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Fig. 2. Longitudinal section of chempedak small fruit.
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Fig. 3. Overall appearance and longitudinal section during chempedak fruit development.




NEFEERE R E LI 81

[ 4. H@%*ﬁHwiﬁﬁﬁ@u(mzo27d»mwﬁwt
gg[fF’m Eb AL 1 (D) 83-104d > F“J\agl;fF,ﬂ ERF R » ST ﬁggu, ST CIRY T o ok D FET A

YA -

; (B)27-55d > ﬁaﬁ* @ﬁs%d’m
[EZEER
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and seed matured. * : seed; A : aril; € : exopleura.
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Study on Fruit Development of Chempedak
|Artocarpus integer (Thumb.) Merrill]

Yong-Min Li', Pi-Chuan Liou’, and Chung-Rey Yen"

Abstract

Li, Y. M., P. C. Liou, and C. R. Yen. 2014. Study on fruit development of chempedak
[Artocarpus integer (Thumb.) Merrill]. J. Taiwan Agric. Res. 63(1):77-83.

Chempedak (4rtocarpus chempeden) is a newly emerging fruit crop in Taiwan. However, few
reports are available about its cultivation and production in Taiwan. In this study, results revealed that
fruit development of Chempedak displayed a sigmoid fashion. By analyzing absolute growth rate
(AGR) and relative growth rate (RGR) during fruit development period, it was evident that fruit de-
velopment curve changed significantly at 27, 55 and 83 days after flowering (DAF). Seed and peel ap-
peared at 27 DAF, aril emerged at 55 DAF, and no significant anatomical changes in chempedak fruit
at 83 DAF. Fruit were mature and soften for harvest at 104 DAF. Accordingly, results suggest that
there exist differences in developmental stages during fruit growth which interact each other along the
development.

Key words: Chempedak, Absolute growth rate, Relative growth rate.
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