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4 . Screening Mungbeans for Drought Tolerance If Field Triatl.

*
(ZEANEH, sz, AVRDC) ZA A %, £ 35 &, G.C.KUO

1. Cultivars are not consistently classified for drought response
by different variables measured, as was true in our drought
box procedure. It appears that no single vegetative or physio—
gical variable investigated in this study or reported earlier

can alone be reliably utilized to assess cultivar performance



