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(Coquillett) Tuviaeufianns
Host Preference of the Melon Fly Zeugodacus cucurbitae

(Coquillett) under Laboratory Conditions
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Abstract

The melon fly (Zeugodacus cucurbitae (Coquillett)) is an important agricultural pest in
Thailand. The study on host preference of the melon fly was conducted under laboratory
conditions with choice and no-choice tests, using five cucurbit host plants: ivy gourd,
cucumber, angled luffa, pumpkin and bitter gourd. The completely randomized design with
three replications was used in the experiment. The number of pupae and adults were
recorded, calculated as average values and analyzed the data with analysis of variance. The
number of pupae and adults of melon fly found in different host plants were significantly
different. The highest number of pupae and adults of melon fly were found in cucumber, for
both choice test (pupae 48.93%, adults 24.13%) and no-choice test (pupae 43.07 %, adults
25.27%). However, the percentage of adult melon flies emerging from cucumber was lower
than that of bitter gourd which was the highest percent adult emergence (choice test 64.94%,
no-choice test 78.38%). The study on host preference revealed the factors that influenced
host preference of the melon fly, which can be applied by using plant odor with trap to
control and reduce the populations of melon fly in the outbreak area.
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NANAUSIIUYIRVDIMNAITULAT UMY IN1¥E1IY
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angMIINITUNTTEUIA warn15eA JayniA By
LUAIIULAS %qdamaﬂizm@iaszwmwﬁﬁa UaynIs

daaniinua liveslsewmalngle

22 Uil 2 nengAN-FuNAL 2566



A5n151Aa09

UNAYIULAY Zeugodacus cucurbitae

wuasTuLaInglunIdedlaan n1siuna
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srAsfidvuounuasTuues luanmessued Tuilud
AuAkAugY 91Nl ey Taninvaus (GPS: 13
16.723N 100 57.806E) ldlundesnarafinuuin 28.4
x 22 x 11 Wwufng fyferinluasuudiamiield
ausaszurgenale iuliluiesyfufinig w
AMAIPYIINGT ANINEIANENT UMANGITEYTH
Fiavays ilevusuadgiamndusufiuiy viins
Aeaiunauasuunslilddadutosudeluiie
THlunsmases TnedssiauduelunssUomanadin
naulduluAquENaIe 24.5 LBUALUAT g9 29.5
wuilng Aysoiluasuuinudiioliaiunse
srv1wemald (nswmnaes) Iransazanetis 10 %
yud1d  wav8asdneann (Yeast Extract Powder:
HiMedia®) Ui 0.5 n¥u Maluaiuudumizide

(petri dish) YA IUANGNAN 5 WUAWAT LD

LflmmeiqammﬁmLmaﬁmmqﬁqquﬁ 25 + 2 °C
AMUTUFUNNS 65 + 10 % Ld s uUsuuaule
FIUIUAA U T VDI UAITULAITIFD I NANINND

AUSUTMNNSNAaRINSIEBNIRATYRHE

Astaanuianyefevas LNaIuLAg
Zeugodacus cucurbitae
tuvasiuunaszezduduioideny 14 u
tuandifinesnandnud daduerginfounsly
(Dhillon et al,, 2005) Aildannnsinezidssnenld
N3INAaRIMTaNAI801M1s 911U 30 4 laguusoen
WJu 2 nsnedeu Ae nsvnageunuuidfilden
(Choice test) wazn1snagauluuluddlden (No-
choice test) luusiaznsnaaeuving 3 ass
ANSNAABULUUN A ILa0n (Choice test)
W3 puRive1delaetinasas waesIu UIUWmA By
fiANos wazLYSY 1180119 NAAIANLBILY Tann

gay3 wwrludunie 1% 10unad 1 Faluaiiean
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astafiandng ntudnadeUseun dwas Sl
YUIA 2x 4 LBURLUAS VAR 2 TU 21T HINULLI
Safluuaruudanizd e (petri dish) vuraLdusu
Audnans 10 luins Taesuduievosiivordous
avedad usuuy Yranuudamnzd of s uduile
oot 5 v ldlunsmeassiiiuuasiuuns ield
wuasasslgiduna 24 Falus wWeasufmvuaiie
Wusivendeusravyidnlanevanlonszatuwing wonld
NADINAAANIUIA 11 X 11 X 5.5 LYURALUAT ﬁuvﬁ”’m
fnluaeuusueliansasrugendls wlinay 1
naas wieuszysluuumnaaey vilafivende 11/
wewd 1ifidrenass wWasuiiserdelndliuuasiu
wnaaeelynniu lnsadusdunisviiaiyede vy
muuﬁ’uwwsﬁaﬁuaﬂwdu sordloaiunan 5 fu e
iundusmuey wssgydvlnogludonarudy
NUBUTTEEANYINY Lazazfnfsenainiiserdeile
Wannualunseatwrng Yassldilnidudidufoau
e NTuTUT LR ILE Larsuud iy e
wasiusnsluiiveduunazviln
Asnagauluulydfalden (No-choice
test) NS 8uNveNAY sravianlun1sneasuay
AIAUHANTISTNARBIANTUNITAINISNARDULUUS
Fuden lnawasudsnsliivendodieluilrdsiden
FrensihauuAnsdeRidifeondeaiuay 1 vie
Talunsannaesiiduuasiuuns 1 nsssafivende 1

g
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N5 ONYL AN YA YVDIUNAITULRY
Uszld U U NLA warduiudduTeves
wasSuuns Tnefwandudneds wazdrudoauy
1195574 (Standard deviation: SD) AUIUTATING
Hnduiifutaindedsvesdiuaudnug wazd
Winde dndeyauinsivdeuteninunves ANOVA
laun nedeun1skankasunfivesdoys wasnadaeu
AU YeIAILUSUSTIY 91ntuRASIERAY
kUsUs7u (Analysis of Variance: ANOVA) Wie
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wuasrTukssluisafuwsasein tnaldluswnsy SPSS

version 23 (IBM Corporation)
NANISNNABY waziansal

1AN1IANBINTSIE NI AN YOI A8V
wiastuuasluresl fURNs lufivendesis 5 wie
g sinde umed1u vaumdsy finnes wazuzss Tag
Tdmsmaeassunudnug wazfufiutovosuuasiu
wasununsusuaule wesennisunlewiasiu

wnspenaniienaliionanelfinnudemeuls
Usgnaunuinissenuingnsinisinanldidus
nuBUYBILIATIULAsluN YA E AR dniy
lyilefianuuanstaiu (Amin et al., 2011; Patel and
Patel, 2018: Shahzadi et al,, 2019) fatiuni15.4en
fiordeifioaridlyreuasiuunservasvieuldain
SuITEITIUEY MEes IuIusnug Iwaumnenld
T (Mahfuza et al., 2011; Sarwar et al., 2013)
Tnedlothudessianuuds Unuiienageunin
LANFNIVDIAILRE 8 NUTINlunIsNAdEULUUE
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AR wardfuTovesuuasTuwaAnsAaiu
agnsefifadday (P < 0.05) Turnuefisiuudnug uag
FufutevesuuasTusaslunsas Tuiasnlaly
szuzian 5 u liflmnuuansnsiuegediduddgy (P
> 0.05) squdeldnudndnasinseninwiaigeonde
waztuiiassld (P > 0.05) (151971 1) Feaenades
U Harwood et al. (2013) fi51891U31 wuasTuLnd
Sasnsnsldoudaneiiludaefianunsaanslale
wanaliiudn W ousasTunnaaigiamnautng
syurn199bung azddneninlunisidnvinaneie
ardlavanunsanslalaegsainausliauniies
Augnsvey alnelurassveznisndlivesusasiu
wniog luy9e1g 10-18 Tu (Amin et al, 2011;
Dhillon et al., 2005; Patel and Patel, 2018) wa 11
UNNTANUINYITEEENN519 LU0 NaTIULALE1D
YIIUIUNINNIT 60 TU (Harwood et al., 2013; Mir
et al,, 2014; Ullah et al, 2008) & saruarusaly
nsnsladeshsasiisiutu Frsnafiannsasls

o A
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M wUaITULAIES19ANY

\Femesonanannenisinensiadueegieuin

A15197 1 N15AATIERANULUTUTIU (ANOVA) 98931Usinge kassuiudfuovaswyasiuladlufivende 5

1in
NSVAdeULUUNMLEDN nsnegeukuuldimiden
wiaefiun UIUANUR FuudFuhue WUANUR Fuufuhne
F P-value F P-value F P-value F P-value
vilnfivade 126.478 0.000 26.917 0.000 58.920 0.000 36.442 0.000
ﬁ!ﬁﬂﬂ‘ﬂ 2.136 0.090 0.641 0.636 0.516 0.724 0.521 0.721
siinfiverderTufinge 0.294 0.995 0.624 0.849 1.202 0.299 0.584 0.881

W BYINNNSNAABUAINULANAI9YDIAILRAY

5186 (Least significant difference: LSD) YosAaAeY
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a
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PUANWATAINEAIS I waziaedlonsinisitnidu
v @ o o a A o vay v Ao
Aaauieinfign Tuvaed anuiilianueseddns
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A91991 2 SUANLS AR (A1Lady + SD) ardns NSt (%) veuwtasTuunaluiivende 5 vin

ANSNAFDULUULILEDN

mMsnaaausuubiddaden

e usnue  Swudidude  dnsinisin uenue  Sududiuds dnsinisiln
Uy 893 + 2.97° 5.80 + 2.10° 64.94 7.40 + 1.54° 5.80 + 2.45° 78.38
WASSI 4893+ 652 2413 +9.22° 49.31 4307 +1208° 2527 +7.71° 58.67
U 20.73 + 3.85° 11.67 + 1.49° 56.29 21.27 + 3.47° 12.87 + 2.25° 60.51
AR 38.60 + 5.14° 19.40 + 3.84° 50.25 4113+ 430° 2313 + 359% 56.24
VRGN 2493 +539°  14.20 +301° 56.95 3353+970° 2013 +4.99° 60.04

v v o '

o o aa

AedglumadulReINUNAAUAIEENYIANTY kanendlinuLanAegeTitedAyn19ada (P < 0.05) 1neRs

Least significant difference (LSD)

Tunszuumsdeniwerduiiientsnslgves
wuasfinuisduems wazfifivemslevarsvia
SN HATTULAY LuaunAdeazidaninalaluiiy
mﬁaﬁﬁﬂmmwﬁ Lﬁ@iﬁLﬁﬂmaﬁﬁqm@iammmmm
lun1segsenvesgniusaly (Thompson, 1988) lny
axfansanandadenatsusznis leun ndu & vuan
JUT AuandAnienienin uazniaad Lo
29AUITNOUNNEITONM TN AL (Bernays and
Chapman, 1994) N15ANYIN15AIRALLAITULAILHEA
dlemendumieaelusiu wasiiwendy wandlidiy

s

usasiuusamadefiddlindeunauiugazgn fage
fendumBeselusiuunnnindufivende Wewn
Wsfudarnuddglunstmusly Tuvasfivasiu
unanadefindounauiuguazansldazgniagasie
ndufiverdeuinnin iesannidudyarauans
funsvasiiganmsfiannsandaly (Miller et al.,
2004; Vargas et al,, 2018) Tngnuinndunnininnie
unsiuFsgausasiuundldnian (Miller et al, 2004;
Pifiero et al, 2006) ot 19l5fiA1u 91N51891UNT
Anwn1siasn wagn1snevauss seviaivedely
ngufimedunsveauuasiuLAsi LI nudn via
yaafivodelunguivisdunadiuuasiuunanedle
Fonasnilianiigaiinruudsiuunnssiuluusdas
nsfnw Tnenan1s39eluadsil uwuasfuunadeonas

Melvlunnsiunnian aenndesiusieauiinuii

o

NAULAIN ‘Vi‘%‘aLLm%ﬁuﬁqq}mLLuaqi’uLLmaiﬁﬁﬁqm
Tngnsanwasuseneululaaininua memadaLisg
TAsunns W nundlansusznevdseinnueanosea
wazdadilad $1uru 31 vl fanansofgauuasiu
wnaendlels Tnsansiinuann wasduansfiviiliian
nduftuyudsuiindundunnana Ao (£2)-26-
nonadienal (Siderhurst and Jang, 2010) u®na1n
nauud Adudniadefiddniuuasiuwnanadield
Wudgyuiuniunisueariulunisnevaussn o
91AY 1NNN5ANWIVBY Piriero et al. (2006) uangli
w3 AfidAnsasstounas (reflectance value) a9
WU #3917 ndes Iedu AvivgauuasiuLaLnaly
197 warlunmsprumivenden1usssurRveswlaiu
wnawAle aglddudatadunisyuna unasns
R Imaﬁwﬁmmﬁﬂﬁf]ﬁaﬁqamﬁg\mmé”m w9

IWs2AUN1TMeUANDIVOUNAITULRILN 1E 1Y

v
[ A a

(PiRero et al., 2017) A9t Wana1sau1antadesiu

Aaa a . d

GRth]’]ilIENL‘ﬁ‘u warndunionswasen1sideniie

v v
U a = '

21FeYRIkLaTIULATlUNISITeAs el Fanuantunns
NAFDUBUULAIA DN weas1udadunvardeiiny
Fudnug wazdufnieveuuasiuunauniian
SR9a9UIABRIAY tngfive e sdeaviatdvUade
P & v a < & o ~
AanariasunaY wagnsueuiy (Hedvn) luvuei

finnesduiwerfefignidensosaaunainunesiy uaz



Mda ilesnniinnesiadefgauasiuunslsise
Hasudunisueadiu (Hodwden wiu
Tudruassnisnageuluuludsaiden wu
FIUIUANUG LLazéhLﬁui’waaLLuaqi’uLLmumﬁqﬁLu
LRSS FRSasNARRALTUAY weldunna1eiuegig

Py

fiaddy (15797 2) i eeanunsduuas gl
Audnuaziindeadatumn namaafisusiednume
WALIAYIRARIELAINILATVUIALENNIT wasdadl
mwﬂﬂé’%mﬁ’umwqﬁuqﬂiiuumﬁqmiuﬂa;mﬁmnﬁl,tm
(Guo et al,, 2020) Ingwuin sdaduivendendn
AusTIUTIRvRLUATTukadlurin1ze1ne (Pifero
et al, 2006) sajudloluiifvedevdnsudusauden
wrasiuunaeaanalyludas wazunadulndife ety
WinsnUsIuILTALE LasdLiuTove AT UL
Tusasdosninlunnedruisaesnisnaaey 919
dlownandasesussdusznaunmsansems Toun
Usunaniluitvendertsaowiin unsdruduniy
aeAUsTNOUNINAITeIMNTaslisTesar 96 (Uthpala
et al, 2020) &l US i duesAUseneu
Uszuradsouay 93.5 (Kumar and Singh, 2012)
Tusaediiinnes uazuruivunafesas 91.25
way 90.53 pAua sy (Hussain et al, 2010) &4
Usnaniluiiverdedudadeiifauddysesns
N198¢ 50AYBIAINUDUUNAITULAS (Hafsi et al,.
2016) FlANUTILIUANLS warAufuTovuuaaiuy
unaluinnes wazuIUtesnI T ULAIS U LaLeAas
Tuvaezfivzsuduiivendefinusivausnug wazven
WuTeresuuasiuwnsiosiian esnueseiidndu
osdUsEnoumiian AeUszanaidosar 83 wadsdians

a a

wunveladyAugd (secondary metabolite) fiii5a
w3 laun AAesUn19u (cucurbitacin) wazlunes
A%U (momordicin) aﬁiuﬂ%mmmﬂ (Behera et al.,
2010) lagansnananiagludnva19n1sv1eauYes
gosluufiiertastunisaonasivlunuas deane
N33l N1y 91gde saudanisidenin
fwerfofianisnslyeuuasiuunidae (Tallamy
et al, 1997; Ullah et al,, 2008) \ilofiansanTlaesiu

LAISIU LAEANAIIITANWULNIINYAIN LAETININ

NIAININYATINYAY TN
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Mmnvaulunisiluiivendevesunasiuunslunis
199 LagnslasyauIveImInuouNINnIY nnes
U UazUZSY
| < N o Y
pg1lsnam WeRansandnsinsinilum
Wade agwulainunediy wagidinduduiivenden
dnsnsiinsnganslunisnaaauiuuiiaiiben
wazlifiduden vatlilesansasimsilndududule

v

YoUATULARTTURY TUAHANY TIVDINITLATEY

W lussesMmnuau Wagsyaanue (Farooq et al.,
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