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Table 1. Summary of analysis of variance for vegetative characteristics
of pear rootstocks in different cultural media

MS ey o S
$>le@)> &)JTJ; QASL»J}b dfj!:\—\.d g}'“’“}: aifu‘l.:ad}b (/))Jjg_,

L df. Proliferation Shootlet Leaf number ~ Leaf expansion Internode Necrosis
S.0.V. = length length
Media (M) S 2 39.32° 249° 874" saa23 0010% 004~
Rootstock (R) “ 1 0.40 ™ 0.385™ 34.13° 677.02° 0.005 ™ 0.03
M xR alx a8 Lo 2 1.20™ 0.146 ™ 3.18™ 141.38™ 0.010™ 0.01™
Error o> 24 0.415 0.129 4.59 202.76 0.004 0.003

AN .adu;,\cu,aﬁ)t;@u%g;@:**,*

* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.
ns: Not- significant.
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P

Table 2. Effect of different culture media and rootstock on different vegetative
characteristics of pear in vitro conditions

als sl (a5l ar sl J 4o & palus E ol o, SSke b (%) 55,5
Proliferation Shootlet length Leaf number (g k) Internode length  Necrosis (%)
(cm) Leaf expansion (cm)
(mnr’)
Cultural media cuis™ fasxo
MS 6.44c 5.36a 10.83a 52.69a 0.49a 0.04b
QL 7.54b 4.46b 8.99a 40.78a 0.52a 0.17a
mQL 10.29a 5.35a 9.62a 41.51a 0.56a 0.09b
Rootstock 4
OH x F333 7.97a 5.18a 10.88a 60.02a 0.51a 0.07b
OH x F69 8.20a 4.95a 8.74b 29.96b 0.54a 0.13a

70 Yozt o 55 S (glacals dom 0 go3T bl 1 il o ailie o m Sl 457 ¢ Jale o (10 5 O gt a3 0 2 la e

.-\JJ‘.»\J J‘J"é&é C)}Uﬁ

Means, in each column and for each factor, followed by similar letter are not significantly
different at the 5% probability level-using Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
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Table 3. Summary of analysis of variance for vegetative characteristics of pear
rootstocks in different 2iP concentrations in Vitro conditions

MS  Sle o S
EEGIRES $3Tn sl Jb oo o g s oS Jb
L df. Proliferation Shootlet Leaf number ~Leaf expansion Internode
S.0.V. = length length
2ip oS sl 2 39.32° 2.49 8.74 ™ 54423 ™ 0.010™
Rootstock (R) " 1 0.40™ 0.385™ 34.137 677.02 0.005 ™
2ip x R alx oS mle Jlaw 31 2 1.20™ 0.146 ™ 3.18™ 141.38 ™ 0.010™
Error L 24 0.415 0.129 4.59 202.76 0.004

AW .alecla...):)b@m%,::j:q:**}*

* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.

ns: Not- significant.
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Table 4. Effect of 2iP concentrations and rootstock on vegetative characteristics of pear
rootstocks in in vitro conditions

s sl o il a il b oE sl E pns o) o Kol J g
Proliferation Shootlet length (cm) Leaf number (g o) Internode length
Leaf expansion (cm)
(mm?)
2iP (Mg/l) (5 38 p 5 o) CowiuS gl L
0 (Control) 5.27b 3.55b 10.80a 124.81a 0.32b
0.5 7.94a 5.71a 8.49b 83.49b 0.66a
1 6.97a 5.68a 8.93b 81.42¢cb 0.65a
2 7.31a 5.78a 9.02b 66.54¢ 0.65a
Rootstock 4
OH x F333 6.88a 4.94b 9.47a 89.11a 0.53b
OH x F69 6.86a S5.4la 9.15a 89.01a 0.61a

7 dwlcb)bﬁbdluh.%oﬁijbiﬁ Lsb o wlin oy slyls oS Jule o 6l 5 O o s cg_\.a&:iil._.a

LIl e S slis

Means, in each column and for each factor, followed by similar letter are not significantly different
at the 5% probability level-using Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
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OLKer 5 sy (F Jgds) At 5L
231 = ¢ 5 o2 (Rossi et al., 1991)
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Table 5. Summary of analysis of variance for vegetative characteristics of pear
rootstocks in different BAP concentrations In Vitro conditions

MS  Slas o Kk

EEHRESR eI sl dsb & ol E g s o Sk J oo
L df. Proliferation Shootlet Leaf number ~ Leaf expansion Internode

S.0.V. e length length
BAP oS sl 2 26.98" 2.84" 39.59"™ 124.06™ 0.004"
Rootstock (R) “l 1 7.70" 0.003™ 0.09™ 843.76" 0.001™
BAP x R oS sl x al 2 4.00™ 267" 8.56" 1676.63" 0.001"

Error s 24 1.50 0.385 1.86 125.75 0.00

AN 370 Jlazl o 53 yls me 5 5 0 FF 5
* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.

ns: Not- significant. o gme 6 M8

Ll sy o lawl sy Calbes Slos sas 4l gBAPR Calises glacbile 31-9J 50>
whh 093

Table 6. Effect of BAP concentrations and rootstock on yegetative characteristics of
pear rootstocks in in vitro conditions

s sl o gl a il b & sl (g o) S pamms (o gl o Kibe I b

Proliferation Shootlet length (cm) Leaf number Leaf expgnsion Internode length
(mm®) (cm)

BAP (mg/l) (s 35 p 55 o) cowe” 950 b
0.5 3.20c 3.53a 15.15a 124.81a 0.23b
1 6.48a 3.38a 13.11b 107.10b 0.26a
2 5.00b 2.54b 11.55¢ 127.74a 0.21b
Rootstock 4

OH x F333 5.40a 3.16b 13.21b 114.58b 0.24a
OH x F69 4.38b 3.14a 13.32a 125.18a 0.22a

70 Yoz o 53 Sl (g1l Wiz O g 3T bl jy il oo alie 3 511 457 ¢ Jale o (1 5 Ot a3 0o la e
Il e S slis
Means, in each column/and for each factor, followed by similar letter are not significantly different
at the 5% probability level-using Duncan's Multiple Range Test.

(7 Jgu>) 59 OH x F333 4, 1 i
oS e ) Sl s 6 Siba s o
JS/i)C,_]él.b)chaMuu_ABAPJ_'.':j)b
= Lol gme Sslis E 4l 55 s BAP
Jolize 51 Sl dus i (8 Jgdr) Lizbly
FSla a8 sl Olis S sl Shale x 4l
SOH % F69 il o by 0 amasln Jsb
Cble 535 BAP 2 5505 e +/0 il

BAP = 53 0 8 Joa V51 YL slac il
T Ll culed o S5 s la A g
sboml 6l oS b D8 S imly
Al e ds b L alae )l sl
4w g oy mis (Kadota and Niimi, 2003)
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Table 7. BAP x rootstock interaction effect on different vegetative characteristics of
pear rootstocks in in vitro conditions

i Giel) sl J b o s (pr k) Epams (gl e Sl J b
Interaction Shootlet length (cm) Leaf number Leaf(expezl)'xsion Internode length (cm)
mm
OH x F333 3.00b 14.62a 130.20b 0.20b
0.5 BAP
OH x F 69 4.06a 15.68a 119.42¢b 0.25a
OH x F333 3.44ab 14.12a 115.50cb 0.25a
1.0 BAP
OH x F 69 3.32ab 12.10b 108.70cb 0.27a
OH x F333 3.04b 10.90b 108.04¢ 0.27a
2.0 BAP
OH x F 69 2.04c 12.20b 153.44a 0.16¢c

Sl 70 It el 53 Sl glaals A 05T elial Bl o S e O3 (1 o 40 s 2 53 sl ol

.JJ)\./U )‘kal‘*"

Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 5%
probability level-using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 8. Summary of analysis of variance for rooting and vegetative characteristics of
pear rootstocks in different IBA treatments in in vitro conditions

MS ol Sk

e (0 sl & s atyy b S CiS atelw (D55

&sl5T sl iy
S.0.V. e df. RO(E%% ex;?sfion l?r?;th qitaelrirtly qﬁe(i)l(i)tty m}}n:g::r I\Ie(c“;t?)SlS
IBA oS 4 4543.75" 1168.33" 19.35 112 11.08 21.35" 0.13"
Rootstock (R) U | 50.00™ 11.52™ 1.12m 0.98™ 0.32" 0.32" 0.14"
IBA x R wbx ST 4 81.25™ 37.97™ 1.66™ 0.88™ 1.12m 0.77" 0.05™
Error L= 40 525 20.33 1.78 0.43 1.05 233 0.02

A .odu;,\ch.dﬁ,us@\ﬁ:;«f:**,*

* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.

ns: Not- significant.
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Table 9. Effect of different IBA treatments.and rootstock on rooting and vegetative
characteristics of pear rootstocks in in vitro conditions

(1) sty Sty &, b Sl is by S aty sl () 55,5
(gr ik (L
Rooting Leaf Root length  Stem quality Root quality Root Necrosis
(%) expansion (cm) number (%)
(mm’)
IBAMY) (5 35 p 5 sko) s
0.1 (Long period) 5.00c 16.80d 0.45¢ 2.70a 4.60a 0.60b 0.45a
0.5 (Short period) 17.50bc 33.00b 1.75b 2.70a 3.60b 2.100a 0.20abc
1.0 (Short period) 37.50ab 40.60a 2.80ab 2.30ab 3.20cb 2.90a 0.21bc
2.0 (Short period) 50.00a 41.50a 3.15a 2.50ab 2.40c 3.40a 0.15¢
1 IBA +1 BAP (Long period) 0.00c 23.00c 0.00c 1.90b 5.00a 0.00b 0.32ab
Rootstock 4
OH x F333 21.00a 30.56a 1.78a 2.28a 3.68a 1.88a 0.23b
OH x F69 23.00a 30.56a 1.48a 2.56a 3.84a 1.72a 0.34a

oz o 33 o S5l5 (glatals ko O30 3T ol g ABly oo &5 20 Cop o (5115 oS oo sl 5 O gt 2 3 0 2l SSle
LI Sl e sl 0
Means, in each column and for each factor, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the
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5% probability level-usmg Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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