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Table 1. Laboratory tests on the damage of melon fly to different stage of fruits of sponge groud
Length of Ist test 2nd test Average
fruits fruit No. of pupae/ fruit No. of pupae/ fruit No. of pupae/
(cm)  damaged(%) fruit* damaged(%) fruit* damaged(%) fruit*
6 100 2.00° 100 2.00° 100 2.00
9 100 3.25% 100 5.75% 100 4.50
12 100 12.25% 100 14.00° 100 13.12
15 100 25.75° 100 14.25° 100 20.00
18 100 25.00° 100 14.25° 100 19.62

* Numbers in each column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by Duncan’s
multiple range test.
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Table 2. Relatoinship between density of traps and infested fruits

No. of traps/10a trap distance (m) Adults captured®* No. of fruit obs. % of damaged fruit*

32 5 1815° 124 25.00%
16 10 1200%° 131 43.51°¢
8 15 908" 128 39.84%
4 — 209° 125 17.60°

* As same table 1.

= ERpARER

i U T [T R SR S SR A S RIS e b
S UG T T A %TF%TLE%%(JS;@.S cm)F 42 1 B S 1528.08% 0 T H 11 cm
(FARE R 01.73% %J;:“T%%J/Féé%’ﬁﬂf,'ﬁ£9g88% o R B PLE R E
sEp e g CFIAE N B ’Sfé'ﬁ’?iT%E‘#Eiﬁ%ffl%ﬂiiﬁﬁg’?:ﬂ om)F 5T [ A I
o B R = TOERA T 10T R 6 em) R Y o

44

N

T

l

Rel

Tt igh
N

3

SN RN NI LR SRR L & %’Féﬂ;‘/ Ej% fi

Table 3. Relationship between the fruits covered with paper-bage at difference stage and the infestation of

melon fly
Stage of fuir covered.w.ith No. 9f fruit covered No. of fruit damaged % of damaged fruit*

paper-bag (length of fruit in cm) with paper bag

Wilted petal (4.5) 260 73 28.08"

Pale brwon petal (6) 228 101 44.29°

Dry petal (7) 193 154 79.79¢

Petal falling (9) 350 299 85.42%

Petal fallen (11) 242 222 91.73¢
Control 0 267 98.88¢

* As same table 1.
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Table 4. Chemical control of melon flies in sponge groud graden

Treatment (D_ll;l()‘t;g:) No. of fruit obs. % of damaged fruit*
Malathion 25% W. P. 100 56 47.88%
Malathion 25% W. P. + 100 abe
Proteion hydrolysate 24% S. 100 42 60.88
Dipterex 80% S. P. 600 46 67.53¢
Dipterex 80% S. P. + 600 bed
Protein hydrolysate 24% S. 100 46 78.81
Fenthion 50% E. C. 200 53 69.27%¢
Fenthion 50% E. C. + 200 abc
Protein hydrolysate 24% S. 100 o1 60.24
Formothion 33% E. C. 1000 53 75.45%¢
Formothion 33% E. C. + 1000 50 76.19%
Protein hydrolysate 24% S. 100 '
Fenitrothion 40% W. P. 150 48 57.20%°
Fenitrothion 40% W. P. + 150 a
Protein hydrolysate 24% S 100 37 4747

CK 47 80.35¢

* As same table 1.
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Table 5. Control of melon flies by using chemical and paper-bag covering methods

¥ Tm*{

Treatment No. fruits obs. % damaged ruit*
Covered with paper-bag at intervals of 3 days 480 27.87"
Covered with paper-bag at interval of 7 days 351 43.50
Covered with paper-bag and applied Malathion mixed 428 50.17%
with hydrolysate proten at intervals of 7 days '
Applled malathion mixed with protein hydrolysate at 337 53 44
intervals of 7 days
Apphed malathion mixed with protein hydrolysate at 368 54 65
intervals of 14 days
Control 352 64.10¢

* As same table 1.
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Investigation on the Damage of Melon Fly in
Sponge Gourd Garden and its Control Method'

Min-Nan Fang and Chia-Pao Chang’

ABSTRACT

The melon fly, Dacus cucurbitae Coquillett is an improtant insect pest of sponge
gourd in Taiwan. The adults could lay their eggs on and cause damage in any stage of
sponge gourd fruit befoue harvest. By using cue-lure + poisoned methyl eugenol (v/v=1:1)
trap alone in the field could not reduce the percentage of infestation even as 32 traps were
set in an area of 10 areas. Application of 25% Malathion W. P. or 40% Fenitrothion W. P.
at a concentration of 0.25% at intervals of 7 days could reduce the damaged fruits to
about 60 percent. No significant differences between the insecticidal treatments with or
without protein hydrolysate were observed in this experiment. Covering the young fruits
with paper bags immediately after petal wilting showed the best method for protection the
fruits from melon fly damage.

' Contribution No. 0110 from Taichung DAIS.
? Assistant Entomologist and Assistant of Taichung DAIS, respectively.



