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Abstract: [ Background] The wasp Spalangia endius Walker is an important parasitoid of the pupae of flies. It can parasitize various
fly species, such as Musca domestica, Bactrocera cucurbitae, B. dorsalis and B. tau. Studying the selectivity of S. endius to hosts and
its development on different hosts can help to enhance the use of the parpasitoid. [ Method] The impact of S. endius on the pupae of
B. cucurbitae, B. dorsalis, and B. tau was determined by measuring the rates of parasitism and development, and parasitoid longevi-
ty. Rearing conditions were (26+1) °C, (70+5)% RH and 14 h (L) : 10 h (D) photoperiod. [ Result] The results showed that
S. endius could lay eggs and develop to adult in the three flies. The selection coefficient (0.37) and the parasitic ratio (55.33%) of
S. endius to B. cucurbitae pupae were significantly higher than those of the other two flies. In non-choice tests, the number of S. endi-
us emergence was the highest and the development duration of the wasps was the shortest in B. cucurbitae pupae. On the same host
pupae, the development duration and longevity of females were significantly longer than those of males. The weights of female wasps
were significantly higher than the weights of male. [ Conclusion and significence] Based on these results, S. endius can be used to
control B. cucurbitae. The pupae of B. cucurbitae are the suitable host for rearing S. endius.
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Table 1 Percentage of parasitism, and number of emergence of

S. endius in the choice tests

RERITS ekl o, FER
arasitism percentage
Host Emergence number
(%)
RN B. tau 13.60+0.70a 46.67+1.65b
/NI B. dorsaila 13.60+0.31a 46.00+0.83b
JRSME B. cucurbitae 15.20+0.42a 55.33+0.89a

[FIZIHA 5 A NS FRERIR 0.05 K B2 5 B3
Values with different small letters in the same column are signifi-
cantly different at 0.05 level.

®2 FEFEMHRERTEXREENETEER,
H e B ) 2 )

Table 2 Percentage of parasitism, and number of emergence of

S. endius in no-choice tests

RERITS il EE
arasitism percentage
Host Emergence number
(%)
RS B, tau 13.50+0.41b 47.83+0.88c
/NI B. dorsaila 12.30+0.61b 42.17+£0.63b
JRSWE B. cucurbitae 16.95+0.29a 58.25+0.70a

[RIFEA A R NE FRERIR 0.05 K E2E5 B3,
Values with different small letters in the same column are signifi-
cantly different at 0.05 level.
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Table 3 Mean development duration (days), body weight, female ratio and adult longevity of S. endius parasitizing different hosts

% FRK KB i Development time (d)

/N Body weight [g - (103%)7"] PELE

W FF A Adult longevity (d)

Sex ratio
Host % Female I Male % Female TfE1%E Male (9/8) HEWE Female e Male

RS 24.91+0.19b  23.5020.12b 0.0057+0.00010a  0.0033+0.00014a* 3.63£0.35a  16.15£0.83a  13.45+0.62a"
B. tau

T /NS i 27.17£0.12a  26.53+0.07a* 0.0055+0.00013a  0.0031+0.00003a* 3.57+0.45a  13.22+1.48a  11.88+0.93a
B. dorsaila

TN e 23.47+0.21c 21.59+0.20¢ * 0.0053+0.00004a  0.0030+0.00003a* 4.81+0.43a  14.82+0.7a 13.89+0.80a
B. cucurbitae

A e AR I MEIEZ (B 7E 0.05 KOF FERE,

* indicates the signficant difference between females and males on the 5% level by t-test.
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