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Effects of Different Pressure Treatments on the Growth of Mung Bean Sprouts
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Abstract
and development of mung bean sprouts. [ Method ] The effects of pressure on the yield, bud length, main root length, fibrous root length and
leaf length of mung bean sprouts were applied to the production of mung bean sprouts. [ Result] The mung bean sprouts were exerted under
certain pressure during the production of mung bean sprouts. After 48 h, there were no significant differences in bud yield, the bud length in-
creased significantly, the main root length, the fibrous root length and the length of the leaves decreased significantly. There was no significant
difference in the indexes of the green bean sprouts after 72 h. [ Conclusion] Pressure can inhibit the growth of mung bean sprouts in a certain
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[ Objective ] The effects of different pressure on the growth of mung bean sprouts were studied to provide a basis for the production

(LA A2 BEAE YO 58 B/ AR 48 5 (0 AR 00 i Pt 77 T AR R

period of time, and can be used to regulate the growth of mung bean sprouts.
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Table 1 Comparison of the weight of green bean sprouts after 48 and

72 h stress treatments kg
}Pf:sjs%j%realmenl 48 h 72h
0 0.920 a 1.062 a
2 £ 2 times 0.923 a 1.053 a
4 % 4 times 0.925 a 1.046 a
6 f 6 times 0918 a 1.058 a
8 % 8 times 0.917 a 1.062 a

H FIPIARY NG FREFIRTE 0.05 K22 5
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level
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Fig.1 Effects of different treatments on bud length after 48 h
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Fig.2 Effects of different treatments on root length after 48 h
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Fig.3 Effects of different treatments on fibrous root length after
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Fig.4 Effects of different treatments on leaf length after 48 h
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Fig.5 Effects of different treatments on bud length after 72 h
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Fig.6 Effects of different treatments on root length after 72 h

stress treatment
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Fig.7 Effects of different treatments on fibrous root length after
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Fig.8 Effects of different treatments on leaf length after 72 h
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Fig.9 Effects of different treatments on bud length within 72 h
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Fig.10 Effects of different treatments on root length within 72 h
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Fig.11  Effects of different treatments on fibrous root length
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Fig.13 Effects of different treatments on weight within 72 h
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Table 2 Correlation coefficient between yield related traits of green bean sprouts after 48 h stress treatment

i RN EaN BN ZILISS RIS HiE
Yield characters Bud length Main root length Fibrous root length Leaf length Weight
24 Bud length 1

F MK Main root length -0.901" 1

AR K Fibrous root length -0.770 0.573 1

- Leaf length -0.755 0.461 0.900" 1

Him Weight 0.861 -0.743 -0.935" -0.754 1

I« FoRAE 0.05 KM

Note: * indicated significant correlation at 0.05 level
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Table 3 Correlation coefficient between yield related traits of green bean sprouts after 72 h stress treatment

FrE R PR FRE R LIS it
Yield characters Bud length Main root length Fibrous root length Leaf length Weight
24 Bud length 1

FHK Main root length -0.299 1

AR Fibrous root length -0.476 0.976" " 1

- Leaf length 0.408 0.720 0.588 1

i Weight 0.568 0.293 0.110 0.507 1

s ox o FORTE 0.01 K- i A G

Note: # #* indicated extremely significant correlation at 0.01 level
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