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Analysis of the attractant effect and main attractant compounds
of Broussonetia papyrifera on females of Zeugodacus tau
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Abstract: [ Aim] Zeugodacus tau has been listed as a quarantine pest in many countries. The females feed on the polythalamic
fruits of Broussonetia papyrifera. The aims of the study were to determine the attractant effect and main attractant compounds of B.
papyrifera fruit to Z. tau females. [ Method] Trapping bioassays were used to determine the attractant effect of B. papyrifera fruits on
Z. tau females. GC-MS ( gas chromatography-mass spectrography) and Y-tube olfactometry were used to identify and determine the
compounds in B. papyrifera fruits that induce behavioral responses in Z. tau females. [ Result] B. papyrifera fruit could attract Z. tau
females effectively, and the attractive rate was up to 81.11%. Twenty-nine compounds were identified and isolated from B. papyrifera
fruit odor. Among these, 2-pentyl-furan (0.500 mg - mL™"), (E)-2-hexenal (0.050 mg - mL™"), and heptanal (0.050 mg -
mL™") were effective at inducing attractive behavioral responses in Z. tau females. [ Conclusion] B. papyrifera has the potential to be
used as a female attractant for controlling Z. tau females. 2-Pentyl-furan, (E)-2-hexenal, and heptanal may be the main compo-
nents attracting female flies.
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[ 55 22 A B 5290 by R 3 A 6 5 (ol 68 R R 42
2018; Jaleel et al.,2018; Liu et al.,2022) ., F.5E
i L e 7 B 5 4 B R ) O 2 IR BB
BRS04 S Bt T (ke IR 17, 2018) . E A B
FEE I, 1 ML S e ™ 7O B B Cucurbitaceae |
P} Moraceae Bk 4 IR B} Myrtaceae | LA FL Sapota-
ceae B Solanaceae . T A JAE} Caricaceae . T8 &
Bl Passifloraceae %5 16 Bl 80 AFHEY) 52 (5K Ha il
26,2018 ; Jaleel er al.,2018) . JF &R MEH 5%
e A fe AT T ) A A ) S e 2 5 et Oy 53X
Z—, BT, B4 0%k 63 R 28500 Rhagoletis
pomonella ( Walsh ) | 1 /i S W Ceratitis capitata
( Wiedemann) & /NSEWE Bactrocera dorsalis Hendel |
T HESENE B, correcta (Bezzi) (- 2508 B. try-
noi (Forggate) . JNSEME Z. cucuribitae ( Coquillett) |
WAFE R SEWE B. minax ( Enderlein) | 2% P4 B #8 52 I
Anastrepha ludens ( Loew ) 55 2 P S B AG 515 E
I &Y (b3 2021 ; Jaleel et al.,2019; Mas
et al.,2020) . HULTT % i 0951355 500 3 il e R 48
ST TS b e SIS AT S i A5 ST 1Y) FH [ 75
IS TR BB ROR (W14, 20205 Mg
&5 2021) .

FIB Broussonetia papyrifera ( Linn.) 52— Fh i
AR R A R GE Y Z 4R AL Moraceae 7 I FF
A, FE AP E  ZE 0 P e 7 A 58
FE4EFE &K (Li et al.,2014; Niu et al.,2022; Sun et
al. ,2011) o AR ATAE R IE 40 24 4k & Dkt )t
AR T AR 2548 52 45 5 T 5 AR AR 2R o 1 )
95 1385 700 Bl T 28 SN 5 IR (5 % B Culex pipiens
pallens Coquillett,, It Ak, A< LA R i FH T Al 5 H
Bi$E ) R 38 ( Ding et al.,2016; Niu et al.,2022;
Nong et al.,2023) , {HTERFHME A FEvh, # HE &
IR o IV 5 A e 2R IBCEL g R R S A B
Zo WATRR R SR S0 e I S5 e fE TR 5 S S8R
IR P 5 |35 pig M5 Mt 1) A RS, T oy
A S M SR S SR R AR S %

1 RS
1.1l RiE

R S S B e SRR S ST 0
FE RO RE, A A 37 07 vk e Sk S IR 0 A
(2013) o PRIy B 300 ) g T 5 g o e o 7 e 0 5
ARl P S SIS 174 > P R PIE S 26 d AR T B

U B 0 RHEA TR (TR HE R R AR 1T, 2018 ) . IS
1E(26+1) °C RH (65+10)% .L: D=12h : 12 h
KT AT,
1.2 HiXp R

B RIF A JE R AR A e A MR 2 A b, 3K
YOm0 R AR R Sz b gk 3 e, (TR
FREL 100 g PR E A/ NRUR L ILBER) o,
A 100 mL JEE /K, T 1 min BIFRISIE &35 1 5
K OHAT R EHA5:,
1.3 #HikikEaw

I G =20 X -2-CV R I | I B |
2-IERCEE R I | B -2-F Ml | T, -2, 6-T- —
Il K- 2- T AR P Ak S W sl B 3
KT 95% , BRBARA K [ Macklin® , HiAxH5k 1
Aladdin®,
1.4 MWRLS|FETEmEIER

SR FH 2 P54 12 00 30 A SR S X i 0 S e
HEGIESER R RS IR Jia et al. (2023), HX
45 3% 26 d §E I SC R ME B, BT v 7356 %8 (30
emx30 ecmx30 em) H1, FREL 1.2 HP R R SR SR K
10 g, A il 754 4% b Rl 52 B 10 mL JCTR 7K
AT —A~ B o AR, A HHER SN
HAE 5.7 em %548 250 mL FERHIL, 76 2 om = B AL
PINRRE BT — Ak difL, ZEA—A 2 3EHS 173 K
FER 2 mL B4 (EAR 1.0 em) VS ik U E (B
1EHEA G W A kIR ) 5 BRI, TR FLAL B X
B3 em &b, 3 —AN i ifL S5 0 AU GE 7
T P A A AL S O R R
PR SN TE B K 54 25 53 132006 8 P 7 )
JCE 8 h (9:00-17.00) J5 B | [EA, 35 2508 1
T, FUKAE AR 2 h JG B TP A s s
3085 110 i 7 S e b ORI, TR R (AR % = 1A
W B P S K< 100) o BEARIR 6 N EEAE
1.5 MWRIELZESKNESK D77

R FHAAH 1S - TS (GC-MS) B AR X Fa
SRS LI SR AT 1 0 I 68 N T A,
BT ES I Jia et al. (2023) . KEBAFRI 1.2
FF TR AR R SRS 5.0 o, A 40 mLL THZS gEAE
S, I AR BB B £ 40 °C 1B R/K 6 T i
10 mm,@Jﬂ*Hifﬂlﬁﬂlﬁéﬁ%ﬁﬁlww 50 min,
3% 45 F - Shimadzu GCMS-QP2020NX < J5Hk Y,
Rtx-5MS (30 mx0.25 mm ID, 0.25 pm) {4354 &
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NS, WA 2 2 1, 3# 1 mL » min™" 2
FHE AR EE 40 °C A8 5 min, A3 °C + min”' )
BURFLZE 50 °C AR 3 min, FFLL 5 C - min™' 93
FRIFE 150 C &5 LA 15 °C - min~ ' FHE 250 °C %
B 5 min, FUSER JERE TR 250 °C 5 K2R
& 250 °C ;MSD & 250 °C . EI HLEJR , L F i
70 eV ; B FURIRE 230 °C ; S8 Bl 35 ~550 amu,
U AR 150 °C, X5 & FH ML NIST 2017
R R, 45 G AT N TR AT L o IR B 1 5L
FARIEAL A Py LXT 55 SR FHAR R, BT 335 (1 1T S8 4L
R Z 7 VA A TR B e FE AW LA, IR TR A
— NIRRT
1.6 FIESCHEE R TR R MR 5 B IR 51T A IR BL
it FHEACGHE IS 9 Y U IELBE AN 358 15 | JE g I S
WE AT Ry SO B A M Ly, Y B IR A AACHE
28 TR Tk RS RS MR % (2019) , Y B
MR ZR G0 B 6 3R I R R 2R AR KO L T =
THOBRIENE Y BB AE | % P RE A . A R
USRS S, Y BB FE K 20 cm, 5
M 20 em, &£ 60°, IN4E 3 cm, FREEFE &N
1 SR P SR b 23 B AR 4 D7 14 (K 80 em, B
28 em, 15 30 cm) Y TRUBEEE A FIBR UM B B B AR
IR 25 B P D 4 ] 1 A 35 N 8 4 %o 7 B0 ohfe
VEREAT MR T, FE R IFOM S ok 8 74 B2 A 46 A
—E R EMZA (2 ecmx2 em) , 55 1k M B 2850 R
TR AR, TR, 76 IR B 51 AN,
MRS B, B AE b BCE —A 30 W SOBAT
TRUESCER RENE 375 i B 2 AR 35 5 R GS 7E Y R Bl 1
BRI, H SRS B ARFA 10 #1150 mL Y
2 ALY, 10 mL .08 [ R BY R ER 46
A 50 mL B0 R 35 Rl T R R ZE AT
T 2H T B M 50 mL B0 A IS T B SN
280 AR TR, BT, FTHF 50 mL B
M a T A Y BUAE R (M Ak A TS
SR e, BUGRI AT, Y B GE A RS RS
min , 25 B R PRI IR sl 2 00, R — 4
MEHL(20 k), DA 2 2R 46 41 2 1E A 5 H 2 <
TP, R B IR T YOS TR AT 30
min DA IR MR AT il ER 7E 9:00-17.00 11
BRI AT, RS P R A A e A
4 RS FE 1933457 (5.000,0.500,0.050 ,0.005
mg - ml™! ), VIR AR A A X BR

FHRSWR 5 53 31 WE I 2001 L 32850 15 550 43 531
JNFER IR A IERAR (2 emx2 em) |, 5 min J5 B
1 I S AR O L, L% 30 min A ME BRI AT O
IV, B SR R Y R EE RS 3 em MM IR
T R R AR — D 3 om F52E 30 s FUMME A
RHOESE, 43 HI7E 10,2030 min BHREEE0EE 30 s Jf:
05 2 MV Rz 20 b e e pg Bt o 3 ORI
SFAE A AL PR AT R AR, R TSR A A
[Fi) PB4 E 1) 7T 0 L (SO 8 9% = S5 17 fE S
X100 VEPE % = A 0RFREL ME HUE K< 100
1] 9% = b FLE ) A R0 R R M R X
100 5 T kE AR 90 = % BEUEF 19 A7 00028 43 Ko 250/ W 1 S 2
x100) . FE2H IS0 i o R R A — W B e
JEHY Y BUSRAE FR IR JCK S B vk T,
F 70 CHEFT N THE 20 min, BHG & H ., —4lit
Wy SE ) AT B Y TR B R A AR R, I
TR R AR 0 S %o 8, DR AT R HERR AL i
ZERYFENR , AR AU A 4 1,

1.7 HIERQES S

{1 Excel BB, H] TPM SPSS 21.0 4K
1T8HE5 M7 . fH Origin version 8 22 il A1 X 2 ¥ i
FE i FH Inkscape B2 E R B R,
GraphPad Prism version 8 4481143 #7 & Kot 24 il i,
P, FR R SR 5| 5 B S g el i 5 Y A
WESEAAT A S Nz I 3 BN A T BC XS R J7 (X)) A 3
(McNemar's) .

2 HRESW
2.1 PR LxT gl LR g R A 5 E R

g SRS ) i %) SR 3% o) g ST 52 e M e 0 5 14
Rk 81.11%, o # & T X ALY 4.44% (X° =
68.710,p=0.000) , ] I, F&) B 5 ST R 1 5 g
R R A SR A 51
2.2 MRRILEZESEX S

R 1 FE 1R, R GC-MS AR R SR
WAR KRR S 2 29 b &9, Hodh B2k )
PRI (10 Flv) M B B b 5 (58.46% ) 5 Bk
Y (8 A AHXT & it 17.61% ;1572 (2 ) Fh2 sk
LT EREIE (3 ) (M EARRT & (13.64% ) &
Fhide 2 (3.94%) ;2 Fl g 2 9 I3 19 AH XS 5 &2
(1.42%) R TAL 1 R 22 R 2P T (2.13%) ; 2
A 1R AT 5 i (2.52%) & T2
(0.28%) .
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Table 1 The compositions and relative content of volatile compounds from the fruits of B. papyrifera

P B B ) CAS %i 5 PR %L iERORES Y

Tf Retentio.n time CAS Cjﬁﬁfﬁds Rejtention Relative
/min number index content/ %
1 5.48 66-25-1 TEC Hexanal 871 23.87
2 7.68 6728-26-3 R -2-C % (E) -2-Hexenal 940 1.84
3 8.52 111-27-3 IECAE 1-Hexanol 966 1.69
4 10.19 111-71-7 IE M Heptanal 1014 3.52
5 13.67 18829-55-5  JX-2-BEJiTE (E)-2-Heptenal 1102 1.75
6 15.04 3391-86-4 1-3)45-3-B 1-Octen-3-ol 1137 1.85
7 15.27 106-68-3 3-2l 3-Octanone 1143 2.52
8 15.47 3777-69-3 2-1E S HE KR 2-Pentyl-furan 1148 2.13
9 15.72 10405-85-3  JZ-4-TF-H (E)-4-Nonene 1154 0.48
10 15.88 105-31-7 1-CLHe-3- 1-Hexyn-3-ol 1159 2.01
11 16.13 124-13-0 1L/ Octanal 1165 0.61
12 17.22 61142-36-7  3-£.3k-2-H13k-1,3-C — i 3-Ethyl-2-methyl-1, 3-hexadiene 1193 13.16
13 17.30 470-82-6 ¥ EE Eucalyptol 1195 3.79
14 17.79 122-78-1 K Benzene acetaldehyde 1208 0.42
15 18.04 16747-50-5 1-Z3-1-F IR % 1-Ethyl-1-methyl-cyclopentane 1215 3.25
16 18.51 2548-87-0 JX-2-F 45 (E) -2-Octenal 1228 13.32
17 18.98 17699-16-0  (E)£:Mi7KE% (E)-Sabinene hydrate 1241 0.59
18 19.97 83212-30-0  6-FFLHHH-4-FE 6-Methyl-hept-2-en-4-ol 1268 4.29
19 20.19 78-70-6 F5FEEE Linalool 1274 1.76
20 20.36 124-19-6 F-# Nonanal 1279 4.72
21 21.66 29803-82-5 J-1-F He-4-(1-F 3 23 ) -2- IR U Jfs i (Z) -Para-2-menthen-1-ol 1316 0.15
22 22.04 557-48-2 S, -2 ,6-T- 48 (E,Z)-2,6-Nonadienal 1327 1.02
23 22.30 18829-56-6  JLi\-2-T-J%ME (E)-2-Nonenal 1334 7.39
24 23.45 10482-56-1 alpha—ﬁ}fmiﬁ? L-alpha-terpineol 1368 1.48
25 28.13 62016-37-9  2,4,6-=H E-E4E 2,4, 6-Trimethyl-octane 1521 0.23
26 34.74 16387-18-1 KR 2-Z 5T i 2-Ethylhexyl pivalate 2313 1.28
27 35.93 104-66-5 1,2- 2% 2 %¢ 1,2-Diphenoxyethane 2534 0.46
28 36.37 84-69-5 487K — Hfi§ Diisobutyl phthalate 2616 0.14
29 38.76 80-07-5 XU A Bisphenol A 3058 0.28
70 — 16
60 12
50 — 1 23
b |
40

FHAT B 53R Relative intensity/%

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
WA Time/min

1 HARRSEEL MRS BN E TR EE
Fig.1 Relative intensit ychromatogram of volatile compounds of from the fruits of B. papyrifera
BT ] R S X MBS K 1 RS X R R Y — 2L

The number on the peak chromatogram represents the compound consistent with the number in Table 1.
2.3 FLSCHRBERXS 7 MIER MRS MITARE AU, S5 R R W], R, -2, 6-F R | 2-1F I Ak

Wk 2 FroR SR Y BAMESEASCINR T 7 A EAT R | S -2- I NI IE R BE 0 2 S e I
RRIE A SRR P B0 %) P I S R AT SN HUR IR BEAT R R, HeH, 5.000 mg - mLTT IR,
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-2, 6-T- I WS e 1% 5 | L R IV S g Ml PR 1Y S ke AT
RN (X*=12.414, p=0.001) ;0.500 mg - mL™" Y
2-IE R HE R L 0.050 mg - mL7 W R-2-C MBS S

J2-2- O
(E)-2-Hexenal 7 A
IEF R
Nonanal ]
21 L K
2-pentyl-Furan
2 THE |
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2K |
(E)-2-Octenal
IEpiRE
Heptanal
R ME-2,6-F A
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R-2-viiEe |
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IEERE
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2-IE k|
2-pentyl-Furan
R-2-TIERE
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PR
(E)-2-Octenal
g
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B -2,6-F: I
(E, Z)-2,6-Nonadicnal

T T T T T T T !
80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80
[P %: Response rate/ %

(E, Z)-2,6-Nonadienal

0.050 mg - mL™" [/ IE BEE Y BE 5 |6 R W1 S5 i H s
AT MR (X* =9.104, p=0.004; X*=5.032, p=
0.033; X*=5.785, p=0.024) ,

2-2- CIR R
(E)-2-Hexenal B
IEERE
Nonanal
2-IE AL R
2-pentyl-Furan
J-2-FNRE
(E)-2-Nonenal
J-2- AR
(E)-2-Octenal
IEBERE
Heptanal
R R-2,6-T- 1R 4

T T T T T T T 1
80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80
J% ¥ % Response rate/ %

JR-2- L IE
(E)-2-Hexenal D
i
Nonanal
2-1E R HE R
2-pentyl-Furan
R-2-EiEE ]
(E)-2-Nonenal
[R-2- N
(E)-2-Octenal
IEpERE -
Heptanal
JR-2,6-F EmE |
(E, Z)-2,6-Nonadienal

T T T 1 T T T 1
80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80
%% Response rate/ %

B2 miEsScHRbERRY 7 f L &R T A KR
Fig.2 Olfactory-behavior responses of Z. fau females to seven compounds
A:5.000 mg - mL™';B;0.500 mg + mL™';C;0.050 mg + mL™';D:0.005 mg - mL™", [ HEcd g B E AR il 22 . A8 (R T FR R AL B 2R
V1 o AL ST M T 3, 0 SRR TR RN TR AL 1Y i L SR LT A3 * B ROMRZ RO (X)) KRR TE p<0.05 KT R R A,
RN BNLRLRTT (X)) BEIRTE p<0.01 K 1225 38 15 /e 2 ol 0 S g M B 2 o i 65%
A: 5.000 mg - mL™'; B: 0.500 mg - mL™"; C: 0.050 mg - mL™"; D; 0.005 mg - mL™". Data presented as mean+SE. Dark orange bars showed

the percentage of Z. tau females in selected treatment group, blue bars showed the percentage of Z. tau females in selected control group.

* 4 The significant difference in response rates at 0.05 level by Chi-square tested; **

at 0.01 level by Chi-square tested. The total response rates of gravid female Z. tau were more than 65 % in * and

3 itieE%R

S i M L R R O B 7 A e o L TR
KAB R EHY) b, A Y <R e g 1) 5 08
{735 3 1 ¢ K Z ( Benitez-Herrera et al.,2023)
PR, TR = A7 ZCAY M RS 15 RO B0, ml K
JK Cucumis sativus 1. 55 %5 Vitis vinifera L. Eyay
Psidium guajava L. 5552002 3 SCH0 N TSR T
BCE R IO S i A R OBR mT 5 4 2 AR
S g e L ( Cornelius et al. ,2000; Mangan & Thomas,
2014) o ASBIFTE & B, R A 2R S0 g SV S g el
FA WETNARCR , 228 FIR IR R i 3 S0 5 4
T S M P S A RS I 80% , PRIt AR SR S
B Ry v S S e P RS T AT

SRR GE WRUGE A T IR S AR AR ) 5 e A
MREEAIL 8 R A7 3T BE 2 (14 A ) ) W7 5 2 9% (Wang et

: The significant difference in response rates

** group.

al.,2022) , MU 5 BRACH AR FIET, SE0 X —
RIZ 09 i 4 3% B0 JF A B 2% ( Brévault & Quilici,
2009) . WFFERHA, B VS 0 E O 47 7E B AR 5 1Y
23 7780 (Khan et al.,2011) . {HBFFEA BRI,
FERF AP K St 1) A I S5 i M e R A R 2 P 41 €5
SR 3P 22 S R A AR 5 6 Y 28 LA FH 3
) AT ik — 2D 5T

FIE | S S i P A 3 A AT oA R ) R
AP AT, DA A A S T AR ) Y G S R
(MRFEA,2021)  HAT X S5 A 22 B R A 4,
22 HAT REAE il i S i i R B A AR K OR B TR Y
B IS (Shamshir & Wee, 2019) , 3l %, 520 Y
OHE E 5 3755010 1 53 32 8 DN B A A 1 4 e P i a3 v
i , RV T R IR B W IRA Y 1 Ak & W e A RO
S L (PR 48, 2021) A1 248 Bulbophyllum
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HI ) 7 B TBE Methyl eugenol (ME) |\ %
Raspberry ketone (RK) 522/ Zingerone (ZN)# %k
PRARE N 2 1 B A 52 5 4, AT 5 | A /N 55
TN e 45 S e Eh iR B 1) S T
0 (7E BUE 4, 2013; Shamshir & Wee,
2019) , S ME R IR 1) RAR IR A )
BDHE , PRI A3k ZE A ) A 48 R AR v i 2 i
5 | i IV ST e i e A7 Sy S AR 0 Y F 5
(Jaleel et al.,2018) . ASWFFE AR 8 SR S 45 4
SR SEE T 20 R G, o, B i -2, 6-F
WIS S -2- T4 S5 ) FLAT P I S 2 ——
BN A SRR, I AP I, -2, 6-F 0
WA 7 B A R B R IR A W) B AT T e AT
HINARES , ABIFFE L 5E AT Sy B T 3 ke B
T4 FPRERS T S R M S E e AT SOV AR S
For A FE 3 A eS| R R I S e e e 1) 20 Y Ak
G, BRI, TS 1 RN B W A ) AT
TE R | R Y S HE 8 1) 47 0 S L A 5 40, B
VISR T S5 i e PR )22 W R ) ) R A AL
G SAE N AR SR R R T Ho Al A B
P2 A5 B W 25 5 M) e T S B AT oA SO0
BE g AT R
FERRIEROLT 5,0, -2, 6-T GRS I T
T S M Y R sl AT O SO 5 (LR R B2 I, R
3825 | R I M ST e P ) ) A O SO, T I )
JoT AT RE T AN 2 T IV 52 g 0 e 3R g A SR S 119 2R i
AW, Webster et al. (2009) WF5E 28, % 10 Fp
RENS 5| B 0 Aphis fabae ( Scopoli) B kEAT A
EWIR G, mixf 2B G ARG B 51 R8RS
() B2, -2, 6-7F A AN A B SR S04 i
AR AR AR B LY, I B B I, -2, 6-
T R T OR T 0 pi 7 S g ke R R AR SR S 1Y
JEA SR, -2, 6-F ARIEAN ], B -2-C M
2- 1 IR | 1E BT AR A% 5 | S 1 V. S e H 1
ATy, U 3 A o v R 2 R I S5 i M e U A
RIRSERRFEAL G, [-2-C s I RE A5 5 i 4&
B Wk Chlumetia transverse ( Walker ) F1 & H %
Apolygus lucorum ( Meyer-Diir) B9 filt £ #3052 i, HL
RE WS 5 WP 2 1 s ) 1) 47 SR BN, O RE 8 2
VAR ME 1R 2% 5 W (TR 425 20125 5K i 0 AF
2011) o TEAE /NS i i o F R 0 D55 1 5 00 v, 5
J2-2- CL I T R Y 35 412 AR /) S5 e fE o fh £y v £

T PR (R 28K 55,2018 ) 2- 1T 3 56 WK i %o 34 32 2R
W8 Drosophila suzukii ( Matsumura ) = 4 3K 3¢ 1
(Cha et al. ,2021) , i 7E 7 5. (0.5 Megacopta cribrar-
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