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Oviposition preference of the oriental fruit fly Bactrocera dorsalis

on pomegranate

XIANG Qian', YANG Wei-Ping', QU Jia-Bao', YU Jin-Xin', ZENG Xin-Nian', WU Hong-Xia>, LIU
Jia-Li '* (1. South China Agricultural University, Guangdong Engineering Research Center for Insect
Behavior Regulation, Guangdong Province, Guangzhou 510642, China; 2. Huili City Rural Professional
Technology Association, Huili 615100, Sichuan Province, China)

Abstract; To clarify the effects of pomegranate variety, maturity and fruit integrity on Bactrocera dorsalis
oviposition preference, and provide an important theoretical basis for the behavioral regulation of
B. dorsalis in pomegranate garden. In this study, pomegranate fruits of different varieties and different
maturities collected from Zhangguan Town, capital city, Sichuan Province were used as materials.
Through selective experiment, the number of oviposition apertures and the number of eggs on the fruit
were counted, and the oviposition selection behavior of fruit fly B. dorsalis was analyzed. The results
showed that the oviposition preference of citrus fruit fly to different varieties of pomegranate was soft seed
pomegranate > hard seed pomegranate > wild hard seed pomegranate. The oviposition preference of

pomegranate with different maturity was ripe fruit > fully ripe fruit > unripe fruit. Compared with the intact
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fruit, cracked fruits were more preferred for oviposition by B. dorsalis. The results of correlation analysis

showed that under the normal fruit state of pomegranate, the soluble solid content of soft seed

pomegranate and wild hard seed pomegranate had a significant positive correlation with the number of

oviposition apertures and the amount of eggs, while the soluble solid content of hard seed pomegranate

had no significant correlation with the number of oviposition apertures and the number of eggs. Under the

condition of pomegranate in cracked fruit, there was no significant correlation between soluble solid

content and the number of eggs of each pomegranate variety. B. dorsalis prefers ripe fruit, cracked fruit

and fruit with soluble solid content of 14.00% ~ 17.00% of soft seed pomegranate to lay eggs. From

August to September in Huili area, pomegranate growth is in ripe fruit stage and many cracked

fruits. Thus, this period should be the key period for the damage of B. dorsalis, and prevention and

control should be done in advance.

Key words: Pomegranate; soluble solid content; Bacirocera dorsalis; oviposition preference
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Fig. 1 Grading of pomegranate with different maturity
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Fig. 2 Effects on the oviposition selectivity of Bactrocera dorsalis of normal pomegranate fruits with different variety
A, FEZIRALEG B, PR, BPARNS FREF R B EMZES (Duncan, P <0.05), FEF, Note:

A, Average egg aperture number; B, Average egg number. Differences lowercase letters in the figure represented significant

difference (Duncan, P <0.05). Same below.
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Fig. 3  Effects on the oviposition selectivity of Bactrocera. dorsalis of normal pomegranate fruits with different maturity

e A, FH-FLEG B, SFYFE IR, Note: A, Average egg aperture number; B, Average egg number.
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Fig. 4 Effects of pomegranate fruit integrity at different maturity on the oviposition of Bactrocera dorsalis

W A, BAARMEHEINE,; B, WAFAMNTEIYENE, Note: A, Average egg number of soft seed pomegranate;

B, Average egg number of hard seed pomegranate.
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Fig. 5 Effect of ripe fruit integrity of different pomegranate varieties on oviposition of Bactrocera dorsalis
Fe A, ARG FIEE RMBE L E IR HE; B, AFRGFRE [EIE A LA, Note: A, Comparison of average

egg number on the normal fruit and cracked fruit of different variety; B, Comparison of average egg number of different variety.
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