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Tab. 1 Development time of Megalurothrips usitatus mated females under exposure to carvacrol fumigation
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Impact of maternal exposure to carvacrol fumigation on
reproduction of Megalurothrips usitatus (Bagnall)

(Thysanoptera: Thripidae)

Qiao Tingting”, Zou Youxing, Dan Jianguo"
(School of Tropical Agriculture and Forestry, Hainan University, Danzhou, Hainan 571737, China)

Abstract: Carvacrol is a volatile phenolic monoterpene with insecticidal activities. One-day-old mated females of Megalurothrips
usitatus were fumigated until death with carvacrol at concentrations of 0 (CK), 0.05, and 0.10 pL-L™" air, respectively in an
attempt to investigate potential effect of carvacrol fumigation on reproduction and sex ratio of M. usitatus. Young cowpea pods
were daily provided as their feeding and oviposition sites. The offspring produced by the treated females were reared without
carvacrol fumigation exposure until adult eclosion. The results exhibited that the number of adult male offspring and adult female
offspring from the females treated with carvacrol only at 0.10 uL-L™ was significantly reduced by up to 54.29% and 33.16%
compared with those of the control, respectively. The sex ratio (proportion male) of the offspring produced by the females
exposed to 0.05 and 0.10 pL-L™" of carvacrol was 0.46 and 0.35, respectively, both of which did not significantly differ from that
of the control. The survival rate of the offspring for the control and carvacrol treatments at the concentrations 0.05 and 0.10 pL-L™'
was 94.42%, 90.65%, and 83.31%, respectively, being significantly different from each other. Furthermore, both oviposition
duration and surviving time of the focal females under the exposure to 0.05 pL-L™ of carvacrol were significantly prolonged. This
study reveals that carvacrol fumigation does not play a role in sex allocation in mated females of M. usitatus, but exerts high-dose
inhibition to their offspring production.

Keywords: Megalurothrips usitatus; Vigna unguiculata; carvacrol; reproduction; sex ratio
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