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Table 1. Percentage of fruit damaged by the Oriental fruit fly in guava orchards in the first fruiting season, 2004

gl

Weekly fruit damaged (%)

Treatment Before  1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th  Av(wk1-7)
0.02% Spinosad 8-fold (1.0 L/ha) 100a 85.7a 57.3b 127c¢ 11.0b 137c 220c 71.0b 39.1c
0.02% Spinosad 5-fold (1.6 L/ha) 100a 80.7a 52.0b 183c 120b 10.7c 39.7c 927a 43.7¢c
Nulure 8-fold + 25% Malathion 100-fold 100a 89.3a 77.3b 50.3b 27.0b 31.7b 740b 96.7a 63.8b
Check (no bait applied) 94.7a 87.3a 95.7a 96.3a 97.7a 99.7a 100a 100a 96.7 a

? Means in the same column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT.

® 2. FOMEHE 2004 55 R R RE MR E B ER

Table 2. Percentage of fruit damaged by the Oriental fruit fly in guava orchards in the second fruiting season, 2004

Weekly fruit damaged (%) *

Treatment Before  1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th  Av(wk1-7)
0.02% Spinosad 8-fold (1.0 L/ha) 100a 827c 60.0b 31.7c 21.7b 133c 11.0c 17.0b 339¢c
0.02% Spinosad 5-fold (1.6 L/ha) 100a 80.0c 62.7b 46.0bc 283b 140c 6.7c 9.7b 35.3¢c
Nulure 8-fold + 25% Malathion 100-fold 100a 933b 85.0ab 54.3b 380b 33.7b 320b 257b 51.7b
Check (no bait applied) 100a 100a 100a 98.0a 99.0a 100a 98.7a 100a 99.4 a

? Means in the same column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT.



oy i s B 7 8 BR 7 SR Wl 165

3. FHOMEGE 2004 4255 RS2 AT R EHUE R & 2 HE K

Table 3. Degree of fruit infested by the Oriental fruit fly in guava orchards in the second fruiting season,2004

Weekly degree of fruit infested (%) *

Treatment Before  1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th  Av(wkl-7)
0.02% Spinosad 8-fold (1.0 L/ha) 952a 532c 29.0b 106c 6.6b 46b 45b 49b 16.2¢
0.02% Spinosad 5-fold (1.6 L/ha) 99.7a 57.7bc 36.7b 20.0bc 6.6b 32b 15b 20b 18.3 bc
Nulure 8-fold + 25% Malathion 100-fold 99.4a 781b 587ab 275b 11.8b 115b 95b 9.1b 295b
Check (no bait applied) 89.7a 98.1a 805a 926a 89.5a 91.3a 943a 982a 92.1a

? Means in the same column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT.

&’ 4. DIERRRE ZiaR

Table 4. Control rate calculated from the percentage of fruit damaged

Fruiting Weekly control rate (%) *
Treatment
season 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th Av(wk1-7)
0.02% Spinosad 8-fold (1.0 L/ha) 7.3 43.2 87.6 89.3 87.1 79.2 32.8 60.9
First 0.02% Spinosad 5-fold (1.6 L/ha) 12.8 48.5 81.9 88.4  89.9 62.5 124 56.6

Nulure 8-fold + 25% Malathion 100-fold 3.2 234 505 738 700 300 8.6 37.1

0.02% Spinosad 8-fold (1.0 L/ha) 17.4 400 678 782 862 8838 83.0 65.9
Second 0.02% Spinosad 5-fold (1.6 L/ha) 20.0 374 531 713 860 933 90.4 64.5
Nulure 8-fold + 25% Malathion 100-fold 6.6 150 445 616 664 675 74.4 48.0

? Means of 3 replications.
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Table 5. Control rate calculated from the degree of fruit infested in the second fruiting season, 2004

Weekly control rate (%)

Treatment 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th Tth Av(wk1-7)
0.02% Spinosad 8-fold (1.0 L/ha) 489(28)" 66.1(1.7) 89.2(1.3) 93.1(1.2) 953(1.1) 955(1.1) 95.3(11) 83.3(1.3)
0.02% Spinosad 5-fold (1.6 L/ha) 47.1(24) 59.0(1.6) 80.6(1.5) 934(1.3) 96.8(1.1) 98.6(1.1) 98.2(11) 820(1L.3)

Nulure 8-fold+25%Malathion 100-fold ~ 28.2 (4.3) 34.2(2.3) 732 (16) 88.1(L4) 88.6(L3) 909(L3) 916(12) 70.7(L5)

? Number in parenthesis is the control rate calculated by the degree of fruit infested divided by the control rate calculated by the
percentage of fruit damaged.

6. BEAaEE Nulure DUESEIE TR T R E SRR HEiR
Table 6. Comparison of trapping effectiveness of Spinosad bait and Nulure in net-bags to the Oriental fruit fly

No. of flies trapped / net bag / week (Mean+SD, n=12)

Guava fruit Spinosad bait Nulure Paper ball
Sex Standard Cotton pad Fiber block Cotton pad Fiber block Check
Female  55t6.7a 1.7+2.0 ab 2.0£2.9 ab 1.0+1.3b 1.8+2.3 ab 0.740.9 b
Male 12.5t174 a 4.3+7.4 abc 9.1+14.9 ab 0.9+1.5¢ 3.4+4.6 abc 3.04£7.6 bc

? Means in a row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT.
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Effectiveness of Spinosad Bait in the Control of Oriental
Fruit Fly (Diptera: Tephritidae) in Guava Orchard*

Kun-Yaw Ho*®°, Shi-Cheng Hung® and Chien-Chung Chen*

Summary

Ho, K. Y., S. C. Hung, and C. C. Chen. 2005. Effectiveness of Spinosad bait in the control of Oriental fruit fly (Diptera:
Tephritidae) in guava orchard. J. Taiwan Agric. Res. 54:162-168.

The result of Spinosad bait spray (diluted 8-fold, spot sprayed weekly, 4 spots per plant, ca. 5 ml per
spot) tested in guava orchards at Touliu in 2004 showed that it could effectively control the Oriental fruit
fly, Bactrocera dorsalis (Hendel). The percentage of fruit damaged and the degree of fruit infested
decreased significantly after 3 weeks of consecutive applications. These two infested indices in the second
fruiting season decreased from 100 and 95.2% before the treatment to 33.9 and 16.2% in average after 7
weeks of treatments, respectively. The averaged control rates were 60.9 and 65.9% after 7 weekly
applications in the first and second fruiting seasons, respectively and which were higher than the treatments
with the sprays of Nulure protein hydrolysate bait (37.1 and 48.0%). Furthermore, the control rate was
significantly higher when it was calculated from the degree of fruit infested than from the percentage of
fruit damaged. The effectiveness of Spinosad bait spray in the control of fruit fly could be influenced by the
plot size, distance between plots, adjacent environment, and the weather. Therefore, area-wide control is
recommended to ensure the best controlling result. In addition, re-application of the bait will be necessary
after rain. The baits used in this experiment were not effective if applied with the net-bag hanging method
in the field.

Key words: Spinosad bait, Guava, Attractant, Bactrocera dorsalis.
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