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£ 1. BEREFEEHBO “Christian Dior” SHUYIEERZ LE
Table 1. Effect of shading and summer pinching on the yield of cv. Christian
... Dior roses.

g " AZER . xZER 2EER
e Summer yield Winter yield Total yield
GI+GI Sum" GI+GI Sum GI+GI Total

Treatment [m+mgm i I@EIH ME IRYIR @i
.. No. of flowers,/plant®
P g3
A? - C— 19.0 41.7 36.4 69.9
B 8.2 21.5 14.2 33.2 - 37.9 71.8
C £ — 18.5 42.9 37.7 70.7
D 6.4 22.5 14.7 35.5 36.4 81.2
Z:AEOBERE HERE Bl EORERMY  REUITE
A : Shading and summer pinching B ! Shading with summer
harvest.
C:BRIEIZ  AZHR/E DI ERFIE  BRUITE
C ! Outdoor.culture and-summer pinching D : Outdoor culture with

. ) summer harvest

Y LERYITE ¢ 555 8L E » TARYITE @ 54—4520% » IERYITE © 44-35845 » &3 1 1
R+ OHJK+IHE
G1 ! flower stem length over 55cm, GI : flower stem length 54-45cm
GII.: flower stem length 44-35cm * Sum » Total : GI + GI +GII

X : 20T E R
Average yield of 20 plants

®2. WERFFEMEHHI Landora GFAYITEERZ G

Table 2. Effect of shading and summer pinching on the yield of cv. Landora
roses. '

M HFER XFER 2FEER
; Summer yield Winter yield © Total yield

et ‘GI+GI Sum” ‘GI+GI Sum GI+GI Total
reatment  rm+mg  E I&RAIKZ M THRAIEZ R

No. of flowers,/plant*

X/t
I - — 14.4 30.4 2.3 48.8
B 1.6 21.5 114 24.7 29.5 62.4
c = - 6.6 2.9 19.9 4.1
D 3.7 15.8 6.4 18.8 18.4. 512
Z'Y X:tnE1oe ‘
Z'Y " X:As Table 1.



%3 EEREFREHHM “Red Success” illVIIEERZLE
Table 3. Effect of shading and summer pinching on the yield of cv. Red Succ-
ess roses.

- HEER AEER DEER
< . Summer yield Winter yield Total yield

Treatment Gl+GI Sum’ GI +GI Sum, GI+GI Total
. 17+ 0k /e I1&/+04 et I&+08% @zt

No. of flowers/plant

%/t
A . — 30.6 40.8 53.1 - 66.5
B 9.5 20.0 15.2 27.4 36.8 63.8
& — — 23.7 38.0 42.9 62.4
D 6.8 16.4  -22.0 35.2 46.5 8.7
Z» Y X:fu&klo )
Z' Y X

#4 EEAHFFEEHH “Samantha” REVITEEEZHE
Table 4. Effect of shading and summer pinching on the yield of cv. Samantha
. roses. ’ '

W M HEER REZER EEER
- Summer’ yield Winter yield Total yield

teeatment GLFTGL  Sum” GI+GI  Sum GI+GI  Total
reatment  yummgy T i &R+ O& N IS LK 83

No. of flowers,/ plant*

3%/
A - — . 304  45.1 50.1 75.9
B 4.5 13.8 26.0 36.3- 50.1 79.8
c — — . 2.3 43.2 50.8 87.1
D 2.0 11.1 13.0 26.0 134.0 68.1
YARED G F- L ' '
Z*Y»X:As Table 1
Bl B

BN S B R - BATEE R R R R B90E B0  {E 3 PostflHowland(9) ~
Laurie% NS » MUWERIDLBEREL  RRESREST » EEAK
EES] o (BE FUITERELLZE » NBIE/D » TEED » BIEB 5G4 o ChandlerflWatson
(9)E 3R 3 22 07 (W] 2 I UK AT /T 5538 3096 © Hasek( VWi ANLM AL ENEE » BE



LA ELEY uﬁﬁfg‘.ﬁgﬁlﬁ RZEZFHBAR » SRERMUIEZERRS
H1D o RMLiE ZIXBLERIE » ER§P$7@"‘“E‘]7\:F@—I§EHE§@WE(7 »8112) o {H
ARG I - Eﬁﬁ”“@[&ﬁﬁ ‘“Ettﬁainﬁ’lﬂzi}mmﬂ Nili5E A EANCY )
= HiREmaHLHEE L) - SREQNEEET  EAEFABLERIET ' X F
_ﬁf?ﬂﬁmmﬂ’l'—r}}ﬁﬁ T SEEERIK 5 B EE ) ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂLTTMlC
EFMAOCRERREE LRI  TRSER ' Samamthald E£30% * Romantical@
EE25% ;M AR fEYITEE s 4m - Ef & IR D HENRLYERE o

A #ixﬁﬁﬁﬂ@@nﬁﬁaﬁgunﬂlﬁﬁm @ZHZT & » #HSamantha ( £4)

K Landora (%3) Z&HMEZER (65 E8H ) » x%ﬁm (10 EZEI[ ) B2
FERTERES L?fChrlstxaq Dior ( &1) nn@ﬁ'ﬁf—]ﬁﬁﬁm%ﬁ Z A Red
Success ( #2) RIAEHEZERESEF o o HEMHIARA MR ERGHER B
Christian Dior BRed Success— skl & BB ﬁﬁﬁ"&f&  AHEEHMESHEE
BIFHE G - * BT ALEE Tﬁbiﬁfﬁj'cﬂTETﬁE o fiiLandora 4
RE5555 » Samantha@HRIR S B4 LI »  EPRBRIRES - SO TR B
5o ﬂﬂ*f—fﬁﬁ&fl')f EEEH 1R 2 AL R T ST o

kﬁﬁf&mﬁﬁmt‘*f'ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ‘ﬁ BRI NEE e REER o i

ZieslinZA(Q » ZEU\@.WUBaccara ’ Somaf[lBeImda.J[ﬁiifgnaﬂaxEm%*n—EET 1%
YE10A — 118 (ITEEE RME R TR RS AT (128 —38 ) UIEER » I@myIIEE:
RIERIRDETIENI S o o REPLIERE T PRI {F P I 2% » BSOS - S
PR IEHRGE BT BIRE - Eii'é_ﬁﬁi\ﬁ?%"%ﬁ%fc NIRRT A I 2E
E% » FRIPRERIMTE « REEKOEE  BEVELES  CHEATHASER
M AR R T 3 S 05 ER SRR (B A bR R B O LB B0 QBRI AR IR TE R A R 5 i EE
PUE FEHIEN o A, S tE AR E MR B AL BRI E ZYITE - MEFEEF
HKZT  ERHD EREKEERE FRTER T R RRITR » #EML5T - RILE ZHH R
%Kﬁjﬁamraxﬁmmkiwzﬁéi EARESD Chnstlan Dior 12 2 23% * Red
.Success26% ' Landoral8% * Samanthaflif 429 T EiRE 1 K] 2 HUIEZ H
B o (BREERISamanthasl » MISE EVTENRERE » HZieslin A (91755 5
HHEEE o |

SARRBILE HALRAHEZREHR AU EREZR  BFEG

BEALMECRIE - MRAMIERZWIE - FTLUABNRE108 Z24E 3 AMWIET
BERIR S TR0 Hﬁ‘mﬂ’]tﬂﬁﬁm o Wil BHTHZ » TREBRRIELTELNE
AT m:% TRTOEESR o



= B

Ifiiifﬁf!ﬂ:ﬂé@@ﬁmﬁb ' BRMMKEY A BALRBERMAMIE « MLhRAAR
ﬁl’rﬁﬁﬁk}ﬁiﬁf‘z S RBIATEMECOIEL - HEHSHL -
XI5 A 55 8 Le\éﬁf’iEWﬁJB}Fﬂaﬁ‘ﬁI_{’F&%ﬁﬁ °

2 5 XK

1. SRERST - 1985 BRBUERIE BT © pp.31 - JAMIES - BHGEE . ,

SRERAN - 1987 A LBUIERERAMETEN LTI » TEMEESGLETIH QWS p.
183—190 « BtEIE R KX EIRGRE .-

SRELT - 1987 AR EBRYERLES - SETEMEE 3 1113 .-

SRELN » FFELR » 1987 B EERTUHIT o - HHEE B EHERMA 2 10—13.

WHS - 1987. B ERYIEZ BBV - BhEBREREBGTIE 6% pp.110.
HEER - 1983.*'.5?&9‘-7&5&21&:%@&&% - pl46. & B RRTL |

Carpenter W. J., and R. C. Rodriguez, 1971. Supplemental lighting effects on

(3]

R 22 BN ) B - S Ot )

newly planted and cut-back .greenhouse roses. Hortscience, 6(3): 207—208.

8. Corpenter W. J., and G. A. Anderson, 1972. High intensity supplementary
lighting ir_lcreases_ yields of greenhouse roses. J. Amer. Soc. Hort. Sic., 97(3):
331-334.

9. Chander, E. L. and D. P. Watson, 1954. Contributions of various light in-
tensities to. the growth and yield of greenhouse roses. Proc. Amer. Soc. Hort.
Sci., 64: 441-447.

10. Halevy, A. H., 1972. Phytohormones in flowering regulation of self—inductive
plants. Proc. 18th Int. Hortic. Cong. 5: 187—198. )

11. Hasek, R. F., 1980. Roses. In R. A. Larson (ed.) Introduction to floriculture.

" Academic press. p. 83—105. .

12.  Khosh-khui, M. and R. A. T. George 1977, Responses of glasshouse roses to
light conditions. Sc1ent1a Hortic., 6: 223-235.

13. Laurie, A, D. C. Kiplinger and K. S. Nelson, 1979. Commercial flower forcing.
pp. 438. '

14. Mastalerz, J. W. 1969. Environmental factors light, temperature, corbondioxi-
de. In: R. W. Langhans (ed.) Roses: a manual on the culture, management,
disenses, insects, economic and breeding of greenhouse roses. p. 95—108.

15. Post, K. and J. E. Howland, 1946. Influence of nitrate level and light intensity
on the growth and production of greenhouse roses, Proc. Amer, Soc. Hort. -
Sci., 47: 446—450,



16.

17.

18.

19.

Zieslin, N., A. H. Halery and I. Biran, 1973. Sources. of variability in green-
house rose flower production. J. Amer. Soc. Hort. Sci., 98(4): 321-324.
Zieslin N., A. Hurwitz and A. H. Halery, 1975. Flower production and the
éccumulé'tion and distribution of carbohydrates in different parts of Baccara
rose plants as influenced by various pruning and pinching treatments. J, Hort.
Sci., 50: 339-348.

Zieslin, N., J. Kirscholtz and Y. Mor.; 1978. Effect of night temperature and
growing practice on the winter yield of roses. Scientia Hortic., 8: 363-370.
Zieslin, N. and Y. Mor, 1981, Plant management of greenhouse'réses. The
pruning. Scientia Hértic.. 14: 285-293.



Improvemenf of Cultural Practice for Winter Roses Production
1. Effects of Shading and Summer Pinching on the Yield of Winter Roses

Yu-Mei Hsu!

ABSTRACT

The effects of shading and summer pinching (1st June—19th Aug.) on winter
flower production (Oct.—Mar.) in two-year-old rose plants were evaluated by using
the cultivars ‘Christian Dior’, ‘Red Success’, ‘Landora’ and ‘Samantha’, The effect
of shading on the yield of winter flower varied with each cultivaf; it decreased the
flowers number of ‘Red Success’ and ‘Christian Dior, flowers, but increased those
of ‘Landora’ and ‘Samantha’ flower production. Summer pinching increased winter
flower production of all tested cultivars. Under shading culture, summer pinching
had the best result. It increased ‘Christian Diro’, ‘Red Success’, ‘Landora’ and
‘Samantha’ winter flower production by 17.5%, 15.9%, 61.7% and 73.5%in com-
parison with outdoor culture with summer harvest, respectively. Sacrificing summer
yield in outdoor culture increased the numbers of winter flowers production of four
cultivars by 20.8%, 8%, 11.2% and 66.2%, respectively.



