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Table 1 The egg parasitic rate of soybean pod borer under different bee species treatments
U Fif VRPN IR TR A A AL £ R/ N

Bee species Total investigated eggs No. Parasitic egg No. Parasitic rate
WMERRIREE T. dendrolimi 94. 0 5.7 6.0 e
W R AR T. chilonis 103.7 64.0 61.8 a
ERIE RIS T. ostriniae 89.3 37.7 42.1b
TEIE RIR % T. japonicum 93.3 20.3 21.7d
IR T. evanescens 90. 0 29.7 32.7 ¢

TP BE R 3 E T BIE 1R B AR O () 2 B 1 A 3R] 22 S 3 (P<<0.05) . FIA],
The data in the table are the average of 3 repeats,and different lowercase indicate significant differences(P<Z0. 05). The same below.
x2 AEEHEFREMEEMNAEROHBEBGERRAZMN
Table 2 The effect of different T. chilonis density on the field control of soybean pod borer

e i/ (J7 3k +hm®) PNIER 33 PNTREY A LIS Ce T8 HER/ Y Bis ¥R R/ 4
Bee density Soybean plant No. Soybean seeds No. Insect eating seeds No. Insect eating rate Control effect
15 10 558.8 33.2 5.9b 24.2 ¢
30 10 556.0 22.8 4.1¢ 47.9 b
45 10 558.2 16.0 2.9d 63.6 a
60 10 556. 2 14.4 2.6d 67.0 a
CK 10 558.6 44. 2 7.9 a -
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Table 3 Field yield determination T. chilonis different release quantity treatments for control of

soybean pod borer

07 KR A RS IE7S 8¢ )
et/ (5 3k +hm?) HRLH /g 1t/ (kgehm™) K =28/ %
Plants per Average seeds
Bee density 100-seed weight Yield Increasing rate

square meter No. per plant

15 23.1 53.9 18.4 2275.5 b 3.5b

30 23.3 53.5 18. 6 2317.5 b 5.4 b

45 23.3 53.7 18.9 2373.0 a 8.2 a

60 23.5 52.9 19.0 2389.5 a 8.9 a

CK 23.3 53.3 17.7 2200.5 ¢
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Screening and Field Evaluation of the Dominant

Trichogramma Species in Soybean Pod Borer Control

LI Qing-chao,MIAO Yi,HAN Ye-hui, LIU Yang, LAN Hong-yu, WANG Li-da, WU Lin-lin
(Qigihar Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Qiqihar 161006, China)

Abstract: In order to screen out the dominant Trichogramma species to control soybean pod borer, scientific e-

valuate the actual control effect in field,and increase the planting area,yield and income of farmers, we used the

cell enveloped method to compare the the parasitic rate of ,5 Trichogramma species in soybean pod borer egg,

and the control effect,yield and increment of 4 different bee densities. The results showed that the egg parasitic

rate of Trichogramma chilonis was the highest, reached 61. 8%, the suitable release quantity was 450

thousand+*hm™ , the average control effect was 63. 6% ,and the yield increased by 8. 2%. In conclusion, the Tri-

chogramma chilonis had stronger search force and fertility.was the the dominant species to control of soybean

pod borer,had the high egg parasitic rate and ideal control effect,and easy to release in field,so it was commen-

ded to promote the application in large area.

Keywords: Leguminivora glycinivorella ; Trichogramma; parasitism; screen; control effect
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