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Environmental Stresses in Crop Sciences
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Table2. Preparation of Yoshida medium according to the Yoshida et al. (1981) method

Macro elements gr/l L ml of stock/100 L solution
NHNO, 91.4 125 mL
NaH; POLH;O 3s5.6 125 mL
kS0, 71.4 125 mL
CaCl;.2H0O 117.35 125 mL
MgSOLTHO 324 125 mL

Micro elements gr/l1 L ml of stock/100 L solution
MnCl; 4H;0 L5
(NHL ) Mo-050.4H:0 0.074
InS0O.LTHO 0.035
H,BO, 0.934 125 ml
CuSO0L5H,0 0.031
FeCli.6H O 7.7
CHy O+ HO 1.9
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Table 3. Mean comparisons of effect of laser irradiation on plant height of rice

(celw) g ySojlal yloj
Measuring times (hour)

Laser

Treatment o e 8 24 72 168 360
He-Ne Laser O pede 5] 48.82a 52.20a 56.10a 57.74a 59.42a
No Laser 2 ol pae 44.13b 47.08b 51.77b 52.93b 54.97b
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Means with the same letter are not significantly different
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Table 4. Mean comparisons of effect of laser irradiation on root length in rice

(Cel) 6;0)"_\5‘ uL")
Measuring times (hour)

Laser

Treatment oyl e 8 24 72 168 360
He-Ne Laser O pede 5] 15.69a 16.58a 19.58a 21.28a 24.43a
No Laser 23 o)l pae 13.20b 14.03b 16.58b 18.18b 21.42b

Wl e b gl pire Dgldl ot S line By > slyls a5 sl .Sl
Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Table 5. Mean comparisons of effect of laser irradiation and cultivar on root volume (ml)

(Celw) Lg/..:fcj‘..\jl QLA)‘

Laser ©5, Measuring times (hour)
Treatment 5 e Cultivar 8 24 72 168 360
He-Ne Laser o5 ols 5] FL478 1.46a 154a 166a  212a  3.8la
No Laser 5e) Syl poe FLA478 1.19b 1.23b 1.30b 1.70b 2.94b
He-Ne Laser Ryt NN IR29 0.72c 0.78c 0.93c 1.37c 1.72c
No Laser Sy 05 poe IR29 0.56d 0.63d 0.75d 1.10d 1.34d
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Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Table 6. Mean comparisons of effect of laser irradiation and salinity on root volume in rice

(celw) g pSoslul oylog

Laser (GYgoheo) )9 Measuring times (hour)

Treatment 5 e Salinity (mM) 8 24 72 168 360

He-Ne Laser oo nals 5 0 1.35a 1.49a 1.71a 2.13a 4.14a
30 1.30a 1.390 1.48b 1.90b 3.11b
60 0.92b 0.94d  1.02de  1.56c  2.10cd
920 0.79¢ 0.82¢f  0.97e 1.38d  1.70de

NoLaser 0,5 pac 0 0.94b 1.04c¢ 1.24¢ 1.64¢ 2.88b
30 0.93b 0.99cd  1.09d 1.39d 2.23c
60 0.89b 091de 098¢  1.34de  1.96cde
90 0.75¢ 0.77f 0.80f 1.22¢ 1.49e
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Table6. Mean comparisons of effect of laser irradiation and cultivar on root dry weight (g) in rice
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Laser ) Measuring times (hour)

Treatment sl Cultivar 8 24 72 168 360
He-Ne Laser Ol 55 FL478 0.17a 0.17a 0.17a 0.31a 0.49a
No Laser oS sae FLATS 0.13b 0.13b 0.14b 0.23b 0.37b
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Fig. 5. Shoot dry weight changes at different salinity, laser levels and cultivars during sampling stages
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Table 8. Mean comparisons of effect of laser irradiation on shoot dry weight (g) in rice
(celw) g ypSojlal yloj
Measuring times (hour)

Laser

Treatment ))-J )L°-J 8 24 72 168 360
He-Ne Laser s pade 53 0.67a 0.81a 0.90a 1.07a 1.70a
No Laser i 95 pas 0.59b 0.68b 0.79b 0.90b 1.39b
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Means with the same letter are not significantly different
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Table 9. Mean comparisons of effect of laser irradiation on relative water content (%) in rice

(Cel) 6;0)"..\5‘ uL")
Measuring times (hour)

Laser

Treatment o e 8 24 72 168 360
He-Ne Laser OF el 55 89.32a 87.05a 81.99a 79.48a 77.35a
No Laser Sy 0,8 pas 86.02b 83.44b 77.81b 74.95b 73.04b
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Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Fig. 7. SPAD value changes at different salinities, laser levels and cultivars during sampling stages
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Table 9. Mean comparisons of effect of laser irradiation on SPAD value in rice

(cslw) g pSo3lal ylo;
Measuring times (hour)

Laser

Treatment o sl 8 24 72 168 360
He-Ne Laser o9l 5] 37.96b 37.79b 34.43b 34.76b 34.19b
No Laser 236 9 p)5 pas 42.31a 42.42a 42.95a 43.49a 43.50a
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Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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Fig. 8. Electrolyte leakage percentage changes at different salinities, laser levels and cultivars during sampling

stages
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Table 11. Mean comparisons of effect of laser irradiation on electrolyte leakage percentage value in rice
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