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Tablel- Evaluation of antixenosis (X), tolerance (Z), antibiosis based on intrinsic rate of population increase (y=rm), resistance index (PRI), resistance percentage (PRI),
finite rate of population increase (1) and largest leaf length (L-f) for ten G. communis hybrids infected with 7. urticae mite.

[ Downloaded from flowerjournal.ir on 2026-02-22 ]

xS 385 S Sz Sl S S Caslas jasls (1) e slia oRIP Al £ RS rdsk
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Code X) @) (y=rm) (PRI) (Res%) %) (L-)
Antixenosis Tolerance Intrinsic rate Resistance Resistance Finite rate of Largest leaf

of population index percentage population length

increase increase

4-1 0.770£0.08  0.229+0.0004  0.0005+0.015  0.010+0.015  49.833+1.51 1.000+0.062 52.627+0.82
8-1 0.540+£0.07  0.459+£0.0002  0.0366+0.012  1.778+0.011  20.500+1.55 1.042+0.061 47.371+0.85
3-5 0.8+0.07 0.140+£0.0001  0.068+0.014  0.703+£0.012  38.333+1.56 1.081+0.060 48.750+0.89
9-8 0.770+£0.08  0.229+0.0004  0.019+0.013  0.346+0.013  44.333+1.62 1.022+0.064 46.875+0.75
Red-1 0.7+0.08 0.340+£0.0001  -0.032+0.012  -0.925+0.014  65.333+1.67 0.962+0.065 58.127+0.79
Nov-1 0.729+£0.08  0.270+=0.0002  0.008+0.015  0.172+0.011  47.177+1.47 1.009+0.059 51.250+0.84
3-7 0.739+£0.08  0.270+=0.0001  0.036+0.012  0.785+0.011  37.000+1.62 1.042+0.061 44.653+0.82
9-11 0.470+£0.07  0.526+0.0002  -0.020+£0.013  -1.315+£0.012  71.833+1.53 0.976+0.062 34.875+0.81
Yellow-2  0.411+0.07  0.588+0.0003  -0.036+0.013  -2.942+0.015  99.000+1.52 0.959+0.064 56.913+0.85
9-6 0.659+£0.07  0.340+0.0001  0.033%0.015 0.9920.011 33.500+1.49 1.036+0.060 46.083+0.85

(¥ 9 ) sla s ) (P20.0001, 0= 0.05) 33,5 waw 5 dogspe (slolage5 9 1 (gdiog,S LSD (905l b yinlojl 3)50 Silao (Sikio

The means of the traits tested were grouped using the LSD test, and the corresponding charts were drawn (P>0.0001, a = 0.05) (Figures 1 and 2).


http://flowerjournal.ir/article-1-337-en.html

[ Downloaded from flowerjournal.ir on 2026-02-22 ]

FAYT ) OV (O F) s olalS 5 S

X V4
1.00 0.7
b 2 b c 9 0.6 b 7
" 080 | & = 3 . o° .
¥ 2060 f 58
R, = g h ¥ § 0.4 d
3, S ,
-~ 2040 i 203 | f
3= 0.20 o2 .
: 0.1 '
0.00 T T T T T T T T T 1 0 T T T
© N NP I N 2 ©
b‘:\' %/\' ,’)59 qu eb/\’ \\’b/ ,);\ qr\'\‘ s \‘é\/ o W 5 o Q§ 0 qj\, \Q\V\ o
O > i Ll NS @
s Al sls 4S50 A w"—’ S fﬁ
Promising hybrids Promising hybrids
(a (b
y PRI
0.08 h 3.00
0.06 < 200 g
2004 £ £ g .- £ f f
‘{3 =} f é = 1.00
20.02 e 5 8 d i . B L
i E d ' - i € 0.00 : : — :
< 0 T T T T T T T T T Z ,\ :\ b % J /\ ,‘o
N < “ N N A o 3 § L0 % % " A o 5y 8 9
002 |[¥ & AN RN I 3 = <~ b®
@ Q S) P
%o c O J & -2.00
-0.04 < 5
a & .3.00
-0.06 . oy el sls S ’
S Al sla 4S5 -4.00 o el gle S50
Promising hybrids Promising hybrids
(c G!

(P=0.0001, a = 0.05) G. communis Ju5 31 5,55 IS o5 5l (PRI caslin yasls -d (Y=rm) s 31 -€ () Jozs -b (X)) 555 (5T-2) bl gei -V IS5
Figure 1- Graphs of (a-antixenosis (X), b- tolerance (Z), c- antibiosis (Y=rm), d- Plant Resistance Index (PRI)) for ten hybrid codes of G. communis (P > 0.0001, o. = 0.05).
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Abstract

Modifying and introducing new sword lily codes, along with innovation, is very important. Four
Amsterdam, Whitepraspree, Adonis Red, and Rosesoprim cultivars of Gladiolus grandifloras,
Iridaceae, Asparagales were used as parents for hybridization and were evaluated in the research
greenhouse of the Flower and Ornamental Plants Research Institute. From 48 progenies (OPRCI to
OPRC48 codes), 10 promising hybrids were selected, and the resistance, susceptibility, and tolerance to
the two-spotted spider mite were investigated by the plant resistance index method. With this index,
three resistance assessments (antixenosis, antibiosis, and tolerance) were simultaneously analyzed. In
the tolerance evaluation of 10 selected hybrid codes, after keeping 100 female mites on each plant,
apparent damage was determined from the scale (1-6). Two-spotted spider mites of the same age were
used to evaluate antibiosis. On each leaf of each bush, an adult female mite was released. Events were
recorded for 30 days, and the number of offspring born was counted, and the innate reproductive rate
was calculated and considered as the antibiosis effect of the hybrids. Plant resistance index using the
formula (PRI)=1.XYZ, in which (PRI) was the plant resistance index, X: antixnose index (number of
Mites counted after 72 hours), Y: antibiosis index (intrinsic rate of population growth), and Z: tolerance
index based on the scale (1-6). The results showed that the hybrid code (3-5) showed the highest non-
preference, followed by the hybrid code (4-1) and (9-8) in the next groups. As a result of the tolerance
evaluation, Yellow-2 and (9-11) hybrids showed the highest tolerance against 30 female mites per leaf
unit and were placed in the first and second groups. Antibiosis results showed that the yellow-2 and
Red-1 hybrids were divided into the first and second groups and had the highest antibiotic effect. Based
on the Resistance Index (PRI), the highest resistance to the two-spotted spider mite was estimated for
the Yellow-2 hybrid code.

Keywords: Gladiolus, Hybid, Resistance, Tetranychus urticae.


mailto:asghar.hosseini.nia@gmail.com
http://flowerjournal.ir/article-1-337-en.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

