T34 Journal of Plant Protection, 2019, 46(2): 499-500

DOI: 10.13802/j.cnki.zwbhxb.2019.2017217

ST X B SR 08 A1 R AR SR AR AL A LT A RIS

A comparative study on the phototaxis behaviors of Drosophila suzukii and D. melanogaster
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Fig. 1 Spectral response curves of phototaxis and photophobism behavior of Drosophila suzukii (A) and D. melanogaster adults (B)
P R RSt B bR e 22 o N TR] /NG S RER 7 [] ol SR 8 i ) A7 R SR T 238 28 Duncan [T A 1 22 K 0 7E P<
0.05 /K V225 8 3% . Data in the figure are mean=SD. Different letters in the same phototaxis and photophobism behavior of Dro-

sophila suzukii and D. melanogaster adults indicate significant difference at P<0.05 level by Duncan’s new multiple range test.
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