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Table 1 Comparison of different Trichogramma
parasitism capacity
o MOURE/RL B EIREE R FAR/ %
Treatments Total number Parasitic egg Parasitic
of eggs mass number rate
A 1553 792 55. 00
B 1248 387 30. 14
C 1375 854 62.10
D 1426 103 7.22

2.2 WMOGKREEE

TR AR SE AR K R R b BB 5 T 5l A
A — /L I L T A R L 7 B M A
10 em 2247 I ZEAFAb e — AN PIAE AL R . ARG
FERK WS R S A Ak B . th 3R 2 AT DLE L B
e L A IR e 1y T e el 40 b R e 2 AR 5.5 Bl YR
RORGRE] 74,42 % o BT T R HIR B 1Y HH B
Btk R 7.5% B iR AR A 65, 11 %, 5 Bl Fs
WL R e i T B 2 SR W 3 L R M R IR e 1)
HH B s bk o R 1526, B VAR 30. 23 %0 . 5 R By
6 BN R A L 3R R — R I B IR AR .

®2 HOKMWBAERITER

Table 2 Statistical results of insect injury
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Kb 3 ) Insect Insect H/Y%
Investigate
Treatments injury injury Control
number
number rate effect
A 200 15 7.50 65.11
B 200 30 15.00 30. 23
C 200 11 5.50 74.42
D 200 43 21.50 -
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Control Effect with Different Kinds of Trichogramma
Against Chilo suppressalis in Qiqihar Area

WU Lin-lin, WANG Li-da,ZHAO Suo.DONG Yang,YANG Hui-ying.TAN Ke-fei, HU Ji-fang
(Qigihar Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Qiqihar, Heilongjiang

161006)

Abstract: In order to select the advantage Trichogramma against Chilo sup pressalis in Qigihar area,the ability
of different Trichogramma species against Chilo sup pressalis in Qigihar area was researched and the control
effect was investigated. The results showed that Trichogramma japonicum parasitic eggs of Chilo sup pressalis
was the highest, the rate of plant insect injury was the lowest,and control effect was the highest . The control
index of Trichogramma dendrolimi was slightly lower than that of Trichogramma japonicum ,but had no sig-
nificant difference between values. Trichogramma chilonis had poor control effect. Thus, Trichogramma
japonlicum was the dominant species for Chilo sup pressalis.
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