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Table 1. Geographic and altitudes of sample collection locations.

(p) gL Jdsbka was ki e sall ad
Altitude (m) Longitude Latitude Location name adsal) a)  Location Number
15.233 35E 54' 35.43" 34N 50' 46.83" Al- Thorah Nursery 35l Jida 1
30.903 35E 58' 38.14" 34N 43' 55.20" Al-Jmaseh center dleall dasa 2
820.320 36E 10'9.70" 35N 1'1.03" Bromanet Almashaeh  Fliall d3la 3
772.280 36E 13'16.02" 34N 57' 53.77" Dwair rslan Ol s 4
569.015 36E 08' 11.51" 34N 53' 58.18" Al-Dreikish Syl 5
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Table 2. Influence of trunk diameter on infestation with B. rufomaculata in Tartus Governorate.

Sl s Sl e Sl s Jasas Ja glia Sl s Bl had
Al 4laal) daglady (a) Gl dagadall () Bl
Number of Number of Number of Average trunk Number of Trunk
dead trees infested trees healthy trees circumference (cm) inspected trees diameter (cm)
0 Oa 49 12.22 49 @ <5
0 Oa 38 22.45 38 @ =510 10
0 19b 15 41.08 34 @ =10to0 15
8 23¢ 5 55.16 28 @ =1510 20
10 21c 0 73-31 21 @ >20
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Values in the same column with the same letters are not significantly different at P=0.05.
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Figure 1. The relationship between the trunk diameter of
host plant Ficus spp. and the infestation rate with fig stem
borer.
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Abstract

Ali, AY., A. Ahmad and J. Amar. 2014. Relationship between fig tree trunk diameter and infestation with the stem borer
Batocera rufomaculata. Arab Journal of Plant Protection, 32(2): 109-112.

The fig stem borer Batocera rufomaculata (DeGeer, 1775) is the most serious pest on fig trees at the coastal area in Syria. A field study
was conducted in five locations to study the correlation between trunk diameter and natural infestation with the pest. Inspected trees were
divided to five groups according to the trunk diameter. The findings showed that the trees in the groups with stem diameter less than 10cm
were free of infestation. The insect attacked trees in the other groups with stems of more than 10cm diameter and infestation level increased
with radial growth of the tree. The results indicated that the fig stem borer B. rufomaculata preferred the fig trees with large stem diameter for
attack and oviposition and successful development.
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