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Cannibalism and reproduction of the cat flea (2/3)
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Abstract

The host grooming has been
believed to be the pivotal factor to the
distribution of cat fleas, Ctenocephalides
felis (Bouché), on the cat’s body (Hsu et
a. 2002a). However, the preliminary
experiments showed that the trend of
aggregation of fleas on cat’s neck is not
significantly different among cats in
different grooming efficiency. More
data are needed to confirm this result.
The possible function of nonviable eggs
and cocoons is to reduce the risk of
cannibalism by conspecific third instars
(Hsu et a. 2002b). Please look into
the two attached papers for further
details.
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Table 1. Mean percentage of cat fleas missing when harvested them on day 1 or
day 4 after initial infestation of 15-30 fleasin each trial

Host Elizabethan-collar  Interval for infestation, d n % missing
CatA — 1 3 57.33a
Cat B — 1 4 12b
CatA + 1 6 15.33b
CatB — 4 3 25.67b

Means with different letter are significantly different (P < 0.01) using the Fisher’s
least significant difference (LSD) multiple range tests. n, number of replicates.

Table 2. Mean percentage of male and female cat fleas collected from the six
areas of the cat’sbody (n = 12) on day 1 after initial infestation

% collected t-test
Areas

Malefleas Female fleas t P
Head 19b 12.18bc 132 0.2
Neck 60.17a 61.18a -0.14  0.89
Front back 15.92b 22.73b -099 033
Rear back 3.58c 3.82c -0.09 093
Chest 0 0 — —
Belly 1.25¢c 0 — —

Means with different letters in the same column were significantly different
(P < 0.05) using the Fisher’s least significant difference (LSD) multiple

range tests.



Fig. 1. Arbitrarily determined regions of the cat’s body for flea examination and the
point (arrow) where the cat fleaswere added.  al, head; a2, neck ; b1, front

back; b2, rear back; c1, chest; c2, belly.

Fig.2 . Mean percentage of fleas found on various body regions of cats with different
grooming efficiency. Fleasin three of the experiments were counted on day 1
while in the other experiment (bottom right) were counted on day 4 after initia
infestation. Means and their standard errorsindicated by columnsin the same
chart with different letters on top were significantly different (P < 0.05) using
the Fisher’sleast significant difference (LSD) multiple range tests. CatsA and

B were excellent and poor groomers, respectively.
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