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Table 1 Phenological period questionnaire of experimental variety (month-day)
- SEAE WA i A6 1 BEAE I A 4 PSR R ] R 1% % 4
uL{ ) Planting Budding Initial Blooming Fruit Early Peak picking
Varieties . ) . o )
period stage flowering stage stage setting stage picking stage period
HwE—5 09-10 10-29 11-10 11-15 11-20 12-29 02-22
AL TN 09-10 11-08 11-21 11-30 12-06 01-10 03-03
NE! 09-10 11-08 11-20 11-27 12-03 01-08 03-02
T 09-10 11-01 11-12 11-17 11-23 12-31 02-25
e 09-10 11-10 11-23 12-01 12-08 01-15 03-09
EAN || PN 09-10 11-15 11-28 12-05 12-11 01-19 03-13
B 09-10 11-10 11-22 11-30 12-07 01-12 03-05
215 09-10 11-05 11-15 11-20 11-25 01-01 02-27
2 RESRMAOFZEYEER
Table 2 Main botanical characters of experimental varieties
7= P ) B T AR TR y TF AL
. 17314 A, . I . K H
iy Plant Crown Single Inflorescence Flower
o ] ) Plant Leaf Inflorescence Growth
Varieties height/ diameter/ leaf area/ length/ number per ;
shape color ) number ) potential
cm cm cm? cm inflorescence
HEr—5 20.1 cd 32.3 ab 2 JF gk W 2% 168.2 e 13.2d 10.6 a 2.1e o &
Tt TN 25.5a 29.6 ab IERYA R 2% 181.5 ab 22.3 a 6.2 b 5.8 be AR
/INE 22.6 be 27.3 b ERYA 3% 178.9 be 21.5 ab 5.6 be 6.8 a AR 5
= 23.2 b 30. 8 ab ESin S % 187.3 a 19.3 b 5.8 be 6.5a o
e 18.6 d 3.8 ab kI B 174. 6 ed 15.6 cd 1.34d 5.3 cd o
AR A 26.2 a 33.3a A gk 5 186.5 a 18.4 b 6.4 b 5.2d rfr 45
FHF 21.0 ¢ 32.6 ab IRk % 169. 6 de 16.6 ¢ 5.1c 6.8 a i 4
21 i 22.4 be 28.7 b JERA Rk 182.5 ab 19.2 b 5.7 be 6.3 ab Ch

L AR/NG FHRRIRTE 0. 05 K TFZRBE, TR.

Note: Different lowercase letters indicate significant difference at 0. 05 lever,the same below.
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Table 3 Main quality characteristics of experimental varieties

A N R )
RIE . 3! ) . & % 4 & i VC #ri
fih Fh ] Transverse Longitudinal ] PR B Fruit )
Fruit Fruit Solid VC content /
Varieties diameter diameter Flavor firmness/
shape color ) content/ % (mgekg!)
of fruit/cm of fruit/cm (kgeem?)
wr— (53] 4 AN AR 3.88 a 5.63 ¢ VRLT 1% it 3.547 a 9.05d 580.3 d
358 (5] 5t & 3.31d 5.68 be G 21 12 it 2.373 e 10.58 ¢ 623.7 be
UNE| 5] 5 B 3.28d 5.55 ¢ HA o 2.470d 10. 76 be 613.5 ¢
) KB4 3.16 e 5.92 a w21 & 2.520 ¢ 11.12 ab 643. 6 ab
ik 2 4[5 4 3.72 b 4.82 e B HE i 2.233 1 10. 65 ¢ 625. 3 be
EAR RS 152 44k 1 42 I 3.85a 5.60 ¢ fELT it 2.670 b 10. 83 be 564.3 d
B 5] 4 T 2.90 5.30d AN & 2.373 e 10.98 b 646.5 a
21 Bl 5] 4 T 3.40 ¢ 5.78 b fif 21 Fiil 2.527 ¢ 11.23 a 655.8 a

x4 RBEEMETEMEK

Table 4 Yield characters of experimental varieties

i Fif KPR E -4 R bR it
Varieties Maximum single fruit weight/g Average single fruit weight/g Yield per plant/g Yield/(kg+667 m?)
HTr—5 85. 200 a 24.967 a 272.367 a 2418. 667 a

5L N 78.033 b 19. 700 ¢ 239.333 ¢ 2088. 000 ¢

/INE 67.133 d 17.900 d 228.833d 2014.000 ¢

g ) 84. 000 a 22.200 b 252.367 b 2233.667 b

B == 50. 600 e 14. 200 e 185.867 1596. 333 e
EAR 1 BN 75.133 be 18.533 cd 241.000c¢ 2101. 000 ¢

F &K 45.500 e 15. 400 e 198. 500e 1727.667d

EAN) 72.100 cd 21.800 b 253.633b 2247.667b
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Table 5 Disease resistance of experimental 3 %1@ 514‘1@
varieties 1 4
A5 R R Ko 45 T 5E R GE )
i ¥ AT R \ e N = A A
# s e LI VR AR Y R 2 L L T T
Varieties Powdery mildew Grey mould Anthrax . e n . N .
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Comparison of Cultivated Varieties of Strawberry

in Greenhouse of Harbin Area

GENG Yue-wei' ,TAN Wei’ , WANG Yu’,LIU Bo-wen’ , WANG Juan®
(1. Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin 15000, China; 2. Horticultural Branch of Hei-

longjiang Academy of Agriculture Sciences, Harbin 150069, China)

Abstract: In order to select out suitable strawberry varieties for greenhouse cultivation in Harbin area Tongzi 1,

Shuoli, Xiaobai, Zhangji, Taoxun, Hongxiutianxiang , Fengxiang were used as test varieties, phenological period,

botanical characters,quality characteristics,high yield and disease resistance were investigated in reverse season

cultivation of greenhouse. The results showed that Tongzi 1 could be used for processing or picking. Zhangji

could be used as the local main varieties of the match of Hongyan,suitable for eating food and picking; Xiaobai

and Taoxun could be used as a special variety to fill in the gap of new strawberry varieties in the local area.

Keywords: Harbin; strawberry; greenhouse; varieties; comparison

(k#EE 82 1)

the single factor experiment design was used to evaluate control effect in the field,and the dominant bee species

were determined by combining yield, recovery yield loss rate and increase rate. The results showed that Tri-

chogramma parasitized on Ostrinia nubilalis had the highest parasitic rate, the egg mass parasitic rate was

74.0% ,and the egg granule parasitic rate was 65. 4%. The second was the Trichogramma dendrolimi ,the egg

mass parasitism rate was 62. 0% ,and the egg parasitism rate was 59.5%. The egg mass parasitic rate and egg

granule parasitic rate of Trichogramma chilonis were 58. 0% and 47. 1%, respectively. These three Tri-

chogramma were the dominant bee species parasite on Ostrinia nubilalis eggs. The average control effect of

Trichogramma parasitized on Ostrinia nubilalis in the field was 73. 86 % ; the average control effect of Tri-

chogramma dendrolimi was 68. 47% , the average control effect of Trichogramma chilonis was 47. 97 % , and

the recovery loss rate was 9. 58% ,7. 02% ,4. 02% , respectively; the yield increase were 9. 65% ,7. 47% ,and

4.52% ,respectively. Considering the control effect and cost control comprehensively, the Trichogramma den-

drolimi should be used to control Ostrinia nubilalis in actual production.

Keywords: Trichogramma; Ostrinia nubilalis; parasitic rate; control effect; yield increase
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