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Toxicity of Pesticides in Protein Bait to Bactrocera dorsalis

WANG Bo, YANG Ying, HUANG Juchang, CHEN Jiahua
(Institute of Beneficial Insect, Fujian Agriculture and Forestry University, Fuzhou 350002, China)

Abstract ; Application of protein bait adding high-efficiency and low-toxicity pesticides is an important ap-
proach controlling fruit flies in the world. Under laboratory conditions, the contact and stomach toxicity of
several pesticides to Bactrocera dorsalis were tested for screening the pesticides of high-efficiency, low
toxicity and good proten bait compatibility. The results of contact toxicity showed that spinosad was the
best due to its lowest LCy, of 72.33 mg + L™'. The contact toxicity of other four pesticides in order was
avermectins, malathion, ethiprole and chlorfenapyr. The results of stomach toxicity showed that avermec-
tins and spinosad were better than those of other three pesticides, of which the LC,, were 13.99 and
15.76 mg « L' respectively, and 95% confidence interval range were 11.72 — 16.97 and 13.09 —
19. 23 mg - L' respectively. The effect of other three pesticides in order was chlorfenapyr, ethiprole and
malathion. The bioassay results showed that the attractant effect of hydrolyzed protein dropped in various
degrees after adding pesticides. The attractant rate of protein bait adding spinosad was 55.83% , only a
decrease by 4. 17% compared to hydrolyzed protein stock solution, which was the best among the five

tested pesticides.
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AL B .
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1.1 %
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Tab.1 The results of contact toxicity of several pesticides to

Bactrocera dorsalis

LCs/  95% Y B[]/

1 CIEVE S | e
(mg L") (mg-17")

EZN RS y=-3.07+1.65x  72.33  52.84~101.48 0.84

IR TR y=-5.13+1.80x 711.04 551.40~1021.63  0.73

(TS y=-4.47+1.88x 237.06 179.36~333.80 0.62

G y=-7.75+2.44x 1483.62 1178.91~1896.87 0.93

R y=-9.15+42.96x 1229.92 1002.65~1514.85 0.97

1) P 3 A T th P >0. 05 A B LA 3 B4
2.2 RHBGIMFBNXWRBEFEANSED
SR (3R 2) R, PI4ETR R A Z R =1 E E1E
FRCR 5 0, LCsy 43 59 4 13.99 F1 15.76 mg + L',
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95% EAZ X B3 /N, 435 4 11.72 ~16.97 mg + L™
F113.09 ~19.23 mg - L™". Hofihfe 245 1) 1 554 FRSCR
WUy« I > £ HU > E BB B, LCy, 43 1 A
135.01 .150. 41 f1261.52 mg - L™". &1 B 4 0 45
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Tab.2 The results of stomach toxicity of several pesticides

to Bactrocera dorsalis

R 1 R S
(mg+ L") XJAl/(mg+ L")

LAWE  y=-23942.00x 1576 13.09~19.23  0.58

ORFHE y=-47641.97x 26152 199.70~349.31  0.67

FIHZE  y=-2.464+2.15x 1399  11.72~16.97  0.23

Lt y=-5.0542.37x 135.01 113.99~163.65  0.58

LA y=-6.37+2.93x 150.41 130.26~175.17 0.4

)P A e KA B, P >0. 05 & 9ABLA flb B AF.
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J5 2 AT A R TS @ 2 0. 02% YA ] 4
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Tab.3 The influence of attractant effect of protein bait to

Bactrocera dorsalis with different pesticides

o ‘ %IBE‘%/%
U i T3

ZRME  61.67+1.67a 50.00+5.00a 55.83 +2.20a
ORIGEHS  43.33 £4.41b 28.33 £1.67b  35.83 +3.00b
FIZE 2 56.67 £4.4lac 48.33 £1.67a 52.50 £2.50a
HuIg G 33.33+3.33b  20.00 +2.89b 26.67 £2.20b
Z Ui 55.00 +2.89ac 43.33 £7.26a 49.17 +4.41a
1) R P 3 A T = A7 R, R 5 %6 LAA — AN
ANBFHH, A T2FRE%H (Tukey s $ 1L, P >
0.05).
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