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the growth and some physiological characteristics of rose.
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Figure 1- Growth trend in the set of tested treatments with changes in incoming radiation. Due to the
density of the graphs, they are not labeled, but the trend of changes in each graph was significant at the
5% probability level based on the LSD test.
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Figure 2- Interaction effects of time and mulch type the amount of longitudinal growth of the rose. The

standard error.

YAS

columns whose difference value is less than SE=1.97 do not have a significant difference at the 5%
probability level based on the LSD test. The symbol at the end of each column corresponds to the
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*Means that have at least one letter in common do not have a significant difference at the 5% level based on the
LSD test.
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Figure 3- Interaction effects of time and mulch type the light intensity reflected from the greenhouse floor.
Columns with common letters have no significant difference at the 5% probability level with the LSD test.
The symbol at the end of each column corresponds to the standard error.
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Figure 4- Combining the growth response of rose to the amount of light reflection in different weeks. In
the linear graph, the points whose difference value is less than SE=2.01 are statistically not significantly
different from each other, and the columns that have common letters are not significantly different from
each other based on the LSD test at the 5% probability level. The symbol at the end of each column
corresponds to the standard error.
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Figure 5- The effect of different greenhouse floor mulches on the amount of photosynthesis and stomatal

conductance in different weeks of growth in rose plants. In diagram a, the points whose difference is less

than SE=1.58 in aluminum, SE=1.34 in ceramic, SE=1.16 in plastic, and SE=1.11 in concrete are not
significantly different from each other. In diagram b, the points whose difference is less than SE=0.336 in

aluminum, SE=0.423 in ceramic, SE=0.121 in plastic, and SE=0.101 in concrete are not significantly

different from each other. The symbol at the end of each point on graph corresponds to the standard
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Figure 6- The amount of measured photosynthesis in the upper and lower surfaces of the upper leaves of
the rose. In the diagram of the lower surface of the leaf, the points where the SE value is less than 2.07 are
not significantly different from each other. The same trend is true in the diagram of the upper surface of
the leaf with the value of SE=2.05. The symbol at the end of each point om graph corresponds to the
standard error.
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Figure 7- The amount of measured photosynthesis in the upper and lower surface of the leaf on the bent
branches of the rose. In the diagram of the lower surface of the leaf, the points where the SE value is less

than 3.38 are not significantly different from each other. The same trend is true in the diagram of the
upper surface of the leaf with the value of SE=3.91. . The symbol placed on each point on the graph
corresponds to the standard error.
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Figure 8- The amount of stomatal conductance in the upper and lower surfaces of the upper leaves of the
rose. In the diagram of the lower surface of the leaf, the points where the SE value is less than 0.236 are
not significantly different from each other. The same trend is true in the diagram of the upper surface of
the leaf with the value of SE=0.237. The symbol placed on each point on the graph corresponds to the
standard error.
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Figure 9- The amount of stomatal conductance in the upper and lower surfaces of the leaves on the bent
branches of the rose. In the diagram of the lower surface of the leaf, the points where the SE value is less
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than 0.701 are not significantly different from each other. The same trend is true in the diagram of the
upper surface of the leaf with the value of SE=0.781. The symbol placed on each point on the graph
corresponds to the standard error.
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Abstract

The reaction of the photosynthetic apparatus in capturing light energy depended on the arrangement of
the leaves, stems, and side branches. This process accelerates in the substrate when the intensity of the
absorbed photon flow passes from the light compensation point. To evaluate the effect of greenhouse
floor covering on the growth rate of roses, an experiment was conducted as factorial based on a
randomized complete design with three replications in a rose production greenhouse in the spring of
2020. The experimental factors included greenhouse floor mulch in four levels (aluminum foil,
ceramic, white plastic, and concrete (control)) and the second factor of eight weeks of growth. The
results showed that the maximum photosynthesis (17.1 umol CO,m>S') was recorded from
aluminum mulch in the first growth week and the minimum of it (4.05 pmol CO,.m?2s™) was
observed in the fourth growth week in concrete mulch. The trend changes in stomatal conductance (gs)
was similar to the photosynthesis during the eight weeks of plant growth, but in the abaxial lower
leaves, the stomatal conductance was higher than the value of abaxial in upper leaves. The maximum
amount of weekly growth (18.7 cm) was due to the application of aluminum mulch in the first week of
growth. The amount of plant growth was slow in all treatments, however, in the eighth week, the
maximum amount of weekly growth with the amount of 13.3 cm was related to aluminum mulch, and
the amount of weekly growth in ceramic, white plastic, and concrete mulches was recorded 12.0, 9.99
and 9.2 cm, respectively. In general, the results showed that the use of mulches that have a higher light
reflection coefficient is effective and significant in increasing the photosynthetic power of lower
leaves and helping to increase plant growth.

Keywords: Chlorophyll, Light reflected, Photosynthesis, Stomata Conductance.
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