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Abstract: The study was aimed to investigate the effects of fruit bagging on disease and pest incidence, pesticide usage

FEE  2024-06-12; fEEIHHET 2024-08-05

EEWR WHARHILI (No. ZDYF2023XDNY035 ); [HEZHEY AN B BEIR IS H ( No. NTPGRC2024-018 ); = B4 4R
ML R TAEREIE (No. 202205AF150037 ).

fEEZEN MBI (1998—), %, Wi-EWFsAs, Mo Rk A 8%, B 51E# ( Corresponding author ): #f# {5 ( MENG
Qiangian ), E-mail: mengzouzou@163.com; ¥ ¥ ( WANG Zheng ), E-mail: sallywz618@163.com,



144 o AE A F AR w46 %

rate and quality of fruits in the cultivation of jackfruit (Artocarpus heterophyllus) and to provide support for the
high-quality and high-efficiency cultivation technique of jackfruit. With ten cultivars of jackfruit used as the experi-
mental materials, the incidence of disease and pest and the number of new wormholes were calculated for bagging and
non-bagging fruits. At the same time, the appearance quality such as the color of fruit pericarp and pulp were evaluated,
and the content of soluble solid was determined. Moreover, the frequency and amount of pesticide application in the
whole growing season were counted. The results showed that the rhizopus rot incidence of non-bagging fruits was
10.48%—-25.00%, the rhizopus rot incidence in bagging fruits was only 0-2.62%, and the rhizopus rot incidence was
reduced by 77.55%-100.00% in bagging fruits of ten cultivars. Similarly, the anthracnose incidence of all cultivars of
non-bagging and bagging fruits was 10.00%-30.24% and 0—4.56% respectively, and the anthracnose incidence of bag-
ging fruits decreased by 69.99%—-100.00%. In addition, the incidence of jackfruit borer in all cultivars ranged from
23.33%-37.50% in non-bagging fruits and 4.00%-8.33% in bagging fruits, with the incidence of bagging fruits de-
creased by 74.62%—88.35%, in which the number of new wormholes and insects in bagging fruits of each cultivar was
significantly less than those in non-bagging fruits. Compared to the non-bagging fruit, the bagging fruit was fuller in
shape, the fruit surface was smoother, and the pericarp color was uniform. The non-bagging fruits had disadvantages of
deformed fruit shape and uneven pericarp color. Bagging had no significant effect on the soluble solids content. By
bagging the fruit, the frequency of pesticide application was reduced by 5 times and the amount of pesticide application
was reduced by 85.87%. In summary, fruit bagging can be used as an eco-friendly management method of jackfruit,
which can reduce the application of chemical pesticides while reducing the disease and pest of jackfruit, and maintain-

ing the fruit quality.
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Tab. 1 Fungicide and insecticide mixtures for application and bagging treatments in A. heterophyllus
JLEL 2550 2 25 &
Treatment Name of the pesticides Preparation dosage/[g-(667 m) ]
KIEAY A 50%NBKEE 5 R T IBAEAR F 2500 45 IR+2% BT 4k 3 ZFLH) 1500 f578 6+10
B 25%HHk e i TR TSR S 1) 1500 AR +20% 8 HUBR S 775 1500 f59 10+10
C: 25%5msBE LIl 1000 fii+2.5% 5 FUAE TR 7L 7] 2000 f K 15+7.5
D: 10%Z4i % &R AR R 1000 £5 98 +10%0k H ok AT IR 83 7] 4000 £ 15+3.75
AR S50% MK B e £ 1T I3 3R] 2500 F5 W +2% B 44k 14 3 L7 1500 57 6+10
1.3 HiEAE T REAL AT G i . 2 A R(E T L ECR

IR EHE R SPSS 20.0 Bt T 481140
BE Y bR R, 11 0 MO 2 ROE 5%

ST FEAR t K5, 24 E N iR A
One-way ANOVA 72, 25 g Z 581K H Duncan’s
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M2 2 nl, EASREA RPN R E . 10
A AR B RS B R A F R 10.48%~
25.00%, ELRRTAPIIREAERN 0~2.62%,
EAEJE A AR E R R EREM 77.55%~
100.00% , H-Hr TR VG T 4 545 HA A B2 4% 5 4K
Ji i K R AR /D, (HA5IR 77.55%; TS ERIE
2 E U0 B G A R AT B4R
BRIEE IR A D7 85I 45 o o R A SR S 1) o I
RHEN 10.77%~30.24%, ELESLHHRIERG K

RN 0~4.56% , 485 RIHW kKRR
69.99%~100.00%, 5HAbGFAHL, HEPEE 6
ST BN KRR, O 69.99%;
TRAT 18 5 FIZ [ DU 21 2548 5 A WAL 1) S JEL I o
TAN, MR 2 BPIEAE A5 SRR AR R S kA
FH 23.33%~37.50%, ESPIELHKERN
4.00%~8.33% , E4EJ5 K A& FFEM 74.62%~
88.35%, ALY B IG duFL AN HURy g 2D
FARELSRS, HpDRigWw 1 S7E4 SR
Wh LR Z, H(5.00£0.58) 1/ Rar, AL B
B LR (0.250.25) SR8 FIRIT 18 S E4
Pl BB 22, R (6.60+£0.40)k AR 5L, E4E
J& B F(3.75+1.25) kAR5,

®k2 ELERELENFETEFRHETLER, MERFLRHBEHOZMW
Tab. 2 Effects of bagging and non-bagging on disease and pest incidence, new wormholes and insect
numbers in A. heterophyllus

L b3 W HUE & A K Disease and pest incidence/% R LR i
Cultivar Treatment B SRALIA B G 24 B New Insect
(Rhizopus stolonifer) (Colletotrichum gloeosporioides) (Glyphodes caesalis) wormholes numbers
B E KA 17.04+2.96° 18.6145.39° 34.72+10.86° 1.10+0.10° 2.60+0.45°
=] 0.00£0.00° 2.78+2.78° 8.33+5.89" 0.13+0.13° 0.86+0.70°
FRIT 1S ORELE 17.25£6.55° 16.84+4.46° 31.67+9.28" L17£0.17°  1.50+0.34°
=] 0.48+0.32° 0.58+0.41° 4.19+3.66 0.29+0.18° 0.57+0.37°
FIRFT 18 5 FeAay 10.48+3.81° 14.60+3.03" 26.83+1.75° 3.50+0.45° 6.60+0.40°
=] 1.75£1.13° 0.000.00° 6.81+6.09° 0.50+0.50° 3.75+1.25°
ZE [ Py 4T R 15.77+4.74° 10.7743.50° 26.09+3.62° 1.57+0.20° 1.43+0.79*
=] 0.00£0.00° 0.000.00° 6.11+5.40° 0.38+0.26" 0.25+0.16°
RPN 1% RS 21.28+4 87 26.26+4.40° 23.33£10.00° 5.0040.58"  5.33£0.33°
ES2 1.09+0.83° 1.02+1.02° 4.89+3.62" 0.25£0.25°  1.67+0.1.20°
TRTGW. 2 5 REAE 25.00+4.81° 28.89+10.60° 37.50+6.39° 1.13£0.13*  2.00+0.19°
B 0.92:0.63 4.56+4.15° 5.08+4.13° 0.14£0.14° 0.14+0.14°
RPN 35 RER 15.48£1.19° 20.83+4.17" 23.4143.53° 117£0.17°  1.3340.19°
=4 2.53£1.47° 3.91+2.63° 4.80+3.22° 0.2240.15°  0.4420.29"
RPN 4% RESE 11.67+0.83" 19.58+4.91° 36.11£7.35° 1.67£0.33"  1.83+0.31°
B 2.62+1.97° 4.17+2.41° 5.23+1.99° 0.40£0.40°  0.20+0.20"
OokPEW 55 R4 18.65+3.25° 30.24+8.66" 34.05+4.29" 1.71£0.57 3.43+0.72°
48 2.08+2.08" 2.57+2.04° 6.25+4.27° 0.20£0.13°  0.20+0.13°
oRVEW. 6 5 RELR 24.33+4.33° 13.33+3.33° 34.33+2.96° 1.2940.18*  2.29+0.47*
ESE 2.25+2.25° 4.00+1.22° 4.00+2.65" 0.33+0.33" 0.33+0.33°

I AFE/NEFREFRIRAEHE 2% B35 (P<0.05)

Note: Different lowercase letters indicate significant difference among treatments (P<0.05).
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Fig. 1 Fruit and pulp appearance under different treatments
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Tab. 3  Effects of bagging and non-bagging on fruit color indexes in A. heterophyllus

i Cultivar AL FE Treatment L b* c’ he
ZEE PB4 KEA 74.03+5.15 —8.62+0.44° 15.97£1.23" 18.28+1.05° 119.28+2.31°
4 86.72+1.12° ~17.26+0.52° 12.95+0.64° 21.60+0.74" 143.29+1.02°
TPy 4 2 KA 73.94+1.72° ~7.36+0.82° 11.58+0.74* 13.89+0.80° 119.85+2.69°
4% 83.40+1.48° —15.89+1.05° 5.79+0.44° 16.98+1.02° 159.86+2.27°
ki 5 = KEA 72.5342.69° ~5.33+1.19° 12.79+0.92° 14.34+0.75° 113.83+4.98°
54 81.17+1.39° ~15.08+0.58" 8.44+0.67° 17.32+0.78" 151.05+1.45°

T AFE/NEPREFRIR A BE 22 5 B3 (P<0.05) o

Note: Different lowercase letters indicate significant difference among treatments (P<0.05).

23 ERSRELEXNREXAFEE RN

AR g 8 TR ST R R A 5
W 2 piR. BIRE . FU 115 FRT 18
SR 15 BORVEW 2 SR 4
56 A 2 AN TS, AT R P
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0.37%, EAEIIE , TR BIEY & R 20.00%+
0.45%; ThR VU 4 S 745 fb P rbn] 1 DR 90 1%
K, N 13.40%+1.08% , BEAS G HEE 2 13.59%+
0.73%. MZEEPUZRLL | DR PG 3 45 . Hk il
5 SR 6 5 4 M RFESRLAELR
SRR IR Y & B, S ANE, K

LH AR e SR S T 5 A 1 9 0 A B s i 7 T R )
24 ERSEXREZEVKRAERRBANERE
:ap-A

M 3 WA, WS EEN)E, RN
Bomb, BRAR TR &, Wi, B48
W AR G HREC 1R, RS
EERMR (2 A LAE4 A ) KM A, B,
C M D 1% 1k, fEERM (5—6 H ) 7 yififi
A 2555 B 2570145 1 R AR 2518 BN 6 1K,
LB T 5 WARAM HRE BhXER
WA 20 FH RN 16 g/667 m”, T AL
BEMR MR N 113.25 g/667 m*, FEALT
85.87% AR it F 12 o
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Fig. 2 Effects of bagging and non-bagging on fruit soluble solid content in A. heterophyllus
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Fig. 3 Effects of bagging and non-bagging on pesticide application frequency and pesticide application amounts
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