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Table 1 Test design of high yield of
mung beans in arid regions
o G My =X
R nnﬁ‘ /T kk+hm?  Film mulching
Treatment Variety .
Density mode
1 EESRz 12 5 2
2 -t
3 72 A
4 15 1) 28 7
5 -l 7 i
6 8 i Fh A
7 18 15 78 3
9 5 b AR
10 T BF & 12 16 28 7
11 -t
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Table 2  Related indicators of mung bean in 18 treatments
s 5m B/ em ks TRERORUR PR/ AT R
Treatment Plant height Branch number Effective pod Grain number per pod 100-grain weight Green chavcs
per plant leaf area index
1 44,8 2.4 33.4 11.8 6.2 1.786
2 55.95 2.2 33.5 12.0 6.2 1. 290
3 49.5 2.0 32.3 12.1 6.3 0. 955
4 53.7 2.1 32.7 11.9 6.1 1. 776
5 55.0 2.1 32.9 11.9 6.0 1. 583
6 57.3 2.0 32.4 12.1 6.2 1.126
7 55.2 2.2 32.5 12.0 6.0 2.046
8 52.3 1.9 32.5 11.4 6.0 2.586
9 55.6 2.0 32.3 11.7 5.9 1.423
10 49. 4 3.2 28.8 9.6 5.1 1. 243
11 44,9 2.9 28.6 8.9 5.3 1. 165
12 56.3 3.1 28.8 9.3 5.1 1. 489
13 52.8 3.0 28.4 9.5 5.3 1. 498
14 54.3 3.1 27.9 9.1 5.1 1. 806
15 52.0 2.8 27.3 9.3 5.0 1. 435
16 49.5 2.6 27.6 9.0 5.2 1. 826
17 53.3 2.8 28.1 9.3 5.0 2.447
18 56.7 2.6 27.6 8.9 5.2 2.169
F3 ISHAEBBNRE =M
Table 3 Effect of 18 treatments on the yield of mung bean
il /NX 74 /kg Yield per plot P4 e /kge hm? IR
Treatment 1 I 1 Sy Yield Precedence
1 8. 260 5.341 4,000 5. 867 1173.0 8
2 6.949 6. 349 3.819 5.704 1141.5 9
3 8.223 6.267 9.001 7. 830 1566. 0 5
4 5. 045 7.327 6. 764 6.378 1276.5 7
) 7.078 8.353 7.630 7.686 1537.5 6
6 9.730 7.819 6.923 8.156 1632.0 4
7 10. 182 7.764 9. 330 9.093 1819.5 1
8 7.678 9.182 8.382 8.412 1683.0 2
9 9.153 7.815 7.752 8.241 1648. 5 3
10 6.967 4.086 4.671 5. 241 1048. 5 13
11 4. 749 5.626 3.734 4.704 940. 5 14
12 5.319 4. 900 5.926 5.382 1077.0 12
13 6.712 4.771 5.200 5.560 1111.5 11
14 3.000 3.863 4.671 3.845 769.5 18
15 4. 997 3.308 5.397 4,567 913.5 15
16 6.338 4.423 6.256 5.682 1137.0 10
17 3.741 3.441 4,937 4,041 808. 5 17
18 6. 838 3.563 3.285 4.563 913.5 16
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Table 4 Variance analysis of the effect of 18 treatments on the yield of mung bean

Ak PR N Alpha=0. 05 i 74 /Alpha=0. 05 subset
Treatment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Duncan?® 14 3 1. 03800
17 3 1. 09067 1. 09067
18 3 1.23167 1.23167
15 3 1. 23300 1. 23300
11 3 1. 26967 1. 26967
10 3 1. 41500 1. 41500
12 3 1. 45300 1. 45300 1. 45300
13 3 1.50133 1.50133 1.50133 1.50133
16 3 1.53133 1.53133 1.53133 1.53133
2 3 1.54033 1.54033 1.54033 1.54033
1 3 1. 58400 1. 58400 1. 58400 1. 58400 1. 58400
4 3 1.72200 1. 72200 1. 72200 1. 72200 1. 72200
5 3 2.07533 2.07533 2.07533 2.07533 2.07533
3 3 2.11400 2.11400 2.11400 2.11400
6 3 2.20233 2.20233 2.20233
9 3 2.22467 2.22467
8 3 2.27167 2.27167
7 3 2.45467
g 0.103 0. 060 0. 056 0. 060 0.051 0. 087 0.237
R R A EREAR KN N=3.000, J5 25437458 . P<<0. 05,
Note: Using the harmonic mean sample size N=3. 000. The results of variance analysis: P<Z0. 05.
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Preliminary Report on High Yield Population Structure and
Function Optimization of Mung Bean in Arid Region

XING Bao-long, FENG Gao.GUO Xin-wen.ZHANG Xu-li.LIU Zhi-ping, ZHENG Min-na
(High Latitude and Cold Weather Crops Institute of Shanxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Datong,
Shanxi 037008)

Abstract;In order to innovation and integration mung bean high yield and drought resistant cultivation technology system, the
yield components of different mung bean varieties with different density and different film mulching modes were studied, the
high yield and drought resistant population structure and the adjustment effect of the technology on population structure and
function were evaluated. The results showed that: Tonglv No. 1 with the density of 180 000 plantss hm* and film mulching
on ridge and over furrow,had reasonable population structure and the best function,green leaves leaf area index was 2. 046,
yield achieved maximum,was 1 819.5 kge hm?,it was an appropriate planting mode in arid regions.

Key words: mung bean;arid region;high yield; population structure
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