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Effects of different hosts on the feeding, development and reproduction of
Scolytus schevyrewi Semenov

ZHONG Jun'?, ZHU Xiaofeng?, XU Binggiang’, ABUDUKEYIMU Kader*,
SONG Bo*, MA Deying', YANG Sen’

(1. College of Agronomy, Xinjiang Agricultural University, Key Laboratory of Pest Monitoring and Safety Control on
Crop and Forest at Universities of Xinjiang Uygur Autonomous Region, Urumgqi 830052, China; 2. National Local
Joint Engineering Research Center of Special Forest and Fruit Industry; Key Laboratory of Integrated Pest
Management on Crops in Northwestern Oasis , Ministry of Agriculture ; Institute of Plant Protection ,
Xinjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Urumqi 830091, China)

Abstract  Scolytus schevyrewi Semenov is an important pest of fruit trees in Xinjiang, this study was to investigate
its damage, development and reproduction on different hosts, and thus provide some useful information for its
comprehensive management. The laboratory research and field investigation found that S. schevyrewi damaged
Prunus armeniaca (‘Saimaity’ apricot), Amygdalus communis Linn., Amygdalus ferganensis (Kost. et Riab.)
Kov. et Kost, Ulmus propinqua (Koidz.), but not Salix babylonica Linn. and Elaeagnus angustifolia Linn. ; the
heaviest body weight of subalgebra adults, the most number of offspring generations, the longest tunnels, and the
maximum number of invasion holes were observed on P. armeniaca, followed by on A. communis, A. ferganen-
sis, and U. propinqua . The laboratory research found that the most number of offspring generations, the longest
tunnels, and the maximum number of invasion holes on P. armeniaca , significantly different from those on A.
communis and U. propinqua , but no significant difference in the body weight of offspring adults was observed in
these four hosts. Field results showed that there were the catches of adult and invasion holes on P. armeniaca , sig-
nificantly different from those on U. propinqua. Therefore, among the six hosts investigated, P.armeniaca, A.
communis, A. ferganensis and U. propinqua had no significant influence on the development of S. schevyrewi ,
but they had some influence on the quantity of reproduction. P.armeniaca is the most suitable host for develop-
ment and reproduction of S. schevyrewi, followed by A. communis and A. ferganensis. The S. schevyrewi could
also damage and reproduce on U. propinqua , but not damage S. babylonica and E. angustifolia .
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58 /N8 Scolytus schevyrewi Semenov J& #5381 H
Coleoptera /|Ng £} Scolytidae, 1902 4E B i % T
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Elaeagnus angustifolia Linn. . % 8 F} # 3 )
Salix babylonica Linn. | GEF 7 258358 )L Cara-
gana korshinskii Kom. . 3 1% Bl i) & Armeniaca
vulgaris Lam. ¥k Amygdalus persica Linn. \B2Hk
Cerasus pseudocerasus (Lindl. ) G. Don. %! Pyrus
sp. R Malus pumila Mill. .22 Prunus salicina
LindL . J@#k A. communis Linn. 2, L) AR E i
Ulmus pumila Linn, i U. propinqua (Koidz. ) | B
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Table 1 Development situation of Scolytus schevyrewi on Prunus armeniaca ‘Saimaity’

L1273 NERE /A Days of damage
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Table 2  Effects of different hosts on the feeding and reproduction of Scolytus schevyrewi
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Ffi U. propinqua
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1) FIF SPSS 19. 0 et B A4 2E47 5347 » [ 50 bn A AR R) 7 8 8 R TJE i 5 14 22 5 (LSD, P=>0. 05) 3 — "3RIR RIS/ NEE Ry B8
Means are compared by ANOVA followed by the LLSD test (SPSS 19. 0 for Windows) ; “—"” indicates no damage or colonization.
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