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Evaluation of Fire Blight Resistance and the Related Markers in some
European and Asian Pear Cultivars

Tode b Lo skemms 53k o gl dam ¢ S 5 g
o L. .
S5l B s

TS 0l o&ils b mlie 5 (535518 s r Lty 5 skl ( SLEL p ke (6875 Gl sty 55 4 F 5T
Cfc)JQ}JL@J%}C)&Aé\QL@JW}A‘)W\:—Y
Q‘j@'." ‘u"J‘*" CA..::J}' c‘.iﬁ.}‘.) céjjjw a..\.i.i.}‘.: bl -0

PPN/ e s gasl IFRVIYITY sedlb 5o goob

o>
50T 40 4y _gLaJ.isuq 56T o5law 4o Cnglin Lo ITAY L (S50 9.5 P pade (U (£ (SOle .z dllos g (B
S04 - FVY YA 50 9 Jl@ (SO154 dhxe . ol 5 ooyl (D Ll (5

G gl 4 Sl 134510 0 gm0 OB 30 O 5o SLB S Hloow T (=0 UST (5 5o
I B w30 OF duslio 9 Caglio gmtaw comdi « 3aaT (! 31 B .39 0 Sbm ! Erwinia amylovora
F ¥ Lol FogT owyy .09 E. amylovora (5 5k 4 g slez 3 (o5 5§ G0l b bl § b9y
93955 8 gy O g Sl gill gt Cglin (U351 9 PRl S TL L (Siuko 3w 595 VA 91T A
dpilons 393 4515 5 Job 4 0ad 09 55 dilain Jgb Cawd D390 4 45 (LV.S.) (514 55 Cabus Las L
ik LB 51818 QLS U PG w58 1) (SIS e 9l ST (6 olow 4 cwglio eIy W&
dllan gl 30 .10 SLS 895 317 e B[P 31 (Solow ool gl 30 1y Cwglio 31  Aliske olaw W
ol (S e 13 (S rlow OByl NIl (Sudiwd pelde U wlus> LS 3109 5 slgz 4 pB !
S 4w .89 /) e U oo polin pLE,1 970 G111 polio douws pBLI (A GO ol B 50 /) B AN
domo 48y 4w § (e 18 03 (P Ylio o 1B 035le PIlie PBLI Olgie 4 S § Can gl B (S F O
oD b FIET 3l ool Cuwd 4 i Wi ol gl S pB I Olgie 4 KS6 § uingd (e
98520 pdy 38 15 <iST (6 low 4 Cwglio PTCHO2c02b g RLGL ,;F3ET b T (5 kow 4 4kl
WO Sl axlla 390 pB I 3 8 (S

abus 2l ( ST g0 (S Kilhi (polio pB 5 (CiST (5 lows ( I (sl (S0 Slg

CYSFEVYOFY 1 il hamidabdollahi@spii.ir :J sws sl 5

704



WAY Jlo oF o led (Ya-) s " 3y 9 Jlgi (83154 dlxa”

Sleslizul jae STHS 5 5w &S 5l dbine
ST (golas 4 pslin 5 Jamio ol
L oo o 505 (g Sl Sy ol
palie o)l oLulis ol 6315 gla i
J=S5 5 s sl a5 SLET oolen 4o
Cwslus (Van der Zwet and Keil, 1979)
&UTLSJMQ‘)@%W%?@M
A (I8 S, B I i 5 et
W03 S (gdarws SUST (6)ley 4 Cueslis
eSasT ay Jramza pl3 )l 2 58 4l sl
S s 530S s 8 5
(Maroofi and Mostafavi, 1996) ( sk s
St b 4 Jamts o)) 51 g5led 5 ploxl
aaly 95 b OT CBlase U2 5
5 o pB )l Sl L5 i
SIS Lyl 5 53 lay 40 5528 D
Lyl o 5 5 (Davoudi, 1998) 54505 Lo
O3 n e 3 e b B
(Abdollahi and Majidi Heravan, 2005)
L g 53 ol Joomeie o)) 5 i w5
s D ae 25 0 g i (AS Dlo past
3 losas e GLag s Sl 5 L
Cs S s esliul sy I sy
5230 Sbe 0T 31w (Abdollahi, 2011)
« (Maleki Balajoo et al., 2011) ol L an
SLacs 55 5 eyl Sl ol Caslis b5
3= e 55 ol O 5 SIS
2 @bl 3ysa (D Pl ksl 4iS
oo B &S 55 (Bl Jotie 4l sl Sl

doie

51 =SS (Fire  blight) eSasT ()
Ol el 03l 55 55 s Laisslay
o3l gl o) 45 o s 4 5 (ROSACEE)
= 5w JsLs (Pomoideae) Ls ylsals
Il s ST olew 5 318 sl ol
Il Jolsl 348 Slaalice ulul - \VAF
Ab phme 3 s el b Lol LSS T 53 VWA
o~ (van der Zwet and Keil, 1979)
5 e sLagl s (SN sl Ol Slf
0 Sy 50 D pwdld 03 1y ys E
Sl Jols OT 1 tay Jl a5 T 5 g2
Golaw i sluls 8 b 4y ST
VWA Jlo 53 U dsl gl 0l ! s eSsT
odalics 7S 0L adlate S Db 53
~1 5 (Zakeri and Sharifnabi, 1991) .z
S Syl (55l ol 2 S
Al 558 e bl sLag Ly oy
Oloal 2 Olasi 58 o 3 =5 Olam )3T
ol 5 3,05 O g 5 sl (ON &
«Sahandpour and Ghasemi, 2004) & .|
¢«Zohour and Rahmani Moghadam, 2004
J—le .(Zakeri and Sharifnabi, 1991
Erwinia amylovora ¢ sS'U «SKasT (g lew
b Sl Alesl gl sy G e
i p Jy ¢ = 5! s (Enterobacteriaceae)
slaglb o dle 2 (Vanneste, 2000) &

LS e 3yls g3b ) Syl 8 5

0 gmn O 35 )3 d)\f 6ol Coanl



o sla Sl 5 ST (5lay 4 Caglin 5

0 LT g5sslen 5 35 515 oy 3550
5 bl (=8 il oy S
5 Ol Dladond g 51 65 Loy g
bl (o U515 2 S 5d s g ag
Qs 53 kb gl oy Sy oKl
PSR 8 M al s, 0l VWA
Lyl 5 55 OLalE 5 U e go Ol
i) VWA Ol g 5l Joad )0 as ) 5o
S 5 Ll VWAS Wil 510 55 s S
S a5 e P LSTY Gla0l s
a0 VP glos ( Jgame 39 5 58 b dun 50
s ST AD b 31,5 sl
s a3l JLaS! jlw Cosby g oS oS
LaasLi o cladil g 83 iy &5 o (g1
udt_@;,tuot_:f S oSl 00 g lis)l )
SIS Lyl 5l 53 55,90 e 4y L,
YO o3l g it slaas s U s
Sl s ladleg dos S s, e L YO
SALL el 6 8 Ul s
MalS” 7 b5l G 53 ik sl
52 6l dLg 5 LSS a3 ol
Jlg 2 3l s Jlg 4w o\,uf,a 3 b eslal
JLg 53 O 53 s Ol s Ls 4
03 el Olye 4 g eSS 5o dT (s ST L
e e OTL S Wi 8
sk o E. amylovora ¢ S5 slag g
N R L L
j\MijBébw@u).s@
NUED PR E K VPR U P 1

#5

tas go IS (655 0 0 e SIS 55 1FVO
D53 sn ok 5 g af 5 POl Ol
el 5l st 55 JoBsluss sl aas g5 b
S 5340 Gt (8 ol s e
& 5 (Pyrus communis L.) Sl
,55S 4y (Pyrus serotina Rehd.) sl .7
Sl SB0 SIS o g e, LS 53 55,0
I 4 5 Ol Ol dew o
P IS 5| BV RCE-S g% W
45 18 s 3 sn 0T K550 8550
«(Arzani, 2005 ¢Abdollahi, 2011) c—.
i ST (g olew 4 S LOT Canglie S
Wl 3 S 13 s 3550 GB35k
Lol ol JLy e Soda by G )
ST ()b 4y oaslie (s1y (DS L
48 I pLa )l 5l sl pomen A plon]
Az a8 K5 15 5 e LB sla g p 3
Sliw (Wnglie gL 55l 5500 G opl o
S5 sn sla S gy 2 5 Lo slin 4y sl

Az 5515 0T b dal

b 09y 9 3lg0
s b D =20 s Seslae 2L
Sz 3l oS 5 Ll Ll s s LT
Z2 Z1 s s Jolx E. amylovora 4 s.
(Abdollahi and Akbari Mehr, 2008) K1
(Sebaihia et al., 2010) Ea273 (ATCC 49946) ,
A 2Ll 3y s (olew Jolo A g
Clzien (sla 23T 55 U3 oy g ol 23 5



WAY Jlo oF o led (Y=Y Al " 3y 9 g (83154 dlxa”

OLSS sl — (Yamamoto et al., 2000)
ssbie 4y as 1 5w DNA bl (5L
v_?p,suq_;r;wPCR u‘:;_f\”l_?a
PDNA L ol clale b 2y Sa Yo
PCR STy el ol plu i osleT 2dy STLe
&) odlaul 3y 50 Sles |5 pomen
50 i8S wlul o DNA Oladas 2SS
b 15 eslisal 3y 5 (Y04 V) 0L e
31,8 Sl a3 00 La FHLT Jlas! gles
&1y 3l 8 Sl 45308 3SSR THLET 4l
by aiss ¢SO Sde 4w SCAR S5LET
CPOR Uy S | 5 28 5
sS4y SSR ST 55 5l ekl s
52 0T Sl doms 5 BLS1 45503 a4 ol 05 5L
i3 B Sds 4o 3,8 Sle a5 AF gle
23 LS Jate 5o (695 4 alolBBl 5 o july
o ol bsdies 5l iy S Y-Y ol
2 GL Y 500 SHb ple 3 osde
(o sben */F Calins) 18 AT | S5
a3 0 glas 5 Dl 90 55 L 5 6,18
o Il & (St el Y-) Ss w5 Sl
8 2SI T
3 5 PCR J goame 55 535 5831 61
5L 3y Sa0 SCAR F5LET 5l sl
ol o b LSl S ses 10 ML
pluedle o ol b s 51 2y S V-A
SWs LAY 5508T 5 55 5k s Ve Sl
J5 e o ol 51 s ol 505,501 I VO

%Lﬂjﬁ(ﬁ@‘d}b))@é\a e @

Za

s—4=le sl =1 L (Davoudi, 1998)
el s S bl o ferios e Ld e
A plal B0 Fes L Gillas L S b,
S VP B RN ROV A3
(LV.S.) Glaz)ly Sl s 5 555
a o 03,55 aiaie Jsb o Dy g0 4 S
LS N U P S P L B 2y Uy O
A s WA 9 VY A F X glags, s ST
O ol A plndl 6 STL S5l
Solow ao Caslie Ly iy, Dlis LLS )|
330, 8500s dsb e Sl 1 & eSisT
5 el Vo @S o3le o3 sl IS
A g S ol o e ls Job 5 s Gles!
S5 3l eslial L Laesls Jlows 5 4 52
dus e (gl S rb;.:\ SAS , SPSS (Excel
PS5 3T 5 il 4 2 51 pLB,)
A oslazul
3 Gl d Cnplae o LS| SL 5
osde 4 el e (gl wtly S5 SO
solasl SHLeT jler U s 4 pai VWV
AN s 3050 $SST (6)law 4 Cuaglie
BT o5 5l GiulasT ol j3c 5 S
>4 S (GE-8019 ;AE10-375) SCAR
SRLGL)SSR 5L T 45

l—wlis N ;54 S (CHO2c02b

A 5 eslan MR :-’y o 5

2009)
<L 31 o555 DNA (Khan et al., 2007

«Bokszczanin et al.,

Wl Ol

> slass

A ;le.*



o sla Sl 5 ST (5lay 4 Caglin 5

sdalice 5 pslie o5l 55 ST 51 slailes
ASUBLY SENTP ST e sl s
s 5 KSB (e dame ile il 5l
3 pl1 iy s Lal i Ll
ol Mo ki 5 S g la (35 5
)>.,\_~:¢_;ja.uu_ar,u;,)ﬁj>ﬂ
S eS hs oMo kel 5 LS g5l 06
iy g WA ALY 555 55 oley
03 WA S5 3 (o 655 03 085 53 Sole
IS Ol o oy ol andlls ol )3 i
ST (s)bey 0 Conglio sl Bl 0p 200

.J}f

jdHT&__S‘)j_Z:S)brj__?ng:ﬁ'/o

3V dsdr 3 aliiol 35 (8 oL
o Cmaglin pola sl gl 5T JIss
lodd o3ls OLis ¥ Jgd 5y 65T
ST @M 5, 058k il S Ay
Qsﬁ}:»TC_,_:.E.é}n ol QLS Laasls vy
A5k g lew v.s}kc 2 basls w gilwes T
Bl oS 55 5 LacS 1 53 55,55 505 05 L

Grhﬂ\jojb).:uov\ﬁmuﬂbm}ru)‘

&'T ‘S‘)LQ:J 4 &;ﬁjuﬁ &Lﬂ)‘)‘ BL oalain! S)4° gj)&f CG)‘—\ djub-
Table 1. Pear cultivars used for evaluation of fire blight resistance

SRR T <f SRR T <
Cultivar  Cultivar name Species Cultivar  Cultivar name Species

code code
1 Beurre Diel P. communis 16 Beurre Hardy P. communis
2 Spadona P. communis 17 KS6” P. serotina
3 Felestini P. communis 18 KS9" P. serotina
4 Bartlett P. communis 19 KS7" P. serotina
5 Seif Tabriz P. communis 20 Mohamad Ali P. communis
6 Harrow Sweet P. communis 21 Bulghar No. Il P. serotina
7 Passe Crassane P. communis 22 Beiroti P. communis
8 Packhams Triumph  P. communis 23 Natanzi P. communis
9 Dargazi P. communis 24 Domkaj Sabz P. communis
10 Alvert P. communis 25 Louise Bonne P. communis
11 Beurre d' Amanlis P. communis 26 KS8" P. serotina
12 Unknown 3 P. communis 27 Doyenne du Comice  P. communis
13 Unknown 1 P. communis 28 Unknown 2 P. communis
14 Shahak P. communis 29 Shahmive P. communis
15 Duchesse P. communis 30 Coscia P. communis
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Table 2. Primers used for evaluation of SSR markers related to the fire blight resistance
in pear cultivars

ST S'$ oS oS
Primer Sequence Plant Reference
RLG1 F  AAGTCTGGGAGGATTCAAGT Pear y¢ Bokszczanin et al. (2009)
R CATCCACAAAGTCCCTATCA <
F TGCATGCATGGAAACGAC ¢ Bokszczanin et al. (2009)
M
CHO2c02b o 1GGAAAAAGTCACACTGCTCC — e &
F CTGAAGCGCACGTTCTCC Khan et al. (2007)
AEI0-375 o CTGAAGCGCATCATTTCTGATAG APPle ==
cEgotg F TTGAGACCGATTTTCGTGTG Aople . Khanetal. (2007)
R TCTCTCCCAGAGCTTCATTGT PP v
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Fig. 1. Comparison of means of disease progression in thirty pear cultivars (eighteen
day after inoculation)
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Table 3. Variance analysis of index of varietal susceptibility and some vegetative
characters in pear cultivars

RN ol o ls o SKle Jsb sl S 03ke
ol3T
S.0.V. Sl i e df. Susqe[()jtibility Internode length  Shoot dry matter
index
Cultivar 3 29 2015.15™ 1.12" 21.20"
Error ol 60 8.48 0.05 1.99
CV.(%) i b - 5.62 5.37 5.15

#x: Significant at 1% probability level.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of necrosis progression rate in the inoculated shoot tips of pear
cultivars in various classes of resistance

Sa Caglie tal sty el S

<Halbwirth et al., 2002) L

.(Rademacher, 2000
@ J)Ja-ﬂ ode] e @ 6\;‘; ot
Sz o3l Aoy Siwo (gl bl

555

Soul w0l E Aty Soyu ialS danl

Ol e slaCsl s (6,51 iy 4 iy
45 osls Olis Olides ol oMo 4355 oo
S = 2215 K Ly S SLalS s
S5 S g Sl (i 0d oS
S sy ed bl Ay by, Jsb Al



e S S 5 ST (Gl 4 Canglin oL

: Lo s =
h D owh Won By b

-

-l ) Ji\.a Jsb
Shoot internode lenath

o
L=
Y, —

S -

_‘._\- C.\\ » .: oo %\Q ‘a{‘ b‘\ o & \:-"‘ id ‘J <V .\\ \" '\-ﬁ‘\--.“ .‘\‘} > C;: > "\\'" ’\\
o N \\\ _\b & A ‘.) ;\(,‘- = ¢°-§ § & S“.Cﬂ) \"9 LS9 :_‘\ 0\\1.5'3“' & \,}(\ o g"'g
F TP IO ) '{-— N P F FF O P oS S L O N o
Q" P &N & & eV NV FHFELFF ST & 7 N
\\\Y \\'}\ Ny o\.\\ U\) & c‘b é‘- 'Qb E \‘_\F \‘)Q Q‘h : g‘ﬂ o
S K N < Q‘f \\é@) & o
L Ul
Qo
T
Cultivars e

I 035 o 53 0 Kb I b aylin ¥ IS

Fig. 3. Comparison of internode length in thirty pear cultivars
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