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The effectiveness of removing fallen fruit on control of the oriental
fruit fly Bactrocera dorsalis and evaluation of the infestation

rate of this pest in five mango varieties

YE Wen-Feng LI Lin XIE Chang-Wei DONG Wen-Xia XIAO Chun™

( Plant Protection Institute, Yunnan Agricultural University, Kunming 650201, China)

Abstract The rate of infestation of five major mango varieties by the oriental fruit fly Bactrocera dorsalis ( Hendel) was
assessed in Yuanjiang, Yunnan, from June to August 2011. The results show that two varieties ( Sannianmang and Red
ivory) had the highest rate of infestation and largest number of oviposition apertures. Additional tests were conducted to
evaluate the effectiveness of removing fallen fruit on fruit fly abundance. There was a significant positive correlation
between the number of fallen fruits per square meter ( X) and the number of male files (Y) captured by methyl eugenol
(Me) (r, =0.884™, P, =0.000). The regression equation was ¥ = —1.675 +449.701X —204.933X> +27.046X° (R’
=0.966, P = 0.000). The relationship between the accumulated number of male files captured by Me (X) and the
average infestation rate of mango fruits (Y) can be expressed as ¥ =0.003X" 7' (R* = 0.953,P = 0.000). Compared to
the control group, the infestation rate and number of captured male flies in the treatment group were significantly reduced
by 20% and 44% , respectively. Therefore, removing fallen fruit is recommended as an effective method of controlling this
pest.
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Comparison of the infestation rate of 5 mango varieties by oriental fruit fly
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Histograms with different letters indicates significantly different by Duncan’s multiple range test.

The same with Fig.2 — Fig. 6.
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Fig.2 Comparison of the number of oviposition apertures on infested fruit of 5 mango varieties
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Table 1 Features and fruiting periods of 5 mango varieties
" KA. H) - ,
J=E SR Harvest neriod A R RFAE HURTE (g)
Varieties of mango =pe Maturity Features of exocarp Weight of single fruit
(Month. day)
BT e e o
: 6.4-7.21 0.8 A LR &, BUb R 120 - 170
Sannianmang
BR—5 e e o ; S
. 6.15-7.10 0.6 CREWSESE SRy EANN LR g 180 - 230
Tainong No. 1
4 RUE TS N \
EREE 6.15-7.10 0.6 ARGD L )N RO ki 500 - 900
Jinfenghuang
i G A - - N
A £ 7.1-7.14 0.8 VLT (0, WO UL I 44 500
Yanzhimang
AN B NI " .
RAE 6.8-7.9 0.8 B0 3, SRS B 44 500

Red ivory
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Fig.3 The infestation rate of dropped fruits of 5 mango varieties
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Fig.4 Comparison of the number of oviposition apertures on infested fruit of 5 mango varieties
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Fig.5 Comparison of the number of fly larvae in infested fruit of 5 mango varieties
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Fig.6 The eclosion rate of fly larvae in infested dropped fruit of 5 mango varieties
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Table 2  Infestation rate of fruits and density of male oriental fruit fly with different treatment
Kb P Treatment
HEREAR X A BRE R H X
JH Y B 8] Elimination of fruitlets CK
time of Y e 0 e st
. . R MW , R W H ,
stigation” E R (% i & 2% (%
Hvestigation Number of Number of Bk R ( 6) Number of Number of Bk R ( 6)
Infestation Infestation
dropped adults/trap/ dropped adults/trap/
o 5 rate( % ) o 5 rate( % )
fruits/m week fruits/m week
501 5 Week 1 0.1 51.7 5 0.5 183.1 12
%2 & Week 2 0.2 75.6 1.9 274.9 19
553 5 Week 3 0.1 66.7 9 3.0 236.5 22
% 4 J5 Week 4 0.3 124.2 17 4.8 426.2 40
%5 J& Week 5 0.3 91.0 19 1.5 329.6 47
%6 JE Week 6 0.2 28.9 27 0.2 102.5 64

T RN A ET A A 2011 4E 6—7 . means investigation time from Jun. 2011 to Jul. 2011.
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The effect of diversified cropping on phytophagous insect behavior

DONG Wen-Xia XU Ning XIAO Chun™

(Key Laboratory of Agro-Biodiversity and Pest Management of Education Ministry of China, Yunnan

Key Laboratory Argro-Biodiversity and Conservations, Yunnan Agricultural University, Kunming 650201, China)

Abstract Increasing the habitat diversity and stability of agro-ecosystems by crop genetics and species diversification has
been a focus in agricultural research and a trend in insect pest control. However, the mechanisms involved and degree of
pest reduction are dependent on a thorough understanding of the behavior of the relevant insect species. Phytophagous
insects’ host location, mating, movement, oviposition, and feeding behaviors are disturbed in diversified cropping

systems. The effect of diversified cropping on phytophagous insect behavior, as well as current research problems and

future perspectives, are discussed in detail based on domestic and foreign research reports.

Key words crop, diversified cropping, phytophagous insect, behavior, effect
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