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Fig. 1 The relationship between the laser Fig. 2 The relationship between the irradiation
doses and the germinating rates of tomato time of the red fiuoreseent light and the germina-
and lettuce seeds. ting rates of tomato and lettuce seeds.
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F1 ABHEAEEE(pmolCOs-kg~l-s HEMRF LB (mg/g-FW)
Table 1 The photosynthesis rate(;smolCOs-kg=1-s71) and chloropyll
amount (mg/g-FW) in rice seedlings.

CK He-Neo % B ARCE S 18
¢ (min) 0 1 3 5 7 30 60

FEEEER 13.03 —_ 18.90 14 .48 12.95 14.33 15.04
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= :;:; Chl 0.156 0.174 0 ;"249 0.215 0.179 0.183 0.193
it ;é.i Chlp 0.685 0.772 0.973 0.866 0.756 0.806 0.829
. Chl/Chl, | 0.294 0.290 0.344 0.330 0.339 0.293 0.303
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Table 8 Damage renovation of chrysanthemum seedlings
& TR LT A B WTFEETHHZE [
i) W MKt 5CKip Wk 8 mKkih  5CK (%)
= (em) (%) (%) (c o} e (o)

UVv-L +0.10 115 56.0 0.13 139 121 67
UV-R -0.15 55.4 27.2 0.132 150 130 33
uv -0.74 21.7 10.7 0.030 107 85 0

CK +0.66 203 100 0.042 113 100 100

UV-R gegint 7t UV-L B80T m K Her, (R BEFRWHB/NT UV-L. UV-Ri¥
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UV-L 48, ZRF - BEEBLOLE L), EE
e OK &, HIER AN, TSN RARRHE
RYEFRBTWELE, KK 1 AFALEF LR, 1Y
BHRA0.1INHOl iR, R /5 Bakman-DU-7
BRI REM BTN, WAENE

HRRAE, LK Ha—logi( L), Her T 3 A8t
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Fig. 4 The change of leaf shape
after the UV-L treatmen'.
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Fig. 5 The absorption spectrum of UV-L
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B 6 CK HENEHERRUOLHE
Fig. 6 The absorption speetrum of CK
chrysanthemum cyanidin.
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EXPERIMENTAL STUDY ON BIOLOGICAL EFFECT OF
He-Ne LASER AND RED FLUORESCENT
LIGHT ON PLANTS

. 8mA0 YaocrnuN, L1 Huiqing, JIN Baimou, XuE LinBao, Gu RENFANG
(Jiangsu Agricultural College, Yangshou, Jiangsu, China)

ABSTRACT

Measurements show that there are differences between the biological effects of fhe
He-Ne lager and of the 40 W red fluorescent light (peak value 660 nm) on plants.

The laser monoohromatio charaoteristio might play an important role in the
biological effeot of laser irradiation.



