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Abstract
The degree of fruit infested by the Oriental fruit fly, Bactrocera dorsalis (Hendel), decreased when using a guava-sticky-bag
(fruit net-bag) and methyl-eugenol Victor fly trap but not when only using a Victor fly trap in a guava orchard. However, adding a
McPhail trap which contains poisoned protein hydrolysate to the guava-sticky-bag and Victor fly trap treatment did not
significantly increase the effectiveness for overall fly attractiveness. However, when the fly population increased, adding the action
of cleaning the orchard decreased the degree of damaged fruit. According to a series of decreasing trapped fly numbers and high
control rate in a later stage in guava-sticky-bag treated orchards, this also showed good trapping efficiency. Testing data showed
that only the Victor fly trap treatment could catch a large number of male flies, but it did not decrease the degree of damaged fruit.
In addition, using the guava-sticky-bag and periodically cleaning the orchard also decreased the ratio of gravid female flies;
however, the ratio increased again when the fly source of the intruder dramatically increased.
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F— BFOREHBRYRARERATRE 2HEE(2000-2001)
Table 1. Degree of fruit infested by Oriental fruit flies in a guava orchard (2000~2001)

Duration Degree of fruit infested (%)” with different treatments
(Dec. 2000~ Guava-sticky-bag (GSB) GSB + VFT GSB + VFT .
. : Victor fly trap
Feb. 2001) + Victor fly trap (VFT) + Protein hydrolysate + Clean orchard
Week 0 96.3 95.3 91.7 92.9
Week 1 93.1 73.6 84.3 92.3
Week 2 49.6 59.9 67.8 98.5
Week 3 24.6 314 46.5 93.1
Week 4 16.4 174 23.5 99.2
Week 5 22.8 28.9 33.5 100
Week 6 46.7 474 374 98.8
Week 7 50.3 27.2 27.9 92.2
Week 8 443 12.5 14.2 100
Avg? 49.3 43.7° 47.4 96.3%

U The degree of fruit infested was calculated by the formula shown in “Material and Methods”.
9 Means in a line followed by the same letter do not significantly differ (p = 0.05, DMRT).
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K- EFOREHBEYRARBERATRE ZHEE(2001)
Table 2. Degree of fruit infested by Oriental fruit flies in a guava orchard (2001)

Duration Degree of fruit infested (%) ¥ with different treatments
(Mar.~Apr. Guava-sticky-bag (GSB) GSB + VFT Victor fly trap
2001) + Victor fly trap (VFT) + Clean orchard
Week 0 27.4 14.6 90.9
Week 1 185 11.1 92.07
Week 2 125 8.7 100
Week 3 8.6 5.7 100
Week 4 26.4 135 99.9
Week 5 41.1 17.8 100
Avg? 22.4° 11.9° 97.1°

U The degree of fruit infested was calculated by the formula shown in “Material and Methods”.
? Means in a line followed by the same letter do not significantly differ (p = 0.05, DMRT).

#= BREHEBHUSREEERHAE(2000-2001)
Table 3. Trapped number and control rate for the Oriental fruit fly in a guava orchard (2000~2001)

Duration No. of females/trap No. of males/trap Control rate”
(Dec. 2000 T?A TB TC TA TB TC CK TA TB TC
~Feb. 2001) Bag®? Bag PHY Bag Bag ME? Bag PH ME Bag ME ME % % &%

Week 1 792 672 61 940 743 101 566 3.3 104 55.0 143 102

Week 2 79.3 934 159 973 767 465 702 150 664 741 530 104 10.7 0.6

0
Week 3 70.5 575 129 109 700 215 526 63 380 116 365 305 0 0 0
Week 4 135 89.6 31.2 952 135 103 771 334 115 859 82.0 920 0 0 0
Week 5 786 603 72 473 855 280 471 68 785 355 420 175 0 0 0

Week 6 410 319 24 185 443 245 267 28 255 141 115 265 0 0 245
Week 7 212 178 15 118 187 180 186 13 100 83 35 325 259 148 66.2
Week 8 127 107 06 65 100 140 86 03 50 45 115 635 782 803 869
Avg? 64.7* 53.6* 9.7° 60.0° 64.3* 33.0° 44.7* 8.7° 55.3* 49.2* 47.9* 58.3* 16.4° 13.6* 25.5°

U The control rate was calculated by the formula shown in “Material and Methods”.
9 Treatment: A. guava-sticky-bag + Victor fly trap,
B. guava-sticky-bag + Victor fly trap + protein hydrolysate,
C. guava-sticky-bag + Victor fly trap + clean orchard, and
CK. with Victor fly trap only.
Bag: guava-sticky-bag.
PH: poisonous protein hydrolysate.

3)
"
» ME: methyl-eugenol in Victor fly trap.

9 Means in the same comparison group (TA-CK) followed by the same letter do not significantly differ (p =

0.05, DMRT).
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=N FORSEFRRIREWEKFAER(2001)

Table 4. Trapped number and control rate for the Oriental fruit fly in a guava orchard (2001)

Duration No. of No. of males/trap Control rate
(Mar ~Apr. females/trap
2001) TYA TB TA TB CK TA TB
Bag Bag Bag ME Bag ME ME (%) (%)
Week 1 29.9 33.0 10.1 77.0 14.9 66.7 409 - -
Week 2 8.9 11.4 3.2 11.3 6.8 5.7 303 82.8 61.2
Week 3 171 20.7 5.5 29.0 9.6 16.3 664 72.6 71.3
Week 4 29.7 26.8 18.3 19.3 19.1 6.0 1068 65.8 71.7
Week 5 26.4 22.6 17.6 52.0 13.1 24.7 1053 56.7 74.8
Avg. 224*  229° 10.9% 37.78 12.7% 23.9 6994 69.5°  69.8°
U Treatment: A. guava-sticky-bag + Victor fly trap.
B. guava-sticky-bag + Victor fly trap + clean orchard.
(The other notes are the same as in Table 3.)
Rh FAREAERARERRINERIR LR
Table 5. Number and ratio of gravid females of Oriental fruit fly in a guava orchard
Duration Guava-sticky-bag + Victor fly trap GSB +VFT + Clean orchard
(Mar.~Apr. No. of females Ratio % No. of females Ratio %
2001) With eggs ~ Without eggs (eggs/total) With eggs  Without eggs  (eggs/total)
Week 0 2.3 1.8 56.1 3.3 1.8 64.7
Week 2 0.3 0.5 375 0.5 2.3 17.9
Week 4 3.8 1.0 79.2 1.0 1.0 50.0
Week 6 2.3 1.0 69.7 2.8 1.3 68.3
Avg. N8 2.2 1.1 66.7 1.9 1.6 54.3
NS: Not significantly different.
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Attracting Effectiveness of Fruit Net-bags and Victor Fly Traps
for the Oriental Fruit Fly, Bactrocera dorsalis (Diptera:
Tephritidae), at a Touliu Guava Orchard

Kun-Yaw Ho*, Shi-Cheng Hung Plant Protection Department, Chia-Yi Agricultural Experiment Branch, Agricultural Research
Institute, Council of Agriculture, Chiayi 600, Taiwan, R.0.C.
How-Jing Lee, Tung-Ching Hsu and Yau-I Chu Department of Entomology, National Taiwan University, Taipei 106,
Taiwan, R.0.C.

ABSTRACT

The degree of fruit infested by the Oriental fruit fly, Bactrocera dorsalis
(Hendel), decreased when wusing a guava-sticky-bag (fruit net-bag) and
methyl-eugenol Victor fly trap but not when only using a Victor fly trap in a
guava orchard. However, adding a McPhail trap which contains poisoned
protein hydrolysate to the guava-sticky-bag and Victor fly trap treatment did
not significantly increase the effectiveness for overall fly attractiveness.
However, when the fly population increased, adding the action of cleaning
the orchard decreased the degree of damaged fruit. According to a series of
decreasing trapped fly numbers and high control rate in a later stage in
guava-sticky-bag treated orchards, this also showed good trapping efficiency.
Testing data showed that only the Victor fly trap treatment could catch a
large number of male flies, but it did not decrease the degree of damaged
fruit. In addition, using the guava-sticky-bag and periodically cleaning the
orchard also decreased the ratio of gravid female flies; however, the ratio
increased again when the fly source of the intruder dramatically increased.

Key words: Bactrocera dorsalis, fruit net-bag, Victor fly trap, attracting
effectiveness
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