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ABSTRACT
Hoverflies can play an important role in aphid biological control. Adults are dependent on flower pollen and nectar to

survive. The plants providing these sources for species of Eupoedes corollae, Episyrphus balteatus, Sphaerophoria
scripta and Scaeva albomaculata in several agro-ecosystems including wheat, canola, apple and stone fruit trees in
Kermanshah province were studied during 2015-16. Their visit numbers on the target plants in each square meter were

recorded at each sampling time in 10 replications within 5 minutes. The experiments were carried out in a completely
randomized, unbalanced design with respect to the canopy cover percentage of each plant from early spring until the
plants were dried completely. The results showed that Geranium tuberosum, Capsella bursa-pastoris, Lamium
amplexicaule, Senecio vernalis and Alyssum hirsutum were the most attractive plants for E. corollae respectively. For E.
balteatus, the species, C. bursa-pastoris, Sinapis arvensis, Erodium cicutarium, G. tuberosum and Descurainia Sophia,
were the best attractive plants respectively. For Sph. Scripta, the plants, C. bursa-pastoris, Brassica napus, S. arvensis,
Rapistrum rugosum and G. tuberosum had the highest attraction respectively. Also for S. albomaculata, the species of
Cardaria draba, Raphanus raphanistrum, Brassica napus, C. bursa -pastoris and G. tuberosum were the highest
attractive respectively. In conclusion, G. tuberosum and C. bursa-pastoris were the most attractive plants for all studied
syrphid species in all of the agro-ecosystems.
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Table 1- Specifications of sampling locations

Agro-ecosystem Sampling Location name Altitude Longitude Latitude

Wheat Islam-Abad reasearch station 1348 E 46°27' 54. 72" N 34°07' 27.84"
Rapeseed Islam-Abad reasearch station 1351 E 46° 27' 54. 72" N 34°07' 27.84"
Apple orchard Mehregan reasearch station 1308 E 46°59'13. 92" N 34°30' 47.52"
Stone fruit orchard Garden genetic resources 1311 E 47°06' 21. 06" N 34° 20' 25.44"
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Table 2- Analysis of variance attraction rate of species E. corollae E. balteatus Sph. scripta and S.
albomaculata to host plants in wheat agro-ecosystem.

Ms
Sources of variations Df E. corollae E. balteatus S. scripta S. albomaculata
Treatment 6 4/52"™ 3/050™ 3/34™ 0/15™
Error 24 0/047 0/035 0/0061 0/007
CV (%) 7/09 14/11 5/81 10/20

**: Significant at 1% probability level
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Figure 1: Attraction rate (xSD) of species E. corollae, E. balteatus, Sph. scripta and S. albomaculata to host
plants in wheat agro-ecosystem, the presence of different letters indicates a significant difference based on
the Duncan test.
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Table 3- Analysis of variance attraction rate of species E. corollae <E. balteatus «Sph. scripta and S.
albomaculata to host plants in canola agro-ecosystem.

Ms
Sources of variations Df E. corollae E. balteatus S. scripta S. albomaculata
Treatment 8 18/080™ 1/590™ 9/560™ 10/60™
Error 34 0/086 0/012 0/0097 0/007
Cv (%) 3/83 6/71 5/73 4/68
**: Significant at 1% probability level ns: Nonsignificant
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Figure 2: Attraction rate (+SD) of species E. corollae .E. balteatus Sph. scripta and S. albomaculata to host

plants in canola agro-ecosystem, the presence of different letters indicates a significant difference based on
the Duncan test.
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Table 4- Analysis of variance attraction rate of species E. corollae E. balteatus Sph. scripta and S.
albomaculata to host plants in apple orchards

Ms
Sources of variations Df E. corollae E. balteatus S. scripta S. albomaculata
Treatment 8 31/57" 9/59™ 442" 9/68"™
Error 28 0/021 0/023 0/001 0/003
Cv (%) 4/14 6/65 5/13 1/78
**: Significant at 1% probability level ns: Nonsignificant
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Figure 3: Attraction rate (£SD) of species E. corollae <E. balteatus «Sph. scripta and S. albomaculata to host
plants in apple orchards, the presence of different letters indicates a significant difference based on the
Duncan test.
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Table 5- Analysis of variance attraction rate of species E. corollae <E. balteatus <Sph. scripta and S.
albomaculata to host plants in stone fruit trees

Ms
Sources of variations Df E. corollae E. balteatus S. scripta S. albomaculata
Treatment 13 20/49" 24/48" 6/05 " 6/53"
Error 58 0/01 0/03 0/006 0/005
Cv (%) 3/42 5/53 5/13 5/18

**: Significant at 1% probability level ns: Nonsignificant
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Figure 4: Attraction rate (xSD) of species E. corollae .E. balteatus .Sph. scripta and S. albomaculata to host

plants in stone fruit trees, the presence of different letters indicates a significant difference based on the
Duncan test.
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Table 6- Analysis of variance attraction rate of species E. corollae .E. balteatus .Sph. scripta and S.
albomaculata to host plants in margin of agro-ecosystems

Ms
Sources of variations Df E. corollae E. balteatus S. scripta S. albomaculata
Treatment 8 5/92" 442" 2/33" 1/53™
Error 28 0/011 0/008 0/0041 0/0037
Cv (%) 4/04 aA177 4/52 521

**: Significant at 1% probability level ns: Nonsignificant
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Figure 5: Attraction rate (£SD) of species E. corollae (E. balteatus Sph. scripta and S. albomaculata to host

plants in margin of agro-ecosystems, the presence of different letters indicates a significant difference based
on the Duncan test.
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