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Table 1. Physical and chemical properties of soil used for cultivation of pear cultivars on different seedling

S Gas S S T =
(e Sl (o gt s (52) RINT I (
Soil depth 5 uw s s ds s P EEWY S s, Electrical conductivity s Lol Organic carbon Sodium ¢
(cm) Sand (%) Silt (%) Clay (%) Soil texture (dSm™) Acidity (%) (
Soil properties Sl s
0-30 10 48 42 Silt clay 0.36 7.55 1.20
30-60 15 42 43 Silt clay 0.52 7.87 0.87
Macro and micro elements s s oS 5 (s e, ols
S Ges Aoy Houd e f3 e
(e (Sl) O35 (Opha 55 Cand) (Ogho 53 Cand) (25308 (o) ot 3 xS
Soil depth Nitrogen Phosphorus ~ Potassium  Magnesium (dsse 5 k) (CNPEYS B k) sk 55 ) (052
(cm) (%) (ppm) (ppm) (mg ') Sodium (mg 1)  Calcum (mg ')  Zinc (ppm) Ir
0-30 0.12 9.8 250 8.0 0.11 19 0.23

30-60 0.09 8.1 237 6.0 0.13 24 0.17
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Table 2. Summary of meteorological parameters of the experimental

of test site during 2016 and 2017

Meteorological parameter

o e 2016 2017

Sunshine hours

Maximum monthly relative humidity (%)
Number of frost days

Minimum monthly relative humidity (%)

BT okl 3083.0 3104.0

Gl s Cusb,y Aoy STus 100.0  98.0
Oltide glajgy sl 240 40.0
Wlale oo Cugby das ys  Jild- 4.0 3.0

Average minimum monthly relative humidity (%) sl ows o sby doys = KL 28.0  24.0
Average maximum monthly relative humidity (%) sl o Cusb; doys ST KL 58.0  57.0

Average monthly relative humidity (%)
Minimum monthly temperature (°C)
Maximum monthly temperature (°C)
Average minimum monthly temperature (°C)
Average maximum monthly temperature (°C)
Average monthly temperature (°C)

Total rainfall (mm)

Slale i Cusbydoys Sk 44.0  40.0

I F Sl abale Bla= gl -44 -6.4

GIE Sl sl STu- s 452 436

GIF Sl slabe glos 5L 12,1 11.2

(15 Sl slale ST glos . Sle 265 25.8
(15 Sl slale glos ke 192 184

(5 L) Sai,lspme 6653  468.6
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Table 3. Mean comparison of vegetative growth indices of pear rootstocks and cultivars in 2016 and 2017

o3 plis) AVl s, &y o o Sila Jsb ol s
(e 5lw) (e Slw) (r 7 &) (e 5lw) (e Slw)
Tree height Annual growth Leafarea Internode length Rootstock diameter
(cm) (cm) (em?) (cm) (cm)
2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017
Rootstock al
Dargazi Seedling 176.8b 254.2b  31.9c 30.5a 22.6b 20.4b 1.3c  1l.6¢c 272 3.2a
Pyrodwarf® 208.8a 287.8a  39.3a 26.4b 26.2a 25.2a 2.5a 29a 1.9b 2.9b
OH x F69 Daynir (Farold® 69)  175.0b 232.1c  35.4b 27.8b 28.0a 27.0a 196 23b 1.8b  3.0ab
Cultivar o3
Louise Bonne 194.4a 2289b  32.2b 23.8b 21.5¢ 19.8¢ 1.5b 1.9b 20b 2.8b
Dargazi 187.3b 309.1a  41.6a 29.2a 29.7a 28.8a 2.1a  24a 22a 33a
Williams Duchess 178.2¢ 207.3c  32.9b 31.7a 25.5b 24.1b 2.1a  24a 2.2a 3.0b
Q,L&:.x_,:);aid_anc.bﬁ&sué\ul;.\_;r;),.aﬂwuj,u:ﬂu.@af,;:,-_'}J,L;\)\;&J,-La,wwoja,a,u&uaisp
LIS s e

Mean, in each column and for each factor, followed by the same letter are not significantly different at the 1%
probability level-Using Duncan’s Multiple Range Tests.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of vegetative growth indices of different combinations of pear cultivars on studied rootstocks in 2016 and 2017

s plis) UL s, &y o o Kila Jsb wl s
(e 5lw) (e 5lw) (gr 7o W) (e L) (e L)
Tree height Annual growth Leaf area Internode length  Rootstock diameter
(cm) (cm) (cm?) (cm) (cm)
“b r . 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017
Rootstock Cultivar
Louise Bonne 180.7c  232.4b  29.0cd 29.5b 18.3d 13.8d  1.2c 1.6¢ 2.9a 3.2ab
Dargazi Seedling Dargazi 172.0c 2089c  41.0a  27.0b 224cd 22.6c 1.2¢c 1.5¢ 2.7a 3.4a
Williams Duchess  177.7¢  250.1b 25.7d  35.0a 27.1bc  25.0b  1.5¢ 1.7¢ 2.5a 3.1b
Louise Bonne 231.0a 280.6a  35.7c 20.0c  22.0cd 204 2.0b 2.4b 1.5¢ 2.6¢
Pyrodwarf® Dargazi 216.3b 242.7b  43.0a  27.0b 31.7b 31.6a 29a 3.2a 2.0b 3.3a
Williams Duchess  179.0  202.9d  39.3b 323a 25.0c 23.6c 2.7a 3.1a 2.2b 2.8
Louise Bonne 173.3¢c  210.2c 32.0¢c 22.0c  24.3c 25.2b 1.4c 1.8¢c 1.5¢ 2.7c
OH x F69 Daynir (Farold® 69)  Dargazi 173.7c  235.1b  40.7ab 33.7a 35.1a  322a 22b  2.6b 2.0b 3.2ab
Williams Duchess 178.0c  217.3¢c  33.7c 27.7b  24.6¢c 23.6c  2.1b 2.4b 1.9b 3.0b

I Sl gae o5l .L,);gﬁiJL“:,.ICJM);&(;\;LS\q;,,u.c;_..ofﬂwuﬂup@gs;.u O S Jilis (61513 &S g a5 ol SOl
Mean, in each column, followed by the least one letter in common are not significantly different at the 1% probability level-
Using Duncan’s Multiple Range Tests.
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Table 5. Mean comparison of macronutrients uptake in leaf of pear rootstocks and

cultivars in 2016 and 2017

05578 Les

d Loy

el dos dS Ao e Ao

Nitrogen Phosphorus Potassium Calcium  Magnesium

(%)

(%) () (%) (o)

20162017 2016 2017 2016 201720162017 2016 2017

Rootstock L

Dargazi Seedling 3.0a 2.9a 0.25a 0.24b 2.2b 2.3b 1.4a 1.4a 0.27b 0.30b

Pyrodwarf® 29a 2.8a 0.24a 0.26a 2.4a 2.5a 1.4a l.4a 0.33a 0.33a

OH x F69 Daynir (Farold® 69)2.9a 2.9a 0.24a 0.24b 2.3ab2.3b 1.4a 1.4a 0.32a 0.30b
Cultivar 3,

Louise Bonne 270 2.8b 0.23b 0.23b 2.2a 2.2b 1.4a 1.3a 0.30b 0.28c
Dargazi 3.2a 3.0a 0.26a 0.26a 2.4a 2.5a l.4a 1.4a 0.35a 0.34a
Williams Duchess 2.8b 2.7 0.24b 0.24b 2.2a 2.3b 1.5a 1.5a 0.28c 0.30b

Q.(Z\:&\ul:L{Qﬂijblﬂm\{@éf‘,:.i.»QJ>k;l)\AAf;Jﬁbﬁd\ﬁ}QyJa):;&h;ni}p

AL Sl e sl A 53 ¢S ez e 5
Mean, in each column and for each factor, followed by the same letter are not
significantly different at the 1% probability level-Using Duncan’s Multiple Range
Tests.
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Table 6. Mean comparison of macronutrients uptake in different combinations of

pear cultivars on studied rootstocks in 2016 and 2017

Oisfsders Jddon  eelide)s mdSdo)s paie e
Nitrogen  Phosphorus Potassium  Calcium  Magnesium
(%) (%) (%) (%) g (%)

«b o
Rootstock Cultivar 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017
Louise Bonne 2.8b 2.8b 0.25b 0.23b 2.2b 2.2d 1.4a 1.3a 0.30c 0.28c
Dargazi Seedling ~ Dargazi 32a 29b 0.26ab0.26a 2.3b 23c 1.4a 14a 0.32c 0.32b
Williams Duchess 3.0ab 3.0ab 0.24c 0.22b 2.1c 2.3c¢c 1.5a 1.5a 0.21d 0.29¢c
Louise Bonne 276 2.7b 0.20d 0.25ab 2.2b 2.4c 1.4a 1.3a 0.31c 0.30c
Pyrodwarf® Dargazi 33a 3.1a 0.27a 0.27a 2.6a 2.7a 14a 14a 038a 0.38a
Williams Duchess 2.6b 2.4c 0.26ab0.25ab 2.3b 2.5b 1.5a 1.5a 0.30c 0.32c
OH x F69 Daynir Louise .Bonne 2776 2.8b 0.24b 0.22¢ 2.2b 2.1d 1.4a 1.4a 0.30c 0.27c
(Farold® 69) Dargazi 32a 3.la 027a 0.27a 2.5a 2.6a 1.4a 1.4a 0.35ab0.34b
Williams Duchess 2.7b 2.8b 0.23c 0.25ab 2.2b 2.1d 1.5a 1.5a 0.33b 0.3Ic

ujsgfg_idw‘ch_u):o&}b&lul:A_LTQHijLM\ﬂu\{GnSf“LAJfGS&&‘b&‘)l}f;bpﬁjsc&hﬁp

Lyl Jlis'.u Sl

Mean, in each column, followed by the least one letter in common are not significantly different at the 1%
probability level-Using Duncan’s Multiple Range Tests.
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Table 7. Mean comparison of micronutrients uptake in leaf of pear rootstocks
and cultivars in 2016 and 2017

t23) e JS T b 2T
(Osdhe 53 Cand) (5o 53 Cand) (Ushe 53 Cnnd) (O ks 55 Lad)
Zinc Copper Total iron Active iron
(ppm) (ppm) (ppm) (ppm)
2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017
Rootstock m
Dargazi Seedling 15.4a 14.3a 14.1a 13.2c 180.5b 188.2a 60.5a 58.2a
Pyrodwarf® 15.5a 14.5a 14.6a 13.8c 184.8a 191.3a 61.3a 59.8a
OH x F69 Daynir (Farold® 69) 15.3a 14.3a 14.6a 14.6b 177.6b 182.4b 59.9a 56.5a
Cultivar )
Louise Bonne 15.3a 14.1a 13.2c 11.7b 161.9b 167.3b 53.0b 52.3b
Dargazi 15.6a 14.7a 15.2a 15.1a 225.4a 2333a 75.8a 73.7a
Williams Duchess 15.3a 14.4a 14.8b 14.8a 155.7b 161.2b 51.9b 50.4b

23 Sl (g acls iz &0 3T elad o A8l a0 2tie 3 (Sl o ale o (sl 5 D a5 i gle oS0
A s e sl o> ¢S Jlaz g

Mean, in each column and for each factor, followed by the same letter are not

significantly different at the 1% probability level-Using Duncan’s Multiple Range Tests.
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Table 8. Mean Comparison of micronutrients uptake in different combinations of pear

cultivars on studied rootstocks in 2016 and 2017

S o Js oAt b ol
(Qm;bm)(d}g\:ﬁ):m) (U}:l:ﬁ))s;.a.m;) (U}:l:ﬁ))h;mi)
Zinc Copper Total iron  Active iron
(ppm) (ppm) (ppm) (ppm)
“b ) 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017
Rootstock Cultivar
Louise Bonne 15.3a 14.3a 14.0b 12.0e¢ 156.1d 164.4¢ 52.4b 51.2¢
Dargazi Seedling Dargazi 15.6a 14.4a 1470 14.0c 231.5a 242.0a77.2a 75.1a

Williams Duchess 15.4a  14.3a 13.7b 13.7¢c 152.9 157.0c51.0b 49.2d
Louise Bonne 15.5a 13.9a 12.0c 11.0d 162.3¢c 168.5c54.1b 52.0c
Pyrodwarf® Dargazi 15.6a 14.9a 16.0a 15.0b 232.7b 240.6a77.6a 75.1a
Williams Duchess 15.2a 14.7a 15.7a 15.3b 159.5 166.7 53.2b 52.2¢
OH x 234F69 Daynir Louise Bonne 15.1a 14.1a 13.7b 12.0d 165.4c 168.9c 55.5b 52.6¢
(Farold® 69) Dargazi 15.4a 14.8a 15.0a 16.3a 213.9b218.3b71.6a 68.0b
Williams Duchess 15.3a  14.0a 15.0a 15.3b 155.6 160.9¢51.5b 50.9¢
S Izl el 53 (5 SGls (gl aals s & 3T ol g il (0 &S 20 O G il (5115 o8 65 2 3 ¢ gla o Sbe
LIl gae Dol Lo s

Mean, in each column, followed by the least one letter in common are not significantly different at

the 1% probability level-Using Duncan’s Multiple Range Tests.
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