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Chlorophyll Fluorescence Response in Susceptible and Tolerant Pear Cultivars to
Fire Blight in Active and Inactive Chloroplast Conditions
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Fig. 1. Comparison of the necrosis progress caused by fire blight causal agent
(E. amylovora) according to percentage of necrosed internodes and percentage of
necrosed shootlet length in fire blight susceptible cultivar (Bartlett) and
tolerant cultivar (Dar Gazi) in sucrose presence and sucrose absence conditions.

A: Percentage of necrosed shootlet length in sucrose presence condition; B: Percentage
of necrosed internodes in sucrose presence condition; C: Percentage of necrosed
shootlet length in sucrose absence condition; D: Percentage of necrosed internodes in

sucrose absence condition.
The values are means * standard errors.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of the variation in the minimum chlorophyll fluorescence (Fo)
in control and inoculated pear shootlets by E. amylovora in fire blight susceptible
cultivar (Bartlett) and tolerant cultivar (Dar Gazi) in sucrose presence
and sucrose absence conditions.

A: Susceptible cultivar (Bartlett) in sucrose absence condition; B: Susceptible cultivar
(Bartlett) in sucrose presence condition; C: Tolerant cultivar (Dar Gazi) in sucrose

absence condition; D: Tolerant cultivar (Dar Gazi) in sucrose presence condition.
The values are means + standard errors.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of the variation in the maximum chlorophyll fluorescence (Fm)
in control and inoculated pear shootlets by E. amylovora in fire blight susceptible
cultivar (Bartlett) and tolerant cultivar (Dar Gazi) in sucrose presence
and sucrose absence conditions.
A: Susceptible cultivar (Bartlett) in sucrose absence condition; B: Susceptible cultivar
(Bartlett) in sucrose presence condition; C: Tolerant cultivar (Dar Gazi) in sucrose

absence condition; D: Tolerant cultivar (Dar Gazi) in sucrose presence condition.
The values are means + standard errors.
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Fig. 4. Comparison of the variation in the chlorophyll fluorescence (Fv/Fm)
in control and inoculated pear shootlets by E. amylovora in fire blight susceptible
cultivar (Bartlett) and tolerant cultivar (Dar Gazi) in sucrose presence
and sucrose absence conditions.

A: Susceptible cultivar (Bartlett) in sucrose absence condition; B: Susceptible cultivar
(Bartlett) in sucrose presence condition; C: Tolerant cultivar (Dar Gazi) in sucrose
absence condition; D: Tolerant cultivar (Dar Gazi) in sucrose presence condition.

The values are means + standard errors.
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