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Operation Process of Biological Control Technology of Myzus
persicae with Aphidius gi fuensis in Jilin Province

GAO Chong' ,GAO Ge-nong’ ,ZHANG Gui-feng’ , WANG Yan-quan® , AN Cheng-rong' ,SUN Li-juan' ,

WU Guo-he'

(1. Yanbian Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Longjing,Jilin 133400;2. Jilin Tobacco Corpo-

ration, Changchun, Jilin 130000)

Abstract: In order toprovide the biological control technology of Myzus persicae with Aphidius gi fuensis for bet-

ter services production of high quality tobacco for Jilin province, based on Yuxi Branch Tobacco Corporation

Companys Biological control technology of Myzus persicae with Aphidius gifuensis, through three

years(2014-2016) hard working of project group.a biological control technology of Myzus persicae with Aphidius

gi fuensis suitable for the cold region in winter of jilin province were summarized.including propagation facilities, con-

crete methods on propagation(the population of conservation in winter, the first population spreading and propagation,

mass rearing Aphidius gi fuensis and Myzus persicae)release method, points for attention aspects.
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Table 2 The control effect of different formulation on gramineous weeds %
b3 4 Echinochloa crusgalli B} 7R Eriochloa villosa
Treatments 154 30 d 45 d 154d 30 d 45 d
1 69. 4 aA 83.3 aA 77.8 aA 41.7 aA 16.7 aA 50. 0 aA
2 50.0 aA 83.3 aA 77.8 aA 91.7 aA 50.0 aA 46.7 aA
3 61.1 aA 66.7 aA 77.8 aA 50.0 aA 33.3 aA 50. 0 aA
4 61.1 aA 83.3 aA 77.8 aA 75.0 aA 16.7 aA 43.3 aA
5 38.9 aA 60.0 aA 72.6 aA 58.3 aA 33.3 aA 40.0 aA
6 72.2 aA 83.3 aA 77.8 aA 66.7 aA 33.3 aA 30.0 aA
2.2 REBREHNRFHDRE RO 29.6%. JLUCH R~ 5+ WEW AL T3 | R
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Table 3 The control effect of different formulation on broadleaf weeds %
HEE BB # B
b Polygonum convolvulus Amaranthus retroflexus Chenopodium album Acalypha australis
Treatments
15d 30 d 45d 15d 30 d 45 d 15d 30 d 45 d 15d 30 d 45 d
1 47.7 aA  44.3 abA 52.9 bcAB 100.0 aA 100.0 aA  66.7 aA  89.7aA 55.6 aA  93.1aA 96.3 aA  66.7 aA 33.3 aA
2 37.9 aA 60.9 abA  20.4 ¢B  61.1abA 93.6 abA 26.8 aA  34.1aA 50.8 aA 70.5 abAB 12.2 ¢cC  55.6 aA 33.3 aA
3 58.4 aA  94.7aA  97.3 aA  100.0 aA 100.0 aA 66.7 aA 61.9 aA 55.6 aA  94.7 aA 100.0 aA 55.6 aA  33.3 aA
4 36.7 aA  76.7 abA 89.6 abA 100.0 aA 100.0 aA 66.7 aA  61.9 aA 55.6 aA  93.2aA 85.5aAB 66.7 aA  33.3 aA
5 51.3 aA  73.0 abA 62.7 abcAB 37.6 bA  86.5bA 32.8aA 56.3aA 41.3aA T76.7aAB 20.4 ¢cC 55.6 aA  33.3 aA
6 21.3aA 34.6 bA 19.5cAB 96.7 aA 92.7 abA 25.8aA 61.9aA 33.3aA 52.4bB 60.4 bB  55.6 aA 33.3 aA
x4 DREREFRAMNBEELSHUAZM
Table 4 The total effect of different formulation on plant control and fresh weight %
i) 15 d Jiti 24 )5 30 d M2 JE 45 d
15 d later herbicide 30 d later herbicide 45 d later herbicide
LUE SR BB B T
Treatments Plant FAF Vo Plant PN Il i Fresh FAR Il it
E an RARFR an Bl res Bl
Broadleave Broadleave Broadleave
control Poaceae control Poaceae weight Poaceae
dweeds dweeds dweeds
effet effet control effet
1 62.0 aA 64.0 61.7 67.8 abA 61.1 62.7 72.2 abA 77.4 70.3
2 28.3 aA 67.6 26.8 77.8 abA 83.3 75.9 47.7 bA 76.8 44,6
3 59.1 aA 66. 0 61.1 94.9 aA 61.1 98. 2 95.9 aA 77.4 96. 8
4 54.4 aA 69.0 52.4 85.2 abA 61.1 84. 6 91.1 aA 76. 2 91. 4
5 36.8 aA 53.8 36. 3 73.3 abA 38.9 77.7 67.6 abA 71.5 66.9
6 33.4 aA 80. 2 28.2 46.1 bA 86.1 44,9 36.5 bA 75.9 35.9
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Table 5 The effect of different formulation on yield of potato
. . o K/ % ZRER/ % W I 25/ %%
i3 P&/ (kgehm®) =/ % Large and middle potato rate Crack potato rate Malformation rate
Treatments Yield Increase
Jii i Weight B Count it Weight #(& Count it Weight (& Count
1 23796. 7TaA 4.8 54.1 aA 76.2 aA 2.4 aA 4.0 aA 1.9 aA 3.6 aA
2 28384.4 aA 25.0 53.9 aA 70.0 aA 15.5 aA 18. 2 aA 0.5 aA 0.5 aA
3 26692. 2 aA 17.5 63.0 aA 80.9 aA 4.8 aA 7.3 aA 1.2 aA 1.3 aA
4 24556. 7 aA 8.1 63.8 aA 82.9 aA 8.2 aA 7.9 aA 2.2 aA 2.8 aA
5 25807. 8 aA 13.6 65.8 aA 78.8 aA 12.7 aA 13.5 aA 0.5 aA 1.3 aA
6 29434. 4 aA 29.6 53.6 aA 72.4 aA 14.3 aA 17. 8 aA 0 aA 0 aA
7 25118.9 aA 10. 6 56.3 aA 71.7 aA 10. 8 aA 13.3 aA 1.1 aA 1.1 aA
8 22711.1 aA - 61.8 aA 76.4 aA 7.1 aA 9.1 aA 1.3 aA 1.3 aA
3 %1/?: ARLJ]. B8 A5 ,1999,13(1) ; 29-31.
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Effects of Different Herbicide Formulations
on Annual Weed and Yield

ZHANG Hong-lei, JIANG Ming-ming, DONG Ai-shu,HU Xin, WANG Xin-xin,SHAO Xiao-mei

(Jiusan Administration of Heilongjiang Agricultural Reclamation, Nenjiang, Heilongjiang

161441)

Abstract; To inquire into the best in the process of potato planting field herbicide formulations, the potato varie-

ty Helan 15 was used as the plant material, screened six herbicide formulations. The purposes was to find the

effect of herbicide formulations for 15 days, 30 days and 45 days after applying on weed control. The results

showed that different herbicides formula could effectively control the weeds and increase yield, the Fushu(Rim-

sulfurone Quizalofop-p-ethyleClethodim) and Metribuzine acetochlor + thiophene had the best effect on weed

control and yield.

Keywords: potato; herbicide; annual weed; yield

57



