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Table 1 Egg granule parasitic rate and egg mass parasitic rate of Ostrinia nubilalis egg treated
with different Trichogramma
T A O P A ] £ IR EL 2 A I PR 2 LE B R L .
I A . . Y B 7 2 2 B AL AT AE R
Investigated Investigated Number of Number of
Bee Egg mass Egg granule
number of number of parasitic parasitic
species parasitism/ % parasitism/ %
egg mass egg granules egg mass egg granule
11 S s IR e 10 142.0 0.6 9.4 6.0d 6.6 d
L R HIR e 10 168.0 5.8 79.2 58.0 b 47.1 b
K I A HR 10 134.0 7.4 87.7 74.0 a 65.4 a
e WL R 10 142.0 3.0 51.8 30.0 ¢ 36.5 ¢
A W R R B 10 159.0 6.2 94. 6 62.0b 59.5a
I R 10 176.0 0.8 13.5 8.0d 7.7d

T < [ G bR AN R /NG S f b B ) 22 53 3 (P<€0. 05) . F Il

Note:; The different lowercase letters in the same columnindicate significant difference at 0. 05 level. The same below.
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Bi 36 R R 68. 47 Yo 5 fi Ji e BE ¥ % HIR 04 B ¥ 3%
WAL 47.97% . A8 TE HUAR IR 1 5 T ORI Sl IR e
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Table 2 The average control effect of dominant species of Trichogramma on corn borer

e T A R EL Bl E B Bl E R ERIRGILE ¢ WAL R
’ The investigated Number of Infected Live corn borer of Number of
Treatments
number of plants infected plants plant rate/ % one hundred stalks worm holes
5 B L iR I 0 100 24. 67 24. 67 28.33 42.00
T I R 100 21.67 21.67 23.00 33.67
U B Ol R 0 100 40. 67 40. 67 47.33 68.67
22 X IR IX CK 100 76.33 76.33 88.67 139. 33
BFEMRGR R EFTIE Bl D BR R . s
EETES _ _ LN TR
Kb 7 Decrease rate  The decline rate of insect
Worm holes ) ) o Decrease rate of Average control
Treatments of infected population (live insects
rate/ % worm holes/ % effect/ %
plant/ % per 100 plants)/%
i T H R R 42.00 67.56 a 68.01 a 69.85 a 68.47 a
F K MR SR R e 33.67 71.67 a 73.99 a 75.91 a 73.86 a
WL 8 % R e 68. 67 46.73 b 46.53 b 50.65 b 47.97 b
25 FH XTI X CK 139.33 - - : .
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Table 3 Recovery yield loss rate and maize yield of different types of Trichogramma to
control Ostrinia nubilalis
TR kR T TR AR TR M Z R MR R
Ak 7 Number of Stalk fold Number of Stalk fold Infected Infected plant
Treatments stalk fold plant plant rate of stalk fold plant plant rate of plant rate of rate of ear
of upper ear upper ear/ % of lower ear lower ear/ % ear shank shank/ %
A T B IR 14. 67 14.67 2.33 2.33 3.67 3.67
TR E R IR g 3.67 3.67 1.33 1.33 1.67 1.67
2 MR 26.33 26.33 3.00 3.00 8.33 8.33
= HXT B IX CK 37.00 37.00 4. 67 4.67 10. 67 10. 67
32 & FF2 5 PR R 6 Il 7= 4 Ok e N
Qb B Number of Infected Rate Restore )_ = T
Treatments infected plants plant rate of yield rate of Yield/ Increase
of stalk of stalk/ % loss/ % yield loss/ % (kg 667 mr™) rate/ %
A H ok TR e 19. 33 19.33 4.03 7.02 b 619.85 b 7.47 b
K B i R e 7.00 7.00 1. 47 9.58 a 632.41 a 9.65 a
B R HR e 34.00 34.00 7.03 4.02 ¢ 602.81 ¢ 4.52 ¢
25 FXF I IX CK 67.67 67.67 11.05 - 576.75 -
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Screening of Dominant Species of Trichogramma
ostrinae and Evaluation of Field Control Effect

LI Qing-chao' ,WANG Li-da' , WU Lin-lin' ,LIU Yang' ,HAN Ye-hui' , YANG Ying' , GAO Chong’
(1. Qigihar Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Qigihar 161006 .China; 2. Yanbian Acad-
emy of Agricultural Sciences,Longjing 133400, China)

Abstract; In order to screen out the dominant species of Trichogramma of parasitic Ostrinia nubilalis eggs,e-

valuate the field control effect of Trichogramma, and apply green control technology to replace traditional

chemical control,improve the yield and quality of corn. In the laboratory,6 kinds of fresh egg masses of the

Trichogramma parasitized on Ostrinia nubilalis were used to screen out three dominant Trichogramma, and
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