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Abstract The planting area of blueberry, a burgeoning economic crop, increased year by year in China because of
its high nutritional and economic value. But in recent years, fruit fly has become a major pest of blueberry, seri-
ously affecting the development of China’s blueberry industry. In order to make clear of the species and popula-
tion dynamics of fruit fly in blueberry fields in North China, three kinds of blueberry cultivation environment in-
cluding warm shed, cold shed and open field in Qingdao Wolin blueberry picking orchard were selected, and trap
bottles containing sweet and vinegar lure were hung on blueberry trees at the same height from May to December
in 2016. Thirty-three surveys were conducted during the growing season, and 11 709 fruit flies were collected. The
results showed that Drosophila melanogaster , D. suzukii, D. hydei and D. immigrans are the main fruit fly species
in Qingdao blueberry field. In the three kinds of blueberry cultivation environment, the dominant species of fruit
fly were D. melanogaster , with 6 878 flies trapped (23.7 individuals/5 bottles averagely) . accounting for 59% of

the total, followed by D. suzukii, with total number of 4 372 individuals accounting for 37% (averagely 14.7 in-
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dividuals/5 bottles) . and the trapped D. hydei and D. immigrans were the least, with 369 individuals (averagely
1.2 individuals/5 bottles) and 90 individuals (averagely 0.4 individual/5 bottles) ., accounting for 3% and 1% of
the total, respectively. The number of fruit flies trapped in cold shed was 5 736 individuals, accounting for 49%
of the total, 3 746 individuals in the field, 32% of the total, and 2 227 individuals in warm shed, 19% of the to-
tal. Thus warm shed can effectively reduce the occurrence of fruit flies. The effects of different cultivation mea-

sures on dynamic of species and quantity of fruit flies in blueberry orchard was also discussed in this paper, so as to

provide the basis for monitoring and integrated control of blueberry fruit flies.
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Fig.1 Dynamic comparison of different fruit flies in blueberry warm shed

2.2 RBELEHEAMPRENA

WEARF VNI b AN [ R 114 A A Sh 2 (B 2) Pk
AL N5 A 03I B 7V M RE 4% 15 4 21 B3k 4 Fh AR
i, S0 [ SRR - 2 O 10. 5 5k /5 . EFE R
M-3R O 13, 3 3K /5 L IFAE 5 A 11 HakE|
F R RG] (38 Sk /5 ) » HoAth P Aif 2R g A i 5

6 7 7 HEERMEGEIF GG, T 6 J1 25 HikF|
S—AN /N (64, 3 /5 D . ZJF7E 8 H 24 H
(81.73K/5).9 A 21 H(91.33k/5 DA 11 A 2
H(39.7 3&/5 D H B 3 4> Kl 8 AR [ IR 7E 6
7T HEAFRIGK, T 6 J1 25 HikBEH—1/h s
(68, 7 3k /530 . ZJ57E 7 H 20 H (67 3k/5 ). 11



e 202 -

5 4Ly

2019

H 9 H110.33%/5 B 11 H 23 H(79. 7 3/5 #i)
SR 3 ARG, T A A U SR AR K SR ] —
B D, P8R 1.9 3K/5 A 0. 7 3K/
ST ML H 21 H MAE bk Ak SR
(91. 3 35/5 i) S 2 s TR AR PGSR (3. 0 3L /5 D

120
| —e— WBICH Drosophila hydei

.
(=3
=]

&0
D

=)
(=]

N
[=]

Individuals per 5 bottles

BEE/L - )

(df=3,F=13. 337, P=0. 001) ., ¥ # [T 5 (0. 0
3. /5 B (df=3,F=13. 337, P=0. 001) . K i
(0.0 3k/5 ) (df=3,F=13.337,P=0.001), M4
R PR SR | 7 T SR i AR P OK SR g e A i 22 e AN
BE(df=3,F=13.337,P=0.868),

—=— BIGEE Drosophila metanogaster —— SRR Drosophila suzukii
—a— (PR Drosophila immigrans

W, an e ot &

i} = ~ ) 8- ——b—— g
05-04 05-18 06-01 06-15 06-29 07-13 07-27 08-10 08-24 0907 09-21 10-05 10-19 11-02 11-16 11-30 12-14
F/A-H
Date

2 ESZRWMTARRBHRENSLE

Fig. 2 Dynamic comparison of different fruit flies in blueberry cold shed
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Fig. 3 Dynamic comparison of different fruit flies in blueberry open planting
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Fig. 4 Comparison of dynamic changes of Drosophila melanogaster in different cultivation patterns
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Fig. 5 Comparison of dynamic changes of Drosophila suzukii in different cultivation patterns
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Fig.7 Comparison of dynamic changes of Drosophila immigrans in different cultivation patterns
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