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Economic threshold of melon fly ( Bactrocera cucurbitae)
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Abstract: By the way of system investigation and field control experiment, the quantity dynamics of entrap melon
fly male adult and damage ratio to Balsam pear, the economic permission damage ratio were established as 2. 85%
= 3.09%, the relationship model between damage ratio and quantity of entrap melon fly male adult were
developed, and the economic threshold of melon fly were established as 5.3- 5.8 adult per entrapper during ten

days.
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1.2.2 [ 1] Ci1=430 - hm ’; C2= 460 - hm ’; Cs= 450
-2 w ”
- hm
12221  H8BA” #HAHERR ‘ 74d M1
" ; = 75.0%; Mo= 80.2%; Ms=84.9% ( 1)
25 em* 17 em )
s 13 ” ( 1
20 cm 7em) 1.2m Table 1 Control effect of different measure to Bactrocera
) 3 , 15 m’ , 10 cucurbitae
d 1, 3 1 K (%)
1 3 7d “ " , ( thm™?) 2 3
15 30 45 60d 430 73.5  76.3  75.2 75.0
460 78.6 82.4 79.6 80.2
1.2.2.2 HHEFR AR 450 85.7 84.6 84.3  84.9
( ) 1.2m ,
5m”> 1 50 g, 10d L, 2.2
3 1 1 3 7d , 0.75 kg,
\ 15 30 45 60d 6 kg 8 ),
3.10 - kg |,
1.2.2.3 #HAEG % 16 5 7 . 9 11
) 10% 2000 10d 8000  (
1 1374 , ’ ,
15 30 45 60d “ "
LS = G x 100%
1.3.1 L= %P =M, o
= 6000% 4313(1)x 0.75 % 100% = 3. 08%
Ca
1.3.2 L= 7 p xon* 100%
= 000 ;‘“fx 0 g0 100%=3.09%
’ Cs
1.3.3 L= 7% p xn” 100%
450
1.3.4 : = 6000x 3. 1x .85 100%= 2.85%
3.08%
‘L= [C/(AX PX M)]x* 100%, 'L 3.06% 2.85%
(%), C . hm™?), 2.3
A (kg- hm %), P ke ) 2004 4 11
M (%) (2
2 2
(F= 5918.68> Foo= 1. 68),
2.1

(1 3d),

B
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(T):
Li—0.4248 3.08- 0. 4248
5 Tr="04608 = 04608 ->80)
Table 2 The quantity dynamics of entrap melon fly male T2z L2— 0. 4248: 3.09- 0. 4248: 5.8( )
adult in balsam pear field ( ) 0. 4608 0. 4608
Tz Ls- 0. 4248: 2.85- 0. 4248: 5.3 ()
- 1 2 3 4 5 LSR 0. 4608 0.4608
04- 25 4 5 5 5 5 48 oM 3
05- 05 4 5 5 5 5 4.8 oM > 6 (2 » 6
05- 15 4 3 4 4 4 38 pN
05- 25 5 5 5 5 5 50 oM ’ 6
06- 05 6 6 6 7 6 62 nL ? ’
06- 15 7 7 7 7 7 10 mlL ’ o
06- 25 § 8§ 8 8 8 80 IK ’ ’
07- 05 29 30 29 29 29 292 LG
07- 15 33 34 34 33 34 336 gF 3
07-25 38 3838 37 39 38.0 ek Table 3 The damage ratio of balsam pear by melon fly
08- 05 55 56 55 55 54 550 LB )
08- 15 67 70 69 67 68 68.2  aA - 1 ) 3 . S ( hm ?)
08- 25 55 55 56 55 55 552  bB 1 25
09- 03 ST A S 05- 05 2.78 2.08 2.27 2.26 2.18 2.31 430.40
09-15 3.8 3 33 32 ME 05-15 1.79 1.76 1.88 1.96 1.19 1.72 319.18
09-25 /W W 3B 382 el 05- 25 2.56 2.66 2.54 2.98 2.67 2.68 499.04
10-03 4040 40 39 38 39.4 D 06- 05 3.25 3.12 3.08 3.29 3.23 3.19 594.08
10-15 Mo M 46 46 450 eC 06- 15 3.63 3.63 3.63 3.59 3.62 3.62 67313
10- 25 3.3 3 %3 312 fF 06- 25 4.43 413 437 4.17 412 424 789.20
=105 om0 i 07- 05 14.57 14.69 14.93 14.68 14.72 14.71 2736.80
H=15 D A 07- 15 16.64 16.82 16.87 16.84 16.57 16.75 3115.13
-2 o 1o 1 1 10 100 ki 07- 25 19.07 19.04 19.21 19.48 19.35 19.23 3576.78
08- 05
08- 15
2.4 08- 25
5 7 09- 05 15.07 19.94 19.91 15.29 15.57 17.16 3191.39
9 11 10d ( 3), 09- 15 19.16 20.13 19.32 17.09 17.76 18.69 3476.53
09- 25 39.53 39.55 6.48 6.24 6.55 19.67 3658.62
10- 05 8.95 8.91 9.12 847 836 876 1629.73
( 3) , 10- 15 26.17 22.24 21.58 21.95 20.16 22.42 4170.12
(Y) (X) 10- 25 19.92 19.94 19.25 20.14 20.35 19.92 3705.12
(Y = 0.4608X + 0.4248, r = 11- 05 9.52 9.45 9.57 9.35 9.65 9.51 1768.49
0.9390" ") 11-15 7.23 7.17 7.13 6.86 6.92 7.06 1313.53
2.5 11-25 5.17 524 4.85 4.96 4.8 502 933.72
(Y)
(X) (Y= 0.4608X + 0.4248, r= ;
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