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Abstract
The three most common and most successful methods for controlling fruit-fly pest species (particularly Ceratitis 

capitata) are the sterile-insect technique, insecticide use, and biological control. Yet while innovative research in the first 
two have meant significant improvement in the efficiency of these techniques over the past two decades, by comparison, 
improvements in the efficiency of biological-control techniques have lagged. It is asserted that such will continue to be 
the case until more researchers systematically address how to overcome, evade, deactivate the immune systems of 
target host species, in particular the cellular encapsulation response. The encapsulation response to wasp parasitization 
in both Drosophila and Ceratitis are reviewed. It is suggested that the past four decades of cellular, molecular and 
genetic research in Drosophila immunity and defense against parasitoid wasps can serve as a springboard for rapid 
significant improvement of our present, nearly non-existent model of Ceratitis immunity.

Keywords: Medfly; Ceratitis; Drosophila; Encapsulation; Cellular
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Introduction
Because no one technique is successful, the present best approach 

to the control of economic fruit-fly pests (Ceratitis capitata and others) 
in any one region requires choosing from among a suite of methods. 
Most prominent and effective among these methods are the Sterile-
Insect Technique (SIT), the application of insecticides, and biological 
control by natural or fortuitous enemies of a given target pest insect.

SIT involves the release into wild area radiation-sterilized males 
of a target pest species [1]. Sterilized males, when released in large 
enough numbers, will numerically displace local fertile males in 
competition for available fertile females. Any one Dipteran female can 
produce a limited number of eggs during a short lifetime: an average 
C. capitata female lays 759 eggs in her lifetime [2] and is polyandrous
[3]; thus females that have mated with a sterile male will invest their
limited physical resources in producing eggs that do not contain viable 
embryos, leaving fewer resources for a subsequent mating with a fertile 
male. However, SIT is not ideal-sterile males that are raised in artificial 
environments are less sexually competitive in the wild than their fertile 
counterparts [4] and SIT is not useful against wild populations of
sufficiently high densities [5].

The use of pesticides is also useful against target pest species. 
There are two major classes of insecticide used against C. capitata: 
organophosphates (e.g. malathion) and carbamate esters (e.g. carbaryl), 
both of which target the function of the Acetylcholinesterase (AChE) 
enzyme. AChE is synthesized in post-synaptic cells (e.g. neurons in 
the brain, muscles in the soma), and contributes to the regulation of 
the activity of neurotransmitter Acetylcholine (ACh) by hydrolyzing 
it. When malathion interacts with AChE, a key serine residue on the 
enzyme’s active-site surface is stably covalently attached to a substituted 
phosphate group that is provided by malathion. Interaction with 
carbaryl results in the covalent attachment of a substituted carbamate 
group to the same serine residue. Both acts result in the steric blockage 
of the active site and the inactivation of AChE. Failure of AChE to 
act results in a statistical increase in Ach in the synapse, and thus a 
statistical increase in the stimulation of the post-synaptic cell: i.e., 
tetany [6]. However, C. capitata populations rapidly evolve resistance 
and cross-resistance to insecticides [7-10]. Additionally, long-term 

exposure to organophosphates and carbamate esters (including 
malathion and carbamyl) has been linked to significantly increased 
likelihood of sister-chromatid exchange events in people [11-13].

Biological control involves the release of large numbers of organisms 
to which a pest species is a target: predators, infectious agents, and 
parasites. The most widely used form of biological control of fruit-fly 
pests are parasitoid wasps, females of which will inject an egg into (or 
deposit an egg on) an immature stage of a developing fruit fly. The egg 
will hatch and release a wasp larva that develops inside the soma of the 
fly larva. When the fly pupates, the wasp larva will then consume the 
body of the fly and commandeer the puparium that was built by the 
fly. The wasp then pupates and emerges from the fly puparium [14]. 
Ideally, the new generation of wasps is able to repeat the process. One 
major limitation of biological control is that it is against the interest 
of an obligate parasitoid population to eliminate the host population. 
Ideally, local host and parasitoid populations maintain co-evolutionary 
dynamic equilibria of survival so as to allow both species to continue 
to propagate themselves. Additionally, target hosts such as C. capitata 
possess immune systems of varying efficacies that can successfully 
defend the fly host against a wasp invader.

While these three approaches are effective, it is in our economic 
interest for researchers to improve them. For example, recent advances 
in SIT include addressing known weaknesses in the system, such as 
improving the vitality and sexual competitiveness of sterile males. 
Males are sterilized by exposure to radiation as pupae. However, it was 
recently determined that such radiation damages fly tissue and kills 
many of the fly’s natural gut biota [15], resulting in smaller, weaker, 
less competitive males. Subsequent research addressed this problem by 
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feeding larvae (which would subsequently be irradiated) an anticipatory 
excess of beneficial gut bacteria. Ecclosed treated adults exhibited mild 
but significant increases in mean head, thorax, and abdomen lengths, 
but a greater response to treatment was observed in mating behavior: 
copulatory activity increased by nearly four fold over that of controls 
[16]. Another possible solution is ginger root oil: exposure of irradiated 
males to aromatherapy in the form of ginger root oil vapors resulted in 
a twofold increase in mating frequency, as well as greater survival time 
(as indicated by recapture experiments) in the wild [17].   

Researchers have also addressed drawbacks in the insecticide 
approach. Recent work in identifying alternative, less toxic, pesticides 
has yielded striking outcomes. “Natural” insecticides like spinosad 
are at least as effective as malathion in combating fruit-fly pests 
[18,19] while exhibiting very low toxicity to people, though it can kill 
beneficial wasp parasitoids that target fruit flies [20]. Furthermore, 
existing attract-and-kill methods have been improved: removal of 
putrescine from BioLure, an attractant bait, had no significant effect 
on the number of C. capitata that were drawn in, but overall reduced 
the attraction of non-target insects by about 20% (though there was 
considerable variability by species [21]). 

Yet the most effective component of the larger biological-control 
approach, the use of parasitoid wasps, has not made such significant 
advances. Researchers continue to seek alternative parasitoid species 
that are viable in a given region and that can further reduce target host 
populations, using methods that have not changed in decades. Very 
little is being done to better understand host-parasitoid interactions, 
and the genetic controls thereof, in a way that can improve parasitoid 
control. Thus it is the purpose of this review to compare what is already 
known about host cellular immune responses in Drosophila to that of 
pest species among the Tephritidae.

The Encapsulation Response in Drosophila
At the interface between Dipteran host and Hymnopteran 

endoparasitoid is the host immune system. The Drosophila immune 
system has been studied for over three decades, not because Drosophila 
species are pests (all but one member of this genus target economically 
invisible dead and rotting fruit), but because it is a fortuitously useful 
model for vertebrate innate (non-adaptive) immunity. There are both 
humoral (non-cellular) and cellular aspects to the immune system 
of any host. In D. melanogaster, humoral immunity comprises the 
synthesis and release of immune-effector molecules (such as anti-
microbial peptides) by the fat body, a large organ that is the functional 
analog of the mammalian liver. The agents of cellular immunity, 
however, are the “blood” cells, or hemocytes. Circulating hemocytes 
and the fluid matrix in which they exist are collectively referred to 
as hemolymph. In D. melanogaster larvae and adults, the dorsal heart 
pumps hemolymph and causes it to circulate through the hemocoel, the 
body cavity that serves as the open circulatory system of insects. While 
the humoral and cellular immune systems do interact and overlap in 
function, it is the hemocytes that are the agents of encapsulation of 
metazoan invaders such as the eggs of parasitoid wasps [22].

D. melanogaster, though separated from C. capitata by more than 
125 million years of evolution [23], nonetheless exhibits an identical life 
cycle: egg, three larval instars (designated L1-L3), pupa, adult. At 25°C, 
the elapsed time from egg lay to ecclosion is about 10 days. Hemocytes 
differentiate during an early embryonic stage, and continue to divide 
and differentiate for the duration of the life of the fly (hemocytes are 
not destroyed during metamorphosis, as most non-imaginal cells 
are). While hemocytes serve more than one function, their primary 

functions are not the transport of gases and nutrients, but rather the 
defense of the host. Thus, D. melanogaster hemocytes are analogous 
in function to some mammalian non-lymphocytic leukocytes, rather 
than erythrocytes. In healthy unparasitized D. melanogaster larvae, 
hemocytes can be found in three interconnected compartments: 
(1) circulating hemocytes that are carried through the hemocoel by 
the hemolymph; (2) sessile hemocytes that adhere to the walls of the 
hemocoel; and (3) the lymph gland, a hematopoietic organ that is 
composed of four to six pairs of lobes that are arranged symmetrically 
about the dorsal aorta [24]. The lymph gland is composed of hundreds 
to thousands of developing hemocytes at various stages of maturity, 
while the circulating and sessile hemocytes are mature [25]. Mature 
hemocytes consist of two types of cell. Plasmatocytes, which constitute 
c. 95% of mature circulating and sessile hemocytes, are phagocytic. 
They are thus comparable to the mammalian monocyte/macrophage 
lineage. The remaining c. 5% of mature hemocytes is crystal cells, so 
named because they carry crystals of Prophenol Oxidase (proPO), the 
inactive form of an enzyme that catalyzes melanin synthesis. Crystal 
cells contribute to the clotting mechanism, so they are best compared 
to the mammalian megakaryocyte/platelet lineage. With each larval 
molt, the hematopoietic system changes: the lymph gland comprises 
more cells, and contains more differentiated cells; the circulating and 
sessile hemocyte populations also increase. As Drosophila approach 
pupation, the lymph gland disperses, releasing thousands of hemocytes 
into circulation, presumably to consume larval tissue while imaginal 
tissues develop into adult structures [24]. 

However, if a parasitoid wasp, such as Leptopilina boulardi, injects 
an egg into the hemocoel of a D. melanogaster larva, circulating 
plasmatocytes will adhere to the egg [26], and shortly thereafter, a third 
class of hemocyte, the lamellocyte, differentiates from the plasmatocyte 
lineage in the lymph gland [24]. Lamellocytes are large, flat adhesive 
cells that will leave the lymph gland (thus causing the lymph gland to 
disperse [27]), enter the hemocoel, and adhere to the wasp egg [26]. 
A sufficient number of lamellocytes will form a multilayered cellular 
capsule around the wasp egg [28] (this response is evocative of the 
behavior of mammalian eosinophils). Crystal cells can also be part 
of the capsule, and will rupture and release proPO which will then be 
proteolytically activated, and catalyze the formation of melanin. The 
wasp egg dies, likely from multiple causes-suffocation, starvation, and 
molecular damage due to reactive oxygen species that are produced by 
cells in the capsule. This series of events is collectively referred to as 
the encapsulation response. In D. melanogaster, encapsulation is the 
primary cellular immune response to endoparasitization. It is worth 
noting that this response is not functional throughout the larval period 
- lymph-gland lamellocytes in D. melanogaster cannot differentiate 
until L3. Thus, parasitoid eggs that are present in the hemocoel of an 
L2 larva can develop without defending against encapsulation until the 
host molts into L3 [27], by which time a wasp larva, which is much 
better able to avoid encapsulation, may already have hatched.

Encapsulation responses to endoparasitization have been observed 
in many holometabolous insect hosts. Among the Lepidoptera, 
larvae of pest species tobacco budworm moth (Heliothis viriscens) 
and soybean looper (Chrysodeixis includens), can encapsulate eggs 
of parasitoid wasps [29,30]. In larvae of the heart-shaped scale insect 
[Protopulvinaria pyriformis (Cockerell)], a Hemipteran pest species, 
vigorous encapsulation responses protect hosts from parasitoid wasps 
[31]. Encapsulation has been extensively studied in the Diptera. 
Larvae of the mosquito Aedes aegyptii, the vector for yellow fever, 
and housefly larvae (Musca domestica) can both defend themselves 
against parasitic nematodes by means of an encapsulation response 



Citation: Sorrentino RP (2016) The Avoided Target: The Ceratitis capitata Cellular Encapsulation Response. Entomol Ornithol Herpetol 5: 175. 
doi:10.4172/2161-0983.1000175

Page 3 of 7

Volume 5 • Issue 2 • 1000175
Entomol Ornithol Herpetol, an open access journal
ISSN: 2161-0983

[32,33]. Additionally, Tephritid fruit-fly pests such as C. capitata 
and Bactrocera cucurbitae are capable of combating parasitoid wasp 
infestation via encapsulation [34,35]; (the Ceratitis response will be 
discussed in the next section). However, the encapsulation response 
has been most extensively studied in Drosophila. Multiple species of 
Drosophila have been tested for their ability to encapsulate the eggs of 
various parasitoid wasps [36-38]. 

Importantly, encapsulation responses are variably successful. 
Monconduit and Prévost [39] demonstrated that larvae of the sister 
species D. melanogaster and D. simulans exhibited significantly different 
encapsulation rates (10% and c. 50% respectively) when parasitized 
by Asobara tabida. Two years later, Eslin and Prévost demonstrated 
that CHC (circulating hemocyte concentration) was almost four times 
greater in healthy unparasitized D. simulans larvae than in those of D. 
melanogaster, suggesting a correlation between CHC and encapsulation 
capacity [40]. This correlation was strongly supported when six closely 
related species of the D. melanogaster subgroup were assayed for CHC 
and encapsulation capacity against A. tabida [38]. Finally, a strong case 
was made for causality when it was observed that four Drosophila lines 
that were experimentally selected for increased encapsulation rates 
against A. tabida (an average of four times the encapsulation rate as 
that of four non-selected control lines) also exhibited CHC values that 
were about twice those of controls [41].  

Additionally, there is evidently a dissectible genetic component to 
the encapsulation response. Encapsulation rates by isofemale lines of 
D. melanogaster were stable over 15 generations [42]. Subsequent work 
allowed the isolation of two strains of D. melanogaster: a “susceptible” 
(S) strain that exhibited an encapsulation rate of less than 3% against 
L. boulardi, and a “resistant” (R) strain that encapsulated L. boulardi 
over 80% of the time [43,44]. These encapsulation rates were stable and 
heritable, indicating a genetic component to resistance to parasitoids. 
Results indicated that resistance to L. boulardi was conferred by a single 
gene-the R strain possessed two copies of a dominant allele, while the 
S strain was homozygous recessive at the same locus [43]. Strikingly, 
both the S and R strains exhibited strong encapsulation rates of at 
least 90% against a different wasp, A. tabida, suggesting that there may 
be different genetic mechanisms for different wasp parasitoids [44]. 
Resistance to A. tabida was inferred to be the result of another single 
gene [45]. Subsequent research was able to quickly generate a genetic 
recombination map of these two putative genes, Rlb (Resistance to L. 
boulardi) and Rat (Resistance to A. tabida) [46,47]. Strikingly, the Rlb 
gene, whose existence has been inferred by genetic and phenotypic 
analyses, may have been identified with a gene whose molecular 
existence has been characterized: edl (Ets-domain lacking [48]), which 
encodes a transcription factor that modifies the activity of another 
transcription factor, Pointed [49]. Pointed is known to contribute 
to the regulation of the MAPK signaling pathway, and, strikingly, 
when overexpressed in D. melanogaster larval plasmatocytes, results 
in a significant c. fourfold increase in CHC, a c. threefold increase in 
circulating lamellocytes, and melanized encapsulations of self-tissue 
[50]. While conclusive evidence identifying Rlb with edl remains to be 
obtained, it is worth noting that most of the work in this promising 
direction was obtained with cost-effective low-technology techniques-
genetic mapping, cell counting, and microscopy.

The upshot of such research is clear: (1) encapsulation rates are 
heritable; (2) encapsulation rates vary measurably between and within 
different species of Drosophilid host; and (3) CHC correlates with 
encapsulation rate.

The Encapsulation Response in Ceratitis  is Not Well 
Described

While the encapsulation response is well understood in the 
Drosophila system, the same cannot be said about our understanding of 
the Ceratitis mechanism. Researchers of C. capitata and the Tephritidae 
have made some effort to address the host cellular immune response 
to parasitization, but apparently many of those reports that address 
encapsulation do so pursuant to goals other than that of describing 
and understanding the cellular encapsulation response mechanism. A 
list of recent publications that include at least some encapsulation data 
with respect to Tephritid hosts is presented in (Table 1).     

The most common objective among those reports that address 
encapsulation is that of determining the host specificity of a chosen 
wasp species. It stands to reason that a potential target pest-Tephritid 
host should exhibit a low enough encapsulation rate so as to permit 
the success of a parasitoid wasp. For example, five species of Ceratitis 
(including C. capitata) and Bactrocera cucurbitae ware screened for 
their “acceptability and suitability” to serve as hosts for the parasitoid 
wasp Psyttalia concolor. Researchers found that of these six species, 
wasps were not able to ecclose at all from four of these potential host 
species, and that failure was qualitatively linked to the 100% success rate 
of the host encapsulation response. However, while wasps successfully 
ecclosed from C. capitata 9.1 times out of every 20 parasitizations, no 
observations were made as to whether those wasp that failed to ecclose 
from C. capitata hosts did so because of a successful encapsulation 
response or not [51]  

A recent report described how the parasitoid Diachasmimorpha 
longicaudata was introduced to six different fruit-fly species: B. 
invadens, and five Ceratitis species, including C. capitata. In this study, 
C. capitata was not assayed for an encapsulation response because the 
wasp ecclosion rate was just over 50%, and thus making C. capitata 
“suitable” for the rearing of wasps. Yet the four host species that exhibited 
very low wasp ecclosion rates were examined for encapsulation and 
consistently, exhibited high encapsulation rates (c. 25% to c. 50% [34]). 
While these observations were informative with respect to the stated 
objective of the investigation, a pre-existing understanding of the host 
encapsulation response mechanism would have allowed researchers 
to make testable predictions as to what host physiological phenomena 
might explain the variations in encapsulation responses, thereby 
steering subsequent research in a profitable direction.  

Interestingly, in another study, the wasp Coptera occidentalis 
(which, unlike most wasp species used for biological control, is a pupal 
parasitoid) is quite successful: wasps emerged from almost 80% of fly 
puparia. This could be consistent with observations in D. melanogaster 
of the dispersal of the larval lymph gland at onset of metamorphosis 
[24] which could be accompanied by a putative act of differentiation 
that prevents hemocytes from becoming lamellocytes. Importantly, 
the researchers observed no encapsulation among parasitized hosts, 
but that is the extent of any investigation into encapsulation [52]. 
A question worth asking would have been whether encapsulation 
responses had been attempted and failed (in which case lamellocytes, 
if they appear in C. capitata, could be found in circulation), or had not 
been attempted (in which case lamellocytes would have been absent).  

Furthermore, Bactrocera cucurbitae and five species of Ceratitis 
(including C. capitata) were tested for whether they could serve as 
good breeding hosts for another potential biological control agent, 
Psyttalia cosyrae. No wasps ecclosed from pupariae of B. cucurbitae, 
C. anonae, C. fasciventris, and C. rosa. Importantly, the researchers 
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then dissected sample host larvae and found that every dissected larva 
contained an encapsulated wasp egg. The correlation between CHC 
and encapsulation rates in Drosophila species was recognized in the 
discussion, and “The same cellular defense mechanism likely occurs in 
the system studied here but has not been as thoroughly investigated for 
tephritid hosts.” [53]. While the stated scope of the experimentation 
would not necessarily include an investigation of the encapsulation 
response per se, it is not scientifically satisfactory at this late date to 
leave the encapsulation response in the realm of likelihood.  

A five-year survey of fruit-fly pests, performed in Tucumán 
Province, Argentina, revealed that five species of local wasp that 
parasitized wild populations of C. capitata and Anastrepha fraterculus. 
Furthermore, it added to previous data that supports the idea that local 
indigenous wasp populations are unable to successfully parasitize C. 
capitata, which has only been in the Americas since the early 1900s. 

However, the authors do not go on to address why this might be so, 
suffice it to say: “Two possible mechanisms would be encapsulation or 
antibiosis, but unless experimentally tested, these scenarios will remain 
hypothetical.” [54]. Again, the encapsulation response is invoked, only 
to be left unexplained. 

Other investigations also presented descriptions of encapsulation 
responses in C. capitata, but again, did not examine the structure of the 
response [55-57]. Worth noting is that not all recent investigations dealt 
with screen for hosts-a few others examined the effects of particular 
host environments on the development of parasitoid wasps [52,58]. 

Though there are few more recent publications that experimentally 
address encapsulation, it is clear that researchers of C. capitata and 
the Tephritidae have made some effort to address the host cellular 
immune response to parasitization. However, these efforts are too often 
presented incidentally, as if understanding the primary host defense 
against wasp parasitoids were somehow peripheral to any effort to 
make biological control a more effective tool. But what remains is the 
conclusion that no one has described the C. capitata hematopoietic 
system, or its encapsulation-response mechanism. 

What Can be Done?
Between a wasps egg in the hemocoel of its host and successful 

ecclosion of a parasitoid wasp stands the host encapsulation response, 
the efficacy of which is in large part the product of genetic background. 
Thus any attempts to control or eradicate host pest Dipteran populations 
must address the host genetics of hemocyte development and behavior. 
Yet though larval CHC is apparently the principal index of Drosopholid 
defense against parasitization, and though many Ceratitis researchers do 
recognize and cite at least some research on Drosophila-wasp immune 
interactions, very little has been documented on hematopoiesis and 
cellular immunity in C. capitata or any other Tephritid pest species. 
Most investigators, though they dissect parasitized host larvae, go 
no farther than confirming the presence of live or dead parasitoids 
and then counting them. A few do go a bit farther and make note of 
whether parasitoid eggs/larvae have been encapsulated. So too, for any 
measurements of genetic heritability of encapsulation, and for CHC. 
There is little reason to expect an improvement in the biological control 
approach, if we continue to ignore the cellular and molecular aspects of 
the host/parasitoid competition. 

There are useful protocols for the measurement of CHC and 
encapsulation rate that have been developed and used successfully for 
research into Drosophila cellular immunity. It is suggested that these 
protocols, adapted as is necessary to accommodate developmental 
differences in Ceratitis and other pest Tephritid species, will prove 
useful in characterizing the Ceratitis encapsulation response: 

CHC

It might prove beneficial to Ceratitis researchers to employ a tested, 
economical, low-technology protocol for measuring CHC, such as the 
one that is described by Sorrentino and Schultz [59]. Importantly, there 
is strong evidence to support the idea that CHC values are not normally 
distributed, but rather consistent with a log-normal distribution. Thus, 
statistical comparisons of CHC values among treatment/background 
groups should make use of transformed mean ln CHC values, which 
are the means of the natural logarithms of individual CHC values [60].

Encapsulation rate

The measurement of encapsulation rate is a protocol that again would 
require very little additional effort to incorporate into investigations of 

Table 1: Publications that address encapsulation responses.

Bactrocera cacuminata Diachasmimorpha krausii [72]

cucumis Diachasmimorpha krausii [72]

cucurbitae
Fopius

Psyttalia

arisanus
ceratitivorus

concolor
fletcheri
cosyrae

[35,73]
[54]
[50]
[73]
[52]

dorsalis
Diachasmimorpha

Fopius

longicaudata
tryoni

ceratitivorus

[74]
[74]
[54]

invadens Diachasmimorpha longicaudata [34]
jarvisi Diachasmimorpha krausii [72]

latifrons Fopius ceratitivorus [54]

oleae Psyttalia concolor
lounsburyii

[75]
[76]

tryoni Diachasmimorpha krausii [72]
zonata Fopius arisanus [35]

Anastrepha ludens Fopius arisanus [63]
obliqua Fopius arisanus [63]

serpentina Fopius arisanus [63]
Dacus ciliatus Fopius arisanus [35]

demmerezi Fopius arisanus [35]
Neoceratitis cyanescens Fopius arisanus [35]
Bactrocera cacuminata Diachasmimorpha krausii [72]

cucumis Diachasmimorpha krausii [72]

Tephritid host Parasitoid wasp References
Genus species Genus species

Ceratitis capitata

Coptera
Diachasmimorpha

Fopius

Psyttalia

occidentalis
longicaudata

arisanus
ceratitivorus

concolor
cosyrae

lounsburyii

[52]
[34]

[35,55,58]
[55]

[51,57]
[57]
[57] 

anonae Diachasmimorpha
Psyttalia

longicaudata
concolor
cosyrae

[34]
[51]
[53]

catoiriii Fopius arisanus [35]

cosyra Diachasmimorpha
Psyttalia

longicaudata
concolor
cosyrae

[34]
[51]
[53]

fasciventris Diachasmimorpha
Psyttalia

longicaudata
concolor
cosyrae

[34]
[51]
[53]

rosa Diachasmimorpha
Psyttalia

longicaudata
concolor
cosyrae

[34]
[51]
[53]
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Ceratitis immune responses. A commonly used protocol, as well as the 
necessity of transformation of values for statistical analysis, is described 
by Carton and Boulétreau [61].  

It could be that part of the problem is a “cultural” one - while 
Drosophila researchers are more concerned with understanding and 
manipulating the host, Ceratitis researchers are (understandably) more 
concerned with understanding and manipulating the parasitoid. Yet 
perhaps it is worth considering the ongoing response to the unusual 
case of Drosophila suzukii, which, unlike most Drosopholids, attacks 
healthy farmed fruits, and is thus an agricultural pest species. Invasive 
populations of D. suzukii were first found in the Americas and the 
European subcontinent in 2008 [62,63]. While many researchers 
predictably investigated the utility of pesticides and bait against D. 
suzukii, there are nonetheless some researchers who examined the 
host cellular immune response to parasitoids. It was determined that 
D. suzukii larvae not only have CHC values approximately four times 
greater than those of D. melanogaster larvae, they also resultantly 
exhibit a very robust cellular encapsulation response against multiple 
wasp species from four genera. Parasitization by thirteen of the tested 
wasp strains was met with successful encapsulation rates in D. suzukii, 
while D. melanogaster exhibited zero encapsulations when parasitized 
by those same strains [64]. A report in the next year confirmed the 
significantly higher CHC, as well as significant basal levels of circulating 
lamellocytes, in five strains of unparasitized D. suzukii larvae. 
Additionally, while those five strains of D. suzukii also exhibited variably 
high (59-87%) encapsulation rates against Leptopilina heterotoma, 
they were less successful against Asobara tabida (6-26%). Control 
wild-type D. melanogaster exhibited zero encapsulation rates. Lastly, a 
strong correlation between CHC and encapsulation was confirmed in 
D. suzukii [65]. The upshot of this clear: Drosophila researchers who 
investigate host-parasitoid interactions are in the habit of asking about 
correlations between encapsulation rates and CHC. At this point in time, 
it may be advantageous to Ceratitis researchers to consider adopting 
a standardized approach to systematically quantifying encapsulation, 
CHC, and parasitization-induced hematopoietic changes, modelled on 
the existing tested system used by Drosophila researchers. Such choices 
will likely lead to improvements in constructing improved strategies 
for the control or eradication of pest Tephritid populations.  

Additionally, it will be important to actively address the genetic 
contribution to CHC and encapsulation in C. capitata via transgenic 
techniques. Evidence for genetic components to CHC and the 
encapsulation response is abundant. Larvae of D. subobscura have 
hemocytes but cannot produce lamellocytes or encapsulate parasitoid 
wasp eggs [66]. Geographically different natural populations of D. 
melanogaster exhibit variable CHC values and encapsulation rates of 
Asobara tabida [67]. The egg-larval parasitoid wasp Fopius arisanus 
(which is used to control C. capitata) at best emerges from 9% of 
parasitized C. capitata, but cannot ecclose at all from parasitized 
Anastrepha obliqua [58]. Homozygous recessive alleles at the Rlb and 
Rat genetic loci (which still have to be positively identified molecularly) 
in D. melanogaster abrogate the host larval ability to encapsulate L. 
boulardi and A. tabida, respectively [47]. A D. melanogaster larva that 
possesses a mutant genotype of the gene serpent (srp), srp3 / srpneo45, 
has no circulating hemocytes [68]. Loss-of-function alleles of the D. 
melanogaster hopscotch gene (a member of the JAK family of non-
receptor tyrosine kinases) reduce CHC and encapsulation capacity 
[69], while gain-of-function alleles have the opposite effect [27]. It 
would be a simple matter to identify and confirm experimentally the 
functions of C. capitata homologues of these and other functionally 
important genes. Key gene products would serve as targets for disabling 

host immune responses. For instance, an exogenous compound, 
introduced in bait or carried by the air, could be designed to inhibit the 
function of a key protein in the encapsulation response. Alternatively, 
introduction into the wild of large numbers of female and male C. 
capitata that are homozygous for recessive alleles that disable the 
cellular encapsulation response would not operate under the handicap 
of reduced viability and competitiveness that plague sterile males, and 
might stand a better chance of weakening the encapsulation response 
of an entire local population of flies, rendering them more susceptible 
to wasp parasitization [70]. Additionally, a laboratory population of C. 
capitata whose members carry in their genomes a transgene that would 
conditionally overexpress an identified suppressor of the encapsulation 
response could also ensure greater populational susceptibility to wasp 
parasitization [71]. 

Of course, the forgoing in no way should be taken to mean that 
continued analysis of parasitoids themselves cannot continue to yield 
useful data. Most parasitoids wasps have evolved ways of combating 
host cellular defenses. Some rely on evasion techniques such as 
sequestration of eggs in locations that are relatively inaccessible to 
host hemocytes, or molecular mimicry. Most wasps examined thus 
far, though, make use of suppressive tactics-toxins, or viruses/virus-
like particles (VLPs) that target hemocytes, particularly lamellocytes, 
for inactivation or destruction. However, a discussion of this equally 
important other side to the host-parasitoid struggle is beyond the scope 
of this review [72-76].   

Summary
Parasitoid control of Tephritid pest species is approaching the 

limit of its potential, yet is alone usually insufficient to control or 
possibly eradicate a local pest Tephritid population. In order to 
improve biological control of C. capitata with parasitoid wasps, it 
will be necessary to construct a genetic/physiological model of the 
C. capitata cellular immune system. For this to happen, researchers 
will have to expand their repertoires to systematically include simple, 
effective, inexpensive techniques that have already been pioneered by 
Drosophila researchers.

References

1. Andress E, Walters I, del Toro M, Shelly T (2013) Release-recapture of sterile 
male Mediterranean fruit flies (Diptera: Tephriditae) in Southern California. 
Proc Haw Entomol S 45: 11-29. 

2. Carey JR, Liedo P, Müller HG, Wang JL, Chiou JM (1998) Relationship of age 
patterns of fecundity to mortality, longevity, and lifetime reproduction in a large 
cohort of Mediterranean fruit fly females. J Gerontol A Biol Sci Med Sci 53: 
B245-251.

3. Bertin S, Scolari F, Guglielmino CR, Bonizzoni M, Bonomi A, et al. (2010) 
Sperm storage and use in polyandrous females of the globally invasive fruitfly, 
Ceratitis capitata. J Insect Physiol 56: 1542-1551.

4. VanÃ Ä kovÃ¡ L, do Nascimento RR, Hoskovec M, JeÅ¾kovÃ¡ Z, BÅ™Ã-
zovÃ¡ R, et al. (2012) Are the wild and laboratory insect populations different 
in semiochemical emission? The case of the medfly sex pheromone. J Agric 
Food Chem 60: 7168-7176.

5. Klassen W (2005) Area-Wide Integrated Pest Management and the sterile 
insect technique, pp. 39-68. In VA Dyck, J Hendrichs, AS Robinson (eds), 
Sterile insect technique: principles and practice in area-wide integrated pest 
management. Springer, Amsterdam, Netherlands. 

6. Fukuto TR (1990) Mechanism of action of organophosphorus and carbamate 
insecticides. Environ Health Perspect 87: 245-254.

7. Magaña C, Hernández-Crespo P, Ortego F, Castañera P (2007) Resistance to 
malathion in field populations of Ceratitis capitata. J Econ Entomol 100: 1836-
1843.

8. Magaña C, Hernández-Crespo P, Brun-Barale A, Couso-Ferrer F, Bride JM, 

https://www.google.co.in/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjU_8Lxo5jMAhUHHZQKHU63DuIQFggeMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fscholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu%2Fhandle%2F10125%2F31000&usg=AFQjCNEtwwLCMX_CZUZ_uTIC8TQUMb0NjA
https://www.google.co.in/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjU_8Lxo5jMAhUHHZQKHU63DuIQFggeMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fscholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu%2Fhandle%2F10125%2F31000&usg=AFQjCNEtwwLCMX_CZUZ_uTIC8TQUMb0NjA
https://www.google.co.in/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjU_8Lxo5jMAhUHHZQKHU63DuIQFggeMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fscholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu%2Fhandle%2F10125%2F31000&usg=AFQjCNEtwwLCMX_CZUZ_uTIC8TQUMb0NjA
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18314553
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18314553
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18314553
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18314553
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20466005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20466005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20466005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22741541
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22741541
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22741541
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22741541
http://link.springer.com/book/10.1007%2F1-4020-4051-2
http://link.springer.com/book/10.1007%2F1-4020-4051-2
http://link.springer.com/book/10.1007%2F1-4020-4051-2
http://link.springer.com/book/10.1007%2F1-4020-4051-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2176588
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2176588
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18232401
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18232401
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18232401
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18625398


Citation: Sorrentino RP (2016) The Avoided Target: The Ceratitis capitata Cellular Encapsulation Response. Entomol Ornithol Herpetol 5: 175. 
doi:10.4172/2161-0983.1000175

Page 6 of 7

Volume 5 • Issue 2 • 1000175
Entomol Ornithol Herpetol, an open access journal
ISSN: 2161-0983

et al. (2008) Mechanisms of resistance to malathion in the medfly Ceratitis 
capitata. Insect Biochem Mol Biol 38: 756-762.

9. Couso-Ferrer F, Arouri R, Beroiz B, Perera N, Cervera A, et al (2011) Cross-
resistance to insecticides in a malathion-resistant strain of Ceratitis capitata 
(Diptera: Tephritidae). J Econ Entomol 104: 1349-1356. 

10. Elfekih S, Shannon M2, Haran J3, Vogler AP4 (2014) Detection of the 
Acetylcholinesterase Insecticide Resistance Mutation (G328A) in Natural 
Populations of Ceratitis capitata.  J Econ Entomol 107: 1965-1968.

11. Gómez-Arroyo S, Díaz-Sánchez Y, Meneses-Pérez MA, Villalobos-Pietrini 
R, De León- Rodríguez J (2000) Cytogenetic biomonitoring in a Mexican 
floriculture worker group exposed to pesticides. Mutation Res 466: 117-124. 

12. Zeljezic D, Garaj-Vrhovac V (2002) Sister chromatid exchange and proliferative 
rate index in the longitudinal risk assessment of occupational exposure to 
pesticides. Chemosphere 46: 295-303.

13. Martínez-Valenzuela C, Gómez-Arroyo S, Villalobos-Pietrini R, Waliszewski 
S, Calderón-Segura ME, et al. (2009) Genotoxic biomonitoring of agricultural 
workers exposed to pesticides in the north of Sinaloa State, Mexico.  Environ 
Int 35: 1155-1159.

14. Melk JP, Govind S (1999) Developmental analysis of Ganaspis xanthopoda, a 
larval parasitoid of Drosophila melanogaster. J Exp Biol 202: 1885-1896.

15. Lauzon CR, Potter SE (2011) Description of the irradiated and nonirradiated 
midgut of Ceratitis capitata Wiedemann (Diptera: Tephritidae) and Anastrepha 
ludens Loew (Diptera: Tephritidae) used for sterile insect technique. J Pest Sci 
85: 217-226. 

16. Hamden H, Guerfali MM, Fadhl S, Saidi M, Chevrier C (2013) Fitness 
improvement of mass-reared sterile males of Ceratitis capitata (Vienna 8 strain) 
(Diptera: Tephritidae) after gut enrichment with probiotics. J Econ Entomol 106: 
641-647.

17. Silva N, Dantas L, Calisto R, Faria MJ, Pereira R (2011) Improving an adult 
holding system for Mediterranean fruit fly, Ceratitis capitata, to enhance sterile 
male performance. J Appl Entomol 137: 230-237.

18. Peck SL, McQuate GT (2000) Filed tests of environmentally friendly malathion 
replacements to suppress wild Mediterranean fruit fly (Diptera: Tephritidae) 
populations. J Econ Entomol 93: 280-289. 

19. Navarro-Llopis V, Primo J, Vacas S (2013) Efficacy of attract-and-kill devices 
for the control of Ceratitis capitata. Pest Manag Sci 69: 478-482.

20. Wang XG, Jarjees EA, McGraw BK, Bokonon-Ganta AH, Messing RH, et al 
(2005) Effects of spinosad-based fruit fly bait GF-120 on tephritid fruit fly and 
aphid parasitoids. Biol Control 35: 155-162. 

21. Leblanc L, Vargas RI, Rubinoff D (2010) Attraction of Ceratitis capitata (Diptera: 
Tephritidae) and endemic and introduced non-target insects to BioLure bait and 
its individual components in Hawaii. Environ Entomol 39: 989-998.

22. Lemaitre B, Hoffmann J (2007) The host defense of Drosophila melanogaster. 
Annu Rev Immunol 25: 697-743.

23. Sánchez-Gracia A, Romero-Pozuelo J, Ferrús A (2010) Two frequenins in 
Drosophila: unveiling the evolutionary history of an unusual neuronal calcium 
sensor (NCS) duplication.  BMC Evol Biol 10: 54.

24. Lanot R, Zachary D, Holder F, Meister M (2001) Postembryonic hematopoiesis 
in Drosophila. Dev Biol 230: 243-257.

25. Jung SH, Evans CJ, Uemura C, Banerjee U (2005) The Drosophila lymph gland 
as a developmental model of hematopoiesis. Development 132: 2521-2533.

26. Russo J, Dupas S, Frey F, Carton Y, Brehelin M (1996) Insect immunity: early 
events in the encapsulation process of parasitoid (Leptopilina boulardi) eggs 
in resistant and susceptible strains of Drosophila. Parasitology 112: 135-142.

27. Sorrentino RP, Carton Y, Govind S (2002) Cellular immune response to 
parasite infection in the Drosophila lymph gland is developmentally regulated. 
Dev Biol 243: 65-80.

28. Tokusumi T, Sorrentino RP, Russell M, Ferrarese R, Govind S, Schulz RA 
(2009) Characterization of a lamellocyte transcriptional enhancer located within 
the misshapen gene of Drosophila melanogaster. PLoS ONE 4: e6429-e6438. 

29. Luckhart S, Webb BA (1996) Interaction of a wasp ovarian protein and 
polydnavirus in host immune suppression.  Dev Comp Immunol 20: 1-21.

30. Strand MR, Noda T (1991) Alterations in the haemocytes of Pseudoplusia 
includens after parasitism by Microplitis demolitor. J Insect Physiol 37: 839-850. 

31. Stathas GJ, Eliopoulos PA, Japoshvili G, Kontodimas DC (2009) Phenological 
and ecological aspects of Protopulvinaria pyriformis (Cockerell) (Hemiptera: 
Coccidae) in Greece. J Pest Sci 82: 33-39. 

32. Christensen BM, Forton KF (1986) Hemocyte-mediated melanization of 
microfilariae in Aedes aegypti. J Parasitol 72: 220-225.

33. Nappi AJ, Stoffolano JG Jr (1971) Heterotylenchus antumnalis. Hemocytic 
reactions and capsule formation in the host, Musca domestica. Exp Parasitol 
29: 116-125.

34. Mohamed SA, Ekesi S, Hanna R (2008) Evaluation of the impact of 
Diachasmimorpha longicaudata on Bactrocera invadens and five African fruit 
fly species. J Appl Entomol 132: 789-797. 

35. Rousse P, Gourdon F, Quilici S (2006) Host specificity of the egg pupal 
parasitoid Fopius arisanus (Hymenoptera: Braconidae) in La Reunion. Biol 
Control 37: 284-290. 

36. Nappi AJ (1975) Cellular immune reactions of larvae of Drosophila algonquin. 
Parasitology 70: 189-194.

37. Carton Y, Kitano H (1981) Evolutionary relationships to parasitism by seven 
species of the Drosophila melanogaster subgroup. Biol J Linnean S 16: 227-
241. 

38. Prévost G, Eslin P (1998) Hemocyte load and immune resistance to Asobara 
tabida are correlated in species of the Drosophila melanogaster subgroup. J 
Insect Physiol 44: 807-816.

39. Monconduit H, Prévost G (1994) Avoidance of encapsulation by Asobara 
tabida, a larval parasitoid of Drosophila species. Norw J Agric Sc 16: 301-309. 

40. Eslin P, Prévost G (1996) Variation in Drosophila concentration of haemocytes 
associated with different ability to encapsulate Asobara tabida larval parasitoid. 
J Insect Physiol 42: 549-555. 

41. Kraaijeveld AR, Limentani EC, Godfray HC (2001) Basis of the trade-off 
between parasitoid resistance and larval competitive ability in Drosophila 
melanogaster. Proc Biol Sci 268: 259-261.

42. Carton Y, Boulétreau M (1985) Encapsulation ability of Drosophila 
melanogaster: a genetic analysis. Dev Comp Immunol 9: 211-219.

43. Carton Y, Frey F, Nappi A (1992) Genetic determinism of the cellular immune 
reaction in Drosophila melanogaster. Heredity (Edinb) 69: 393-399.

44. Vass E, Nappi AJ, Carton Y (1993) Comparative study of immune competence 
and host susceptibility in Drosophila melanogaster parasitized by Leptopilina 
boulardi and Asobara tabida. J Parasitol 79: 16-112. 

45. Benassi V, Frey F, Carton Y (1998) A new specific gene for wasp cellular 
immune resistance in Drosophila. Heredity (Edinb) 80: 347-352.

46. Hita MT, Poirié M, Leblanc N, Lemeunier F, Lutcher F, et al. (1999) Genetic 
localization of a Drosophila melanogaster resistance gene to a parasitoid wasp 
and physical mapping of the region. Genome Res 9: 471-481.

47. Poirie M, Frey F, Hita M, Huguet E, Lemeunier F, et al. (2000) Drosophila 
resistance genes to parasitoids: chromosomal location and linkage analysis. 
Proc Biol Sci 267: 1417-1421.

48. Hita M, Espagne E, Lemeunier F, Pascual L, Carton Y, et al. (2006) Mapping 
candidate genes for Drosophila melanogaster resistance to the parasitoid wasp 
Leptopilina boulardi. Genet Res Camb 88: 81-91. 

49. Yamada T, Okabe M, Hiromi Y (2003) EDL/MAE regulates EGF-mediated 
induction by antagonizing Ets transcription factor Pointed. Development 130: 
4085-4096.

50. Zettervall CJ, Anderl I, Williams MJ, Palmer R, Kurucz E, et al. (2004) A 
directed screen for genes involved in Drosophila blood cell activation. Proc Natl 
Acad Sci USA 101: 14192-14197.

51. Mohamed SA, Overholt WA, Lux SA, Wharton RA, Eltoum EM (2007) 
Acceptability and suitability of six fruit-fly species (Diptera: Tephritidae) for 
Kenyan strains of Psyttali concolor (Hymenoptera: Braconidae). Biocontrol Sci 
Tech 17: 247-259. 

52. Kazimírová M, Vallo V (1999) Larval morphology and development of Coptera 
occidentalis. BioControl 44: 263-280. 

53. Mohamed SA, Overholt WA, Wharton RA, LuxSA, Eltoum EM (2003) Host 
specificity of Psyttalia cosyrae (Hymenoptera: Braconidae) and the effect of 
different host species on parasitoid fitness. Biol Control 28: 155-163. 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18625398
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18625398
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21882703
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21882703
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21882703
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26309287
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26309287
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26309287
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10751733
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10751733
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10751733
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11827288
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11827288
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11827288
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19665797
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19665797
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19665797
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19665797
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10377270
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10377270
http://www.google.co.in/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiSnovLpZjMAhXFFJQKHcX5CegQFggbMAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Flink.springer.com%2Farticle%2F10.1007%252Fs10340-011-0410-1&usg=AFQjCNHXEwXghptxZ1jVnacJtMM3wuKmMQ&bvm=bv.119745492,d.dGo
http://www.google.co.in/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiSnovLpZjMAhXFFJQKHcX5CegQFggbMAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Flink.springer.com%2Farticle%2F10.1007%252Fs10340-011-0410-1&usg=AFQjCNHXEwXghptxZ1jVnacJtMM3wuKmMQ&bvm=bv.119745492,d.dGo
http://www.google.co.in/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiSnovLpZjMAhXFFJQKHcX5CegQFggbMAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Flink.springer.com%2Farticle%2F10.1007%252Fs10340-011-0410-1&usg=AFQjCNHXEwXghptxZ1jVnacJtMM3wuKmMQ&bvm=bv.119745492,d.dGo
http://www.google.co.in/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiSnovLpZjMAhXFFJQKHcX5CegQFggbMAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Flink.springer.com%2Farticle%2F10.1007%252Fs10340-011-0410-1&usg=AFQjCNHXEwXghptxZ1jVnacJtMM3wuKmMQ&bvm=bv.119745492,d.dGo
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23786049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23786049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23786049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23786049
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1439-0418.2011.01681.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1439-0418.2011.01681.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1439-0418.2011.01681.x/abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10826173
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10826173
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10826173
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22969043
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22969043
http://www2.hawaii.edu/~messing/Publications/Spinosad-based fruit fly bait GF-120.pdf
http://www2.hawaii.edu/~messing/Publications/Spinosad-based fruit fly bait GF-120.pdf
http://www2.hawaii.edu/~messing/Publications/Spinosad-based fruit fly bait GF-120.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20550814
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20550814
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20550814
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17201680
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17201680
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20170488
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20170488
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20170488
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11161576
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11161576
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15857916
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15857916
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8587797
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8587797
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8587797
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11846478
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11846478
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11846478
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19641625
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19641625
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19641625
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8738933
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8738933
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/002219109190080J
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/002219109190080J
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10340-008-0216-y
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10340-008-0216-y
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10340-008-0216-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3734991
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3734991
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5545017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5545017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5545017
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1439-0418.2008.01350.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1439-0418.2008.01350.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1439-0418.2008.01350.x/abstract
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S104996440500349X
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S104996440500349X
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S104996440500349X
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/805398
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/805398
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1095-8312.1981.tb01849.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1095-8312.1981.tb01849.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1095-8312.1981.tb01849.x/abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12769876
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12769876
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12769876
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/238038045_Avoidance_of_encapsulation_in_the_absence_of_VLP_by_a_braconid_parasitoid_of_Drosophila_larvae_An_ultrastructural_study
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/238038045_Avoidance_of_encapsulation_in_the_absence_of_VLP_by_a_braconid_parasitoid_of_Drosophila_larvae_An_ultrastructural_study
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0022191095001344
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0022191095001344
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0022191095001344
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11217895
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11217895
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11217895
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3926550
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3926550
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1428954
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1428954
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3283286?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3283286?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3283286?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9569639
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9569639
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10330127
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10330127
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10330127
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10983825
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10983825
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10983825
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17125583
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17125583
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17125583
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12874129
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12874129
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12874129
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15381778
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15381778
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15381778
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09583150701211418#.VxTvMayESyI
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09583150701211418#.VxTvMayESyI
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09583150701211418#.VxTvMayESyI
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09583150701211418#.VxTvMayESyI
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1023%2FA%3A1009907927554
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1023%2FA%3A1009907927554
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964403000999
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964403000999
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964403000999


Citation: Sorrentino RP (2016) The Avoided Target: The Ceratitis capitata Cellular Encapsulation Response. Entomol Ornithol Herpetol 5: 175. 
doi:10.4172/2161-0983.1000175

Page 7 of 7

Volume 5 • Issue 2 • 1000175
Entomol Ornithol Herpetol, an open access journal
ISSN: 2161-0983

54. Ovruski SM, Schliserman P, Aluja M (2004) Indigenous parasitoids 
(Hymenoptera) attacking Anastrepha fraterlucus and Ceratitis capitata (Diptera: 
Tephriditae) in native and exotic host plants in Northwestern Argentina. Biol 
Control 29: 43-57. 

55. Bokonon-Ganta AH, Ramadan MM, Wang X-G, Messing RH (2005) Biological 
performance and potential of Fopius ceratitivorus (Hymenoptera: Braconidae), 
an egg-larval parasitoid of tephritid fruit flies newly imported to Hawaii. Biol 
Control 33: 238-247. 

56. Mohamed SA, Wharton RA, vonMérey Georg, Schulthess F (2006) Acceptance
and suitability of different host stages of Ceratitis capitata (Wiedemann) 
(Diptera: Tephritidae) and seven other tephritid fruit fly species to Tetrastichus
giffardii Silvestri (Hymenoptera: Eulophidae). Biol Control 39: 262-271. 

57. Mathé-Hubert H, Gatti J-L, Poirié M, Malausa T (2013) A PCR-based method
for estimating parasitism rates in the olive fly parasitoids Psyttalia concolor and 
P. lounsbury. Biol Control 67: 44-50.

58. Zenil M, Liedo P, Williams T, Valle J, Cancino J, et al. (2004) Reproductive
biology of Fopius arisanus (Hymenoptera: Braconidae) on Ceratitis capitata
and Anastrepha spp. (Diptera: Tephritidae). Biol Control 29: 169-178. 

59. Sorrentino RP, Schultz RA (2006) A protocol for determining circulating
hemocyte concentration of individual tumorous Drosophila larvae. DIS 89: 103-
107. 

60. Sorrentino RP (2010) Large standard deviations and logarithmic-normality: the
truth about hemocyte counts in Drosophila. Fly (Austin) 4: 327-332.

61. Carton Y, Boulétreau M (1985) Encapsulation ability of Drosophila
melanogaster: a genetic analysis. Dev Comp Immunol 9: 211-219.

62. 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.

63. Calabria G, Máca J, Bächli 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. 

64. Kacsoh BZ, Schlenke TA (2012) High hemocyte load is associated with
increased resistance against parasitoids in Drosophila suzukii, a relative of D. 
melanogaster. PLoS One 7: e34721.

65. Poyet M, Havard S, Prévost G, Chabrerie O, Doury G, et al (2013) Resistance

of Drosophila suzukii to the larval parasitoids Leptopilina heterotoma and 
Asobara japonica is related to hemocyte load. Physiol Entomol 38: 45-53. 

66. Eslin P, Doury G (2006) The fly Drosophila subobscura: a natural case of innate
immunity deficiency. Dev Comp Immunol 30: 977-983.

67. Gerritsma S, Haan Ad, Zande Lv, Wertheim B (2013) Natural variation in
differentiated hemocytes is related to parasitoid resistance in Drosophila
melanogaster. J Insect Physiol 59: 148-158.

68. Rehorn KP, Thelen H, Michelson AM, Reuter R (1996) A molecular aspect
of hematopoiesis and endoderm development common to vertebrates and 
Drosophila. Development 122: 4023-4031.

69. Sorrentino RP, Melk JP, Govind S (2004) Genetic analysis of contributions of 
dorsal group and JAK-Stat92E pathway genes to larval hemocyte concentration
and the egg encapsulation response in Drosophila. Genetics 166: 1343-1356.

70. Schliekelman P, Gould F (2000) Pest control by the introduction of a conditional
lethal trait on multiple loci: potential, limitations, and optimal strategies. J Econ
Entomol 93: 1543-1565.

71. Fu G, Condon KC, Epton MJ, Gong P, Jin L, et al. (2007) Female-specific insect
lethality engineered using alternative splicing. Nat Biotechnol 25: 353-357.

72. Ero MM, Hamacek EL, Peek T, Clarke AR (2010) Preference among four
Bactrocera species (Diptera: Tephritidae) by Diachasmimorpha kraussii
(Fullaway) (Hymenoptera: Braconidae). Austral J Entomol 49: 324-331. 

73. Bautista RC, Harris EJ, Vargas RI, Jang EB (2004) Parasitization of melon fly 
(Diptera: Tephritidae) by Fopius arisanus and Psyttalia fletcheri (Hymenoptera: 
Braconidae) and the effect of fruit substrates on host preference by parasitoids. 
Biol Control 30: 156-164. 

74. Ramadan MM, Wong TTY, Herr JC (1994) Is the oriental fruit fly (Diptera: 
Tephritidae) a natural host for the opiine parasitoid Diachasmimorpha tryoni
(Hymenoptera: Braconidae)? Env Entomol 23: 761-769. 

75. Rugman-Jones PF, Wharton R, vanNoort T, Stouthamer R (2009) Molecular
differentiation of the Psyttalia concolor (Szépligeti) species complex
(Hymenoptera: Braconidae) associated with olive fly, Bactrocera oleae (Rossi) 
(Diptera: Tephritidae), in Africa. Biol Control 49: 17-26. 

76. Daane KM, Sime KR, Wang XG, Nadel H, Johnson MW, et al (2008) Psyttalia
lounsburyii (Hymenoptera: Braconidae), potential biological control agent for
the olive fruit fly in California. Biol Control 44: 79-89.

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964403001270
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964403001270
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964403001270
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964403001270
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964405000514
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964405000514
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964405000514
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964405000514
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964406002301
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964406002301
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964406002301
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964406002301
http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=28238869
http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=28238869
http://cat.inist.fr/?aModele=afficheN&cpsidt=28238869
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964403001403
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964403001403
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964403001403
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20855971
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20855971
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3926550
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3926550
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21898759
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21898759
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21898759
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1439-0418.2010.01583.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1439-0418.2010.01583.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1439-0418.2010.01583.x/abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22529929
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22529929
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22529929
http://www.cabdirect.org/abstracts/20133114022.html;jsessionid=EC503EBD8A2BD06F7472E9A3B24C61D8?resultNumber=2&q=Drosophila+suzukii%2C+Japan
http://www.cabdirect.org/abstracts/20133114022.html;jsessionid=EC503EBD8A2BD06F7472E9A3B24C61D8?resultNumber=2&q=Drosophila+suzukii%2C+Japan
http://www.cabdirect.org/abstracts/20133114022.html;jsessionid=EC503EBD8A2BD06F7472E9A3B24C61D8?resultNumber=2&q=Drosophila+suzukii%2C+Japan
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16620975
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16620975
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23123513
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23123513
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23123513
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9012522
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9012522
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9012522
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15082553
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15082553
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15082553
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11142282
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11142282
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11142282
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17322873
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17322873
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1440-6055.2010.00772.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1440-6055.2010.00772.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1440-6055.2010.00772.x/abstract
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964404000076
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964404000076
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964404000076
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1049964404000076
http://www.cabdirect.org/abstracts/20093112648.html
http://www.cabdirect.org/abstracts/20093112648.html
http://www.cabdirect.org/abstracts/20093112648.html
http://www.cabdirect.org/abstracts/20093112648.html
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17524155
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17524155
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17524155

	Title
	Corresponding author
	Abstract
	Keywords
	Introduction 
	The Encapsulation Response in Drosophila 
	The Encapsulation Response in Ceratitis is Not Well Described 
	What Can Be Done? 
	CHC 
	Encapsulation rate 

	Summary 
	Table 1
	References

