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Study on the Effect of Bagged Cultivation on Fruit Quality of Red Fuji Apples

LIANG Zhi-hong', HUANG Yu-long®
(1. Institute of Agrcultural Economy and Information, Gansu Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Lanzhow Gansu 730070 China; 2. Institute of
Agricultural Products Storage and Processing, Gansu Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Lanzhow Gansu 730070 China)

Abstract; In this paper, taking Changfu 2 for material which collected from three apple-producing areas of Gansu Prov-
ince, w e determined and compared fruit quality and content of fruit inclusion in the fruits of harvest time, as well as the
determined and observed the quality during storage, and studied on the effect of bagged cultivation on fruit quality of red
fuji apples. The results showed that bagging can lead to the determination value decreased of quality index that single
fruit weight, fruit flesh firmness and content of soluble solids weight of Red Fuji apple; after bagged, a dlight increase in con-
tent of fruits moisture, loss of organic adds and total soluble sugar, a slight decrease in ratio of sugar and add and loss of
more serious vitamin G, caldum and borum. The underlying trend of the fruit quality dhanges during storage not affected that
bagged or not does but the bagged fruit in more loss water during storage, taste and flavor less than control. The results in-
dicated that bagging cultivation was negative of fruit development quality and post-harvest storage of Fuji apple .
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