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Fig. 1. The illustration of standard pruning method and bending shoots method.
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Fig. 2. Effecl purning and spacing on slem diameter at plant base of roses. (Standard Pruning, SP;

Shoots Bent, 4 plants/basket, SB4; 6 plants/basket, SB6; 8 plants/basket, SB8).
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Fig. 3. Effect purning and spacing on root weight of roses. (Standard Pruning, SP; Shoots Bent, 4
plants/basket, SB4; 6 planis/basket, SB6: 8 plants/basket, SB8). Data were 1aken at the rosc

cultured after 17 months.
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Fig. 4. Effect purning and spacing on the yield cut flowers per rose plant. (Standard Pruning, SP;
Shoots Bent, 4 plants/basket, SB4; 6 plants/basket, SB6; 8 plants/basket, SBS).
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Fig. 5. Effect purning and spacing on the yield of rose cut flowers per basket. (Standard Pruning. SP;
Shoots Bent, 4 plants/basket, SB4: 6 planis/basket, SB6; & plants/basket, 5BS).
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Fig. 6. Effect pruning and spacing on the length of flower bud of roses. (Standard Pruning, 5P
Shoots Bent, 4 plant/basket, SB4; 6 plantsfbasket, SB&; 8 plants/basket, SB8).
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Fig. 7. Effect of pruning aod spacing on the quality index of rose cut flowers harvested in different
month. (Standard Pruning, SP; Shoots Bent, 4 plants/basket, SB4; 6 plants/basket, SB6; 8
planis/basket. SBR).
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Summary

Rose cuttings were cultured by different pruning and spacing. At the end of 8
-month harvest, the largest stem diameter of 'Samantha’ or ‘Landora’ was the
plant treated by bending shoots and spacing st a level of 4, or 4-6 plants per
basket, respectively. The: stem diameter of ‘Pitica’ was enhanced by bending
shoots but not by spacing,

The root weight of ‘Samantha” was affected by spacing but not pruning; the
plant with the closer space was the lighter root weight. The root weight of *Pitica’
was affected by pruning tat not by spacing. Plants cultured by bending shoots had
heavier root weight than that by standard pruning had. On ‘Landora’ plants, the
root weight was affected Hy both spacing and pruning. Plants cultured by bending
shoots and closer planting got lighter root weight,

To compare the harvest of cut flowers in 8 months,the looser spacing plant
got the higher production. On ‘Landora’ and ‘Pitica’, bending shoots was better
than standard pruning for managing plants to get high quality of cut flowers,
especially in the 2nd to the Sth month during the harvest,



