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Simple Summary: Several wood-associated insects are inadvertently introduced every year within
wood-packaging materials used in international trade. These insects can cause impressive economic
and ecological damage in the invaded environment. Thus, several countries use traps baited with
pheromones and plant volatiles at ports of entry and surrounding natural areas to intercept incoming
exotic species soon after their arrival and thereby reduce the likelihood of their establishment.
In this study, we investigated the performance of eight trap colors in attracting jewel beetles and bark
and ambrosia beetles to test if the trap colors currently used in survey programs worldwide are the
most efficient for trapping these potential forest pests. In addition, we tested whether trap colors can
be exploited to minimize inadvertent removal of their natural enemies. Our results confirmed that
trap color strongly affects trapping performance. Overall, the trap colors currently adopted in most
survey programs (i.e., green and black) are efficient only for certain beetle species, therefore there
is a clear need to use additional trap colors to increase the range of species that can be effectively
attracted. Moreover, we confirmed that many predators exploit the same visual cues as their preys,
and thus trap color cannot be used as a variable to minimize bycatch.

Abstract: Traps baited with attractive lures are increasingly used at entry-points and surrounding
natural areas to intercept exotic wood-boring beetles accidentally introduced via international trade.
Several trapping variables can affect the efficacy of this activity, including trap color. In this study,
we tested whether species richness and abundance of jewel beetles (Buprestidae), bark and ambrosia
beetles (Scolytinae), and their common predators (i.e., checkered beetles, Cleridae) can be modified
using trap colors different to those currently used for surveillance of jewel beetles and bark and
ambrosia beetles (i.e., green or black). We show that green and black traps are generally efficient,
but also that many flower-visiting or dark-metallic colored jewel beetles and certain bark beetles are
more attracted by other colors. In addition, we show that checkered beetles have color preferences
similar to those of their Scolytinae preys, which limits using trap color to minimize their inadvertent
removal. Overall, this study confirmed that understanding the color perception mechanisms in
wood-boring beetles can lead to important improvements in trapping techniques and thereby increase
the efficacy of surveillance programs.
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1. Introduction

Bark and ambrosia beetles (Coleoptera: Curculionidae: Scolytinae) and jewel beetles (Coleoptera:
Buprestidae) are commonly intercepted at ports of entry worldwide [1,2]. These beetles are moved
internationally and domestically within fresh wood and wood-packaging materials [3,4] and can
become destructive after introduction. The ambrosia beetles of the genus Xylosandrus [5,6] and the
emerald ash borer Agrilus planipennis Fairmaire [7] are among the most famous recent examples, but the
group of non-native bark and ambrosia beetles and jewel beetles established outside their native range
includes dozens of other species [8,9]. Traps baited with pheromones and host volatiles are often used
at high-risk sites and nearby natural areas to intercept incoming beetles soon after their arrival and
to reduce the chances of their establishment [10–12]. The efficacy of this practice depends on several
variables such as trap type, trap height, or lure specificity (e.g., [13,14]), which are often combined
in order to attract several beetle species simultaneously (e.g., [15,16]) and hopefully minimize the
inadvertent removal of associated natural enemies (e.g., [17–19]). Recent studies have shown that trap
color can affect trap catches of longhorn beetles (Coleoptera: Cerambycidae) [20,21] but its effect on
jewel beetles, bark and ambrosia beetles, and their associated beetle predators (e.g., Cleridae) has been
investigated so far only for a limited number of species.

Jewel beetles largely exploit visual cues at the adult stage. Most members are diurnally active
and rely largely on vision to locate both host trees where to oviposit and substrate where to feed,
such as flowers in nectar- and pollen-feeders and tree crowns in tree foliage-feeders [22]. In addition,
several jewel beetle adults display impressive patterns of metallic and pigmented coloration involved
in mate location and recognition [23–26]. For these reasons, trap color has been highlighted as a key
variable to consider when targeting jewel beetles [27]. Flower-visiting species, for example, were shown
to be more attracted to traps painted with the typical flower colors, such as yellow, white, and blue,
than to other trap colors such as black or green [28–30]. Many Agrilus species and other metallic-colored
buprestids were instead found to be generally attracted by green and purple traps [21,31–36], even if
certain species or individuals of particular sex within the same species show a clear preference for only
one of these two colors [37–39]. Most studies testing the effect of trap color on jewel beetles have been
conducted in North America after the invasion of the emerald ash borer A. planipennis in 2002 [40],
whereas in Europe similar investigations are still rare and are mainly based on a limited number of
colors [21,41–43].

Bark and ambrosia beetles exploit visual cues primarily to distinguish between host and non-host
trees [44–46]. The bark of different tree species is characterized by different reflectance intensities,
and this visual feature can complement odors (i.e., host volatiles) to discriminate between different
tree species [47]. Supporting this hypothesis, several conifer-infesting bark and ambrosia beetles
(i.e., Dendroctonus spp. and Trypodendron lineatum (Olivier)) were found to be more attracted by
black-colored traps than white-colored traps, as black traps better resemble the color of their host tree
bark [44,45,48–50]. Studies comparing several trap colors simultaneously showed a general preference
of bark and ambrosia beetles for dark colors with long wavelengths (e.g., black, brown, red) ove lighter
colors such as white and yellow [51–55]. Some bark and ambrosia beetle species attacking broadleaf
trees were instead found to have a distinct preference for a specific color. Hypocryphalus mangiferae
Stebbing and Xylosandrus crassiusculus (Motschulsky) were more attracted by green traps or green
light emitting diodes over other trap or light colors, respectively [56–58]; Anisandrus dispar (Fabricius)
and Cryphalus ruficollis Hopkins preferred green over purple traps [16].

Natural enemies of wood-boring beetles, including beetle predators, also exploit visual cues
along with tree volatiles and prey pheromones [59,60] to locate trees or other substrates (e.g., flowers)
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where they can find their preys. This process may imply the use of the same visual cues used by their
prey for host selection. Previous studies showed, for example, that the bark beetles Dendroctonus frontalis
Zimmermann and Dendroctonus brevicomis LeConte, and their major predators, Thanasimus dubius
(Fabricius) (Cleridae) and Temnochila chlorodia (Mannerheim) (Coleoptera: Trogossitidae), respectively,
were all disrupted by white paint on the boles of host trees, but that the pattern of disruption of the
predator was very similar to that of the prey with which they are more closely associated [48,61].
In particular, D. brevicomis and its predator, T. chlorodia, were less affected by color than D. frontalis
and T. dubius [48,61]. A similar pattern was also shown in some of the main natural enemies of
Ips spp.; catches of the longlegged fly Medetera bistriata Parent (Diptera: Dolichopodidae) and the
clown beetles Platysoma spp. (Coleoptera: Histeridae) were significantly lower on white-painted logs
than on non-painted logs [62]. These studies indicated a preference of wood-boring beetle natural
enemies for dark colors, although this was only partially confirmed in lab conditions [63,64]. However,
a study comparing a wide range of trap colors simultaneously has not been carried out to date.

In this study, we investigated the effect of trap color on (i) jewel beetles, (ii) bark and ambrosia
beetles, and (iii) their most common associated predators (i.e., checkered beetles, Cleridae). In particular,
we tested whether species richness (i.e., number of species) and abundance (i.e., number of individuals)
of these three beetle groups would vary using trap colors different to those currently used for the
surveillance of jewel beetles (i.e., green [14,21]) and bark and ambrosia beetles (i.e., black [14]).
To this aim, we used traps painted with eight different colors, i.e., black, brown, red, yellow, green,
blue, purple and grey. We tested the effect of trap color at both family/subfamily and single species
taxonomic levels. We predicted that most jewel beetles can be reliably trapped with the commonly
used green traps, except for flower-visiting species, which may prefer traps painted with typical flower
colors such as yellow or blue. In addition, we predicted that black traps can reliably attract bark and
ambrosia beetles and associated checkered beetles, even if preferences for other dark colors may arise
at the species level.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Study Sites

The methods, experimental design, and results regarding effects of trap color on detection
of longhorn beetles have already been described [20] but basic methods are reported here for the
reader’s convenience. The study was conducted at 16 sites in north-eastern Italy (Table S1 and
Figure S1). Study sites were located in the Euganean Hills area, Veneto Region, which is characterized
by the presence of fragmented forest patches interspersed with urban areas and crop fields. Three main
forest types occur in the area: (i) chestnut (Castanea sativa Miller) forest, which covers approximately
15% of the area; (ii) dry forests dominated by Fraxinus ornus L. and Ostrya carpinifolia Scopoli,
which cover approximately 30% of the area; and (iii) oak (Quercus pubescens Willd.) forests, which cover
approximately 10% of the area. In addition, around 38% of the woodland is occupied by the invasive
black locust, Robinia pseudoacacia L. Some plantations of Austrian pine (Pinus nigra Arnold) are also
present (approximately 2%).

2.2. Trap Type, Trap Color and Trap Height

Hand-made panel traps were used at all 16 sites. Traps were composed of two crossed panels of
corrugated plastic (height = 90 cm; width = 34.5 cm) covered on the top by a 28.5 × 28.5 cm cap, and a
wide squared-funnel attached to the bottom (height = 42.5 cm; width = 35.4 cm) (Figure S1). A collector
cup (height = 19 cm; width = 13 cm) was screwed on to the bottom of the funnel. We used panel
traps because they are known to be efficient towards several families of wood-boring beetles [14,65].
Traps were painted with eight different colors that cover a wide range of the visible spectrum, i.e., grey,
yellow, green, red, blue, brown, purple and black (corresponding to the international color standard
RAL numbers 7034, 1018, 6037, 3020, 5015, 8002, 4008 and 9005, respectively) (Colorificio Seven
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Colors, Sant’Angelo di Piove di Sacco, Padova, Italy) (Figure S2). All traps were also coated with
Fluon (10% solution in water) (Insect-A-Stop, Springwood, Australia), which improves the trapping
efficacy of several wood-boring beetles, rendering the trap surface more slippery without affecting the
reflectance of the coated surface [34,66]. Collector cups were half-filled with 50% solution of ethylene
glycol to kill and preserve captured beetles [14]. This solution was renewed during each trap check.
At each site, traps were hung along the forest edge on a steel wire with collecting cups about 5–7 m
above the ground, keeping a distance of about 1.5 m among individual traps (Figure S1). The trap
height was selected in order to maximize the chance of catching beetles living either in the canopy
or in the understory [67,68]. Similarly, the choice to set up traps along the forest edge was taken to
maximize the chance of catching beetles that are active either within the forest (i.e., non-flower visitors)
or in the nearby open areas (i.e., flower-visitors). We are aware, however, that this choice of location
might have led us to miss some of the species that live in the forest interior [13].

2.3. Experimental Scheme and Attractive Lures

The eight trap colors were tested using a randomized complete block design, in which each
block was represented by a different site (n = 16). Traps were placed in the field in mid-May and
were then checked every three weeks for a total of 5 times (i.e., 5 June, 26 June, 17 July, 7 August,
28 August 2019). All trapped jewel beetles, bark and ambrosia beetles, and checkered beetles were
identified to species using morphological features and keys [69–71]. Jewel beetles were also divided
into two categories based on their feeding habits: flower-visitors (i.e., Anthaxia spp., Acmaeoderella spp.,
and Coraebus spp.) vs. non-flower visitors (all other buprestid genera captured). Voucher specimens
were deposited in the insect collection of the Entomology laboratory at the Department of Agronomy,
Food, Natural Resources, Animals and Environment, University of Padua (Padova, Italy).

Each trap was baited with a multi-lure blend primarily developed for longhorn beetles [72].
The blend included 8 longhorn beetle pheromones (i.e., fuscumol (volume amount: 50 mg);
fuscumol acetate (50 mg); geranyl acetone (25 mg); 3-hydroxyhexan-2-one (50 mg); prionic acid
(1 mg); 2-methylbutan-1-ol (50 mg); anti-2,3-hexanediol (50 mg); monochamol (50 mg)) and UHR
(= ultra-high release) ethanol. This kind of multi-lure blend is commonly used for the surveillance of
longhorn beetles [72] but reliably attracts many jewel beetles and bark and ambrosia beetles [15,16,21].
The release rate of the pheromone blend determined by mass loss under 20 ◦C conditions was estimated
to be 0.0263 ± 0.002 g/d, whereas that of UHR ethanol was around 1.5 g/d [72]. All pheromones were
purchased from ChemTica Internacional, S.A. (Heredia, Costa Rica) except prionic acid, which was
produced by Alpha Scents Inc. (West Linn, Oregon, USA). UHR ethanol was purchased from the
Spanish company Econex. Pheromones were dissolved in isopropanol as a carrier to a total volume
of 1 mL per lure. These one-ml aliquots were filled in glass vials with screw caps and stored at 4 ◦C
until used. At the beginning of the trapping trial and at each trap check (i.e, every three weeks),
the content of glass vials was emptied into a clear polyethylene sachet (Minigrip, 4 cm x 6 cm; Dutscher,
Brumath, France) containing a cotton cylinder, which was hung in the center of the trap using a string.
The ethanol was released by a polylaminated aluminum-foil “blister” that was hung in the center of
the trap directly below the sachet containing the pheromone blend. Ethanol was replaced only once
during the trapping season based on its expected field life (i.e., 60 days).

2.4. Statistical Analysis

The effects of trap color (categorical variable) on species richness and abundance of jewel
beetles, bark and ambrosia beetles and checkered beetles was tested using generalized linear-effect
models (GLMMs). The total number of species (i.e., species richness) and individuals (i.e., abundance)
collected per each trap color over the entire trapping period were the dependent variables. The site
was included in the model as a random factor to account for spatial dependence in the sampling design.
Models were fitted with the function “glmer.nb” in the package “lme4” [73] available for R [74].
The same approach was used to test the effect of the trap color on the abundance of single species.
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In this case, the number of individuals collected per trap color over the entire trapping season
(negative binomial distribution) was included in the model as a dependent variable and the site as
a random factor. We analyzed only species represented by at least 30 individuals throughout the
trapping season (Table 1). In addition, because of issues with heterogeneity in variances, any color or
site with a zero total catch for a given species was omitted from the analysis [75]. In all cases, model
overdispersion and residual distribution were checked through the “DHARMa” package [76]. In all
analyses, we used planned contrasts between black or green (control) and the other colors instead of
a post-hoc multiple comparison test between all the color combinations. We planned this analysis
a priori considering the number of replicates (n. of sites) according to the power of this analysis.
The large number of pairwise comparisons (n = 28) would have required a much higher number of
replicates that were not technically feasible.

Table 1. Total number of jewel beetle (Buprestidae), bark and ambrosia beetle (Scolytinae), and
checkered beetle (Cleridae) individuals trapped by each trap color. Jewel beetles are divided into flower
visitors and non-flower visitors. Species are listed alphabetically within each family. An * indicates
a species exotic to Italy. Color abbreviations are: BK = black; BR = brown; RE = red; YE = yellow;
GR = green; BL = blue; PU = purple; GY = grey.

Buprestidae BK BR RE YE GR BL PU GY Total

Flower visitors
Acmaeoderella flavofasciata - - - 3 - - - - 3

Anthaxia cichorii - - - 2 - - - - 2
Anthaxia croesus 1 - - 12 - - - - 13

Anthaxia fulgurans - - - 1 - - - - 1
Anthaxia hungarica - - - 1 - - - - 1

Anthaxia manca - - - 1 2 - - - 3
Anthaxia millefolii

polychloros - - - 9 1 - - - 10

Anthaxia nitidula - - - 19 - - - - 19
Anthaxia thalassophila - - 1 150 3 - 9 1 164

Coraebus elatus - 1 1 2 1 - - - 5
Total 1 1 2 200 7 0 9 1 221

Non flower visitors

Agrilus angustulus - - - 9 21 2 - - 32
Agrilus ater 1 - - - - - - - 1

Agrilus auricollis - - 1 2 9 1 1 1 15
Agrilus biguttatus 5 - - - 26 7 9 2 49

Agrilus convexicollis 2 1 4 2 21 1 1 - 32
Agrilus derasofasciatus - - - 5 1 - 1 - 7

Agrilus graminis 2 - - 11 49 4 1 4 71
Agrilus hastulifer - - - 3 62 4 - 4 73
Agrilus laticornis 2 - - 17 40 - - 1 60

Agrilus obscuricollis - - 1 1 2 - - 1 5
Agrilus olivicolor - - - 1 1 - - - 2
Agrilus roscidus 1 1 2 1 2 3 2 2 14

Agrilus sulcicollis - - - - 2 - - 1 3
Agrilus viridicaerulans rubi - - - - 1 - - 1 2
Buprestis haemorrhoidalis - - - - - - 1 - 1
Buprestis novemmaculata - - - - - - 2 - 2

Capnodis tenebrionis 1 - - - - - - - 1
Chrysobothris affinis 3 4 1 - 1 7 12 2 30

Dicerca aenea 2 3 3 - - 1 3 2 14
Dicerca berolinensis 1 - - - - - 1 - 2
Lamprodila mirifica - - - - 65 2 1 - 68

Meliboeus fulgidicollis - 1 4 1 5 - - - 11
Trachypteris picta

decostigma - - - - - - 1 - 1

Total 20 10 16 53 308 32 36 21 496
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Table 1. Cont.

Buprestidae BK BR RE YE GR BL PU GY Total

Scolytinae

Ambrosiophilus atratus * 1 - - - - 2 - - 3
Anisandrus dispar 11 15 10 7 5 10 12 10 80

Cyrtogenius luteus * 2 1 - 1 1 1 3 - 9
Dryocoetes villosus - - - - - 1 - - 1
Hylesinus oleiperda 16 6 12 7 8 32 37 22 140
Orthotomicus erosus - - - - - 1 - 1 2
Scolytus intricatus 7 9 14 9 3 2 36 80

Scolytus multistriatus 3 1 6 4 4 37 5 69 129
Scolytus pygmaeus - 4 1 1 2 3 - 2 13
Scolytus rugulosus 8 4 4 23 11 10 23 12 95

Taphrorychus hirtellus 1 - 1 - - - 1 - 3
Xyleborinus saxesenii 1177 1408 804 434 678 1086 734 696 7017

Xyleborus dryographus 24 4 11 6 6 11 13 9 84
Xyleborus monographus 27 12 20 2 6 10 24 9 110

Xylosandrus crassiusculus * 665 1270 610 264 541 697 420 353 4820
Xylosandrus germanus * 4 20 8 16 4 19 20 16 107

Total 1946 2754 1501 774 1269 1922 1328 1199 12693

Cleridae

Clerus mutillarius 467 553 520 228 312 379 544 329 3332
Denops albofasciatus - - - 2 1 - - - 3

Thanasimus formicarius 12 11 7 2 4 3 10 11 60
Tilloidea unifasciata - 2 2 5 1 - - - 10

Total 479 566 529 237 318 382 554 340 3405

3. Results

3.1. General Results

A total of 16,815 individuals, representing 53 beetle species were captured (Table 1). The buprestids
were the most species-rich group (33 species), followed by bark and ambrosia beetles (16 species)
and checkered beetles (4 species). By contrast, most individuals were bark and ambrosia beetles,
followed by checkered beetles and jewel beetles (Table 1). Among the jewel beetles, 10 species were
classified as flower visitors, whereas the remaining 23 species were classified as foliage feeders. Most
flower-visiting species belonged to the genus Anthaxia; Anthaxia thalassophila (Abeille) was the most
abundant species, whereas 6 species were represented by less than 10 individuals each (Table 1).
Among the non-flower visitors, more than half of trapped species belonged to the genus Agrilus;
Agrilus hastulifer (Ratzeburg) was the most abundant species, followed by Agrilus graminis Kiesenwetter
and Lamprodila mirifica (Mulsant). All jewel beetles were native species. Among bark and ambrosia
beetles, the native Xyleborinus saxesenii (Ratzeburg) and the exotic Xylosandrus crassiusculus were by far
the most abundant species. Among the checkered beetles, Clerus mutillarius F. was the most abundant
species, followed by Thanasimus formicarius (L.). Both of these clerids are common predators of bark
and ambrosia beetles [77].

3.2. Effect of Trap Color on Jewel Beetles

Both species richness and abundance of flower-visiting and non-flower-visiting jewel beetles
were significantly affected by trap color (Table S2). For flower-visiting species, both the mean number
of trapped species and the mean number of trapped individuals were significantly higher in yellow
traps than in green traps, whereas green traps performed better than grey, black and brown traps
(Table S3; Figure 1A,B). For non-flower visiting buprestids, both the mean number of trapped species
and the mean number of trapped individuals were significantly higher in green traps than all the
other tested colors (Table S3; Figure 1C,D). At the species level, we were able to test the effect of
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trap color on only one flower-visiting species and on eight non-flower-visiting species (Table S2).
The flower-visitor A. thalassophila was caught significantly more in yellow traps than in green traps,
whereas no difference was observed between green traps and purple, blue, and red traps (Table S3 and
Figure 2A). Green traps outperformed the other tested trap colors in the non-flower-visiting buprestids
Agrilus angustulus (Illiger) (Figure 2B), Agrilus biguttatus (Fabricius) (Figure 2C), Agrilus convexicollis
Redtenbacher (Figure 2D), A. graminis (Figure 2E), A. hastulifer (Figure 2F), Agrilus laticornis (Illiger)
(Figure 2G) and L. mirifica (Figure 2I) (Table S2), whereas purple and blue traps performed significantly
better than green traps for Chrysobothris affinis (Fabricius) (Figure 2H).
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Figure 1. Effect of trap color on species richness and abundance of flower-visiting jewel beetles
(A,B) and non-flower visiting jewel beetles (C,D), and abundance of bark and ambrosia beetles (E) and
checkered beetles (F), based on the glmm.nb model output. Within each panel, colors that attracted
a significantly different mean number of species or individuals than green traps (reference color for
jewel beetles) and black traps (reference color for bark and ambrosia beetles and checkered beetles) are
indicated with black asterisk/s or black circle depending on the p-value: *** = p < 0.001; ** = p < 0.01;
* p < 0.05; • = p < 0.1. Error bars indicate the 95% confidence intervals for the mean. NT = not tested
colors. RC = reference color. Only variables significantly affected by trap color are displayed.

3.3. Effect of Trap Color on Bark Beetles, Ambrosia Beetles and Checkered Beetles

Trap color affected the abundance but not the species richness of bark and ambrosia beetles
(Table S2). For abundance, black traps caught a significantly higher number of individuals than both
yellow and green traps but performed similarly to the other tested colors (Table S4 and Figure 1E).
At the species level, we were able to test the effect of trap color on ten scolytine species, four bark
beetles and six ambrosia beetles (Table S2). Among the bark beetles, Hylesinus oleiperda (Fabricius)
individuals were caught significantly more by purple and blue traps than by black traps (Figure 2J),
and Scolytus multistriatus Marsham individuals were caught significantly more by grey and blue
traps than black traps (Figure 2K). For H. oleiperda, however, black traps performed significantly
better than green and yellow traps (Figure 2J). Scolytus rugulosus Müller and Scolytus intricatus
(Ratzeburg) were instead not affected by trap color (Table S2). Black traps performed generally well for
ambrosia beetles. X. saxesenii individuals were caught significantly more in black traps than green,
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yellow and grey traps (Figure 2L), but trap catches did not differ between black traps and purple,
blue, red and brown traps. Xyleborus monographus (Fabricius) individuals were caught significantly
more by black traps than grey, brown, yellow, blue and green, but performed similarly to purple and
red traps (Figure 2M). Black traps performed significantly better than yellow, blue and grey traps
for X. crassiusculus (Figure 2N). No effect of trap color was found for A. dispar, Xyleborus dryographus
(Ratzeburg) and Xylosandrus germanus (Blandford) (Table S2).

Figure 2. Radar plots showing the proportion (obtained from the glmm.nb model output) of
flower-visiting jewel beetle (A), non-flower visiting jewel beetle (B–I), bark and ambrosia beetle
(J–N), and checkered beetle (O,P) individuals collected in traps painted with the eight tested colors.
Within each radar plot, trap colors are displayed clockwise as follows: black, brown, red, yellow, green,
blue, purple and grey. Data are shown only for species that were significantly affected by trap color
(Table S2). Within each radar plot, colors that performed significantly better than green for buprestids
and black for bark and ambrosia beetles and checkered beetles are indicated with black asterisk/s or a
black circle depending on the p-value: **** = p < 0.001; ** = p < 0.01; * = p < 0.05; • = p < 0.1. Reference
color (i.e, green or black) are indicated with dark grey in the outer ring. NT = not tested colors.

Trap color significantly affected abundance but not species richness of checkered beetles (Table S2).
Black traps caught significantly more individuals than yellow, grey and green traps but were
outperformed by both red and brown traps (Table S4 and Figure 1F). At the species level, we were able
to test the effect of trap color on two out of the three trapped clerid species (Table S2). C. mutillarius
was caught significantly more by red and brown traps than by black traps, but black traps caught more
individuals than yellow, green and grey traps (Table S4 and Figure 2O). Similarly, for T. formicarius,
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black traps performed better than yellow, blue and green traps but did not differ from the other tested
colors (Table S4 and Figure 2P).

4. Discussion

Baited traps set up at ports of entry are used in surveillance programs to target wood-boring
beetles potentially arriving via timber and wood products used in international and national trade [78].
Selecting the best trap color for the targeted species or groups of species is essential to improve
the chances of early detection [16,20,21]. Here we showed that the trap colors currently used for
the surveillance of jewel beetles (i.e., green) [14,21] and bark and ambrosia beetles (i.e., black) [14]
can be generally considered efficient, but we also highlighted that the use of more trap colors would
increase the pool of species that can be trapped. Furthermore, we confirmed that checkered beetles
have color preferences similar to those of their prey (i.e., bark and ambrosia beetles) [48,61], and this
limits the usefulness of particular trap colors to minimize the inadvertent bycatch of clerids. Finally,
the species-specific color preferences that we found for certain jewel beetles and bark and ambrosia
beetles indicated that understanding color perception mechanisms of wood-boring beetles can lead
to important improvements in trapping techniques, with important positive impacts on the overall
efficacy of surveillance programs.

Trap color significantly affected species richness and the abundance of jewel beetles, although
with mixed responses depending on their feeding habits. Flower-visiting jewel beetles were caught
significantly more often with yellow traps than with green traps, whereas non-flower visiting species
were caught significantly more frequently by green traps than the other tested colors. The preference of
pollen- and nectar-feeding species for the typical flower colors is well documented in insects [20,79,80],
including jewel beetles [28,30]. Species belonging to the genera Anthaxia and Acmaeoderella, in particular,
were already found to consistently prefer yellow and white traps over other trap colors [28–30],
and our results confirmed this pattern. The preference of non-flower visiting jewel beetle species
for green traps was also expected. Agrilus spp. and other metallic-colored buprestid species have
a complex set of photoreceptors that allow them to rely on color vision for mate finding [23,81].
Females commonly rest on tree foliage and males locate them, guided by the spectral emission profiles
of the females’ body [23–25]. For this reason, metallic green-colored species, such as Agrilus spp.,
are attracted by green traps, e.g., [31,41–43,82], whereas species with darker metallic coloration such as
C. affinis (in our study) or Coroebus undatus (F.) (in previous studies) are mainly attracted by darker trap
colors, such as purple or blue [35,36,81].

In addition, trap color significantly affected abundance but not species richness of bark and
ambrosia beetles, mostly confirming patterns observed in previous studies, i.e., black-colored traps are
generally more attractive to bark and ambrosia beetles than yellow or light-colored traps [44,45,48,51–55].
This pattern is related to wood-boring beetle host selection. That is, choosing the darkest color might
be a proper mechanism to distinguish a dark object (a tree trunk) against a bright background (the sky),
and thus to locate host plants throughout the landscape. This general pattern is however not valid for
all bark and ambrosia beetles, as some species show species-specific preferences [16,56–58]. We found,
for example, that H. oleiperda and S. multistriatus were more attracted by purple/blue and grey/blue
traps, respectively, than black traps. Such preferences might be linked to the bark features of their most
commonly colonized host trees. The bark of different tree species is characterized by different reflectance
intensity, which might be used by adult beetles along with host volatiles to distinguish between host
vs non-host trees [47], although random landing can occur [83]. Hylesinus oleiperda and S. multistriatus
mainly attack broadleaf trees with greyish or light-colored tree bark (i.e., olive and elm, respectively),
and this might explain their attraction to grey or blue traps. By contrast, polyphagous species can be
expected to rely more on generic volatiles than bark features for host selection. The lack of marked
preferences between black and the other dark colors that we found for X. saxesenii, X. crassiusculus or
X. germanus, which are known to colonize hundreds of tree species locating them using ethanol as an
olfactory cue [84], might support this hypothesis.
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Similar to what we observed for bark and ambrosia beetles, trap color significantly affected
checkered beetle abundance but not species richness, with black generally preferred over light
colors, and yellow and green traps mostly avoided. These patterns suggest that predators
(i.e., checkered beetles) use similar visual cues as their prey (i.e., bark and ambrosia beetles) [48,63],
with dark colors exploited along with olfactory cues to locate host trees and their scolytine prey.
Nonetheless, we did observe some differences at the species level, with C. mutillarius showing a
preference for brown and red over black, whereas black traps attracted T. formicarius equally to brown,
grey, red and purple traps. These differences may be linked to differences in the range of their prey,
i.e., T. formicarius is known to prey on a wide range of bark and ambrosia beetle species that colonize
both conifer and broadleaf trees, whereas C. mutillarius preys only on bark beetle species colonizing
conifers [77]. Therefore T. formicarius may rely less on specific visual cues (i.e., bark characteristics
to locate trees and thus their prey) than the more prey-specific C. mutillarius. Further evidence is,
however, needed to confirm this trend.

5. Conclusions

Our study confirmed that trap color is a key trapping variable to consider when planning
surveillance programs for jewel beetles and bark and ambrosia beetles. For jewel beetles, green traps,
which are commonly recommended for biosecurity surveys [14,21], can be considered an efficient
tool for metallic green-colored species, especially Agrilus spp., but more colors, especially yellow and
purple, should be used to increase the chances of detecting flower-visiting buprestid species and
dark-metallic colored species, respectively. For bark and ambrosia beetles, black can be generally
considered an efficient trap color [14], but other trap colors should be considered. As we found for
H. oleiperda and S. multistriatus, monophagous or oligophagous species might have more pronounced
color preferences than polyphagous species, and specific colored traps may prove to be more effective
than the commonly used black traps. Our results also highlighted that trap color can partially minimize
the inadvertent removal of certain checkered beetles (e.g., black traps reduce catches of C. mutillarius)
but not others (e.g., T. formicarius). Thus, other strategies must be developed to minimize the bycatch of
predators, such as modification of trap design [18] and displacement or selective choice of lures [17,19].
Finally, given that our study was carried out only in 2019 and in a single area located in north-eastern
Italy, it would be worth repeating the same trapping trial in other locations and in different years as
the response of wood-boring beetles to baited traps has already been shown to potentially change in
space and time, e.g., [16].

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at http://www.mdpi.com/2075-4450/11/11/749/s1,
Figure S1: location at national and local scale of the 16 sites where the trapping study was carried out and example of
how traps were set up at each site; Figure S2: spectral reflectance of traps painted with the eight different colors [85];
Table S1: location, geographic coordinates, elevation and exposure of the 16 sites located in the Euganean Hills area
(Veneto region, Italy) where the trapping study was carried out in 2019; Table S2: mean (± standard error) number
of species and individuals trapped by each trap color for jewel beetles, bark and ambrosia beetles and checkered
beetles, and results of the GLMMs; Table S3: results of the GLMMs (i.e., contrasts vs green) testing the effect of trap
color on flower-visiting and non-flower visiting jewel beetles. Table S4: results of the GLMMs (i.e., contrasts vs
black) testing the effect of trap color on bark and ambrosia (Scolytinae) beetles and checkered beetles (Cleridae).

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, D.R., G.C., L.M., and J.S.; methodology, D.R., G.C., and J.S.;
formal analysis, D.R., G.C., and L.M.; investigation, G.C.; data curation, G.C., G.M., and M.F.; writing—original
draft preparation, D.R. and G.C.; writing—review and editing, D.R., G.C., G.M., J.S., L.M., and M.F.; visualization,
D.R. and G.C.; funding acquisition, M.F. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the “Budget Integrato per la Ricerca dei Dipartimenti (BIRD 2018)”
and “Dotazione Ordinaria Ricerca (DOR)” of the University of Padova.

Acknowledgments: We thank Manuel Sancassani, Giacomo Ortis, Giacomo Santoiemma, Greta Quero,
Manuel Tolin, Michael Bellardi, and Enrico Ruzzier for technical assistance in the field and in the laboratory;
“Parco Regionale dei Colli Euganei” for providing permission to carry out the trapping study; Gianfranco Curletti
for advices on jewel beetle feeding habit; Robert Haack and three anonymous reviewers for comments and
suggestions on an earlier draft of this manuscript; and Paolo Paolucci for help with graphical representations.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

http://www.mdpi.com/2075-4450/11/11/749/s1


Insects 2020, 11, 749 11 of 15

References

1. Haack, R.A. Exotic bark- and wood-boring Coleoptera in the United States: Recent establishments and
interceptions. Can. J. For. Res. 2006, 36, 269–288. [CrossRef]

2. Krishnankutty, S.; Nadel, H.; Taylor, A.M.; Wiemann, M.C.; Wu, Y.; Lingafelter, S.W.; Myers, S.W.; Ray, A.M.
Identification of tree genera used in the construction of solid wood-packaging materials that arrived at
U.S. ports infested with live wood-boring insects. J. Econ. Entomol. 2020, 113, 1183–1194. [CrossRef]

3. Meurisse, N.; Rassati, D.; Hurley, B.P.; Brockerhoff, E.G.; Haack, R.A. Common pathways by which non-native
forest insects move internationally and domestically. J. Pest Sci. 2019, 92, 13–27. [CrossRef]

4. Rassati, D.; Haack, R.A.; Knížek, M.; Faccoli, M. National trade can drive range expansion of bark- and
wood-boring beetles. J. Econ. Entomol. 2018, 111, 260–268. [CrossRef]

5. Vannini, A.; Contarini, M.; Faccoli, M.; Valle, M.D.; Rodriguez, C.M.; Mazzetto, T.; Guarneri, D.;
Vettraino, A.M.; Speranza, S. First report of the ambrosia beetle Xylosandrus compactus and associated fungi in
the Mediterranean maquis in Italy, and new host–pest associations. EPPO Bull. 2017, 47, 100–103. [CrossRef]

6. Galko, J.; Dzurenko, M.; Ranger, C.M.; Kulfan, J.; Kula, E.; Nikolov, C.; Zubrick, M.; Zach, P.
Distribution, habitat preference, and management of the invasive ambrosia beetle Xylosandrus germanus
(Coleoptera: Curculionidae, Scolytinae) in European forests with an emphasis on the West Carpathians.
Forests 2019, 10, 10. [CrossRef]

7. Kovacs, K.F.; Haight, R.G.; McCullough, D.G.; Mercader, R.J.; Siegert, N.W.; Liebhold, A.M. Cost of potential
emerald ash borer damage in US communities, 2009–2019. Ecol. Econ. 2010, 69, 569–578. [CrossRef]

8. Rassati, D.; Lieutier, F.; Faccoli, M. Alien wood-boring beetles in Mediterranean regions. In Insects and Diseases of
Mediterranean Forest Systems; Payne, T.D., Lieutier, F., Eds.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2016; pp. 293–327.

9. Rabaglia, R.J.; Cognato, A.I.; Hoebeke, E.R.; Johnson, C.W.; LaBonte, J.R.; Carter, M.E.; Vlach, J.J.
Early detection and rapid response: A 10-Year summary of the USDA forest service program of surveillance
for non-native bark and ambrosia beetles. Am. Entomol. 2019, 65, 29–42. [CrossRef]

10. Brockerhoff, E.G.; Jones, D.C.; Kimberley, M.O.; Suckling, D.M.; Donaldson, T. Nationwide survey for
invasive wood-boring and bark beetles (Coleoptera) using traps baited with pheromones and kairomones.
For. Ecol. Manag. 2006, 228, 234–240. [CrossRef]

11. Rassati, D.; Faccoli, M.; Petrucco Toffolo, E.; Battisti, A.; Marini, L. Improving the early detection of alien
wood-boring beetles in ports and surrounding forests. J. Appl. Ecol. 2015, 52, 50–58. [CrossRef]

12. Rassati, D.; Faccoli, M.; Marini, L.; Haack, R.A.; Battisti, A.; Petrucco Toffolo, E. Exploring the role of wood
waste landfills in early detection of non-native wood-boring beetles. J. Pest Sci. 2015, 88, 563–572. [CrossRef]

13. Sweeney, J.; Hughes, C.; Webster, V.; Kostanowicz, C.; Webster, R.; Mayo, P.; Allison, J.D. Impact of horizontal
edge–interior and vertical canopy–understory gradients on the abundance and diversity of bark and
woodboring beetles in survey traps. Insects 2020, 11, 573. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Allison, J.D.; Redak, R.A. The impact of trap type and design features on survey and detection of bark
and woodboring beetles and their associates: A review and meta-analysis. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 2017, 62,
127–146. [CrossRef]

15. Flaherty, L.; Gutowski, J.M.G.; Hughes, C.; Mayo, P.; Mokrzycki, T.; Pohl, G.; Silk, P.; Van Rooyen, K.;
Sweeney, J. Pheromone-enhanced lure blends and multiple trap heights improve detection of bark and
wood-boring beetles potentially moved in solid wood packaging. J. Pest Sci. 2019, 92, 309–325. [CrossRef]

16. Marchioro, M.; Rassati, D.; Faccoli, M.; Van Rooyen, K.; Kostanowicz, C.; Webster, V.; Mayo, P.; Sweeney, J.
Maximizing bark and ambrosia beetle catches in trapping surveys for longhorn and jewel beetles.
J. Econ. Entomol. 2020. [CrossRef]

17. Aukema, B.H.; Dahlsten, D.L.; Raffa, K.F. Exploiting behavioral disparities among predators and prey to
selectively remove pests: Maximizing the ratio of bark beetles to predators removed during semiochemically
based trap-out. Environ. Entomol. 2000, 29, 651–660. [CrossRef]

18. Martín, A.; Etxebeste, I.; Pérez, G.; Álvarez, G.; Sánchez, E.; Pajares, J. Modified pheromone traps help reduce
bycatch of bark-beetle natural enemies. Agric. For. Entomol. 2013, 15, 86–97. [CrossRef]

19. Shepherd, W.P.; Sullivan, B.T. Spatial displacement of a lure component can reduce catches of two nontarget
species during spring monitoring of southern pine beetle. J. Insect Sci. 2018, 18, 3. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Cavaletto, G.; Faccoli, M.; Marini, L.; Spaethe, J.; Giannone, F.; Moino, S.; Rassati, D. Exploiting trap color to
improve surveys of longhorn beetles. J. Pest Sci. 2020. Under review.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/x05-249
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jee/toaa060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10340-018-0990-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jee/tox308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/epp.12358
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/f10010010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.09.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ae/tmz015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2006.02.046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12347
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10340-014-0639-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/insects11090573
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32858948
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ento-010715-023516
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10340-018-1019-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jee/toaa181
http://dx.doi.org/10.1603/0046-225X-29.3.651
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-9563.2012.00594.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jisesa/iex106
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29301048


Insects 2020, 11, 749 12 of 15

21. Rassati, D.; Marini, L.; Marchioro, M.; Rapuzzi, P.; Magnani, G.; Poloni, R.; Di Giovanni, F.; Mayo, P.;
Sweeney, J. Developing trapping protocols for wood-boring beetles associated with broadleaf trees. J. Pest Sci.
2019, 92, 267–279. [CrossRef]

22. Evans, H.F.; Moraal, L.G.; Pajares, J.A. Biology, ecology and economic importance of Buprestidae and
Cerambycidae. In Bark and Wood Boring Insects in Living Trees in Europe, a Synthesis; Lieutier, F., Day, K.R.,
Battisti, A., Gregoire, J.C., Evans, H.F., Eds.; Springer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2004; pp. 447–474.

23. Domingue, M.J.; Lelito, J.P.; Myrick, A.J.; Csóka, G.; Szöcs, L.; Imrei, Z.; Baker, T.C. Differences in spectral
selectivity between stages of visually guided mating approaches in a buprestid beetle. J. Exp. Biol. 2016, 219,
2837–2843. [CrossRef]

24. Lelito, J.P.; Fraser, I.; Mastro, V.C.; Tumlinson, J.H.; Böröczky, K.; Baker, T.C. Visually mediated
‘paratrooper copulations’ in the mating behavior of Agrilus planipennis (Coleoptera: Buprestidae), a highly
destructive invasive pest of North American ash trees. J. Insect Behav. 2007, 20, 537–552. [CrossRef]

25. Lelito, J.P.; Domingue, M.J.; Fraser, I.; Mastro, V.C.; Tumlinson, J.H.; Baker, T.C. Field investigation of mating
behaviour of Agrilus cyanescens and Agrilus subcinctus. Can. Entomol. 2011, 143, 370–379. [CrossRef]

26. Domingue, M.J.; Csóka, G.; Tóth, M.; Vétek, G.; Pénzes, B.; Mastro, V.; Baker, T.C. Field observations of
visual attraction of three European oak buprestid beetles toward conspecific and heterospecific models.
Entomol. Exp. Appl. 2011, 140, 112–121. [CrossRef]

27. Imrei, Z.; Lohonyai, Z.; Csóka, G.; Muskovits, J.; Szanyi, S.; Vétek, G.; Fail, J.; Toth, M.; Domingue, M.J.
Improving trapping methods for buprestid beetles to enhance monitoring of native and invasive species.
For. Int. J. For. Res. 2020, 93, 254–264. [CrossRef]

28. Sakalian, V.; Langourov, M. Colour trap a method for distributional and ecological investigations of
Buprestidae (Coleoptera). Acta Soc. Zool. Bohem. 2004, 68, 53–59.

29. Campbell, J.W.; Hanula, J.L. Efficiency of Malaise traps and colored pan traps for collecting flower visiting
insects from three forested ecosystems. J. Insect Conserv. 2007, 11, 399–408. [CrossRef]

30. Varandi, H.B.; Kalashian, M.; Barari, H.; Taleshi, S.R. The diversity of wood-boring beetles caught by different
traps in northern forests of Iran. Trop. Drylands 2018, 2, 65–74. [CrossRef]

31. Francese, J.A.; Crook, D.J.; Fraser, I.; Lance, D.R.; Sawyer, A.J.; Mastro, V.C. Optimization of trap color for
emerald ash borer (Coleoptera: Buprestidae). J. Econ. Entomol. 2010, 103, 1235–1241. [CrossRef]

32. Petrice, T.R.; Haack, R.A.; Poland, T.M. Attraction of Agrilus planipennis (Coleoptera: Buprestidae) and other
buprestids to sticky traps of various colors and shapes. Great Lakes Entomol. 2013, 46, 13–30.

33. Crook, D.J.; Khrimian, A.; Cossé, A.; Fraser, I.; Mastro, V.C. Influence of trap color and host volatiles on
capture of the emerald ash borer (Coleoptera: Buprestidae). J. Econ. Entomol. 2012, 105, 429–437. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

34. Francese, J.A.; Rietz, M.L.; Mastro, V.C. Optimization of multifunnel traps for emerald ash borer
(Coleoptera: Buprestidae): Influence of size, trap coating and color. J. Econ. Entomol. 2013, 106, 2415–2423.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Skvarla, M.J.; Dowling, A.P. A comparison of trapping techniques (Coleoptera: Carabidae, Buprestidae,
Cerambycidae, and Curculionoidea excluding Scolytinae). J. Insect Sci. 2017, 17, 7. [CrossRef]

36. Fürstenau, B.; Quero, C.; Riba, J.M.; Rosell, G.; Guerrero, A. Field trapping of the flathead oak borer
Coroebus undatus (Coleoptera: Buprestidae) with different traps and volatile lures. Insect Sci. 2015, 22,
139–149. [CrossRef]

37. Crook, D.J.; Francese, J.A.; Zylstra, K.E.; Fraser, I.; Sawyer, A.J.; Bartels, D.W.; Lance, D.R.; Mastro, V.C.
Laboratory and field response of the emerald ash borer (Coleoptera: Buprestidae), to selected regions of the
electromagnetic spectrum. J. Econ. Entomol. 2009, 102, 2160–2169. [CrossRef]

38. Francese, J.A.; Fraser, I.; Rietz, M.L.; Crook, D.J.; Lance, D.R.; Mastro, V.C. Relation of color, size, and canopy
placement of prism traps in determining capture of emerald ash borer (Coleoptera: Buprestidae). Can. Entomol.
2010, 142, 596–600. [CrossRef]

39. Poland, T.M.; Petrice, T.R.; Ciaramitaro, T.M. Trap designs, colors, and lures for emerald ash borer detection.
Front. For. Glob. Chang. 2019, 2, 80. [CrossRef]

40. Haack, R.A.; Jendek, E.; Liu, H.; Marchant, K.R.; Petrice, T.R.; Poland, T.M.; Ye, H. The emerald ash borer:
A new exotic pest in North America. Newslett. Mich. Entomol. Soc. 2002, 47, 1–5.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10340-018-0984-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.137885
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10905-007-9097-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.4039/n11-011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1570-7458.2011.01139.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/forestry/cpz071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10841-006-9055-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.13057/tropdrylands/t020205
http://dx.doi.org/10.1603/EC10088
http://dx.doi.org/10.1603/EC11204
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22606813
http://dx.doi.org/10.1603/EC13014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24498742
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jisesa/iew098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1744-7917.12138
http://dx.doi.org/10.1603/029.102.0620
http://dx.doi.org/10.4039/n10-041
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/ffgc.2019.00080


Insects 2020, 11, 749 13 of 15

41. Rhainds, M.; Kimoto, T.; Galko, J.; Nikolov, C.; Ryall, K.; Brodersen, G.; Webster, V. Survey tools and
demographic parameters of Slovakian Agrilus associated with beech and poplar. Entomol. Exp. Appl. 2017,
162, 328–335. [CrossRef]

42. Domingue, M.J.; Imrei, Z.; Lelito, J.P.; Muskovits, J.; Janik, G.; Csóka, G.; Mastro, V.C.; Baker, T.C. Trapping of
European buprestid beetles in oak forests using visual and olfactory cues. Entomol. Exp. Appl. 2013, 148,
116–129. [CrossRef]

43. Brown, N.; Jeger, M.; Kirk, S.; Williams, D.; Xu, X.; Pautasso, M.; Denman, S. Acute oak decline and
Agrilus biguttatus: The co-occurrence of stem bleeding and D-shaped emergence holes in Great Britain. Forests
2017, 8, 87. [CrossRef]

44. Campbell, S.A.; Borden, J.H. Additive and synergistic integration of multimodal cues of both hosts and
non-hosts during host selection by woodboring insects. Oikos 2009, 118, 553–563. [CrossRef]

45. Campbell, S.A.; Borden, J.H. Integration of visual and olfactory cues of hosts and non-hosts by three bark
beetles (Coleoptera: Scolytidae). Ecol. Entomol. 2006, 31, 437–449. [CrossRef]

46. Mayfield, A.E., III; Brownie, C. The redbay ambrosia beetle (Coleoptera: Curculionidae: Scolytinae) uses stem
silhouette diameter as a visual hostfinding cue. Environ. Entomol. 2013, 42, 743–750. [CrossRef]

47. Campbell, S.A.; Borden, J.H. Bark reflectance spectra of conifers and angiosperms: Implications for host
discrimination by coniferophagous bark and timber beetles. Can. Entomol. 2005, 137, 719–722. [CrossRef]

48. Strom, B.L.; Roton, L.M.; Goyer, R.A.; Meeker, J.R. Visual and semiochemical disruption of host finding in
the southern pine beetle. Ecol. Appl. 1999, 9, 1028–1038. [CrossRef]

49. Campbell, S.A.; Borden, J.H. Close-range, in-flight integration of olfactory and visual information by a
host-seeking bark beetle. Entomol. Exp. Appl. 2006, 120, 91–98. [CrossRef]

50. Strom, B.L.; Goyer, R.A. Effect of silhouette color on trap catches of Dendroctonus frontalis
(Coleoptera: Scolytidae). Ann. Entomol. Soc. Am. 2001, 94, 948–953. [CrossRef]

51. Dubbel, V.; Kerck, K.; Sohrt, M.; Mangold, S. Influence of trap color on the efficiency of bark beetle pheromone
traps. J. Appl. Entomol. 1985, 99, 59–64. [CrossRef]

52. Chen, G.; Zhang, Q.H.; Wang, Y.; Liu, G.T.; Zhou, X.; Niu, J.; Schlyter, F. Catching Ips duplicatus (Sahlberg)
(Coleoptera: Scolytidae) with pheromone-baited traps: Optimal trap type, colour, height and distance to
infestation. Pest Manag. Sci. Former. Pestic. Sci. 2010, 66, 213–219. [CrossRef]

53. Hanula, J.L.; Ulyshen, M.D.; Horn, S. Effect of trap type, trap position, time of year, and beetle density on
captures of the redbay ambrosia beetle (Coleoptera: Curculionidae: Scolytinae). J. Econ. Entomol. 2011, 104,
501–508. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Kerr, J.L.; Kelly, D.; Bader, M.K.F.; Brockerhoff, E.G. Olfactory cues, visual cues, and semiochemical diversity
interact during host location by invasive forest beetles. J. Chem. Ecol. 2017, 43, 17–25. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Werle, C.T.; Bray, A.M.; Oliver, J.B.; Blythe, E.K.; Sampson, B.J. Ambrosia beetle (Coleoptera: Curculionidae:
Scolytinae) captures using colored traps in southeast Tennessee and south Mississippi. J. Entomol. Sci. 2014,
49, 373–382. [CrossRef]

56. Abbasi, Q.D.; Jan, N.D.; Maher, A.N.; Khuhro, R.D.; Nizamani, S.M.; Panhwar, A. Monitoring of ambrosia
bark beetle through installation of sticky color traps at different heights in mango trees. Int. J. Fruit Sci. 2007,
7, 65–79. [CrossRef]

57. Gorzlancyk, A.M.; Held, D.W.; Kim, D.J.; Ranger, C.M. Capture of Xylosandrus crassiusculus and other
scolytinae (Coleoptera: Curculionidae) in response to visual and volatile cues. Fla. Entomol. 2013, 96,
1097–1101. [CrossRef]

58. Gorzlancyk, A.M.; Held, D.W.; Ranger, C.M.; Barwary, Z.; Kim, D.J. Capture of Cnestus mutilatus,
Xylosandrus crassiusculus, and other Scolytinae (Coleoptera: Curculionidae) in response to green light
emitting diodes, ethanol, and conophthorin. Fla. Entomol. 2014, 97, 301–303. [CrossRef]

59. Herms, D.A.; Haack, R.A.; Ayres, B.D. Variation in semiochemical-mediated prey-predator interaction:
Ips pini (Scolytidae) and Thanasimus dubius (Cleridae). J. Chem. Ecol. 1991, 17, 1705–1714. [CrossRef]

60. Schroeder, L.M. Differences in responses to α-pinene and ethanol, and flight periods between the bark
beetle predators Thanasimus femoralis and T. formicarius (Col.: Cleridae). For. Ecol. Manag. 2003, 177,
301–311. [CrossRef]

61. Strom, B.L.; Goyer, R.A.; Shea, P.J. Visual and olfactory disruption of orientation by the western pine beetle
to attractant-baited traps. Entomol. Exp. Appl. 2001, 100, 63–67. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/eea.12546
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/eea.12083
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/f8030087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2009.16761.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2311.2006.00809.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1603/EN12341
http://dx.doi.org/10.4039/n04-082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(1999)009[1028:VASDOH]2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1570-7458.2006.00425.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1603/0013-8746(2001)094[0948:EOSCOT]2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0418.1985.tb01960.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ps.1867
http://dx.doi.org/10.1603/EC10263
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21510198
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10886-016-0792-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27832345
http://dx.doi.org/10.18474/0749-8004-49.4.373
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J492v07n03_07
http://dx.doi.org/10.1653/024.096.0349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1653/024.097.0146
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00984698
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(02)00441-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1570-7458.2001.00848.x


Insects 2020, 11, 749 14 of 15

62. Goyer, R.A.; Lenhard, G.J.; Strom, B.L. The influence of silhouette color and orientation on arrival and
emergence of Ips pine engravers and their predators in loblolly pine. For. Ecol. Manag. 2004, 191, 147–155.
[CrossRef]

63. Costa, A.; Reeve, J.D. Upwind flight response of the bark beetle predator Thanasimus dubius towards olfactory
and visual cues in a wind tunnel. Agric. For. Entomol. 2011, 13, 283–290. [CrossRef]

64. Wyatt, T.D.; Phillips, A.D.G.; Gregoire, J. Turbulence, trees, and semiochemicals: Wind-tunnel orientation of
the predator, Rhizophagus grandis, to its bark beetle prey, Dendroctonus micans. Physiol. Entomol. 1993, 18,
204–210. [CrossRef]

65. Costello, S.L.; Negrón, J.F.; Jacobi, W.R. Traps and attractants for wood-boring insects in ponderosa pine
stands in the Black Hills, South Dakota. J. Econ. Entomol. 2014, 101, 409–420. [CrossRef]

66. Allison, J.D.; Graham, E.E.; Poland, T.M.; Strom, B.L. Dilution of fluon before trap surface treatment
has no effect on longhorned beetle (Coleoptera: Cerambycidae) captures. J. Econ. Entomol. 2016, 109,
1215–1219. [CrossRef]

67. Ulyshen, M.D.; Sheehan, T.N. Trap height considerations for detecting two economically important forest
beetle guilds in southeastern US forests. J. Pest Sci. 2019, 92, 253–265. [CrossRef]

68. Sheehan, T.N.; Ulyshen, M.D.; Horn, S.; Hoebeke, E.R. Vertical and horizontal distribution of bark and
woodboring beetles by feeding guild: Is there an optimal trap location for detection? J. Pest Sci. 2019, 92,
327–341. [CrossRef]

69. Balachowsky, A. Faune de France: Coléoptéres Scolytides; Librairie de la Faculté des Sciences: Paris, France, 1949.
70. Curletti, G.; Rastelli, M.; Rastelli, S.; Tassi, F. Coleotteri Buprestidi d’Italia; Piccole Faune. Museo Civico di

Storia Naturale di Carmagnola (Torino) e Progetto Biodiversità Comitato Parchi—Centro Studi (Roma);
Rastelli: Torino, Italy, 2003; ISBN 88-901201-9-3.

71. Gertsmeier, R. Checkered Beetles, Illustrated Key to the Cleridae of the Western Palaeartic; Magraf: Weikersheim,
Germany, 1998; p. 258.

72. Fan, J.T.; Denux, O.; Courtin, C.; Bernard, A.; Javal, M.; Millar, J.G.; Hanks, L.M.; Roques, A. Multi-component
blends for trapping native and exotic longhorn beetles at potential points-of-entry and in forests. J. Pest Sci.
2019, 92, 281–297. [CrossRef]

73. Bates, D.; Maechler, M.; Bolker, B.; Walker, S.; Christensen, R.H.B.; Singmann, H.; Grothendieck, G. Linear
Mixed-Effects Models Using ‘Eigen’ and S4. R Package, Version 1.1–15.1–117. 2017. Available online:
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/lme4/index.html (accessed on 10 May 2020).

74. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing; R Foundation for Statistical Computing:
Vienna, Austria, 2019.

75. Reeve, J.D.; Strom, B.L. Statistical problems encountered in trapping studies of scolytids and associated
insects. J. Chem. Ecol. 2004, 30, 1575–1590. [CrossRef]

76. Hartig, F. Package ‘DHARMa’ Residual Diagnostics for Hierarchical (Multi-Level/Mixed) Regression Models.
Version 0.1.5. 2017. Available online: https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/DHARMa/DHARMa.pdf
(accessed on 10 May 2020).

77. Wegensteiner, R.; Wermelinger, B.; Herrmann, M. Natural enemies of bark beetles: Predators, parasitoids,
pathogens, and nematodes. In Bark Beetles. Biology and Ecology of Native and Invasive Species; Vega, F.,
Hofstetter, R.W., Eds.; Academic Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2015; pp. 247–304.

78. Poland, T.M.; Rassati, D. Improved biosecurity surveillance of non-native forest insects: A review of current
methods. J. Pest Sci. 2019, 92, 37–49. [CrossRef]

79. Balamurali, G.S.; Edison, A.; Somanathan, H.; Kodandaramaiah, U. Spontaneous colour preferences and
colour learning in the fruit-feeding butterfly, Mycalesis mineus. Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 2019, 73, 39. [CrossRef]

80. Schaefer, H.M.; Schaefer, V.; Levey, D.J. How plant-animal interactions signal new insights in communication.
Trends Ecol. Evol. 2004, 19, 577–584. [CrossRef]
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