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Fig. 1. Effects of different strength of MS inorganic salts on in vitro growth
from seedlings of P. indica.
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Fig. 2. In vitro growth of P. indica seedlings cultured on different strength of

MS inorganic salts for 3 months. (A) Full MS (B) 1/2MS (C) 1/4MS
(D) 1/8MS (E) 1/16MS (bar = 15 mm).
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% 1. 2 kR NaCl &4 Pindica i@ g p 74 v £ AR B2 B
Table 1. Effects of different concentrations of NaCI on shoot length
increased from P. indica seedlings in vitro culture.

NaCl Increased value of seedling length (cm)
conc. Culture period (days)
(mM) 20 30 40 50 60

0 130a 252a 3.48 a 4.59 a 5.72 a
50 1.03ab 140 b 1.96 b 220b 291Db
100 0.65bc 0.97 bc 1.55Db 1.85 bc 203c
150 045c 0.66 cd 0.88¢c 1.16 cd 1.30d
200 0.33c 0.39 cd 0.52¢c 0.50 de 047 e
250 0.29c 0.42 cd 0.39¢c 0.43 de 0.46 e
300 0.24c 0.23d 0.22c 0.13e 0.12e

Different letters in the same column indicate significant difference (P
< 0.05, least significant difference (LSD) test).
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Fig. 3. Effects of different concentrations of NaCI on leaf and root
development from P. indica seedlings in vitro culture.
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