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Abstract In order to monitor and control Monochamus alternatus adults efficiently, three attractants were used
to trap M. alternatus adults in Pinus forests and timber yard in Suichang. The results showed that the trapping
efficiencies of the three attractants were different significantly, and ranged as APF-I>F1>ST-2. Total of 4 979
M. alternatus adults were captured (females: 4 134, males: 845, $: 9 =1:0.204), and the number of females
was 4.89 times than that of males. The trapping peak appeared from Mid-June to Mid-August, and the number of
adults captured was significantly influenced by rainfall and temperature. The results could provide a certain biolog-
ical basis for the effective control against M. alternatus.
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Table 1 Information of experimental sites
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Tree-age means age of masson pine in experimental sites. The short-cut woods in timber yard come form different masson pine forest, and

the age and DBH (diameter at breast height) are different.
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Table 2 One way ANOVA analysis of attractant effects of different traps to Monochamus alternatus adults

BREE Fr i 57 - -
Resource Sum of squares df Mean square
AEl4b3E Different treatment 644 892. 5 3 214 964. 1667 24, 447 54 0. 000 002
%% Error 105 514. 5 12 8 792. 875
Jit Total 750 407 15
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Table 3 Multiple comparison analysis of different traps to Monochamus alternatus adults
V‘ﬂ‘IEX#’Hz p SEEME 1 SHME 2 i@ﬁi’i ' i ﬁ‘(&?ﬁ' e EIHEIE-Z
Comparison Mean 1 Mean 2 Mean deviation Std. deviation df
APF-1 vs F1 0. 021 753 555. 25 380. 50 174. 75 86. 889 7 2.011 17 6
APF-1 vs ST-2 0. 002 821 555. 25 307.75 247. 50 78. 006 1 3.172 83 6
F1 vs ST-2 0. 290 934 307. 75 380. 50 —72.75 62. 326 9 1. 167 23 6
APF-1 vs CK 0. 000 001 555. 25 0 555. 25 69. 821 6 7.952 40 6
F1 vs CK 0. 000 001 0 380. 50 —380. 50 51.718 0 7.357 21 6
ST-2 vs CK 0. 000 576 307. 75 0 307. 75 34.783 6 8. 847 57 6
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Mean 1 is the mean number of adults trapped by the attractant before “vs”, and mean 2 is the number of adults trapped by the attractant
behind “wvs”.
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Fig. 1 Number of Monochamus alternatus

adults trapped with different attractants
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Fig. 2 Mean number of Monochamus alternatus adults

trapped with three attractants in different sites
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trapped in different periods
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