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Table 1. The effectiveness of attracting the Oriental fruit fly with the use of Spinosad bait in a sapodilla orchard 

at Chiayi Station, ARI 
Females captured by sticky paper 

(Mean ± SD, n=2) 
Males captured by Victor trap 

Time of 
Investigation 1) 

 
Spinosad bait No bait CK 

 
Spinosad bait No bait CK 

Week 1  18.0 ± 4.2 22.5 ± 9.2  1063 1759 
Week 2  8.5 ± 3.5 7.0 ± 5.7  612 907 
Week 3  8.0 ± 4.2 6.0 ± 1.4  515 859 
Week 4  8.5 ± 2.1 9.0 ± 2.8  861 1352 
Week 5  7.0 ± 2.8 17.0 ± 5.7  1594 2538 
Week 6  9.5 ± 2.1 5.5 ± 3.5  2044 3511 
Week 7  3.5 ± 3.5 6.5 ± 0.7  1661 2655 
Week 8  2.5 ± 0.7 5.5 ± 0.7  396 447 
Average 2)  8.2 a 9.9 a  1093 B 1753 A 
1) April-May 2006. 
2) Means in the row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT. 
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68.0 62.5% 47.1 22.2% 8 32.5%

65.9 58.5%  

 
Table 2. The damage rates and control efficacy of the Oriental fruit fly in a sapodilla orchard at Chiayi Station 

Fruit damage (%) Degree of fruit infested (%) Time of 
Investigation1) 

 
Spinosad bait No bait CK 

 
Spinosad bait No bait CK 

 
Control 
rate (%) 

Week 0  46.0 ± 14.1 24.0 ± 8.5  13.0 ± 1.0 6.2 ± 0.7  -- 
Week 1  61.0 ± 26.9 30.0 ± 5.7  17.7 ± 5.7 10.3 ± 2.9  18.0 
Week 2  63.0 ± 29.7 29.0 ± 10.0  25.0 ± 16.5 11.3 ± 4.9  0.0 
Week 3  58.0 ± 22.6 37.2 ± 12.5  21.9 ± 9.7 12.9 ± 4.9  19.0 
Week 4  58.0 ± 5.7 54.7 ± 3.8  22.2 ± 6.9 24.4 ± 2.3  56.6 
Week 5  48.0 ± 8.5 67.2 ± 12.5  13.3 ± 2.8 32.6 ± 9.5  80.5 
Week 6  48.0 ± 11.3 73.0 ± 9.9  22.7 ± 4.2 39.7 ± 7.6  72.7 
Week 7  38.0 ± 17.0 73.0 ± 9.9  13.5 ± 6.4 40.9 ± 1.6  84.3 
Week 8  38.0 ± 8.5 66.0 ± 14.1  11.7 ± 0.5 41.0 ± 3.3  86.4 
Av (wk 1-8) 2)  51.5 a 53.8 a  18.5 A 26.6 A  52.2 
1) April-May 2006. 
2) Means in the row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT. 
 
 

 
Table 3. The effectiveness of attracting the Oriental fruit fly with the use of Spinosad bait in a guava orchard at 

Chiayi Station 
No. flies captured by sticky paper (Mean ± SD, n=2) Time of 

Investigation1) 
 

Sex 
 

Spinosad bait No bait CK 
  20.0 ± 9.9 17.5 ± 0.7 

Week 1 
  18.0 ± 12.7 13.0 ± 0.0 
  15.0 ± 1.4 9.5 ± 0.7 

Week 2 
  9.0 ± 0.0 13.5 ± 2.1 
  10.0 ± 5.7 14.5 ± 4.9 

Week 3 
  6.0 ± 4.2 3.0 ± 2.8 
  10.5 ± 10.6 8.0 ± 1.4 

Week 4 
  9.0 ± 8.5 9.0 ± 1.4 
  17.5 ± 3.5 13.0 ± 5.7 

Week 5 
  18.0 ± 5.7 18.0 ± 7.1 
  33.5 ± 7.8 35.0 ± 5.7 

Week 6 
  51.5 ± 9.2 47.0 ± 36.8 
  8.0 ± 2.8 9.0 ± 5.7 

Week 7 
  9.0 ± 1.4 8.0 ± 5.7 
  8.0 ± 4.2 15.0 ± 5.7 

Week 8 
  2.0 ± 1.4 16.0 ± 7.1 
  15.3 a 15.3 a 

Average 2) 
  13.8 A 15.9 A 

1) Aug.-Oct. 2006. 
2) Means in a row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT. 
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Table 4. The damage rates and control efficacy of the Oriental fruit fly in a guava orchard at Chiayi Station 

Fruit damage (%) Degree of fruit infested (%) Time of 
Investigation1) 

 
Spinosad bait No bait CK 

 
Spinosad bait No bait CK 

 
Control 
rate (%) 

Week 0  68.0 ± 5.7 74.0 ± 14.1  62.5 ± 10.2 60.0 ± 23.3  -- 
Week 1  50.0 ± 2.9 63.0 ± 1.4  28.5 ± 6.8 37.0 ± 5.2  25.4 
Week 2  48.0 ± 2.8 60.0 ± 2.8  26.2 ± 3.0 37.0 ± 3.3  31.5 
Week 3  71.0 ± 26.9 67.0 ± 7.1  51.2 ± 37.7 51.7 ± 21.0  4.1 
Week 4  65.0 ± 1.4 81.0 ± 12.7  40.0 ± 3.5 58.9 ± 21.4  33.4 
Week 5  71.5 ± 19.1 86.5 ± 12.0  58.6 ± 31.5 71.9 ± 31.0  21.1 
Week 6  42.8 ± 3.9 54.0 ± 5.6  29.4 ± 22.8 35.6 ± 31.5  20.0 
Week 7  23.8 ± 17.8 48.9 ± 33.7  15.4 ± 6.1 43.7 ± 41.1  65.9 
Week 8  41.7 ± 19.7 67.5 ± 10.6  22.2 ± 5.2 51.8 ± 19.1  58.5 
Av (wk 1-8) 2)  51.7 b 66.0 a  34.0 B 48.5 A  32.5 
1) Aug.-Oct. 2006. 
2) Means in the row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT. 
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Table 5. The effectiveness of attracting the Oriental furit fly with the use of Spinosad bait in a ponkan orchard 

at Chuchi, Chiayi 
No. flies captured by sticky paper (Mean ± SD, n=3) Time of 

Investigation1) 
 

Sex 
 

Spinosad bait No bait CK 
  1.0 ± 1.7 6.7 ± 2.5 

Week 1 
  0.0 ± 0.0 2.7 ± 3.8 
  0.0 ± 0.0 5.7 ± 2.1 

Week 2 
  0.0 ± 0.0 2.0 ± 1.0 
  0.7 ± 1.2 3.7 ± 3.8 

Week 3 
  0.3 ± 0.6 2.7 ± 1.5 
  2.0 ± 3.5 11.3 ± 4.0 

Week 4 
  0.0 ± 0.0 3.3 ± 1.2 
  2.0 ± 1.7 3.3 ± 3.2 

Week 5 
  1.7 ± 1.5 3.3 ± 1.5 
  0.7 ± 1.2 1.0 ± 1.0 

Week 6 
  0.0 ± 0.0 2.0 ± 3.5 
  0.3 ± 0.6 4.3 ± 2.3 

Week 7 
  0.3 ± 0.6 5.7 ± 6.7 
  0.7 ± 1.2 3.7 ± 4.7 

Week 8 
  3.3 ± 3.1 4.3 ± 1.5 
  0.9 b 4.9 a 

Average 2) 
  0.7 B 3.3 A 

1) Oct.-Dec. 2006. 
2) Means in a row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT. 
 
 

 
Table 6. The damage rates of the Oriental fruit fly in a ponkan orchard at Chuchi, Chiayi 

Fruit damage (%) Degree of fruit infested (%) Time of 
Investigation 1) 

 
Spinosad bait No bait CK 

 
Spinosad bait No bait CK 

Week 1  0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 
Week 2  0.0 ± 0.0 0.7 ± 1.2 0.0 ± 0.0 0.1 ± 0.2 
Week 3  0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 
Week 4  0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 
Week 5  0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 
Week 6  0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 
Week 7  0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0 
Week 8  0.0 ± 0.0 1.3 ± 2.3 0.0 ± 0.0 0.2 ± 0.4 
Average 2)  0.0 b 0.25 a 0.0 B 0.04 A 
1) Oct.-Dec. 2006. 
2) Means in the row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by DMRT. 
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Attracting Effectiveness of Spinosad Bait in Killing the Oriental 
Fruit Fly, Bactrocera dorsalis (Diptera: Tephritidae) 
 
Kun-Yaw Ho*, Shi-Cheng Hung  Chiayi Agricultural Experiment Branch, TARI, Chiayi 600, Taiwan 
Chien-Chung Chen  Taiwan Agricultural Research Institute, Taichung 413, Taiwan 

ABSTRACT 

The number of male oriental fruit fly from the 0.02% spinosad 
bait-treated plot (with 8-fold dilution rate) in an open sapodilla orchard (ca 
0.1 ha) without barrier was significantly less, 62.4% comparing to the check 
plot. The control rates of the last 4 weeks were 72.7-86.4% which indicated a 
significant attracting and killing effect with the use of spinosad bait. 
spinosad bait was also applied in a small guava orchard, about the same size 
as the sapodilla orchard, and the control rate calculated from the last 2 
weeks were only 58.5-65.9%. The low control rates might be due to that the 
treated and check plots were too close and no blockade so that the population 
in check plot was trapped simultaneously. However, the percentage of fruit 
damage and the degree of fruit infested were significantly lower in the 
spinosad bait-treated plot than in the non-used check plot. Also, spinosad bait 
was used in a larger ponkan orchard (ca 1.7 ha) and its surrounding area 
(0.3 ha), the average percentage of fruit damage was 0 in the spinosad 
bait-treated plot that was significantly different from that in the control plot. 
Summarized from the results of three tests, the spinosad bait had a 
significant control efficacy for the oriental fruit fly. As the application 
orchard is small, we can add more sprays on the surrounding area or expand 
the treated area to trap for the outside fly population which may intrude into 
the orchard, to ensure a better control. 
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