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Abstract  Telenomus remus is one of the most important egg parasitoids against Spodoptera frugiperda eggs. In
this study, we investigated the field control efficacy of T. remus against S. frugiperda eggs by the release-recap-
ture method. The results showed that the parasitic rate of egg masses and eggs is 100% and 84.39% , respectively.
The corrected parasitic rate of eggs is 83.54% . Though rainy weather continuous during the experimental period,
the rain didn’t cause negative effect on the control efficacy of T. remus. Our study is the first report concerning
the field control efficacy of T. remus against S. frugiperda eggs, and the results will provide the basic reference
for the control of S. frugiperda by using T. remus.
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