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Abstract In order to clarify the selectivity of Zeugodacus cucurbitae and Zeugodacus tau to host plants and the
suitability of host plants to their populations. The parameters of growth and development such as larval duration,
pupal duration and survival rate of Z. cucurbitae and Z. tau larvac on Cucumis sativus, Luffa cylindrica and
Cucurbita pepo fruits were observed and recorded under laboratory condition. Meanwhile, the fecundity of Z.

cucurbitae and Z. tau adults was recorded on three different C. sativus varicties including ¢ A38Cuiyu’
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‘Taiwandahuanggua’ and ° Tangshanqiugua’ with or without peel. The results showed that there were no

significant differences in larval developmental duration, pupation rate, and survival rate of Z. cucurbitae and Z.

tau when feeding on the same or different host fruits. However, the pupal duration of these two insect species

was significantly prolonged after feeding on C. pepo, which were 12. 30 d and 12. 77 d, respectively, and Z. tau

had the highest emergence rate (70.59%), significantly higher than that of Z. cucurbitae on these three host

fruits species. Among different cucumber varieties, Z. cucurbitae preferred to choose ‘ A38Cuiyu’ to lay eggs,

and the average number of eggs laid per day in the fruit with or without peel were 87. 50 eggs and 53. 75 eggs,

respectively, which were significantly higher than that of Z. tau on three cucumber varieties. However, Z. tau

prefer to lay eggs on ‘A38Cuiyu’ in the fruits without peel, and the average number of eggs laid per day was 44. 25

eggs. For the same cucumber varieties, the average number of eggs laid per day by Z. cucurbitae on fruit with or

without peel were significantly different, but there no significant difference was observed in the oviposition of Z.

tau on two kinds of fruits. The pupal duration and emergence rate were affected by different host fruits at larval

stage, and the oviposition selectivity of the two fruit flies to different varieties of the same host was different.
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Data are mean+SE in the chart. The same applies below. Different lowercase
letters above the bars indicate that the larval development duration of the
same fruit fly larvae feeding on different host fruits is significantly different.
Different capital letters indicate that the larval development duration of
different fruit fly larvae feeding on the same host fruit is significantly
different (P<<0.05)
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Fig. 1 Development duration of Zeugodacus cucurbitae and

Zeugodacus tau larvae on fruits of three host plants
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Different lowercase letters indicate that the pupal developmental durations
of the same fruit fly feeding on different host fruits are significantly
different. Different capital letters indicate that the pupal developmental
duration of different fruit flies feeding on the same host fruit are
significantly different (P<<0.05)
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Fig. 2 Developmental duration of pupae of Zeugodacus

cucurbitae and Zeugodacus tau on fruits of three host plants
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Table 1 Pupation rate,emergence rate and survival rate of Zeugodacus cucurbitae and Zeugodacus tau on fruit of three host plants

e HEME sk % P/ %, AR/ %
Species of fruit fly Host species Pupation rate Emergence rate Survival rate
JR S K (91.88+2.13)a (59.14+2.50)b (54.384+2.95)a
Zeugodacus cucurbitae 22K (91.25+1.61)a (63.64=+1.63)b (58.13%2.37a
PUF (94.38+1.57)a (63.65+1.73)b (60.00+1.02)a
[FIRIASH] K (90.0073. 06)a (64.70=41. 80)ab (58.13%1.57)a
Zeugodacus tau 22\ (88.13=%1. 20)a (64.75+2.59)ab (57.50£2.70)a
PUFT (91.25+1.61)a (70.59+1.42)a (64.37+1.20)a

D RPEAE N T E ERUERR TR, RS/ NG T2 2 B sl m ) (R 5 P AL 547 1 38 22 53 i 3% (P<<0. 05),

Data in the table are mean®SE. The same applies below. Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant difference in

pupation rate, emergence rate and survival rate between the two species of fruit fly larvae (P <C 0. 05).
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Table 2  Oviposition selectivity of Zeugodacus cucurbitae and Zeugodacus tau to different cucumber varieties

H¥r=gp i/ ki  Egg production per day

2 S
Fruit with peel

FRORTE

Fruit without peel

B FIES BTl
Species of fruit fly Cucumber variety

IS A38 FRE
Zeugodacus cucurbitae AERER

JEILEKR

g I S A8 RE
Zeugodacus tau RPN YN

JE AR
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(23.00=£2. 16)dA
(30. 7542. 43)cA
(44.25+1. 75)bA
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FEPIE A B P 2 (P<<0. 05),

Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate that the egg production per day of the two species of fruit flies is significantly differ-

ent. Different capital letters indicate that the egg production per day is significantly different in the fruits with or without peels of the same

cucumber variety (P<0.05).
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