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Evaluation of Resistance of Asian Pear (Pyrus serotina Rehd.) Cultivars to Pear
Lace Bug (Stephanitis pyri F.) and Investigate the Population Flactuations of
the Pest under Environmental Conditions of Tehran
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Table 1. Analysis of variance of nymph and adult pear lace bug number and its
damage rate in 2008

Sl 5 Sls
4>y MS

LS"‘J.T Q)L.@-Cf dﬁﬂf&»‘}e\f &yf&.ww};

SOV s df. Damage rate  Pear Ellilgt lace  Pear n%rlilgph lace
Cultivar 8 12.779™ 0.381" 2.149"
Replication A5 18 3.486 0.078 0.085

Date ok 8 5.385" 0.566 1.844™
CxD X0k 64 0.255™ 0.072™ 0.277™
Error L= 128 0.268 0.024 0.055
C.V.(%) e R 28.34 30.150 32.210

Dl sxe b 5 doys) Jw,\cu.ﬂj;)u&%;@ns,**

** and ns: Significant at 1% level of probability and not significant, respectively.

)b@%T&K&)mgﬁﬁéj)oM%C)‘j&:-b‘u\:ﬁwﬂi)bdikﬁ—" Jsd>
ARalbT Ll s

Table 2. Analysis of variance of attracted pear lace bug number on each leaf of eight
Asian pear cultivars in laboratorial conditions

o Sl o 5L
- MS

syl

df ol g_,.la- Q‘f:‘» 3l das
S.O.V. el chs Attracted insect number
Cultivar o8 0.0417
Replication A 4 0.002™
C.V.(%) R 0.022

')bLf;“ﬁbﬁM)}\ Jb‘clﬂ.u‘)JJ‘.)&m%j‘\i'nS)**

** and ns: Significant at 1% level of probability and not
significant, respectively.
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Fig. 1. Comparison of mean adult pear lace bug number on leaves of Asian pear
cultivars in 2008

Bars with similar letters are not significantly different.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of mean nymph pear lace bug number on leaves of Asian pear
cultivars in 2008
Bars with similar letters are not significantly different.
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Fig. 3. Flactuation of adult and nymph pear lace bug populations at different dates in
2008

Bars with similar letters are not significantly different.

80 a
ab

70 +

2l (g e

60

&

Leaf relative water content (%)

50 -

ab

ab ab a

KSB (ST S8 S99 (S0 (sAN (A2 (SAD (sS4

Asian pear cultivars LT 58 pb)l

WAV Jlo 53 (gl (D8 0851 55 &8y OT oo e o 80ke aslie -F IS
Fig. 4. Comparison of mean leaf relative water content in Asian pear cultivars in

2008

Bars with similar letters are not significantly different.
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Table 3. Comparison of mean attracted insects in each leaf of eight Asian pear
cultivars at laboratorial conditions

Sl Sare sl £ Sl
Treatment Mean +Standard error
No reply 172+2.16a

KS, 3.0+£1.00bc

KSs 4.4+1.53bc

KS, 44+120bc

KSio 1.8+£0.37¢
KS11 2.0+0.54c¢
KS); 3.0+0.89bc
KSi; 54+128b
KSi4 2.8+ 1.39bc

A el (5l me Ml 55 ) éa.ﬂ);LSD 03057 3l oslizal b0 st 53 5 2t (g o b (sla o Kle
Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 1%
probability level using LSD.

sl o8ans 53 gl T I (6,1 (slacS (55 o o Ol i sld aglie —F Uit

Table 4. Comparison of mean attracted insects in each leaf of Asian pear cultivars in
olfactometer

oMgT.l?Cﬂfb Sl

Attracted insects number

=3 sles Al b Osb
Cultivar Treatment Control No reply X Pvalue

KSe' 4 1 2 1.80 0.06
KS; 2 4 1 0.33 0.56
KS? 1 5 1 2.66 0.05
KS’ 3 3 1 0.14 0.70
KS" 1 6 0 3.57 0.05
KS" 2 5 0 1.28 0.20
KS" 2 5 0 1.28 0.20
KS" 3 3 1 0.14 0.70
KS' 1 4 2 1.80 0.06
Control treatment: without leaf ol &8 0 e T cpl s dals les

Check cultivar: KS¢ Ll KSg 2oleiT opl ys dals 3

N
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Table 5. Correlation between pest density and physiological factors

oS Juls” S oy g Sl S N QR R IPWINNT, o By Sl E
Cg
Adult lace Nymph Charbohydrate RWC Fruit Fruit Damage
bug lace bug 3) 4 number drop rate
1) 2) (5) (6) )
2) 0.89%*
3) 0.58** 0.71%*
4) -0.76** -0.81%* 0.39
5) 0.36 0.38 -0.09 -0.21
(6) 0.76** 0.68%* -0.40 -0.42 0.49
@) 0.44%** 0.66** -0.45 -0.32 0.39 0.47

**: Significant at 1% probability level.
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Fig. 5. Comparison of mean fruit number in Asian pear cultivars in 2008

Bars with similar letters are not significantly different.
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Fig. 6. Comparison of mean fruit drop number in Asian pear cultivars in 2008
Bars with similar letters are not significantly different.
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Fig. 7. Comparison of damage rate of pear lace bug in Asian pear cultivars in 2008
Bars with similar letters are not significantly different
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Fig. 8. The average of monthly temperature in 2008 (based on the data from
meteorological research station in Tehran)
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