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Tablel. Agronomic traits and yield of mungbean in different planting dates in 2002.

Variety Plantingdate Plant Seeds/Plant 1000-seed Pods/Plant  Yield The 1st

height weight maturity rate
(cm) (9 (kg/ha) (%)
Tainan 5 Spring season
21, Jan. 336" 1072 58.72 13.1° 802° 94.6
5, Feb. 44.6°  128° 53.8° 14.8° 827° 99.5°
2LFeb. ____ 443 1257 556° 153" 1018° 927"
Fall season
5, Sep 395" 86" 62.7° 11.9° 1,072% 91.1°
18, Sep 474  68° 64.8 10.8° 874° 82.5°
I 40ct 354 _4F 605 56" 474 8947
VC6040A Spring season
21, Jan. 4.6°  110° 65.8% 13.6% 1,003%® 92.6°
5, Feb. 473 96* 62.2° 11.9% 880° 93.0°
2LFeb_ 54 108" 6700 1S 1204 972
Fall season
5, Sep 416> 83 62.3 11.5% 949° 91.0°
18, Sep 489*  67° 62.2° 9.5% 813° 86.0°
4, Oct 431>  44° 61.6 8.5° 490° 92.12
¥ 5%

* Data followed by the same letter in each column set indicate that the difference was not
significantby L. S. D. a 5% level.



2. 7
Table 2. ANOVA of defoliation rate on defoliant application and immersion treatment of
mungbean in 2001.

Mean square
Source of variation D.F Spring season Fall season
V) 1 1,145* 2,418*
(1) 1 1,200* 2,259*
(D) 3 11,208** 4,404**
Vx| 1 57 1
VxD 3 1,108** 839**
IxD 3 1,302%* 1,566**
VxIxD 3 457 1,527**
36 162 155

* oKk 5% 1%
* **  Gignificant at the 5% level and at the 1% level.

3.
Table 3. Defoliation rate on defoliants application and immersion treatment of mungbean.

5 (%) V C6040A (%)
Treatment Spring  Fall o Spring Fall o
Season  season X Season  season X
24 65.1* 69.1* 67.1% 212 413 313
1209 241° 75 391" 233
46% 10 746 605" 67.6™ 711° 672 69.2°
39.5% 500 97.1* 955° 096.3° 787 89.9° 843
99% 400 824" 401° 61.3 821° 709" 765%
24 651 69.1° 67.1% 21.2° 413" 31.3°
46% 10 + 24 56.9° 49.3° 531¢ 731° 559° 645
39.5% 500 + 24 965* 50.1° 733 1000° 938 96.9°
99% 400 + 24 69.4° 41.7° 55.6° 67.4° 90.1° 788
27.3° 209" 32.0° 75  391¢ 233

* 5%
" Data followed by the same letter in each column set indicate that the difference was not
significantby L. S. D. at 5% level.
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4. 5

Table 4. The influence of defoliants application and immersion treatment on germination rate in
mungbean variety Tainan 5.

Germination rate (%)

Treatment Spring season Fall season
24 89.1% 91.2%
39.5% 500 92.0° 94.5°
99% 400 87.7% 93.0°
46% 10 92.0° 93.5%
91.5% 90.5%
* 5%

* Data followed by the same letter in each column set indicate that the difference is not significant
by L.S.D. at 5% level.

5.
Table 5. Production cost comparison between machine harvesting and manual harvesting of
mungbean.
Harvest pattern
Treatment Materials Manage Manua  Machine Total Cost rate
(N$/ha) (N$/ha) (N$/ha) (N$ha) (N$/ha) (%)

24 2,250 16,900 10,800 29,950 67
39.5% 500 7,400 16,900 10,800 35,100 75
99% 400 4,683 16,900 10,800 32,383 71
46% 10 3,575 16,900 10,800 31,275 69
0 16,900 33,000 49,900 100




6. 92 5

Table 6. Yield and income of defoliants application and immersion treatment for machine
harvesting on mungbean variety Tainan 5 during Spring of 2001.

Yield Total income  Production cost Netincome  Index
Treatment (kg/ha) (N$/ha) (N$/ha) (N$/ha) (%)
24 716 42,960 29,950 13,010 65
39.5% 500 1,014 60,840 35,100 25,740 129
99% 400 930 55,800 32,383 23,417 117
46% 10 837 50,220 31,275 18,945 95
1,163 69,780 49,900 19,880 100
20
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Studies on Defoliants Application for Machine
Harvesting in Mungbean®

WuC.H.andT. J Lien?

Abstract.

Dull mungbean of planting date in the middle of February and first ten-day
period of September had higher seed yield and more than 91 % first maturity rate.
The immersion treatment had higher defoliation rate than the check in Tainan
No.5. The defoliant treatment had higher defoliation rate than immersion
treatment in Tainan No.5. The defoliation rate of defoliant treatment with 39.5
% ethythen diluted 500 times  was higher than the other treatments. The rates
were 95.5~97.1 % in Tainan No.5 and 78.7~89.9 % in VC6040A, respectively.
Seven days after the defoliant or immersion treatment, dull mungbean could be
harvested with machine. The germination rate of mungbean had no significant
difference between treatments. Compared to manual harvest, the defoliant
treatment with 39.5 % ethythen  diluted 500 times for machine harvest was
significantly effective, by 29 % increase in net income of 25,740 N.T. $/hain the
dull mungbean Tainan No.5.
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