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asfianfonax 35 feldsusid 3 Gy Inednuaznmsidsuulasiinuaninnludesfio  vuia uazgusrswedly andu
naaoudninavestugelnadiuidonisiuasunlasdnvaurneduguinet lnsaedsdunuan 3 Gy unelnatduius
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Fugninensuusdluludl 1 udGuasdaluluil 3 neflddssavnanisnaneiiudiadonn 3 usievas 14 Wednidondu
Anunsiasuudasuinlusazdlulunnadnwasialu nuuisfufinsdsuawuiatinlusazvuinisadey
LwimmwmLLﬁumaaUWﬂIULﬂﬁaulﬂnﬂﬁu Fafulsinasg 3 Gy Fuduvsunafimunzaudmsudniildelnadun
Wasuwlasdnuaznsdugiinenldlusangaan
AdATY: N1saneTaduuuRsunEy MIUTudseiug anuwdsusiu dinly

Abstract

Increased morphological variability by acute gamma irradiation can facilitate the development of
Aglaonema characteristics to meet the market’s demand. To maximize the variability of Aglaonema traits, the
optimal dose of gamma irradiation was examined. First, the stems of Aglaonema were irradiated with gamma
ray using doses ranged from 1 to 7 Gy. The results revealed that the median growth rate reduction (GRs,) was
3.25 Gy and the median lethal dose (LDs) was 4.5 Gy. Morphological changes in the MV, generation gave the
hichest percentage rate at 35% when the Aglaonema was exposed to 3 Gy. The leaf morphological
characteristics that changed from most to least were color, size, and shape, respectively. In addition, the effect
of Aglaonema cultivars on morphological changes was examined by acute irradiation at 3 Gy to Aglaonema
'‘Anyamanidaeng’, 'Kwakthong', and 'Laksap'. Rates of morphological change in each cultivar were varied but the
average rate was 60%. When considering the irregularities in shape and color in M;V, generation, severe changes
were observed in the 1% leaf but the altered morphology was stable in the 3" leaf. The mutagenic effectiveness
was found at an average rate of 14%. Then the plants with changes in leaf size and leaf color were used for
leaf surface analysis. Some of the selected plants were altered in size of stomata and size of guard cells;
however, the density of the stomata changed in all of them. Therefore, 3 Gy was the optimum dose to induce
the Aglaonema morphological changes at the highest rate.
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alnatiun (Aglaonema) Asumilialugiinatelens fuoenidedls dlukazainaieaisany a1unsnlasgLaule
wazUfuRlmdnduanmaaduuasinlid (Di Benedetto et al, 1990) Fefloaldusziulueinns msifiuyarinis
\nswgiaveselnadiindenisifiunumainuansvesdnunznedugiuine aunsavildsenisuaudm Jfesende
ANNTIUIYUaINATAaIsUTENIT LU miﬂ‘iw’jﬂﬁaaﬂmaﬂiuﬁwznmﬁﬁadmi (Henny et al.,, 2004) n15Ld0n
srognanfinonisiuladuiiielildazoousiinfeudmiunsaeisy uazdesdiwousiiussruusnniileidenguas
TR SIMILAILABINT Lﬁma]'maiﬂaﬁmLwiasﬁ’uiﬁﬁi’wmuiﬂﬂﬂsaumeﬁhdﬁw%wi 2n = 42 83 60 %38 120 (Nicolson,
1969)

nsususaiuglasnamdsnhiiAnnnuulsunuvesdnvasnmadugiuine e fedunuunduisis
Usgdndnngs Lﬁadmﬂ%’qﬁLLﬂummmiaa'dwaiﬁﬁmmnﬂﬁaumamwﬂ’uqmw Fedwlngdunisidsuulasen
dnwauzAu (dominant) iudnuazdoe (recessive) lagNaUINTEUNULNAILNTOAINAVATIHOAITHUGNTIY 1A
wrlhAnmnundemeluszauuanselasiuloy (Du et al, 2022) FsreliAnanuAnUnfnaznismevesiiy uenanids
daansenuniedon lnesdunuu1vinufasen water radiolysis r"fuiuLaﬂaﬁéﬂﬁauuaaaﬁvaaﬂ%wu (reactive oxygen
species: ROS) #aeuiin 1 hydroxyl radical (OH), hydrogen peroxide (H,0,) wag superoxide anion (O, ) fidawa
THAnnzeIuneendindu (oxidative stress) uaﬂmﬂuauuaaaiuaaﬂszjwumﬂmmumummbmaﬁﬂsuﬂausuumium
(macromolecules) meluwad SsdwaliAnnisidenaninuesddfa ( ipid peroxidation) N1sLdunIevOlATIAT LA
wihfveslusfuilesnngyidedidnaseu (protein oxidation) waztinarandemevesiidue (Choi et al, 2021) oty
FAunuunIamngdmiutniiiuiaauwlsusiuiagliluifnanuvainrangvesd §Us19 wazaua (Anne & Lim,
2020) il e lnadniidnvarmaduguinenguuuulmidwivlddudeiusnssulumsusuuseiugdely

mMsanesdnunuuuidsunduduisidalisios wldlunsufulgaiuslinonuasliussduvanssin wu
Chrysanthemum sp., Begonia sp., Dhalia sp. (Dwivedi & Banerji, 2008) uwag Zephyranthes spp. (Pangjai & Huehne,
2021) 'i:mm Agloonema sp (Ritonga Sukma, 2017) (s ’Jﬁmium:u%aummumﬁsdﬂuﬂmﬂﬂmﬁﬂm%amu
Lﬂﬁzg‘mewwﬂmagmamawaLﬁ]ﬁzymuﬂms (apical meristem) ifliadsusutios 3el4laRR VAR uRefimdazuan
wilo 3omdsazunnmdne Tneusunsedamanaut uanunsaUssanaldanad GRs, (median growth reduction
dose) WazAn LDs, (median lethal dose) @silnnuumnansfulufivusasaiaviodofovesfiadly Tnoluslnatuniinng
57897uA1 LDy, Uszangy 17 Gy leldifundiidlusiuau 3 - 4 Tu (Ritonga & Sukma, 2017)

nsfnwiiiTagusrasdiffomuinasdfimnyandnivadeanu susuresdnvazmeduguinely
vieunugelnatundiesedunuauuuidsundy LLasﬁmzn51/1%‘wammﬁ’uq‘aiﬂaﬁuwsiamsLUﬁéuLLUadé’ﬂwmww
faiginedeldsuufinassiunulussduivangay suidndenduiiinuaslansiuiiedusslovdmanisd
n1sAnEN
NISLA3BUAIDEINTLAZNTANYTIFLNUULUULRBUNAY (Acute irradiation)

Wduelnatdungy MoV, WuRIuANgNats 1 wufiuns 813 15 wudwng latesdunuuuuuideundu 6ie
8n15MAav9v8d Pangjai & Huehne (2021) mmﬁguﬁwﬁuﬁﬂhumﬁmaﬁ”ﬁlﬂﬂqﬂiﬂsaﬁauizum%ﬁﬁqquﬁmﬂu
lsuouagsening 25 - 39 ar gy AL LEUINE 50 - 85 Wasidud nsnauas 50 Wedidud innsineennds
Uan 1 dUav LLa3ﬁﬂmﬁﬂwmwmaam‘ﬁla%ﬁﬂmﬂuju M,V,
nMsfnwwavasUinudidunuundasnsniseigiula sasnsane uaznsiudsundamnsdugiuine

PONUUUNIINAGBILUUANaNYTa] (Completely Randomized Design: CRD) lngtduslnailindiuiu 2 wug
fio (1) ftusuasiuuasmos wae (2) Wudmosdmils Tuane¥dumanuuudsundudeusiuid 8 sedu Ussnoude
0 (¥AAIUAL), 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, uay 7 Gy TneusiazdmnansUsznaude 3 4 9 8y 10 AU ®AIN1TRBTIEWANLT 120 Tu
Tuiin (1) anuemluifiermuauinassdirliniseiyivinanas 50 % (GRy) (2) Siurugufinefiomunysin
$9@RMIMAANITAE 50 % (LDs,) (3) dnwaigynsdagiuineivedlu Usenoudied vunn anans wazgusia tile
MuIMSRsINIsUAsLLaT AR N U NS @ TuAn s ety
nsAny1Bnsnavesiuselnatiundenisisundasdnvamsduguine e ldusedunun
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Wduelnaliindiuiu 3 s Usenaumenugdgudund siudninnes waziudndnning luaresedunuuwuy

[ v

deunduiiseiuad 0 Gy (¥AMIUAY) Uag 3 Gy WiazugANYIAIELNUNITNARBILU VA NaLYTal Tneunazdmnass
Usznausmig 30 Ay ududIeuisudnvauzdugiuivervedundainsatesedunusn 180 Tu lneduiinteyaniime1iniu
Tu d@dilu anuenilu arundidlu dlu susulu dnvaginlu uasdnvuzveuly

n13AnwIRaluA18nT5u35 replica technique AnLUaIIIN Weyers & Lawson (1997) Taa@nwiauinuanly
vueLeada AnuIktuvesnly Taunssuds replica technique Insvhanuazoialusetindu wagliuamun
alnafiunfunan 4 9lus udrthedalau (Provil novo, Kulzer GmbH, wesuil) fiialu Uaesliursuiu 2 undi feuasn
Falaueenanlu anduldhemidueialaniaalauduiidudatunddy vaesliuke 2 wiit Windlad e
nuduiiuiudreanaindalau ﬂ'auﬁﬂiﬂﬁmuuavl,aﬁt,l,azmwaaum81é’ﬂé’aﬁa;aﬁﬂﬁLLUUT%’LLadﬁrﬁé’wma 400 win ag
WAAEALALATIY I 3 AU udazsuilsduiuneldindesgaratdiuu 5 90

nsindndiudluaielusunsuuszgns Adobe Photoshop Ankuasan Li et al. (2007) lngvinnisinduasly
olnadulnsaroguluelnatiudisnnuasionvosgy 3216x2144 finiea 9ntuiiaTevigusaslusunsy Adobe
Photoshop tneidandiuvesdiideanisiuiiufineadieinissile Magic Wand fifmuae sample size 8w point
sample (11 by 11 average) A1 tolerance 1Ay 20 Unlnun Anti-alias kazUalun contiguous WAITUTIUILNNLYS
flaziand 91061 pixel count AUsINgluntiwing histogram thiesaundundadiuvesdiiuiesazangns

FNUILNNTABIE A X 100

Andaud A (%) = . =
ANUILNN TR L

nsfnwUszansuavasiedinenisiufsunuamiedugiuinen
AIUAUsEANENaNIINaNeiug (Mutagenic effectiveness) Ingldaunisiguideaiu Wani (2009) il

o v = = o =
@’1‘14’2‘1&[5114‘1/1°WUﬂ’Wﬁ‘L'ﬂﬂﬂ‘léLLﬂﬂ\mW\‘i@mﬁ’]uQWﬂﬂ x 100

AHFIININAE = - —
MUIUAUNNINITNAZAL

ARTININAE

tszAnBuanisnateiiug = ——————
13001598 (Gy)

gl

ASAATIZUN9EDA
ihideyauiengimiuulsunuresteyassninnguiildsunsaisidunimnuazynniuauseds Levene’s

Test LLaSVT’]ﬂ’IﬁLU%EJULﬁEJUﬂ’J”IiJLLGme’N‘U’e]W]'”ILaﬁSsﬁai;l]aﬁzﬂ’i”lﬂﬂa;uﬁlﬁ‘ﬁlvﬂ”liaﬂ*&l%’dﬁLLaSGﬂqﬂﬂ?iﬂﬁvﬂuﬁﬁﬂﬂaa

Independent-Sample T Test fiszfuanuidosiu 95 % lnslusunsudniagy SPSS statistical package

Nan1sANEILazITAl

naveUSnnudedrensifsuudasinmniseiydulauadnsinisae

Lﬁam31%aa‘umwumﬂ‘uaﬂﬂaﬁmﬁ’uﬁmmﬁmﬁﬁLLazﬂ’uﬁfLLanLﬁuLLadwaaﬁmumsm&J%’qﬁl.mumﬁwﬂ%mm%’ﬁ
1-7Gy W‘Uﬂ’J’m&HﬂUﬁfﬂaﬂLﬁ@ﬂ%MWN%ﬁﬁﬁQG%u LaranangeTINSITiUsINUSE 4 Gy Iuﬁ’uﬁjl,wsusﬁmﬁmas 5 Gy
Tuiuguasiunames (Figure 1) Tnemsnovauswesiierosnadduuurniuduinunemiluumaussiuides 7
g waly wazdnuluanaadoldfuusinaisdgetu (Sichua et al, 2018) ANudiiusssviteUTinasduay
naidsundasdnuusmeduguinewadrenadesiunenulinueyyadass g udofvldtusinadduniu
(Hong et al, 2022) 3adululdnisdsuulameselnadundunaniinswedsdunuusefisue wioerainainua
ysdeuiiansoyyadaseludmariowad lnsimewadluiumisoaiedeiay Suiliimuinisveselnatindias
(Preussa & Britt, 2003) iofiansanvuialuvesituginesiinis (Figure 1) AFFUTEUTIN 1 - 3 Gy wudoyadanlng)
nsza1weglu Quartile 1-3 lngdinsnszaediuinnintugnniua wariusuasiuwamenuIUTuused 1, 3 uay
4 Gy dwalrideyaursdunszaieiilu Quartile 4 Fauandiifiunsnszaresannnityamugu MInszefvestoya
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91N 2 Wuﬁjs'ﬁuiﬁl,ﬁudm'%mzu%’dﬁl,l,ﬂumiusw‘"uﬁwdawaiﬂfﬂ,mﬁmmwmmsﬂmwmmaﬂulf?{e_jnﬂ’jwLﬁ@ié’%’u%’nﬁmum
TuuSunaas Frenainanmsduaiuntedudimsiheumesduiivhaihiiisatestugesluuiiy fvwiiliedestu
5193 Avlnresiiy (Kovalchuk et al, 2007) wagluwusuaniunasmeaunsfud i $usdusunm 3 Gy ddinns
Wwigulavasluainityaniuay Feaenadosfun1snaasees Hussein (2022) inuindadunuulussiumduasuls
ﬂa”wsuENG’fusﬁ'nUﬁl,aéiﬁé’mmﬁl,ﬁzylﬁuimLLazmawémaﬁnmﬂaéqﬁu widlouSuassedisoust 5 Gy Tulundudwalst
nsnszanefandiaseg1ann dalamainainnsinatenaisyinetoisgunss fuiivdesendadusuuaszuasily
yuadnilimusUsuvesmmenluiieglutsiiuay (Figure 1)
‘uaﬂmﬂﬁ”wué’m’]m‘im&JGUmaiﬂaﬁmﬁgqamﬁ’uﬁ:qd%uLﬁ@iﬁ%’ﬁﬁﬂ?mm 1 uay 2 Gy LLﬁiLﬁaU?mm%’nﬁqa%u
‘WUé’mﬂmsmﬂﬁwaqdauﬁwﬁé’mwmimaﬁqﬁuﬁﬂﬂ%Lﬁ@iﬁ%%’d%ﬂ?mm 4 - 5 Gy (Figure 1C, 1F) wanslsdiuinged
uAusUnagsansnsavinlieldsuaudemensaisineuazaeluiige uafisyduseduszana 3 Gy ndunuing
danmsmeimauaznuinduiisinsedygiviainnsanesvestoyags eradumszSdunuanssiv 2 - 3 Gy
Tunwsiwidauas 3 - 5 Gy luiuguasdusames dwaliinusngnisal adaptive response widlol@susadusina
1 Gy Iuﬁuﬁ:mﬁﬁf’mﬁmas 2 Gy Tuﬁ’uiLLmL'EuLLawadwumimaqqndﬂLﬁuLLmIﬁumﬂLﬂuiﬂiﬁ’i’lﬁizé’u%’ﬁﬁlﬁm
Us1ngn3al bystander effects (Bonner, 2003) lensiaaoususlnalunfimewuiviousiugusisde liinnisasiemm
gon Tuunsanunmsiauvesmgonturssnualdamnsansyiulawasaundulule
mﬂst”lazgamm&nﬂ:usuadﬂ’UﬁjLWﬁdiﬁWﬁQLLazﬁuﬁ:LLmﬁuLLawm a11150UsEUUA1 GRsy @usuelnatunls
WU 3.25 Gy 4aza1nsnsINIIRIeaInsauszaIanl LDy dmsuelnadunlivindu 4.5 Gy Jeusunased 3.5 -
4.5 Gy vilviaugnvestuslnadinanasiosas 50 - 75 uazshlidnsinismedadszanasesas 10 - 70 Tuagiu
wugelnatunildlunsmagey (nwd 10
UsinaiFedunuansanisiuAsunuasvasdnuasmsdaguine
Lﬁaﬁmimwé’ﬂwmzé’mgm%wmmaﬂvﬁﬁmsm?{zJuLmaﬂuﬂ’uﬁ:l,wsnﬁfmﬁmazLLaaLﬁuLLaqwaawué’mwmi
WasuuladlndiAssiu (Figure 2) Inofinsiasuulasgeiianiifesas 35 Woldsusadusunm 3 Gy duiedludTunusy
wumsiwasuulasanas wavaunsassssdunsdasuulasiinuannanlutesldned (1) madeuudaweddly wu
Adutundedn Alulivifuidluwasusngdnvarsnsden (2) surludsulussiainduiuess uas (3) suiily
Wasuly wu 1587812 vineuauues veuluiianistaduadu (Figure 3) n13fidnwugniadugiuinenfinng
LﬂgﬁluLL‘Uaﬂl‘ULﬁ(ﬂlﬁ‘ﬁdﬁﬂﬂmimaEJ‘LlLL‘Uad%@ﬂﬁﬂiﬁuﬁqﬂﬁuiuﬁ%ﬁULUﬂ vsedu lnedn1sseuiinsvinuvenguduy
ddr (DNA damage response) fivivthilgonusufiduedidemeiiussansamiiunnsrsiulufivisagiug (Mahapatra
& Roy, 2020) Ssdwmarennuansalumsdeuussmsueliiaruauysaliuiy (Ou, 2022) innirdunaudsundas
yasdnvaEfinueuinannisiUasunamesduninniiniedy wu nswdsuulaswesdneniugamnaiinuininein
ﬂ’liL“UgEJULLUaQV.?ﬂuna;MLLﬂIiﬁuaEJﬁLLazLLE)uIVII"UEJ’]ﬁu (Puripunyavanich et al,, 2019) n3eiindnunziinualag
witawdn Wudu eglsAmuieliamisafusuirdnvasmsduguinefasunaduiAaannisnaiglussdud
1OuLe ﬂ’gﬂsﬁl,ﬂéawmsﬂmaqa WU ISSR (inter-simple sequence repeat) lunssgyAULANGIS Feannsaldifienis
Usgllupnuvannvatskasauduiusniaiugnssuveselnatiunladndie
NToYaTNIINITATYLAULR dnsIn1TRe sauﬂgdé’mwmmJad'auLLUané’ﬂwmwNé’mgm’iwmman
aIﬂaﬁmﬂ’uﬁ:LW%iﬁmﬁdLLagﬁ’uiLLaqL’EuLLawaﬁs’fﬁﬁLﬁudw?mm%ﬁ 3 Gy Wuusuusedilielnatundnig
Wigdulndosas 50-60 wazdidmsinismedesas 10 - 50 wasvilvidnsasuulasdnuuemedauguinegsian
FaiuddlduTinused 3 oy temavndeunavesitugelnadinsosmmmsdsunlasdnvarmedugninedely
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Figure 1 Percentages of leaf length (A and D), variation of leaf length (B and E), and percentage of lethal
(C and F) after 120 days of gamma irradiation in Aglaonema 'Phetnamnueng' and 'Siam Aurora'.
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Figure 2 Proprotions of morphological characteristics after 120 days of gamma irradiation in Aglaonema
'Phetnamnueng' and 'Siam Aurora'.
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wild Color Shap; wild Color Shap:
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Figure 3 Examples of morphological changes in leaf colors and leaf shapes of Aglaonema 'Phetnamnueng' and
'Siam Aurora'. Scale bar = 1 cm

Swswavaswugelnafiundenisudsunlasdnuamedugiuinenieldsusedunuan

lothelnatinduau 3 fus leud ugsauduns fugudnning waziugninves luaesdunumndaeyiuna
398 3 Gy wuluwsnvesgu M,V luiugninneuasiiugndnnindlasunansenumedaugiuine1suuss lnenudnvag
sUdluRinUnd wiuluszrinsiudnenazvnisuidliamnes uazgulusudreuazsumneglussiuiisistu fdlu
1393% ueNININUNTTUAsULaswesdly Tuunnsdwuaaaiefivsinguandeiulududreniernvedu wiide
fnsandnuaziinululufiaesvesiu MV, axiuimanseyuainisdisuanas Inglusinnuauanns gruluiesedu fsly
Bou werududluAsunlasndulunioudumuay naUAsunduresinuusai erAnainfivanunsadonuey
A ueR8IET unnA iR Ldn BT YesAIIE BT LART U n3elAENSEUIUATS non-homologous end joining
(Manova & Gruszka, 2015) Msdeuugadeismaniuenanashliftsnduluisnuusdudumiefndnuuyniuass
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NARDIIAUINIINIUNTEUIUNSARLEDN AL TTUYR wananTlonainlusyauleas dawalminnszuiunis sorting out
wadinUnAddnsnisasgiivladias imszszezaivesiginswadidsunlalunaslasusedunuun (Preuss &
Britt, 2003) 3evilviuiin1snaneluuisdiu wwu dnwaglumdulud (patch) wagoranunisnateviaiiwadanuni
nsranEunIndIegTINiuadUnf (mosaic) Wiensiaaeulufianudslufiia nuirusudnvasduazgusnmeduding
o N | a a d‘ . v & 1 P < A a a o
fnwurvesnnudsunlastuiumioululuiiass (Fisure 4) uansliiuinlunanuduluiisuinniunsiives
o A v ¥ a & o oA Y Ao o Y] a A = ~ P
anvariiidsuwadly dumssudunsunisdndenmaunianvuznisdugviverniniswasuilandeluiian
LS AUlALANTILE

Figure 4 Comparison of wild-type leaf (A-C) and morphological changed characteristic of the 1* leaf (D-F) and
the 3" leaf (G-I) of Aglaonema 'Anyamanidaeng’ (A, D and G), Aglaonema 'Kwakthong' (B, E and H) and
Aglaonema 'Laksap' (C, F and I). Selected area of red color by Adobe Photoshop during pixel count.
Scale bar =1 cm

WeansivaeusnsImsiudsuilamedugine1vessu MV, luluiiaunuidasinsivdsuudaduusdaziug
waneinaiy Inedluiidnsnisidsuudatas sUs1eidnsnisidsuudasuiungis dmvuiaiasnisiiadudens duns
vsedleanluliansnsiisundawinian waziidnsnisidsuwlasiuaiowinuiosas 60 ngluiugnanningd

v

nswdsuwdassinasfigndndudesas 89 wargeninluiudninvesszunm 2 wih uansliiuinelnaduiwrasiug

]
'

novauesreUIasduanaieiu annsmedeunuAUssansuanisnatenudiidnaiodu 14 uazluudaziugiia

q
]

JEUIN 11 - 30 sl Table 1 agandnistndalindyianisnaneiiugmeusunnsdunuun 100 - 400 Gy Ndla e
0.01 - 0.06 (Raina et al., 2022) uandliiuiunasdndenld uaziSnsnszduliinganiu My, fenisdngen
Juisnsnidaglimudnvarideundasluluszduge

Table 1 Mutation rate and mutagenic effectiveness in M;V,.

No. of No. and (%) of morphology changed in . Mutagenic

. No. and (%) Mutation ;

Cultivar plant M,V, effectivenes

normal - rate (%)
observed Color Shape Size Patch

Anyamanidaeng 30 13 (43) 15 (50) 3 (10) 3 (10) 2(7) 57 19
Kwakthong 27 18 (67) 9(33) 5(19) 1(4) 4 (15) 33 11
Laksap 27 3(11) 21(78) 12 (44) 3(11) 3(11) 89 30
Mean 60 14
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naolsladuazualsfivoaniinsaanss usiinsavauuoulnloeniu (Sun et al, 2022) (2) FuAiBennniumeinduld
Tufiemenssiudnusunguusn wae (3) suiivsng@dendutivdenlundmedy fu uazddu (Figure 5) 0190
Tnmsesaivlnvesadfiianuunnseswesnaslsilad Tnluluidududvniisenuiienmsdnaininennis
LamseenvesBuiimuAuNsaT1snaslsTiadanas (Zhao et al., 2020)

Figure 5 Morphological comparison of wild-type Aglaonema (A, E and 1) and changed-leaf morphological from
Aglaonema 'Anyamanidaeng’ (B, C and D), 'Kwakthong' (F, G and H) and 'Laksap' (J, K and L) at 180 days
after irradiation. Arrow indicates the changed-morphological characteristics including of increasing of
red (B, F and J), increasing of green (C, G and K), and sectorial chimera (D, H and L). Scale bar = 5 cm
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faarsuaulaeanlen (Yin et al., 2020) F901anunNsUABULUAIATINTALATIERABLAIAYERTINITIaSYLAUIATOY
alnadian

Table 2 Leaf characteristics of selected plants in M;V, generation

Leaf Leaf Leaf Petiol Stomata size Guard cell size Stoma
Cultiv orde Dose lengt widt e Green (Lum) (Lum) density
ar ) (Gy) h h length (%) Lengt Width Lengt Widt (No./m
(cm) (cm) (cm) h h h m?)
0 12'43 S’Si 8.84 16.42 221.09 11548 238.85 77’93 4.71
191 0.47 +023 +£068 +650 +£936 +9.07 10.09 +0.19
1 3 9'23 7'65 6.72 29.62 21418 11153 24379 72’02 5.09
o 0.26 0.60 +021 +£388 +467 +477 +475 586 +0.14
Q T_
© *% *% *% *% * ns ns ns *%
% test
E 9.97 6.75 5.85 73.62 194.44 98.70 237.87 70.08 2.56
g 0 + + +103 +524 +936 +8.06 + + +0.18
< 1.64 0.54 11.82 3.12
3 X 11.2f 6.03 6.49 48,81 216.1:? 111.52 23984 60.78 118
072 066 002 E80 00 gpap EAOE 559 2013
T- * * ns *% *% ns ns *% *%
test
15.45 6.69 711 6933 243.30 102.65 258.59  66.13 410
0 - T 4111 +257 1510 - T 1021
0.72 086 — 7 - 1232 7 15.98 a.77 -
1 3 14'23 5’52 7.24 60.06 223.06 111.53 246.75 59’71 4.33
1.89 0.83 +0.73 +351 +832 +936 +8.06 8.80 +0.05
CCV? T- ns *% ns *% *% * ns ns *%
§ test
X
é 0 9.0? 3’52 4.87 4520 210.23 114'42 229.97 62’13 4.30
0.87 0.26 +0.32 +9.87 +4.7 12.48 + 4.35 4.04 +0.18
3 3 11'41 5'03 5.86 25.28 214.18 91.79 227.01 66’12 5.02
0.59 117 +047 +£9.20 +53 +£440 +4.47 575 + 0.11
T- *% *% *% *% ns *% ns ns *%
test
0 14'2f 7’6i 4.78 4493 195'42 88.83 243.79 65’1i 6.03
0.50 0.30 +021 +1.68 18.49 +860 +455 510 + 0.06
1 3 142?: 7’% a.77 ar7.77 1885)% 76.00 237.37 50’82 3.74
0.42 031 +0.22 +378 14.30 +466 +8.21 333 + 0.30
a T- ns * ns * ns *% * *% *%
© test
X
© . 14.13 6.58 8.00 75.1§ 210.23 107.03 23984 62.13 509
160 o078 082 gy T yypg EAIT 44y 2020
3 X 13.7f 7.72 6.82 84.47 211.23 7353 226.03 63.11 335
026 052 00 %629 50 2490500 qy5 OO
T-

test
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