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Fig. 1. Effect of the number of bent shoots on the productivity of rose cut flowers (BNI: one
bent shoot /plant; BN3: three bent shoots /plant; BNS: five bent shoots /plant )
Means of the same block types with the same letters are not significantly different by

Duncan's Multiple Range Test at 5 % level.
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Table 1. Effect of the number of bent shoots on the quality of 'Samantha’ rose cut flowers

{¥ 4% ¥ Number of bent shoots | 3 5

it & & A Length of flower bud (cm) 2.98b 3.02b 3.13a
inic 4k A 42 Diameter of stem (cm) 0.64b 0.66ab 0.71a
iin # No. of nodes 10.9b 10.9b 11.6a
nitf & Length of stem (cm) 64.9b 67.0ab 72.4a
# ¥ Fresh weight (g) 28.7b 30.2b 35.8a
55 | 45 #& Quality index 4.10b 4.42a 347
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Means in a row with the same letters are not significantly different by Duncan's Multiple Range

Test at 3% level,
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Table 2. Effect of the number of bent shoots on the quality of 'Landora’ rose cut flowers

{E#% £t Number of bent shoots 1 3 5

% & A& Length of flower bud (em) 3.35b 3.45a 3.50a
init4k 12 Diameter of stem (cm) 0.63b 0.70a 0.69a
#p $t No. of nodes 11.0a 10.8a 10.7a
injef& A& Length of stem (cm) 67.0b 71.0a 72.0a
#¥F Fresh weight (g) 30.0b 37.5a 38.9a
= 4% #L Quality index 5.81b 6.24a 5.43a
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The same as Table 1.
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Table 3. Effect of the number of bent shoots on the quality of 'Pitica’ rose cut flowers

# 4718 37 Renewal cycle(months) 1 3 5

i3 & & Length of flower bud (em) 3.10b 3.18a 3.17a
mfc ik 48 Diameter of stem (cm) 0.65a 0.62a 0.67a
i #t No. of nodes 9.7ab 9.1b 10.0a
76 f & Length of stem (cm) 56.7b 55.7b 61.4a
#f¥ Fresh weight (g) 27.0b 24.8b 30.0a
o 3 4 #& Quality index 4.26b 4.73a 167
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The same as Table 1.
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Fig. 2. Effect of the renewal cycle of bent shoots on the productivity of rose cut flowers, (BR:
two- months cyele; BR4: four-months cyele; BR6: six-months cycle)
Means of the same block types with the same letters are not significantly different by
Duncan's Multiple Range Test at 5 % level.
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Table 4. Effect of the renewal cycle of bent shoots on the quality of ‘Samantha’ rose cut flowers

# 453 # Renewal cycle(months) 2 4 6

16 & & Length of flower bud (cm) 2.80b 3.18a 3.23a
nitdk fi48 Diameter of stem (cm) 0.57b 0.68a 0.68a
in ¥ No. of nodes 9.57b 10.9a 11.6a
it & A& Length of stem (cm) 63.3b 72.2a 72.8a
## ¥ Fresh weight (g) 24.5b 32.5a 33.5a
5 W 3% #1 Quality index 1.37b 2.82a 2.94a
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The same as Table 1.
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Table 5. Effect of the renewal cycle of bent shoots on the quality of ‘Landora’ rose cut flowers.

¥ 4718 ) Renewal cycle(months) 2 4 6

it % % & Length of flower bud (cm) 3.24b 321b 3.42a
in3E 4k i 42 Diameter of stem (cm) 051c 0.58b 0.67a
it # No. of nodes 8.66¢ 9.3% 11.0a
init & A& Length of stem (cm) 55.4¢c 60.2b 68.2a
# ¥ Fresh weight (g) 20.7¢c 24.0b 32.4a
&% W 45 # Quality index 191c 3.24b 4.76a

Fl 1.

The same as Table 1.
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Table 6. Effect of the renewal cycle of bent shoots on the quality of 'Pitica’ rose cut flowers

¥ 47 ¥ Renewal cycle(months) 2 4 6
163 A& Length of flower bud (cm) 3.15b 3.39a 3.24ab
inie 4k 1 48 Diameter of stem (cm) 0.61b 0.59b 0.65a
iip £t No. of nodes 9.02a 8.85a 9.25a
it & Length of stem (cm) 54.5b 54.4b 57.4a
#F Fresh weight (g) 22.9b 24.5b 27.8a
o= W 45 #£ Quality index 1.32b 3.63a 3.99a
Bl #&l.

The same as Table 1.
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Fig. 3. Effect of leaf age on photosynthesis in Rosa hybrida Hort
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Effect of the Number and Renewal Cycle of Bent Shoots
on the Productivity of Rose Cut Flowers 1)

Chieh-Ni Lee® Chien-Young Chu ¥

key words: rosa, photosynthesis, quantity, quality

Summary

In bent shoots culture, there was higher productivity of the cut flowers when *Samantha’
and "Landora’ kept with one or three bent vegetative shoots, or ‘Pitica’ kept with three bent
vegetative shoots. In addition, on the quality index of these three rose cultivars, plants kept
three bent shoots was the best. On the other hand, plants kept five bent shoots was the poorest.

The productivity and the quality index of rose cut flowers of these three cultivars with
two-months renewal cycle of bent vegetative shoots were the poorest. On the quality index
of "Samantha” and ‘Pitica’ cut flowers, there were no difference between plants with four or
six-months renewal cycle of bent vegetative shoots. But on the quality index of ’Landora’
plants with six-months renewal cycle of bent vegetative shoots was better than those for four-
months renewal cycle. However, plants with bent shoots for six-months renewal cycle
produced more cut flowers of high quality.
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