ment? The propagator wants to know which plants respond to
a given photoperiod, and what other factors, such as how much
extended daylength, do particular subjects require.

It 1s known that a number of propagators in the U. K. used
photoperiodic lighting with varying degrees of success: the
aim of this short review is to give some background on the work
already out in this field in different parts of the world. It is
hoped that this will stimulate further interest in the U. K. and
subsequently result in a lively session devoted to this topic at
a future conference.
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MY APPROACH TO TEACHING PLANT PROPAGATION

P.D.A. MCMILLAN BROWSE
Hadlow College,
Hadlow, Tonbridge, Kent

The teaching of plant propagation by any one person is, 1n
essence, a personal philosophy of that particular individual,
developed as a result of his experience in that field. It may
well differ radically from the views of other teachers but 1
offer no apologies for this — my own approach. Basically this
philosophy is a synthesis of three components. Firsthly, there
1S the influence of one’s original teachers who must necessarily
have the major effect for they are able to mould one’s think-
ing; this component is thus the most telling as it 1s, perhaps,
the most difficult to disregard. Secondly, the effect of the
work and thinking of other teachers, researchers and practical
propagators must have marked influences in developing one’s
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approach and, in this connection, I owe something to almost
everyone to whom I have talked or with whom I have worked.
Finally, it is one’s own ideas and thinking in rationalising all
the information and knowledge of the previous components
that provides a final system.

In my view the teaching of plant propagation is bedevilled
by a great deal of traditional thinking especially in the light
of the rapid advances which have been made in the technolo-
gies. One still sees in modern textbooks little attention to a
logical appreciation of how the plant regenerates; for instance,
propagation from cuttings (root, stem and leaves) is usually
dealt with as one item followed subsequently, perhaps, by
propagation by layering. Even an elementary knowledge of
plant physiology should indicate that the reyeneration 1n cut-
tings of roots, stems and leaves will probably require very dif-
ferent conditions but that the initiation of roots 1n stems,
whether as cuttings or layers, is a function of ultimately the
same stimuli. Hence in the teaching of plant propagation it
seems logical when studying vegetative propagation to consid-
er the regeneration of stems, leaves and roots as separate items.
Thus plant propafation can be divided initially from the plant’s
point of view into propayation from: (1) seed; (2) roots;
(3) stems; (4) leaves; (5) yrafting, and (6) tissue and cell
culture.

When we analyse any system of teaching there are two
components — the “theoretical” and the ‘‘practical’” — and
plant propagation is no exception. It is first of all essential to
understand the theoretical implications involved so that an
ideal technique can be evolved for a particular piece of a par-
ticular plant; this can then be translated into practical terms
with the consequent handling of plant material and familiarity
with environmental control.

In considering the theory of plant propagation we can di-
vide the various factors which influence plant regeneration in-
to two basic groups. Firstly, there are those factors which in-
fluence the inherent ability of a piece of a plant to regenerate,
i.e. the capacity of that piece of plant to regenerate; and second-
ly, those factors which influence whether or not it does regen-
erate once the piece of plant has been chosen, i.e. 1ts perform-
ance.

The capacity of a particular piece of plant to regenerate
is a function of two major groups of factors, source and season.
The source factors represent the cultural influences which are
affecting the stock plants providing the material; these chief-
ly are age, condition, nutrition, position and pathological con-
ditions. In other words these factors are influencing regener-
ation even before the actual moment of propagation and will
determine whether or not the piece of plant 1s capable of re-
generation. The seasonal factor 1s a question of timing — this
may well be critical. Hence from this knowledge we can theor-
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etically determine the highest capacity of any piece of a plant
at any given time.

Having achieved material of high capacity it Is now neces-
sary to ensure that its potential is realised. The factors which
influence its performance can be divided broadly again into two
groups. The factors which we can class as treatment are fairly
simple, such as fungicide and hormone applications, wounding,
maintenance of polarity, removal of leaves and buds, etc. and
are all treatments carried out at the moment of propagation to
ensure that any artificial aid which may ensure success does
not limit performance. Finally, the environment will eventual-
ly determine performance; in other words, where the material
is put at its moment of propagation. Basically, the environmen-
tal factors are those of the atmosphere and those of the medi-
um; most important of these are temperature, light, humidity,
air, etc. A knowledge of all these factors will enable the produc-
tijon of a performance so that the high capacity may be exhibit-
ed.

A knowledge of these theoretical considerations when ap-
plied practically provides the student with a chance to handle
plant material in many forms and provides an opportunity to
prove to himself that the theoretical predictions were reason-
ably accurate. It also provides an opportunity to familiarise
him with various environments for propagation.

Finally, despite these considerations, we are concerned
with a commercial atmosphere essentially; it is important that
a reasonable and balanced approach to the techniques evolved
is maintained and that the student realises the economic and
managerial implications involved.

VISIT TO THE BOSKOOP RESEARCH STATION

Boskoop, Holland
Proefstation Voor De Boomwekeri)

21st April, 1969

A party of 34 members (including a few guests) flew from
Coventry airport to Rotterdam and thence went by coach to
Boskoop where they spent 7 packed hours. The arrangements
went like clockwork and not even the fact that the weather was
bleak and wet throughout damped the enthusiasm of anyone; it
was voted an excellent and most informative visit, a great
value for the money and the officers of I.P.P.S. were encour-
aged to consider further possible short visits abroad.

The party visited the Research Station at Boskoop where
they were greeted by the new Director, Dr. Roelofsen, himself
an 1.P.P.S. member. After an excellent ‘koffietafel’ at the Hotel
Florida, four nurseries were visited —

Fa Th. Streng and Fa J. Streng (2 nurseriles)
Fa G. Kooy and Zn.
[Fa F. J. Grootendorst and Zn.
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