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Effects of Insect Screen Net on Insect Pest Control for Jujube
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In recent years, not only the cultivation area of Jujube in Korea but also the number
of pest species has increased. The farmers farming environmentally friendly are in
great difficulty because there are no effective control devices. This study was
conducted to investigate the control effect of the insect screen net on three pest
species (Apolygus spinolae, Dasineura sp. and Carposina sasakii) in Jujube orchard
when the pests were blocked by insect screen net. For the first and second surveys,
the damage rates by A. spinolae were 9.06, 13.95% in 50 mesh, 4.75, 10.17% in
25 mesh, 5.68, 11.84% in 18mesh mesh of insect screen net and 21.6, 36.34% in
untreated insect screen net, respectively. The damage rates by Dasineura sp. were
0.54, 0.13% in 50 mesh, 0.93, 2.84% in 25 mesh, 1.05, 13.45% in 18 mesh mesh
of insect screen net and 11.1, 26.65% in untreated insect screen net. Carposina
sasakii were completely blocked in all the treatments. Damages on Jujube were not
observed by insect screen net. Therefore, insect screen net is effective on insect
pest control for Jujube.

Key words : Apoloygus spinolae, Carposina sasakii, Dasineura sp., insect screen
net, Jujube
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Fig. 2. Control efficacy of Apolygus spinolae by insect screen net in Jujube orchard. Bars
(£SD) with the same letter are not significantly different (Tukey's test, a=0.05).
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Fig. 3. Control efficacy of Dasinera sp. by insect screen net in Jujube orchard. Bars (+xSD)
with the same letter are not significantly different (Tukey's test, a=0.05).

N
ofy
L
>
1>
i
o
1o
oM,
o o
[t
rlr
_)&
A
-
=2
X
S
X
_>|~L
ho{r
i)
i
fz
8
E
:q
Ga
N

T 1
Fot Aol A7)k A¥ A& F AT, %vo} AAvbtel 4% w4l 7~8 mmo|
S H Zol& 12~15 mmEA(NCPMS, 2017), & Ao A AL&-3F wF5w
25, 18 meshol] M3t 71 A7]7} w9 Atk Wk AFOE2AE BFEES F S0Vt
Zlol oJfHu. B8 dollA 2t R85 {52 1 A7) Fop WET Abol 2 FEhE Zlo]
7Fed = Ao, ot vhilel A9 Aol Y Ek EREolv
Z O E(Kim et al,, 2001) &HA AT wWepA viE FHel A=
U2 ol "aAo] glom, &o] f50] oF =& AXHE SEHA7A

A7) AE A s P90 lolt,

&
¢
i

e i)

TR Y R
v}

e

2
2
rlo
N,
2
=
e
e
ot
o =+
E
off
N
2
>
¢
Oi
N
_|>Jd
rlu
H
2
i
N
izl
poss

sgou, A Aol E9E B F3AT) 1 o] Jung and Kim (2008)'3] At &l 5
£ ol &% allF WAl ATolA wrmeA o] S Tt 2ol vy F
= = ME 7t o2 A H9E T8 AZE A aAE AT oAH ¢
), 53] HldlsHo] Hold UH|E s FEo] BIA A HY oo o]Fs Sol& + A



626 o 4T o143 2ol o FY - AES FEEF- N4

= Agel &‘E} , wH|wee] 37} S| ET L ST B2 A Hef 7 27H A
AR w= 159 71%F 5 Al 7RI 529 ha® Ao A 31:5/71& I FE7}
Ak 1%7] HHEOH A LA Bgotd Aol flo] o= Hx o|Fojd
Hroll $le AAolth R g Fo) Hla A7 AH L ol F stube Esobil vy
o] AR 7IF2 A, Eol vl o] O u(Lee et al., 1984), ©] 739 13F A vl =
7ol Al Aol B-A 29715 ol met siFo] HAol AYshe AL o= HAE Adsi=
Zlo] 7hsstth SFAIRE th 39| 7% 242 A4 shushtel BAE Aot Zlo] 8753t
7] W&ol WEY T °E Elzi WS ol &ste W folle mhgd ol gle Zol
Aot

upeha] o] 9} 2

=3
e 2 7

Damaged fruit{%)

a a a

S50mesh 25mesh 18mesh Untreated

Insect screen net diameter

Fig. 4. Control efficacy of Caposina sasakii by insect screen net in Jujube orchard. Bars
(£SD) with the same letter are not significantly different (Tukey's test, a=0.05).
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Fig. 5. Changes of humidity and temperature by insect screen net in Jujube orchard.
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Table 1. Changes of Jujube characteristics by insect screen net in Jujube orchard

Insect Fruit Fruit Fruit Sugar Leaf Leaf
Area |screen net weight Diameter Length content length width NFB*
size (2) (mm) (mm) (°brix) (cm) (cm)

50mesh | 10.7+4.37 a* | 25.5+3.63 a | 33.2+2.86 a| 22.6+3.8a | 7.9+1.27 a|4.5£0.73 a | 2.4+2.62 a

Jung 25mesh | 11.0£3.82 a |25.842.77a|34.244.47a|22.1£3.18 a| 8.6+1.28 a | 4.840.77a|2.2+2.49 a

cho 18mesh | 9.843.03a |25.5£2.54a|30.7£3.54 a|20.3+£3.52 a|9.6+1.41 a|4.9+0.75a|2.9£3.22 a

Untreated | 10.6+£3.77 a | 25.6£3.45a| 33.4£3.9a |23.5+4.01 a | 8.1+2.08 a | 4.6£1.21 a |2.7+2.53 a

S0mesh | 12.2+3.94a |27.1£3.15a|36.0£3.89a | 18.4+4.86a| 9.2+1.5a |53+0.96a|2.242.92 a

Eo 25mesh | 11.94£3.73 a | 25.842.95a|36.0+4.61 a|26.1+4.24 a| 8.7+1.45a | 5.1+0.84 a | 2.5+3.19 a

am 18mesh | 13.1£3.34a |27.242.39a|35.743.24 a | 24.8+2.87 a | 8.4+1.47a|4.8+0.75a|3.2+3.14 a

Untreated | 12.843.37 a | 28.1£3.14 a | 34.5£3.17 a | 22.8£3.74 a | 8.2+1.49 a | 4.7+0.77 a | 2.843.32 a

“Mean separation within each columns by Duncan’s multiple range test, 1% level.
¥ The number of fruiting per bearing shoot.
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