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Table 1. Mean comparison of the effect of basal medium on shootlet number
proliferated in pear rootstock “Pyrodwarf” in in vitro conditions

S loses amasLd sluss
Basal medium Shootlet number

MS 2.54bc

1.5MS 2.33¢

2MS 2.10c

WPM 3.40b

B5 3.71a
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Means followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at
the 1% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 2. Mean comparison of the effect of plant growth regulator on shootlet length
in pear rootstock “Pyrodwarf” in in vitro condition
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Plant growth regulator Shootlet length (cm)
BAP 2.69a
TDZ 2.06b
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Means followed by different letter are significantly different at the 1% probability
level- using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 3. Mean comparison of the effect of plant growth regulator BAP concentration
on shootlet number and shootlet length in pear rootstock “Pyrodwarf” in in vitro

conditions
o8 o) (ALS sy oS s ke am L sldes o ) dmras s Jsb
Plant growth regulator concentration (mgl')  Number of shootlet  Shootler length (cm)
0.0 5.55b 1.74b
0.5 6.88b 3.12a
1.0 12.44a 3.12a
2.0 11.99a 2.78a
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Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 1% probability level-

using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of the effect of plant growth regulator TDZ concentration
on shootlet number and shootlet length in pear rootstock “Pyrodwarf: in in vitro

conditions
Gt p 8 ko) (a8 i oS’ o ke dorast s sl o lo) 4 asls b
Plant growth regulator concentration (mgl')  Number of shootlet  Shootlet length (cm)
0.0 5.55b 1.74b
0.5 7.33b 2.27a
1.0 10.11a 2.28a
2.0 10.66a 1.94a
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Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 1% probability level- using
Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 5. Mean comparison of the interaction effect of type x concentration of plant
growth regulator on node number and internode length in pear rootstock “Pyrodwarf” in
in vitro conditions
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Plant growth regulator concentration (mgl')  Number of node  Internode length (cm)

cONTROL 6.88bc 0.25bc
BAP + 0.5 13.77a 0.22¢
BAP + 1 9.55b 0.33ab
BAP +2 9.55b 0.29abc
TDZ + 0.5 6.55bc 0.37a
TDZ + 1 8.33bc 0.30abc
TDZ +2 5.99¢ 0.33ab
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Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at the 5%
probability level- using Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 6. Mean comparison of the interaction effect of medium x type x concentration
of plant growth regulator on rooting percentage and number of root in pear rootstock
“Pyrodwarf” in In vitro conditions

;EL':«X@JX;:SL:N iy oy Al ) sldas
@gﬁ)awﬁm (é)b’j))%) (é)bj)}‘\w)

Medium x type x concentration Rooting (%) Number of root

of plant growth regulator (three days dark) (three days dark)

MS 52.66de 1.58bc

MS + 1.5 mg/l IBA 62.88cde 1.87abc

MS + 3 mg/l IBA 52.66de 1.58bc

MS + 4.5 mg/l IBA 38.33¢ 1.15¢

MS + 1.5 mg/l NAA 59.99cde 1.80abc

MS + 3 mg/l NAA 62.66cde 1.88abc

MS + 4.5 mg/l NAA 93.66ab 2.81ab

Y2 MS 59.32cde 1.78abc

2 MS + 1.5 mg/l IBA 71.66abcd 2.15abc

15 MS + 3 mg/l IBA 64.66bcde 1.94abc

. MS + 4.5 mg/l IBA 100.00a 3.04a

Y2 Ms + 1.5 mg/l NAA 87.99abc 2.64ab

¥, MS + 3 mg/l NAA 73.32abcd 2.20abc

15 MS + 4.5 mg/l NAA 88.33abc 2.65ab

SOl (glals dim 0 g03T plly Al oo o5 e o K Bl (slls & (0 g 3 e ol SOl
I s gme Dl Y Szl ela 5
Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly

different at the 1% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 7. Mean comparison of the interaction effect of medium x plant growth
regulator on root length in pear rootstock “Pyrodwarf™ in in vitro conditions

AL by oS 5 Bl X § 5 X LS Laes

o) wi, J 3o

Medium X type X concentration of plant growth regulator Root length (cm)
MS + IBA 0.87b
MS + NAA 1.23a
1LMS + IBA 1.40a
1LMS + NAA 1.42a

Il gme gl Y Jlez) c]a.u BY) ngl: Slazals L & g0 3T ool ail e alie O syl o7 &Lau:f;l:n
Means followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 1% probability level- using

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 8. Mean comparison of the interaction effect of medium x type x concentration
of plant growth regulator on rooting percentage in pear rootstock ‘“Pyrodwarf” in, in
Vitro conditions

@L_f.u)a.\,.fr:la.“.la.lp & x g5 kS bases
Medium % type x concentration of plant

growth regulator

(K6 555 0lkex) (alsai s Loy
Rooting (%) (four days dark)

MS 36.33def
MS + 1.5 mg/l IBA 37.66cdef
MS + 3 mg/l IBA 69.55a

MS + 4.5 mg/l IBA 30.99f

MS + 1.5 mg/l NAA 41.66bcdef
MS + 3 mg/l NAA 53.33bc
MS +S4.5 mg/l NAA 38.99Ec§ef
“aM 47.66bcde
. MS + 1.5 mg/l IBA 40.99bcdef
5, MS + 3 mg/l IBA 52.33bcd
5 MS + 4.5 mg/l IBA 54.66b

2 Ms + 1.5 mg/l NAA 49.66bcde
¥ MS + 3 mg/I NAA 48.33bcde
5 MS +4.5 mg/l NAA 33.33ef

sime Slis 0 Jlazl palaw 5 (ST (latals iz 030 5T olol bl o &5 20 O3 o &5 Jilom (1l oS el Kl
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Means followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at the 5% probability level- using

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 9. Mean comparison of the effect of medium on root number and length in
pear rootstock “Pyrodwarf” in in vitro conditions

58 L PO Gl ai; b
Medium Number of root Root length (cm)
MS 1.21b 0.94b
1AMS 1.45a 1.18a

Jle| da.» B J§31> Slaals dom 04057 Golal 5 A28l o alin O (61515 45 O 52 a3 Ld_u;,_is\:,«

Ayl )‘)b;'\:u P PAl

Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 1%
probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.

Sl oiS ¢ 2)l95 u—-’}@
sl basalE Sleei) des s p gls gme
g oler 0> BoTs05 K 8
Loy iy ol b el Jols s
S Loy oS 5 s ol Gy oI
550 ML s e 48T S plt ele
9 i edaline ()l e Dyl wleloy
Cals 59 4l gme Ml s jles 4y oy
(Ve Jgds)
L:_,wdﬁgﬂzﬁqﬂmow@w
LGl Gyl o 658500 6l

Sl St 50 s 53 Sy Ol e ol 531

\idd

55 a8 Lo £ g o3l 31 ke g lie
SYMS sy e SLW A KL
53 a gl VA e b ey Ugb Jila
“LiLi Lsuéga.: LJQ_:ZA)Q J..&‘) L.SLA"“\"S"‘:‘E"}.
(Evers et al., 1988)
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Table 10. Mean comparison of the effect growth medium on the survival (%) of seedlings in
pear rootstock “Pyrodwarf”

Slodis oo
Growth medium LS Survival (%)
Coarse perlite Sy o 84.27a
Fine perlite 0r 71.87ab
Peat moss ol 50.00bc
Perlite + Peat moss e+ od, 25.00c

LI e sl 7Y ez el 5 OSGls glaals dimr 050 5T ol Al o 57 2ie (5 o oSG Jil (gl ls 87 s, Kl
Means followed by least one letter in common are not significantly different at the 1% probability level- using

Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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