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Preference of the parasitoid Spalangia endius Walker to its hosts,
Bactrocera dorsalis and B. cucurbitae
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Abstract: [ Background] Spalangia endius (Walker) (Hymenoptera: Pteromalidae) is a solitary pupal endoparasitoid parasitizing
many species of Diptera. This makes the species a good candidate for the biological control of flies. [ Method] In order to understand
host species preference of S. endius, "H" tube and Petri dish experiments were performed in the laboratory. [ Result] When exposed
to pupae of the fruit flies Bactrocera dorsalis and B. cucurbitae, the parasitoid preferred B. dorsalis, with the highest parasitization

rate 61.11%. [ Conclusion and significance] The detected preference by S. endius indicates that prey quality is important for this

parasitoid, which can provide theoretical basis for possible mass rearing in attempts to control fruit fly pests.
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Fig.1 Structure graph of "H" tube
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Table 1  Number ratio of S. endius distribution on B. dorsalis and B. cucurbitae

[GLC RN E 6 Hﬁ(’fﬁ:) Number ratio of S. endius

Npy # Np.=30: 30

Npg # Np. =40 : 20

Npg # Ny =50 10

A %] Time
Ny + Ng.=10: 50 Nyy : Np. =20 : 40
9.30 0.823+0.008a 1.222+0.004a
10:00 0.921+0.005a 1.238+0.001a
10:30 0.903+0.001a 1.241+0.002a
11:00 0.889+0.007a 1.276+0.007a
11:30 0.946+0.002a 1.300+0.007a
1200 0.959+0.003a 1.380+0.004a
12.30 0.987+0.002a 1.411+0.003a
13.00 0.907+0.001a 1.633+0.001a
13.30 0.971£0.002a 1.387+0.006a

2.585+0.001b
2.657+0.001b
2.119+0.001a
2.532+0.001b
2.881+0.002b
2.786+0.004b
2.657+0.006b
2.685+0.007b
2.323+0.009b

3.421+0.007¢
3.323+0.008¢
3.579+0.008¢
3.147+0.005b
2.989+0.011b
3.301+0.020b
3.841+0.009¢
3.212+0.022b
3.109+0.001b

5.145+0.005d
6.063+0.008d
6.232+0.009d
6.111+0.019dc
8.424+0.015¢
8.789+0.007¢
8.134+0.005d
7.695+0.007¢
7.377+0.007¢

Bd /NS, Be NS o Bl S (bR EDR AT AR 52278 28 Duncan’s 3B R M 25 2 1 LUARAE 0.05 7K L2253 .

Bd is B. dorsalis, Bc is B. cucurbitae. Mean + SE followed by the same letter in the lines do not differ statistically by Duncan’s test (p<0.05).
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Table 2 Effects of B. dorsalis and B. cucurbitae pupal numbers

on the parasitism percentage of S. endius

25 Parasitism (% n
N - Nroan FEAREL(Sk) arasitiom (%) o

N dorsatis * Np.cueursi  Sample size fi/N i TR
B. dorsalis B. cucurbitae
50 : 10 10 61.11+6.87 35.33+7.39"
40 : 20 10 51.25+6.78 31.25+3.87"
30 : 30 10 51.85+5.24 28.15+3.76 "
20 : 40 10 53.61+2.45 25.56+2.69 "
10 : 50 10 54.22+2.68 24.44+5.30"

* 2 ¢ RTINS A AR R 2 JHI7E 005 7KF- F2E R 3
* Signals significant difference between B. dorsalis and B. cucurbi-

tae on the 5% level by Student’s ¢-test.
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