
Page 1/20

A Performance Index as a measure of the host
suitability to Drosophila suzukii Matsumura
(Diptera: Drosophilidae)
María Antonela Dettler 




Universidad Nacional de Lujan
 https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8111-9393

Gualterio Nicolas Barrientos 
Universidad Nacional de Lujan

María Agustina Ansa 
Universidad Nacional de Lujan

Florencia Anabella Vazquez 
Universidad Nacional de Lujan

Emilia martínez 
Universidad Nacional de Lujan

Marina Vilma Santadino 
Universidad Nacional de Lujan

Carlos Eduardo Coviella 
Universidad Nacional de Lujan

María Begoña Riquelme Virgala 
Universidad Nacional de Lujan

Research Article

Keywords: Spotted wing drosophila, Fitness, Biometric traits, Alternative host

Posted Date: August 10th, 2023

DOI: https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-3199936/v1

License:


This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License.
 
Read Full License

https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-3199936/v1
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8111-9393
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-3199936/v1
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Page 2/20

Version of Record: A version of this preprint was published at Neotropical Entomology on October 13th,
2023. See the published version at https://doi.org/10.1007/s13744-023-01090-w.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s13744-023-01090-w


Page 3/20

Abstract
Drosophila suzukii Matsumura, known as spotted wing drosophila (SWD), is an Asiatic invasive fruit pest
that has spread over the world in the last fifteen years, due to its high reproductive rate, its tolerance to
different environmental conditions, the international fruit trade, and its wide range of host plants. In
Buenos Aires, Argentina, blueberry is a major susceptible crop, although other cultivated and non-
cultivated fruit species are frequent. The aim of this study was to evaluate the host suitability of
commercial and non-cultivated fruit species (blueberries, plums, mulberries and cherries) at two stages of
maturity by estimating an index that takes into account biological and biometric parameters. The
development and survival of SWD cohorts reared on different fruits were followed from egg to adult
emergence. Then, adults were sexed and some biometric traits were measured. The indices: Wing loading,
Wing aspect and the Relative Performance Index (RPI) were estimated. The shortest developmental time
and the maximum egg to adult survival were observed in the specimens developed in mulberry, in both
stages of maturity. Only the length of the thorax showed significant differences between treatments in
both sexes, and the largest adults were those reared in the ripe mulberries. The RPI, which relates
performance and biometric variables, was the best parameter to evaluate the host suitability of SWD. So,
it could be used as an indicator of the nutritional quality of fruits available in a region and to evaluate the
importance of alternative hosts in the population dynamic of SWD.

Introduction
Spotted wing drosophila (SWD), Drosophila suzukii Matsumura, is an invasive species native of
Southeast of Asia that has spread in this century to different countries of Europe (Calabria et al. 2012),
North and South America (Hauser et al. 2009; Deprá et al. 2014; Santadino et al. 2015; Mello García et al.
2022), and more recently Africa and Oceania (Kwadha et al. 2021; Aouari et al. 2022; EPPO 2023). This
successful invasion is due to its high reproductive rate, its tolerance to different environmental
conditions, its wide range of host plants and the international fruit trade (Kimura 2004; Calabria et al.
2012). Females have a serrated ovipositor that allows them to lacerate the epicarp of healthy pre-harvest
fruits to oviposit (Lee et al. 2011; Walsh et al. 2011). The larvae develop inside the fruit and allow the
entry of pathogens that cause its premature decay (Walsh et al. 2011; Cini et al. 2012). This fly can
develop in several commercial and non-cultivated fruit species (Cloonan et al. 2018), and the damage is
especially important in soft-skinned fruits and some stone fruits (Lee et al. 2011; Bellamy et al. 2013;
Little et al. 2017). Excluding strawberry (Fragaria x ananassa (Duchesne ex Weston)) for being a
horticultural production, the blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum L.) is the main thin-skinned fruit crop
cultivated in the Buenos Aires province, followed to a lesser extent by the blackberry (Rubus fruticosus L.),
raspberries (Rubus idaeus L.) and cherries (Prunus avium L.) (Censo Nacional Agropecuario 2018). In
addition, in this region there are other susceptible species like plums (Prunus salicina L.) and mulberries
(Morus sp. L.). The latest one is frequently implanted for shade or as an ornamental tree.

There are physical and chemical characteristics of fruits that are related to the performance of SWD
offspring, since they affect their survival and developmental time (Silva-Soares et al. 2017; Young et al.
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2017; Alhmedi et al. 2019). In addition, several studies have shown that the nutrition of larvae affects
body measures of the drosophilid adults, including the size and shape of the wings (Bitner Mathé and
Klazcko 1999; Shingleton et al. 2009; Fanara and Werenkraut 2017; Pajač Živković et al. 2018; Cabrera
2019; Little et al. 2020; Jardeleza et al. 2022). The capacity to change body measures in function of
environmental and nutritional conditions is known as phenotypic plasticity, and is an important trait in
invasive species. It provides rapid adjustments to the new environment, especially considering that after
introduction, genetic variation is reduced due to bottlenecks caused by the small initial size of the
colonizing population (West Eberhard 1989; Geng et al. 2007; Geng et al. 2016). Therefore, it is expected
that D. suzukii fed with different diets express this plasticity (Lee et al. 2011; Burrack et al. 2013;
Jaramillo et al. 2015; Little et al. 2017; Cabrera 2019; Little et al. 2020).

The aim of this study was to evaluate the host suitability of different commercial and non-cultivated fruit
species by estimating different indices that take into account biometric and biological parameters.

Material and methods

Insect rearing and assay conditions
The bioassays and SWD rearing were carried out in the Laboratory of Agricultural Zoology of the National
University of Luján, using a GC-300 brood chamber (Lab. Companion ®) under controlled conditions (23 
± 2°C, 60 ± 10% RH, Photoperiod 16L:8D). SWD larvae were fed using fresh and without insecticide
raspberries (Rubus idaeus) and/or artificial diet as food (García Martínez et al. 2014; Betti 2016; Fanara
pers. comm.).

The fruits used for assays were healthy blueberries cultivar Star and cherries cultivar Celeste, which were
harvested from an agroecological fruit orchard located in the locality of Lobos; plums cultivar Pizzurno
and mulberries, both harvested from trees located in the experimental field of the National University of
Luján. Both sites are located in the Northeast of Buenos Aires province. Two stages of maturity, ripening
(in the veraison phase) and ripe (optimum harvest maturity), differentiated by the soluble solids content,
were evaluated. The juice obtained by crushing a random sample of 3 fruits per species was used to
estimate the soluble solids content in degree Brix (°Brix) with a refractometer (Luwig ®) (Lee et al. 2011)
(Table 1). To prevent natural fruit infestation by SWD or other insects, some branches with fruits were
placed inside organza bags before veraison. Those branches were collected the day before at the
beginning of each bioassay, and the fruits collected were checked under the microscope for any natural
infestation or damages, and kept in a refrigerator (4°C) until required for bioassays.



Page 5/20

Table 1
Concentration of soluble solids

measured in degrees Brix for different
fruit species in two stages of maturity
Fruits Stage of maturity Brix

Blueberry Ripening 9

Ripe 11

Cherry Ripening 13

Ripe 15

Mulberry Ripening 7

Ripe 9

Plum Ripening 9

Ripe 11

Performance assay
To obtain cohorts for bioassays, fruits of each species and stage of maturity were exposed to 10 SWD
couples in entomological cages rearing (BugDorm-1®) for 24 h. After removing the adults, the number of
eggs per fruit were counted under stereoscopic microscope by checking the two respiratory filaments
(Beers et al. 2011; Asplen et al. 2015), and then, fruits were individually placed in ventilated 300 ml plastic
containers. Pupal formation and adult emergence were daily recorded. The period from oviposition to
pupal formation was recorded as egg-larval period, while the period from pupation to adult emergence
was considered pupal period. The sum of both periods was considered the developmental time. Twelve
replicates were performed for each fruit species and stage of maturity.

Biometric measures
All adults were sexed and kept in a freezer at -18°C until they were measured. The following traits were
measured in each specimen (Norry et al. 1995; Loeschcke et al. 1999; Pacheco Fuentes 2013; Cabrera
2019; Lavagnino et al. 2020):

Wing length (WL): linear distance of the longitudinal vein 4 (LV4) from the anterior cross-vein (ACV), to
the tip of the left wing (Fig. 1a);

Wing width (WW): distance between the intersection of longitudinal vein 2 (LV2) with the wing margin
and between the intersection of longitudinal vein 5 (LV5) with the left wing margin (Fig. 1b);

Thorax length (TL): distance from the anterior margin of the thorax to the posterior tip of the scutellum
(Fig. 1c).
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Size measurements were determined on photographs taken with a magnifying glass (Stemi 508 model,
Zeiss®) with an integrated digital camera and ImageJ software. The distance in pixels was transformed
to millimeters from a known scale, through a millimeter sheet.

With these measurements, the indices Wing loading (WLo) and Wing aspect (WAs) were estimated for
each sex separately (Azevedo et al. 1998; Loeschcke et al. 1999; Gibb et al. 2006):

Finally, three specimens of each sex were randomly selected to estimate the Relative Performance Index
(RPI) (Ruiz and Heed 1988; Krebs and Barker 1991, 1993; Fanara et al. 1999):

Where:

V is the vitality, estimated as mean of survival (%);

TL is the thorax length (mm);

DT is the developmental time (hours).

Thorax length was selected as a measure of the body size because it was the only biometric measure
that showed significant differences between treatments in both sexes.

Statistical analysis
All analyzes were performed using the RStudio software (R Core Team 2022) and in all cases, a
significance level of 5% (P < 0.05) was taken into account.

Egg-larval period, pupal period and developmental time were compared among fruit species (ripening or
ripe) using a generalized linear model (GLM) with negative binomial distribution due to overdispersion of
the data. Survival was analyzed using the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis analysis because normality
assumption was not met. Differences among treatments were determined by Tukey’s test.

Biometric traits were compared between sexes using the Kruskal-Wallis test. Also, these body
measurements and biometric indices, were compared among fruit/maturation treatments for each sex
using an analysis of variance (ANOVA), previously verifying the assumptions of normality and
homoscedasticity. Differences among treatments were determined by Fisher’s test.

Results

WLo =
TL

WW

WAs =

WL

WLo

RPI =
V xTL

DT
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Developmental time from oviposition to adult emergence was similar between sexes (H = 0.33; df = 1; P = 
0.57) but varied significantly among treatments (H = 15.18; df = 7; P < 0.01). The specimens developed in
both, ripening and ripe mulberries, completed their cycle in the shortest time, while the cycle was
significantly longer in those larvae that were fed with plum, whose cycles exceeded 15 days in both
stages of maturation. These differences were due to the egg-larval period (H = 300.93; df = 7; P < 0.01),
since the pupal period did not show significant difference among treatments (H = 1.88; df = 7; P = 0.60)
(Table 2).

Table 2
Developmental time (days) and Survival (%) of Drosophila suzukii (mean ± SE) reared on fruits with

different maturation stages
Treatment Egg-larval

period
Egg-larval
survival

Pupal
period

Pupal
survival

Developmental
time

Egg to
Adult
survival

Ripening
blueberry

9.25 ± 
0.704 c

47.06 ± 
10.910 b

5.19 ± 
0.524 a

90.00 ± 
6.667 a

14.7 ± 1.454 c 41.18 ± 
9.810 c

Ripe
blueberry

7.94 ± 
1.075 bc

57.14 ± 
6.747 b

5.57 ± 
0.899 a

100.00 ± 
0.000 a

13.1 ± 0.903
bc

57.14 ± 
6.745 bc

Ripening
cherry

7.45 ± 
0.582 b

60.92 ± 
7.803 ab

5.33 ± 
0.495 a

88.40 ± 
3.478 a

12.8 ± 0.778 b 51.72 ± 
6.589 bc

Ripe cherry 7.50 ± 
0.645 b

81.48 ± 
4.979 a

5.07 ± 
0.578 a

96.15 ± 
3.845 a

12.5 ± 0.909 b 77.78 ± 
5.767 a

Ripening
mulberry

6.26 ± 
0.423 a

86.96 ± 
5.933 a

4.89 ± 
0.373 a

90.47 ± 
5.019 a

11.1 ± 0.556 a 78.26 ± 
6.764 a

Ripe
mulberry

6.00 ± 
0.577 a

85.37 ± 
2.356 a

4.61 ± 
0.509 a

100.00 ± 
0.000 a

10.6 ± 0.767 a 85.37 ± 
2.356 a

Ripening
plum

9.58 ± 
0.894 c

41.67 ± 
7.412 b

5.50 ± 
0.678 a

100.00 ± 
0.000 a

15.1 ± 1.120 c 41.67 ± 
7.409 c

Ripe plum 10.56 ± 
1.083 c

66.67 ± 
9.478 ab

5.00 ± 
0.754 a

100.00 ± 
0.000 a

15.6 ± 1.321 c 66.67 ± 
9.484 ab

Different letters in each column indicate statistical significance (N = 12) (Tukey’s test, P < 0.05)

Survival from egg to pupa was affected by treatments (H = 33.21; df = 7; P < 0.01), but survival of pupae
did not differ significantly (H = 8.84; df = 7; P = 0.26), and it was higher than 88% in all treatments
(Table 2). For each fruit species, SWD survival from egg to adult was lower when it was developed in the
immature stage than in the ripe stage, although there were only significant differences between stages of
maturity in cherries and plums. The maximum survival from egg to adult was observed in the specimens
raised in mulberries (in both stages of maturity) and in ripe cherries and plums (H = 38.34; df = 7; P < 0.01)
(Table 2).
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All body measurements were higher in females than in males (WW H = 63.38; df = 1; P < 0.01; WL H = 
65.71; df = 1; P < 0.01; TL H = 54.40; df = 1; P < 0,01), whereas the indices WLo and WAs did not show
differences between sexes (WLo H = 0.02; df = 1, P = 0.88; WAs H = 0.29; df = 1; P = 0.59). Only the TL was
affected by treatments in both sexes (Females: F = 5.06, df = 7, P < 0.01; Males: F = 2.47, df = 7, P = 0.03),
while the WW was similar among treatments (Females: F = 1.86, df = 7, P = 0.08; Males: F = 1.56, df = 7, P 
= 0.18) and WL of females varied significantly according to the diet (Females: F = 2.61, df = 7, P < 0.01;
Males: F = 1.13, df = 7, P = 0.30) (Table 3). For males, the highest TL was observed when they were reared
on ripening and ripe mulberries and on ripe cherries and ripe plums, while the largest females were
obtained from mulberries and blueberries (Table 3). However, TL was similar in adults of the same sex
and reared on the same fruit, regardless of the stages of maturity (Table 3).
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Table 3
Biometric traits (mean ± SE) of Drosophila suzukii adults reared on different fruits with two stages of

maturity
Treatment WW (mm)a WL (mm)b TL (mm)c WLod WAse

M F M F M F M F M F

Ripening
blueberry

1.03 
± 
0.042
a

1.34 
± 
0.072
a

1.53 
± 
0.084
a

2.05 
± 
0.088
ab

1.07 
± 
0.055
c

1.51 
± 
0.076
ab

0.70 
± 
0.033
a

0.74 
± 
0.039
a

1.49 
± 
0.086
a

1.54 
± 
0.072
a

Ripe
blueberry

1.02 
± 
0.042
a

1.33 
± 
0.036
a

1.49 
± 
0.084
a

2.05 
± 
0.044
a

1.11 
± 
0.055
bc

1.48 
± 
0.038
ab

0.75 
± 
0.033
a

0.73 
± 
0.199
a

1.45 
± 
0.086
a

1.56 
± 
0.036
a

Ripening
cherry

1.02 
± 
0.032
a

1.28 
± 
0.042
a

1.54 
± 
0.065
a

1.88 
± 
0.051
bc

1.13 
± 
0.043
bc

1.33 
± 
0.044
c

0.73 
± 
0.026
a

0.71 
± 
0.023
a

1.51 
± 
0.067
a

1.48 
± 
0.042
a

Ripe
cherry

1.12 
± 
0.027
a

1.27 
± 
0.032
a

1.65 
± 
0.055
a

1.94 
± 
0.044
abc

1.23 
± 
0.036
ab

1.35 
± 
0.038
bc

0.75 
± 
0.022
a

0.70 
± 
0.020
a

1.48 
± 
0.056
a

1.54 
± 
0.036
a

Ripening
mulberry

1.07 
± 
0.023
a

1.21 
± 
0.051
a

1.65 
± 
0.046
a

1.92 
± 
0.062
abc

1.24 
± 
0.030
a

1.43 
± 
0.054
abc

0.75 
± 
0.018
a

0.74 
± 
0.028
a

1.55 
± 
0.047
a

1.59 
± 
0.051
a

Ripe
mulberry

1.05 
± 
0.019
a

1.32 
± 
0.032
a

1.68 
± 
0.039
a

2.00 
± 
0.040
ab

1.21 
± 
0.025
ab

1.55 
± 
0.034
a

0.73 
± 
0.015
a

0.78 
± 
0.018
a

1.62 
± 
0.040
a

1.52 
± 
0.032
a

Ripening
plum

1.03 
± 
0.051
a

1.14 
± 
0.063
a

1.52 
± 
0.102
a

1.80 
± 
0.076
c

1.07 
± 
0.068
c

1.27 
± 
0.066
c

0.70 
± 
0.041
a

0.70 
± 
0.034
a

1.47 
± 
0.105
a

1.60 
± 
0.062
a

Ripe plum 1.03 
± 
0.030
a

1.18 
± 
0.056
a

1.56 
± 
0.059
a

1.82 
± 
0.068
c

1.20 
± 
0.039
abc

1.32 
± 
0.059
c

0.78 
± 
0.024
a

0.73 
± 
0.031
a

1.52 
± 
0.061
a

1.54 
± 
0.056
a

aWing width; bWing length; cThorax length; dWing loading; eWing aspect

Different letters in each column indicate statistical significance between treatments for males (M) and
females (F) (Fisher’s test, P < 0.05)

The correlation analyzes between the biometric parameters were significant (P < 0.01) with an r-Pearson
coefficient higher than 0.69 (Fig. 2). These results, added to the significant differences observed for TL in
both sexes among treatments, prompted the selection of this parameter for estimating the RPI.
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The RPI varied according to the fruit and its stages of maturity (F = 29.15; df = 7; P < 0.01). The specimens
developed in ripe mulberries presented a maximum index, significantly higher than the rest of the
treatments. In addition, for each fruit, the index was higher in the ripe stage than in the ripening one
(Fig. 3).

Discussion
Drosophila suzukii has greatly expanded its worldwide distribution due to its high polyphagia, among
other reasons (Kimura 2004; Cini et al. 2012; Calabria et al. 2012). However, the observations of this work
suggest that the quality of the food resources present in an area may differ between fruit species and
their stage of maturity, since both could affect the development, survival and adult biometric traits of the
fly population, which is in agreement with what was observed by other authors (Poyet et al. 2014;
Jaramillo et al. 2015; Lee et al. 2015; Arnó et al. 2016; Bernardi et al 2017).

The developmental time was affected by the fruit species, but it did not vary between stages of maturity
for the same fruit (Table 2). It varied between 10.6 and 15.6 days, which indicates that the duration of
cycle can be 50% longer depending on the food of the larvae. The shortest developmental time was found
in mulberries, regardless of their stage of maturity, whereas the highest values were observed in plums
and blueberries. Some authors have found developmental times of SWD reared in blueberries and
cherries slightly lower than those observed in this work (Jaramillo et al. 2015; Alhmedi et al. 2019; Cai et
al. 2019). This difference could be due to the fact that these studies were carried out at a temperature
between 23 and 25 ºC, slightly higher than the conditions of this study (21–25°C). No studies about the
developmental time of D. suzukii in plums and mulberries were found, so these results would constitute
the first data on the biology of SWD in these hosts. Several works have concluded that the larvae reared
on an optimal diet have shorter developmental time (Edgar 2006; Markow and O'Grady 2008; Jaramillo et
al. 2015). In this sense, mulberries, even in a stage prior to maturation, were the best food for SWD
rearing. Added to this, the mulberries in both stages of maturity were the treatments where the maximum
survival was recorded, higher than 78%. Similarly, survival in ripe cherries was almost 78%, an
intermediate value to that observed by other authors (40 to 90%) (Lee et al. 2011; Alhmedi et al. 2019; Cai
et al. 2019), while in ripe blueberries, survival was 57%, higher than it recorded by other works (between
30 and 55%) (Lee et al. 2011; Burrack et al. 2013; Cai et al. 2019). For ripe plum, survival was 66.7%,
almost three times higher than that observed by Cabrera (2019), who used an artificial diet composed
mainly of plum macerates. In this case, the other ingredients of the diet could be affecting its nutritional
quality, so the data is not directly comparable.

In each fruit species, higher survival was observed in ripe stage than in ripening one, although only in
cherries and plums the difference was statistically different (Table 2). In agreement, other authors
compared the susceptibility of various fruits to SWD and found in most of them that when Brix levels
increased, more SWD developed on (Lee et al. 2011; Little et al. 2017; Kamiyama and Guédot 2019). In
the same way, Arnó et al. (2016) observed in two strawberry varieties higher percentages of pupae in red
than in ripening or unripe fruits, possibly due to higher sugar content. In this sense, Little et al. (2017)
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suggest that SWD larvae can develop in a wide range of sweetness and acidity, as long as their sugar and
protein needs are met, since it is known that the proper balance between these nutrients is essential for
the development of SWD (Young et al. 2017).

All body measurements were larger in females than in males, which is in agreement with other authors
(Jaramillo et al. 2015; Cabrera 2019). On the other hand, the WW did not differ among treatments, while
only females showed differences in the WL, which does not agree with Jaramillo et al. (2015), who found
no differences in wing length according to the diet of the larvae of SWD. In relation to the TL, both sexes
showed significant differences according to the diet. These differences were not observed for the same
fruit in different stages of maturity, and when the larvae were fed with ripe or ripening mulberries, the
adults of both sexes were in the group with the highest TL (Table 3). The size of adults in many cases is
correlated with performance components such as fecundity, longevity, mating behavior and resistance to
stress (Kingsolver and Huey 2008) and it has been found that larger adults can reach higher speeds and
accelerations during flight, which could influence the flight and dispersal capacity (Fraimout et al. 2018;
Pajač Živković et al. 2018).

Both indices, the WLo and the WAs, did not present significant differences among treatments. The wing
loading is related to the flight capacity, the flight is more energetically efficient when the WLo is lower,
since the wings are larger in relation to the body (Angelo and Slansky 1984; Berwaerts et al. 2002; Gibb et
al. 2006; Fanara and Werenkraut 2017). On the other hand, the wing aspect is related to the flight pattern,
when this value is higher it indicates that they have a faster flapping flight, while if it is lower it indicates a
gliding flight (Norberg 1990; Wootton 1992; Fanara and Werenkraut 2017). Therefore, these flight
characteristics would seem to be unaffected by the diets offered in this study. However, these results
differ from those reported for other drosophilid species exposed to different diets (Fanara and Werenkraut
2017). While these indices only take into account biometric traits, the RPI can be considered as a
measure of fitness, because relates these characteristics to biological ones, since it increases with
viability and body size and decreases with developmental time (Klingenberg and Spence 1997. The
results of this work show, on the one hand, that in all the fruits, this index was significantly higher when
they were ripe, and on the other, that the value obtained for the larvae fed with ripe mulberry was
significantly higher than that of the rest of the treatments. In the same way, Fanara and Werenkraut
(2017) determined that for cactophilous drosophilid species the RPI varies according to the diet supplied.

The higher RPI found in ripe mulberry treatment is due to the fact that specimens developed in this fruit
showed a large size associated with the shortest developmental time and a high survival rate. In the
same way, Cabrera (2019) used this index to compare the fitness of SWD reared with different diets and
densities, and found the highest RPI with the diet where obtained greater viability and shorter
developmental time. In addition, other authors also found that when the developmental time is shorter,
the size of the SWD adults is larger (Silva Soares et al. 2017; Bezerra da Silva et al. 2019).

The mulberry tree is a Chinese species used in cut and carry systems for more than 5000 years and to
feed the silkworm (Bombyx mori L.) (Martín et al. 2007). In Argentina, it was introduced for ornamental
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purposes, becoming an invasive plant since it grows spontaneously (Tolaba and Novara 1996; Duarte
Baschini and Dellafiore 2021). An alternative host can be considered beneficial if it strongly attracts the
pest instead of the crops and, in addition, greater control efforts could be performed it, with the aim of
reducing the population and preventing future attacks (Lee et al. 2015). However, in the region of this
study, the mulberry bloom in late winter and its fruits are ripe in early November, shortly before many of
the commercially important fruits such as raspberries, plums and some varieties of blueberries and
cherries. This makes it one of the first food and oviposition resources in the region for SWD, mainly for
the females of the wintering generation. In addition, the results indicate that the adults developed in
mulberry would have morphological characteristics that would facilitate the dispersal and search for both
mates and new food and oviposition resources, which would make this tree an alternative host of
excellent quality,that should be avoided in the vicinity of susceptible fruit crops.

Declarations
Conflict of interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

 Authors´ contributions MAD and MBRV planned the study, MAD, GNB, MAA, EM, FAV, MVS and MBRV
executed laboratory work. Analysis was performed by GNB, MBRV and MAD. MBRV, MAD and CEC wrote
the manuscript. All authors reviewed and approved the manuscript.

Acknowledgments 

We are grateful for the financial support provided by the Departamento de Tecnología, Universidad
Nacional de Luján (Argentina) under grant CDD_T 004/16 and the Agencia Nacional de Promoción
Científica y Tecnológica (Argentina) under grant PICT   2525/17. In addition, we thank Ignacio Santos for
his English language help and Juan José Fanara and Felipe Cabrera for their help with the biometric
measures of the flies.

References
1. Alhmedi A, Clymans R, Van Kerckvoorde V, Bylemans D, Beliën T (2019) Preference and performance

of Drosophila suzukii on Prunus species: A potential eco-friendly pest management tool. Crop
Protection 122: 35-41. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.2019.04.018

2. Angelo M J, Slansky F (1984) Body building by insects: trade-off in resource allocation with
particular reference to migratory species. Fla Entomol 67(1):22-41

3. Aouari I, Barech G, Khaldi M (2022) First record of the agricultural pest Drosophila suzukii
(Matsumura, 1931) (Diptera: Drosophilidae) in Algeria. EPPO Bulletin 52(2): 471-478

4. Arnó J, Solà M, Riudavets J, Gabarra R (2016) Population dynamics, non-crop hosts, and fruit
susceptibility of Drosophila suzukii in Northeast Spain. J Pest Sci 89:713–723.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10340-016-0774-3



Page 13/20

5. Asplen MK, Anfora G, Biondi A, Choi DS, Chu D, Daane KM, Gibert P, Gutierrez AP, Hoelmer KA,
Hutchison WD, Isaacs R, Jiang ZL, Kárpáti Z, Kimura MT, Pascual M, Philips CR, Plantamp C, Ponti L,
Vétek G, Vogt H, Walton VM, Yu Y, Zappalà L, Desneux N (2015) Invasion biology of spotted wing
Drosophila (Drosophila suzukii): a global perspective and future priorities. J Pest Sci 88: 469-494.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10340-015-0681-z

6. Azevedo RB, James AC, McCabe J, Partridge L (1998) Latitudinal variation of wing: thorax size ratio
and wing‐aspect ratio in Drosophila melanogaster. Evol 52(5):1353-1362.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1998.tb02017.x

7. Beers E, Van Steenwyk R, Shearer P, Coates W, Grant J (2011) Developing Drosophila suzukii
management programs for sweet cherry in the western United States. Pest Manag Sci 67: 1386-
1395. https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.2279

8. Bellamy DE, Sisterson MS, Walse SS (2013) Quantifying host potentials: indexing postharvest fresh
fruits for spotted wing drosophila, Drosophila suzukii. PLoS One 8.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0061227

9. Bernardi D, Andreazza F, Botton M, Baronio CA, Nava DE (2017) Susceptibility and Interactions of
Drosophila suzukii and Zaprionus indianus (Diptera: Drosophilidae) in Damaging Strawberry.
Neotrop Entomol 46: 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13744-016-0423-9

10. Berwaerts K, van Dyck H, Aerts P (2002) Does flight morphology relate to flight performance? An
experimental test with the butterfly Pararge aegeria. Funct Ecol 16: 484-491

11. Betti M (2016) Genómica del comportamiento de oviposición en Drosophila melanogaster. Tesis
doctoral, Facultad de Ciencias Exactas y Naturales, Universidad Nacional de Buenos Aires, Buenos
Aires, Argentina, pp 211

12. Bezerra Da Silva CS, Price BE, Soohoo-Hui A, Walton VM (2019) Factors affecting the biology of
Pachycrepoideus vindemmiae (Hymenoptera: Pteromalidae), a parasitoid of spotted-wing drosophila
(Drosophila suzukii). PLoS ONE 14(7). https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0218301

13. Bitner-Mathé BC, Klaczko LB (1999) Plasticity of Drosophila melanogaster wing morphology: effects
of sex, temperature and density. Genetics 105: 203-210

14. Burrack HJ, Fernandez GE, Spivey T, Kraus DA (2013) Variation in selection and utilization of host
crops in the field and laboratory by Drosophila suzukii Matsumara (Diptera: Drosophilidae), an
invasive frugivore. Pest Manag Sci 69: 1173-1180. https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.3489

15. Cabrera F (2019) Drosophila suzukii: Caracterización de la variación temporal y espacial de su
actividad en un cultivo de ciruelas en Luján, Bs. As. y análisis de los métodos de captura y cría en el
laboratorio. Tesis de grado, Facultad de Ciencias Exactas y Naturales, Universidad de Buenos Aires,
Argentina, pp 66

16. Cai P, Song Y, Yi C, Zhang Q, Xia H, Lin J, Zhang J, Ynag J, Qinge-ji, Chen J (2019) Potential host
fruits for Drosophila suzukii: olfactory and oviposition preferences and suitability for development.
Entomol Exp Appl 167(10) 880-890. https://doi.org/10.1111/eea.12840



Page 14/20

17. Calabria G, Maca J, Bachili G, Serra L, Pascual M (2012) First records of the potential pest species
Drosophila suzukii (Diptera: Drosophilidae) in Europe. J Appl Entomol 136: 139-147.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0418.2010.01583.x

18. Censo Nacional Agropecuario (2018). Instituto Nacional de Estadísticas y Censos (INDEC), Argentina

19. Cini A, Loriatti C, Anfora G (2012) A review of the invasion of Drosophila suzukii in Europe and a draft
research agenda for integrated pest management. B Insectol 65: 149-160.
https://hdl.handle.net/10449/21029. Accessed 30 June 2023

20. Cloonan KR, Abraham J, Angeli S, Syed Z, Rodriguez-Saona C (2018). Advances in the chemical
ecology of the spotted wing drosophila (Drosophila suzukii) and its applications. J chem ecol 44:
922-939. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10886-018-1000-y

21. Colines B, Soto IM, de Panis DN, Padró J (2018). Experimental hybridization in allopatric species of
the Drosophila repleta group (Diptera: Drosophilidae): implications for the mode of speciation. Biol J
Linn Soc 123 (2): 290-301. https://doi.org/10.1093/biolinnean/blx143

22. Deprá M, Poppe L, Schmitz H, De Toni D, Valente V (2014) The first records of the invasive pest
Drosophila suzukii in the South American continent. J Pest Sci 87 (3): 379-383.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10340-014-0591-5

23. Diepenbrock LM, Swoboda Bhattarai KA, Burrack HJ (2016) Ovipositional preference, fidelity, and
fitness of Drosophila suzukii in a co-occurring crop and non-crop host system. J Pest Sci 89: 761-
769. https://doi.org/10.1111/jen.12335

24. Duarte Baschini C, Dellafiore CM (2021) El zorro gris pampeano (Lycalopex gymnocercus) como
dispersor de semillas de mora (Morus nigra). Revista de Investigación UNED 13(1)
https://doi.org/10.22458/urj.v13i1.3171

25. Edgar BA (2006) How flies get their size: genetics meets physiology. Nat Rev Genetics 7(12): 907–
916. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrg1989

26. EPPO (2023) European and Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization.
https://gd.eppo.int/taxon/DROSSU/distribution. Accessed 15 June 2023

27. Fanara JJ, Fontdevila A, Hasson E (1999) Oviposition preference and life history traits in cactophilic
Drosophila koepferae and D. buzzatii in association with their natural hosts. Evol Ecol 13: 173-190.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006636025623

28. Fanara JJ, Werenkraut V (2017). Phenotypic plasticity in Drosophila cactophilic species: the effect of
competition, density, and breeding sites. Insect Sci 24: 675-683. https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-
7917.12345

29. Fraimout A, Jacquemart P, Villarroel B, Aponte DJ, Decamps T, Herrel A, Cornette R, Debat V (2018).
Phenotypic plasticity of Drosophila suzukii wing to developmental temperature: Implications for
flight. J Exp Biol 34(4): 980-996. https://doi.org/10.1093/molbev/msx050

30. Fusco G, Minelli A (2010) Phenotypic plasticity in development and evolution: facts and concepts.
Philos Trans R Soc B Biol Sci 365(1540): 457-556. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2009.0267



Page 15/20

31. García Martínez F O, Pérez-Sayas C, Falcó JV, Tormos J, Beitia F (2014) La Drosófila de alas
machandas Drosophila suzukii: cría en laboratorio y ensayos preliminares con parasitoides. Agrícola
Vegetal 5: 65-69. http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.11939/4163. Accessed 30 June 2023

32. Geng YP, Pan XY, Xu CY, Zhang WJ, Li B, Chen JK, Lu BR, Song ZP (2007) Phenotypic plasticity rather
than locally adapted ecotypes allows the invasive alligator weed to colonize a wide range of
habitats. Biol Inv 9: 245-256. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-006-9029-1

33. Geng YP, van Klinken RD, Sosa A, Li B, Chen J, Xu CY (2016) The relative importance of genetic
diversity and phenotypic plasticity in determining invasion success of a clonal weed in the USA and
China. Front Plant Sci 7: 213. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2016.00213

34. Gibb H, Hjältén J, Ball JP, Pettersson RB, Landin J, Alvini O, Danell K (2006) Wing loading and habitat
selection in forest beetles: are red-listed species poorer dispersers or more habitat-specific than
common congeneric? Biol Conserv 132: 250-260. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2006.04.017

35. Hauser M (2011). A historic account of the invasion of Drosophila suzukii (Matsumura) (Diptera:
Drosophilidae) in the continental United states, with remarks on their identification. Pest Manag Sci
67: 1352-1357. https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.2265

36. Jaramillo SL, Mehlferber E, Moore PJ (2015) Life‐history trade‐offs under different larval diets in
Drosophila suzukii (Diptera: Drosophilidae). Physiol Entomol 40: 2-9.
https://doi.org/10.1111/phen.12082

37. Jardeleza MKG, Koch JB, Pearse IS, Ghalambor CK, Hufbauer RA (2022) The roles of phenotypic
replasticity and adaptation in morphology and performance of an invasive species in a novel
environment. Ecol Entomol 47(1):25-37. https://doi.org/10.1111/een.13087

38. Kamiyama MT, Guédot C (2019) Varietal and Developmental Susceptibility of Tart Cherry (Rosales:
Rosaceae) to Drosophila suzukii (Diptera: Drosophilidae). J Econ Entomol 112(4): 1789–1797.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jee/toz102

39. Kimura MT (2004). Cold and heat tolerance of drosophilid flies with reference to their latitudinal
distributions. Oecol 140: 442-449. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-004-1605-4

40. Klingenberg CP, Spence J (1997) On the role of body size for life‐history evolution. Ecol Entomol
22(1): 55-68. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2311.1997.00031.x

41. Krebs RA, Barker JSF (1991) Coexistence of ecologically similar colonizing species: intraspecific and
interspecific competition in Drosophila Aldrichi and D. Buzzatii. Aust J Zool 39(5): 579-593.
https://doi.org/10.1071/ZO9910579

42. Krebs RA, Barker JSF (1993) Coexistence of ecologically similar colonising species. II. Population
differentiation in Drosophila aldrichi and D. buzzatii for competitive effects and responses at
different temperatures and allozyme variation in D. aldrichi. J Evol Biol 6(2): 281-298.
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1420-9101.1993.6020281.x

43. Kwadha CA, Okwaro LA, Kleman I, Rehermann G, Revadi S, Ndlela S, Becher PG, 2021 Detection of
the spotted wing drosophila, Drosophila suzukii, in continental sub-Saharan Africa. J Pest Sci 94(2):
251-259. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10340-021-01330-1



Page 16/20

44. Lavagnino NJ, Fanara JJ, Mensch J (2020) Comparison of overwintering survival and fertility of
Zaprionus indianus (Diptera: Drosophilidae) flies from native and invaded ranges. J Therm Biol 87.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtherbio.2019.102470

45. Lee JC, Bruck D, Curry H, Edwards D, Haviland D, Van Steenwyk R, Yorgey B (2011) The susceptibility
of small fruits and cherries to the spotted-wing drosophila, Drosophila suzukii. Pest Manag Sci 67:
1358-1367. https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.2225

46. Lee JC, Dreves AJ, Cave AM, Kawai S, Isaacs R, Miller JC, Van Timmeren S, Bruck DJ (2015)
Infestation of wild and ornamental noncrop fruits by Drosophila suzukii (Diptera: Drosophilidae). Ann
Entomol Soc Am 108: 117-129. https://doi.org/10.1093/aesa/sau014

47. Little CM, Chapman T, Moreau DL, Hillier NK (2017) Susceptibility of selected boreal fruits and berries
to the invasive pest Drosophila suzukii (Diptera: Drosophilidae). Pest Manag Sci 73(1): 160-166.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.4366

48. Little CM, Chapman T, Hillier NK (2020) Plasticity Is Key to Success of Drosophila suzukii (Diptera:
Drosophilidae) Invasion. J Insect Sci 20(3):1-8. https://doi.org/10.1093/jisesa/ieaa034

49. Loeschcke V, Bungaard J, Barker JSF (1999) Reaction norms across and genetic parameters at
different temperatures for thorax and wing size traits in Drosophila aldrichi and D. buzzatii. J Evol
Biol 12: 605-623. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1420-9101.1999.00060.x

50. Markow TA, O’Grady P (2008) Reproductive ecology of Drosophila. Funct Ecol 22: 747-759.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365.2435.2088.01457.x

51. Martín GJ, Noda Y, Pentón G, García DE, García F, González E, Ojeda F, Milera M, López O, Ly J, Leiva
L, Arece J (2007) La morera (Morus alba, Linn.): una especie de interés para la alimentación animal.
Pastos y Forrajes 30:1-10. http://scielo.sld.cu/scielo.php?pid=S0864-
03942007000500001&script=sci_arttext. Accessed 30 June 2023

52. Mello Garcia FR, Lasa R, Funes CF, Buzzetti K (2022) Drosophila suzukii Management in Latin
America: Current Status and Perspectives. J Econ Entomol 115(4): 1008-1023.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jee/toac052

53. Norry FM, Vilardi JC, Fanara JJ, Hasson E (1995) Courtship success and multivariate analysis of
sexual selection on morphometric traits in Drosophila buzzatii (Diptera: Drosophilidae). J Insect
Behav 8: 219-229. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01988906

54. Pacheco Fuentes HA (2013) Cambios morfológicos en el ala de Drosophila melanogaster, asociados
a la inhibicion de la síntesis de la proteina Corest por medio de RNA interferente. Tesis de grado,
Universidad de Chile. http://repositorio,uchile,cl/bitstream/handle/2250/131878/Cambios-
morfologicos-en-el-ala-de-Drosophila-melanogaster-asociados-a-la-inhibicion-de-la-sintesis-de-la-
proteina-CoREST-por-medio-de-RNA-interferente,pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y. Accessed 30 June
2023

55. Pajač Živković I, Lemic D, Mešić A, Barić B, Ordenes R, Benítez H (2018). Effect of fruit host on wing
morphology in Drosophila suzukii (Diptera: Drosophilidae): A first view using geometric



Page 17/20

morphometrics: Shape variation in Drosophila suzukii. Entomol Res 48(4): 262:268.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-5967.12278

56. Poyet M, Eslin P, Héraude M, Le Roux V, Prévost G, Gibert P, Chabrerie O (2014) Invasive host for
invasive pest: when the Asiatic cherry fly (Drosophila suzukii) meets the American black cherry
(Prunus serotina) in Europe. Agric. For Entomol 16: 251–259. https://doi.org/10.1111/afe.12052

57. R Core Team (2012) R: A language and environment for statistical computing. Vienna, Austria, R
Foundation for Statistical Computing

58. Ruiz A, Heed WB (1988) Host-plant specificity in the cactophilic Drosophila mulleri species complex.
J Anim Ecol 57: 237-249. https://doi.org/10.2307/4775

59. Santadino M, Riquelme Virgala MB, Ansa A, Bruno M, Di silvestro G, Lunazzi G (2015) Primer registro
de Drosophila suzukii (Diptera: Drosophilidae) asociado al cultivo de arándanos (Vaccinium spp.) en
Argentina. Rev Soc Entomol Argent 74 (3-4): 183-185. http://www.scielo.org.ar/scielo.php?
script=sci_arttext&pid=S0373-56802015000200009&lng=e s&nrm=iso&tlng=es. Accessed 30 June
2023

60. Sgrò CM, Terblanche JS, Hoffmann AA (2016) What can plasticity contribute to insect responses to
climate change? Annu Rev Entomol 61: 433-451. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ento-010715-
023859

61. Shingleton AW, Estep CM, Driscoll MV, Dworkin I (2009) Many ways to be small: different
environmental regulators of size generate distinct scaling relationships in Drosophila melanogaster.
Proc Biol Sci 22:2625-2633. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2008.1796

62. Silva‐Soares N, Nogueira‐Alves A, Beldade P, Mirth CK (2017) Adaptation to new nutritional
environments: Larval performance, foraging decisions, and adult oviposition choices in Drosophila
suzukii. Ecol 17:1-13. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12898-017-0131-2

63. Tolaba JA, Novara L (1996) Moraceae. Aportes Botanicos de Salta-Serie Flora 4(9): 1-13.
http://eprints.natura.unsa.edu.ar/335/1/MORACEAE.pdf. Accessed 30 June 2023

64. Walsh D, Bolda M, Goodhue R, Dreves A, Lee J, Bruck D, Walton V, Oneal S, Zalom F (2011)
Drosophila suzukii (Diptera: Drosophilidae): Invasive Pest of ripening soft fruit expanding its
geographic range and damage potential. J Integr Pest Manag 106: 289-295.
https://doi.org/10.1603/IPM10010

65. West Eberhard MJ (1989) Phenotypic plasticity and the origins of diversity. Ann Rev Ecol Syst 20:
249-278. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.es.20.110189.001341

66. Wootton RJ (1992) Functional morphology of insect wings. Annu Rev Entomol 37: 113-140.
https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/pdf/10.1146/annurev.en.37.010192.000553. Accessed 30 June
2023

67. Young Y, Buckiewicz N, Long T (2017) Behavioral ecology of an invasive species: habitat and mate
preference(s) in Drosophila suzukii. Theses and Dissertations (Comprehensive).
https://scholars.wlu.ca/etd/1982. Accessed 30 June 2023



Page 18/20

Figures

Figure 1

Biometric measures of Drosophila suzukii. a- Wing length; b- Wing width; c- Thorax length. Longitudinal
vein 2 (LV2), Longitudinal vein 4 (LV4), Longitudinal vein 5 (LV5), anterior cross-vein (ACV) (Scale bar:
1mm)
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Figure 2

Pearson correlation analyses performed between biometric traits (*** significant differences, P < 0.05)
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Figure 3

Relative Performance Index (mean ± SE) of Drosophila suzukii reared in different fruits and stages of
maturity. Different letters indicate significant differences between treatments (Fisher’s test, P < 0.05)


