Th W45 L7 2020, 46(2):267 - 271 Plant Protection

A ETRIRMEF R R R ORI B A B M Sy O
HRIZFRIFN L VEG
RHUES . BAR, KEF, MRER, RKAL, # B

(L PR R R 2ABe . TEFH 1108665 2. BLHBe, HLE 5560115
3. HEAOLFHEBAE Y RIS, LA 100193)

HWE 2% KRR Trichogramma pretiosum 55 54 2 97 ¥ Telenomus remus 3 F 3 ¥k Spodoptera frugi-
perda W EZF AR KK, AR HAIFEERSERELEH T OEEED, RS TR R FH4EFF
MR e o Lk B IP ¥, o 3T T T B AR 7 A e st b A AR 0 T A R R AT F A L, SR BT A% R IR T
AR R R IR I Bt P He A R A 52, 9400, I F A F A 3. 280 xFw ] A AR I3k ey 9 3k F A& & 53.33%,
P A K 5. 8020, KB IPEE PR A IR TR I e d I e F A E h 88.23%, P F A FE A 9. 96%; 4@
) B AR 9P He 84 97 B F A £ h 100, 0096, 97 424 A& £ 4 50.33%, £ RBATRMEL G TR E P, R BAAE KR
e R IR P S F Ak 23. 5T PR F AR A 16T, AMALERAYN, EHBSEARE P, A L%
EEEFZEPL TR, KFFREREAF A I ASL 2 LRI,

KEIR EERRE; RREZIE; FRARM: wEmHR; AYHE

RESES. S476.3, 433.4  XEKERIREG: B DOIL:  10. 16688/j. zwbh. 2019623

Preliminary evaluation of field competition between Trichogramma pretiosum
and Telenomus remus in the control of Spodoptera frugiperda
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Abstract  Trichogramma pretiosum and Telenomus remus are important natural enemies of Spodoptera frugiper-
da . In order to test the competitiveness of two species of parasitoids under mixed release conditions, T'. pretiosum
and T. remus were released simultaneously in the field, and the parasitic efficiency and interspecies competition
of T. pretiosum and T. remus were statistically analyzed. The results showed that for T. pretiosum , the parasit-
ic rate to released egg masses was 52.94% and the parasitic rate to eggs was 3.28% ; the parasitic rate to natural
egg masses in field was 53.33% and the parasitic rate to eggs was 5.80%. For T. remus, the parasitic rate to re-
leased egg masses was 88.23% and the parasitic rate to eggs was 9.96% ; the parasitic rate to natural egg masses in
field was 100.00% and the parasitic rate to eggs was 50. 33%. In control field without released parasitoids, T.
pretiosum never showed up, and the parasitic rate to released egg masses of T'. remus was 23.57% and the para-
sitic rate to eggs was 7.67% . According to this study. in the environment of high temperature and high humidity,
T. remus had an advantage in field competition with T. pretiosum. The results will provide a reference for appli-
cation of these two parasitoids in the control of S. frugiperda.
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Table 1 Weather conditions during the experimental period
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The error bars indicate the 95% confidence interval. The different lowercase letters indicate the significant differences among

different treatment of total parasitic rate of eggs (P<0.05)
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Fig. 1 Parasitized rate of egg masses and eggs of Spodoptera frugiperda in control field and wasp-released field
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Fig. 2 Proportion of egg masses parasitized by two species in

control field and wasp-released field
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Fig. 3 Parasitic rates of Trichogramma pretiosum and Telenomus remus to egg masses of Spodoptera

frugiperda in control field and wasp-released field
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Fig. 4 Parasitic rates of Trichogramma pretiosum and Telenomus remus to eggs in control and wasp-released fields
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