‘1030-4’. ND: natural
daylength; DB: dark break; ED: extended daylength.
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2. REDEEEAE Rhynchonopsis Tariflor Blue Kid
1030-4° HEPRHERAfE 2 22 OBpEHE S HH) -
ND : HZAH ; DB : BEHIHET ; ED : IERHE -
Fig. 2. Effects of daylength on stalk emergence of
Rhynchonopsis Tariflor Blue Kid ‘1030-4’ (5 months af-

ter treatment). ND: natural daylength; DB: dark break;
ED: extended daylength.

£ (ED) PR3~ i U2 80% LA | ([ 1) >
BE B B 28 H R A AE R Bl A 2R 65.7% > R B
1% 8 {8 H 2 W 5 v By B ZiE £ I R 2E 1) 4y 80 8
L3 90% DL b MER H & iR B AT il R B
100% - 355 5 46 2 fC R B Fr 7 SF 39 H 80
DUIE & H & (ED) i B F7 75 05 i S 58 (113.9
d) - HXEEEHdEr (DB) @ (128.1 d) > 1
IR 1 PR R BA 46 2 A AT BRI R R A (159.1
d) > BE R H AR R E AT 1.5 (8 5 g (8 3) -
S BRHAR SR A AR AT 80% DAL
IRE AR ISR > DER H REH
ZEFEREZSNETER > 5 22.7% > ik
HA o e 1 S B A R 4 ) Ry 8.6% £
5.5%  WiEMEEEAR (8 4) - LEERR
Qas5(EA R H REMH 2 EEC SR -
R P A PR i RBATEE - HR R PR
o olBabiATR S A - R EE R 2 B AE
FR2.9% (& 5) ERHERHEZHFLER
11.4% - 1fiy £ HRAR AR R 5 AR B AE (15 ~ 8 6) ;
A ERBAE1R4Y 6.5 [EH - HIREHEMEA HE—
RACRILZ 5 (193 d) > SEaBA R & 7 (6 H
(& 5) » & HERHEZFMLERDE62.9%
R A R PR R - W P BT R
2 (25.7%) > T B R4 2 BRTERRAK (17.1%) 5
AEabtAR 9 B H > ERHRERZEERD
H91.4% > BB R K Y (82.9%) » i ¥
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*1030-4” fE R (A) HIFEFTRE H 800 (B) 4676 IR AT
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Fig. 3. Effects of daylength treatment of Rhynchonop-
sis Tariflor Blue Kid <1030-4’. (A) Days to spiking; (B)
days to first flower anthesis. ND: natural daylength; DB:
Dark Break; ED: Extended Daylength.
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Fig. 4. Effects of daylength on percentage of stalk
emergence and double stalks of Riynchonopsis Tariflor

Blue Kid ‘1030-4’. ND: natural daylength; DB: Dark
Break; ED: Extended Daylength.
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5. St R B ¥ Rhynchonopsis Tariflor Blue Kid
1030-4° FEFKBETER 2 4 - ND © [32AH £ 5 DB :
g ED - IERHE -

Fig. 5. Effects of daylength on percentage of bloom-
ing of Rhynchonopsis Tariflor Blue Kid ‘1030-4".

ND: natural daylength; DB: dark break; ED: extended
daylength.
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6. SEHEEH 6 [ H %} Rhynchonopsis Tariflor Blue
Kid 1030-4" HEHRHIMERACZ 52% - ND : HAHER
B : iEHA$Er  ED : ERHK °

Fig. 6. Effects of 6-months daylength on percentage
of stalk emergence and blooming of Rhynchonopsis
Tariflor Blue Kid ‘1030-4’. ND: natural daylength; DB:
dark break; ED: extended daylength.

R Z BRI BT R E & KE (71.4%) (&
5) > 539k > HEnE H BRI EBTEATHR Y
S B R 1 T 3 P4 1 S SR A R 2
(18 3) > DU FfE 2 & 0 R - HFETE
TR IR R Bieid (177.2 d) > HAROR S e
JaE (194.1 d) > MHEE (HAHEK) ZFTE
FTiRF IR A (211.4 d) > JRBVEHRGHAE R 77 7]

B HE 2 H & pr B B I B pm B 34 d B 17
d FAE ([l 3) -

ALY 2R CEERE > EY
AR S ERTZ FE B R AV FHET (Taiz &
Zeiger 1991; Craig & Runkle 2016) » ¢ 1 &
EF Pr B Pfr i@ R = - H o Pr fEE IR T 32
ULEIAL Y G E 640-690nm) BZ 51488 B Pfr
fii Pfr 7 B HH B¢ H2 U 4T 40 5F (710-750nm) B8
5 1% SO Pr o FRAZAE W ¥ 28 BAAY A (6]
FAESIE » a2 o7 ke 3 KM - HIEEY
RESLEIHERRENE—(EEAH R &H
BHEY  FESHNE-EHRHEEY A EH
165 HEMEY) - EFfRYBAIEA 2B e
HY &% Z& (Erwin 2009; Jackson 2009; Torres &
Lopez 2011) - MM HEYE & HEYF -
REEE AR IENTE (BN - HEME) 5
Wi CERY - @) KB 7 Fo tH M B 42
Wi REHEY - 258K ERNYIREIE LT
JCEE T A RAE  (BIEEFEEEE 2 E
BTN gEERL MEAENREZEYE
EEHRNCEIEZ FIA & 5{C (Ha 2014) - £
GE B (Cymbidium ‘Red Fire’, Cym. ‘Yokihi’) ~
5T SC 0 BE (Eren. pusilla) ~ = §% (& (Tecoma
stans) ~ =B Viola tricolor ‘Universal Violet’
H B.E Oenothera biennial ‘Youngii-lapsley’ J
VEAETE Eustoma russellianum ¥3 5 & HIHEY)
FAEM e (R EEERRETC - BOBIFRIEHRTEX
# (Halevy & Kofranek 1984; Roh et al. 1989;
Wang et al. 2003; Vaz et al. 2004; Islam et al.
2005; Torres & Lopez 2011; Tuan 2014; Han et
al. 2020) - JFEFEFE ‘Echo’ B ‘Cessna’ DL BREH
IR H & » HEIFCRELE A H BRER
. 8.5-19.1 d (Paradiso et al. 2008) » ¥ {5 {5
‘Neil Peach Neo’ DL #5 45 {5 4 17 % HA of oy jiz 2
5he AIREEREEAHE (11-12.5 h) #£
E 11 d (Yamada et al. 2011) ° 1L Kalanchoe
glaucescens ~ K. manginii ~ K. uniflora ~ K.
laciniata ~ K. millotii ~ K. nyikae ~ K. rotun-
difolia Jz K. velutina JIl By S& ¥t M5 HHE ¥
(Currey & Erwin 2010, 2011) - AstEnsE 5 (]
2~ [ 3 4) R i LR H REEEH
R E H e 9] (€ R. Tariflor Blue
Kid ‘1030-4" {5 PR F A BLFHTE - MR B
MHRER » R H R M i 3 oh B g 5 oy
AIFEF-45.5 d 8131 d #hAF - Wi & HEE
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B H A H REEER T IR T 34 8117 d
€ EfR H R P 3 {2 A AE R Y el A BB (T S
EEMZHA R B % S 5 (2 Jackson (2009) ~ Torres
& Lopez (2011) ~ Tuan (2014) 24 » 49
PR ER S H R (DL ERVIRIERS - A REESRITE
RENE R EEY) - hEBaE R TR > R. Tari-
flor Blue Kid “1030-4" 5 PREHTE BB K
[ > ERHEE T4 RIVEEMEEFETZE]
{E#E » "JHERFMt > RERBEAREEY) - M
AL SRR E  ERHBEREEY T 28
BRIENEYEEFLEIH TG > 52
—EAE B IE » BIE YRR A B 57
HELLESAT AT UInERBASE © A A E K E
HIREPIRI AR R R E RS H &R A &HITE
I By 4B ¥R S 38 (2 fE (Vaz et al. 2004; Torres
& Lopez 2011; Ha 2014) - R. Tariflor Blue Kid
‘1030-4’ X HAAH RIS A RAVIEM » MR
by e BB O B PR 0 (R H PR TR LR R Y
e EESHERIAARE  TREAHEAE
e HEFHTE Z 2 -
CERIBEEERREEmBEATE TR
YR C a2 BRI S S8 > BRT
SEHE IR S R B TR T BB fER R (Ka-
har 2008; Currey & Erwin 2010, 2011; Wien
2014) L EHBHEREZRE - HE&MHE
AR Al B AR P B B A 7 22 (Kahar 2008;
Torres & Lopez 2011; Wien 2014) » Az B B
G1% 8 M HFEE L EE 2 FtmE » 4518
o DUERH REBEAERE (15.6 4&) #HE
= HA B R (8.8 %) B (HAH
) (5.9 2%) » I 5] o 07 B T A A 21 BB R B
RS HETE I REE R & EH

#1.

BN B T72% H2l

ZAERAMImEE AR (R ) - EEEE AT
G EE T A6 AE AT &
£ GRER ERHOREHNEHERERE
(47.2 cm) (£ 1) > X HEEIATET R (44.7
cm) > MEIEE (HAHE) 2/ EE hRE
372 cm); EEHERHILFEERE (21.7
cm) » HILHEHAPET R (20.1 cm) > [
H(HAHER) 2t REARPNH TR
F516.9 cm (£ 1) - FRM 2 PR LEHG
DR H REH & £ 20.13 d - HR A
Wi e (18.19 d) - M IRABEAH K ZAE
JeEM R 0 B 17.46 d (F 1) - ARERFTE
Z B G 4RI - HAL /AL R
{& (Abdel-Rahman et al. 2017) » & E HHEY)
w5 $% 0 (T. stans ‘Mayan Gold’) {F €41 /%
ABEEPIR LI T AR EHRE2ZE
{E#E (Torres & Lopez 2011) » F§3 » = §#{C1F
REHT (HE 14 d8HEE) £RE > fE48H
SYRCEOE I > AR HEETS (12 h8(FEAE) @ |’
DEMER B RRAEE M EEYSE (Chry-
santhemum morifolium cv. Reagan Sunny) 7F {5
FRMABICF R E I - kA R 2L HEN
BHEERZE > 8 h WL EIAE (R #RE - (HI04%
mBE g2 AN E - AR A
R (8 h) FEIEfy - [ERBE B Za
BV e RS FINEEIEE  (HERAHE
o HRBENEBMHIAEE > 8 hIFIgRAE
A0 > 10 h BF BH & B2 0 (Kahar 2008) 5 = H
%% (Helianthus annuus cv. Sunrich Orange) 1F
FHT (12 h) EREHIE > AMEKSEER
£ H THERR 59% BV & » fEA4BIRE /N - B
A Bt (Wien 2014) - Halevy & Kofranek
(1984) 755 £2 HE BV E 2. R & 2 Bk
i % o JF1510 ‘Echo” Bl Cessna’ 4/ 78 200

SRR ¥ Rhynchonopsis Tariflor Blue Kid “1030-4” BH{EANE 2 5228 -

Table 1. Effects of daylength on flower quility of Riynchonopsis Tariflor Blue Kid 1030-4.
Flower  Flower Longevity of Length of Length of
Number of  width length  Flower width/ flower stalk inflorescence
Daylength flower (cm) (cm) flower length (d) (cm) (cm)
Control (natural daylength) 5.90b 3.58a 3.12a 1.15a 17.46 b 37.2b 16.9b
DB (dark break) 8.80b 3.56a 3.14a 1.14a 18.19 ab 44.7 ab 20.1a
ED (extended daylength) 15.60 a 357a 3.12a 1.15a 20.13 a 472 a 21.7a
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umol m™ s™' = BRI LLE & H £ & 18 h &
BI04 MEAHRRE IR EEEZR
(Paradiso et al. 2008) - K:\EifF it & H B
I > R. Tariflor Blue Kid “1030-4" Ay{E 4<% 88
FhHAM 2 EEHE K G - A RE - B
REBTCAEmUHZIDL AR ERT > 16
AR ZF AR E » Kl HEHEDN
FEFE B FE P £ » o] B DR P 1 PR R (R B 31
ALt/ BAL R R AVIF I AT S - B BT
it ] R B ) & R R IR B T B
SLfE A PR [E (Kahar 2008; Torres & Lopez
2011; Wien 2014) -

+=A

=1
AR YIRIAEEE 7L BLFATERE ] - TEMESR
a0 e NG BN R B R PTERIN R ST R
LR B KAV SRR I g A B YR PR
SRS AE AN HERLUEIE (T
JEmE ) F R (Taiz & Zeiger 1991; Lin &
Yang 2011)  HHERK » {7515 g M &=
SR bEm B FEHEE N ERE B
ZHERS DRSS NH H — ¥V EF T Re Bl
fEth - 2RISR R B TG AT 2 E & (E
IR R o R WL > AR CI
W% T B 5 g P R0 ST 2 EHH R B Rty » AR AR
FrEZON R fCH TSI - HHREE A

NEBEEL  RITGEBILEERFT] -

5| FA SLRA
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Study on Flowering Regulation of Rhynchonopsis
Tariflor Blue Kid ‘1030-4° by Photoperiodism

Jung-Yi Wu"", Yu-Wen Tsai’, and Ting-En Dai’

Abstract

Wu, J. Y., Y. W. Tsai., and T. E. Dai. 2023. Study on flowering regulation of Rhynchonopsis
Tariflor Blue Kid ‘1030-4’ by photoperiodism. J. Taiwan Agric. Res. 72(2):151-160.

Indigo Phalaenopsis is rarely seen in the commercial market and just a few germplasm are
available in the genus for indigo flower breeding. Rhynchonopsis Tariflor Blue Kid ‘1030-4” with a
deep and nonfading blue color has been bred successfully by intergenic hybridization. The purpose of
this study is to discuss the effect of photoperiod on the flowering of Rhnps. Tariflor Blue Kid ‘1030-
4’, and plan to regulate artificially the flowering period for commercial production. The results of
the study showed that long-day treatments including extending day length (ED) and dark break (DB)
could promote the early stalk emergence and flowering of RAnps. Tariflor Blue Kid ‘1030-4". Stalk
emergence of plants treated with ED and DB were 45.5 d and 31 d earlier than natural day length (ND)
treatment, respectively, and flowering time that was 34 d and 17 d earlier than control, respectively.
ED has a better effect than DB on promoting stalk emergence and flowering. The number of flowers
in the ED treatment (15.6 flowers) was significantly higher than that in the DB treatment (8.8 flowers)
and control (ND) (5.9 flowers), however, there was no significant difference between DB and control.
There was no significant difference in the flower diameter among the three treatments. The longest
stalk (47.2 cm) in that of ED, followed by DB treatment (44.7 cm), while the shortest stalk of the
control group (ND) was 37.2 cm. The inflorescence length also showed the same trend. The longest
inflorescence (21.7 cm) in that of ED, followed by DB treatment (20.1 cm), while the shortest inflo-
rescence appeared in the control (16.9 cm). The longest longevity of a single flower in ED was 20.1 d,
followed by DB treatment (18.2 d), while the shortest longevity was 17.5 d.

Key words: Orchid, Daylength, Intergenus-hybridization, Flowering regulation.
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