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Table 1. Comparison in percent of successful graft unions of root rot resistant avocado

varieties when grafted to seedling stocks from unknown parents in 1989

Scion Date of No. of No. of Percent of successful
parents grafting grafting graft unions graft unions
Duke 7 2-17-89 31 22 71.0
Duke 6 2-22-89 49 0 0.0

G6 2-15-89 86 12 14.0

G22 2-16-89 28 8 28.6
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Table 2. Comparison in percent of successful graft unions between "Duke 6" and "Duke 7"

when grafted to seedling stocks from unknown parents in 1990

Scion Date of No. of No. of successful Percent of successful
parents grafting grafting graft unions graft unions
Duke 6 2-6-90222-7-90 80 67 83.8

Duke 7 ' 2-2-90 80 75 91.3
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Table 3. comparison in percent of survival after etiolated the growing shoot derived from

scion of root rot resistant avocado varieties

Shoot parents  No. of scion etiolated No. of shoot survivable Percent of shoot survivable

Duke 7 12 6 50
G6 8 2 25
622 8 2 25
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Fig. 1. Stem surface of new shoot ,which was derived from "Duke 7" scion, showing white
color after etiolated three weeks.
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Fig. 2. Adventitious root formation on stem surface after etiolated new shoot was
girdled and six months air layered.
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Fig. 3. New plant growing on its own roots could be got by cutting the just below
the adventitious root initiating part of the new rooting shoot.
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Fig. 4. Rooted plant could grow vigorously after potted in plastic pot.
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Table 4. Comparison in rooting percent of etiolated shoot of root rot avocado varieties

after girdled, and air layered with medium

Shoot parents  No. of shoot air layered No. rooting shoots Percent of rooting sci

ons
Duke 7 6 3 50
G6 2 1 50
622 2 0 0
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Table 5. Comparison in percent of successful graft unions of "Duke 7" when grafted to

seedling stocks from different avocado varieties

Parents of Date of No. of No. of successful Percent of successful
seedling stocks grafting grafting graft unions graft unions
CAES1 2-12-90 31 8 25.8
CAES3 2-12-90 61 30 49.1

£3-13-90
Susan 2-12-90 42 34 76.2
Fuerte 2-12-90 Sl 33 64.7
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