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Effects of Tobacco Seedling Density on the Propagation of Aphidius gifuensis Ashmead
LIU Qiong', YU Hui-ping’, ZHENG Deng-feng' et al
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Abstract
hance the propagation rate of A. gifuensis. [ Method] Four densities (40, 80, 160 and 322 plants/dish) of tobacco seedlings were used to

(1. Weining Company, Guizhou Tobacco Company, Weining, Guizhou 553100
[ Objective ] To determine the effects of tobacco seedling density on the propagation of Aphidius gifuensis Ashmead. , and to en-

propagate A. gifuensis. Propagating quantity of tobacco aphids, parasitic rate and incidence rate of A. gifuensis, and production cost of propa-
gation were investigated. [ Result] Quantities of tobacco aphids, parasitic aphids and mummified aphids in each treatment had consistent cor-
relation with tobacco seedling density. They all firstly enhanced and then declined with the increase of tobacco seedling density. There were
great differences in the incidence rate of A. gifuensis. Density of 80 plants/dish had the best propagation effects. [ Conclusion] The research

results provide theoretical basis for the propagation of A. gifuensis.
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Table 1 Propagation effects of A. gifuensis under different densities of tobacco seedlings

SR A LR e Y RS S,
AL Number of tol ber of parasiti ber of mummified ber of infected Ll
Treatment umber o tobacco Num er o parasitic Num er of mummifie Num ber of in ecte Incidence rate /%
aphids // 3k/ % aphids // 3k/ & aphids // 3k/ & A. gifuensis // S/ %
T, 1 227.00 1178.75 ¢ 3911.00 be 120. 00 1.88 ¢
T, 1719.75 3 843.50 a 6432.50 a 480.50 3.90 ¢
T, 1 150.50 1634.25 b 5 182.00 ab 1 526.25 15.58 b
T, 1 041.00 1074.25 ¢ 3520.00 ¢ 4890.75 44.28 a
o FFNEAR G AR RRR AR 7E 0.05 KPR BE,
Note : Different letters in the same row indicated significant differences at 0.05 level between treatments.
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Table 2 Propagation cost of different treatments FIH *g;_jajﬁ@jéé\v P T 85 KR T AV SR B A B e 1) 29 T4
P T H T TS R S0 I, R S 5
AbF . Number of Number of propagated S N N
Treatment fPEI;C};l employment A g ilzenijisé %mﬁ;(rj' t ’ HU%E,‘J—I%%"\& 36d ,1B?§Ef‘|‘_§'§ H‘I» ‘HE7KL§:IE%}EJ?§
A/ T K/ FRIT S5, TOUA% AR T4 70 A5 R H: S g, e A% TR 5 o BT A
T . . N 3 ~F > 55, S5
: 29695 20.04 1316 4 P 4 B e, 28 AR B R R R P T, U
T, 4.462 0 40.78 10 480 a

TEJU TR TAE 8 h, T 4% 60 Jo/d 15 ; 17 5 Bodle /5 AN [m) 7
FIRATFALBIEITE 0. 05 KCOF 225 2
Note: Labor employment was 8 h each day; and the labor price was
60 yuan/day. Different letters in the same row indicated significant
differences at 0.05 level between treatments.

3 HAit5itig

HR B LR T BT TR AR PN A 1 TV a5 e ' i A
TRRRIEE , AT IA P A RN e ) S50 . BT T
ELRRARECE T 4 Bl e 2 %) e 80 M/ B B Y
PRI X S Z AL MR S A Bl
fAPFRAE ™ AR 258162 FLIRGE ™ ARAF, LA T RE 216

T H B2 T R s FL A B /D H T 14,74 4,
DRI, b A 00 2% 1) T8 AR 5V S RIS A S AR M e (1 A
BT,

S22 30k

(1] VEFEEE, R, JA = S i AR A E (EPM) BORFSE LT . Hh A
B4R ,2010,16(4) 198 —101.

[2] YANG S,YANG S Y,ZHANG C P, et al. Population dynamics of Myzus
persicae on tobacco in Yunnan Province,China,before and after augmenta-
tive release of Aphidius gifuensis [ J]. Biocontrol science and technology,
2009,19(2) :219 -228.

[3] Mrsyte, Bk, sk R 22, HUF SR SIS B G ARFoE [T ] PRI e
2#417,1996,3(1) :8 - 12.

(FT#% 132 W)



132 G AR e

2016 £

(R, AT B BT YR WL, ZfE 4 il DEHP
B EO 5 1A 1 Kz 40 i DNA Wi 24, DOP ()4 ML ] fig
Y5 DEHP #— 3, BAARHLHIE A frt— 055

— BN, YU AZ BB 75 g M e i, [ b ek 4k
S I e AR o 4 R K A R B Ak, AT 53
AN, A AT T L HUAAL B R G R LA N
ZR) B IR R S, Hd SOD Fi POD EhiE b R E
B 2 Fh BT ALY T, SOD FEMLIA Y £ R WER -
0, ", ARt A% H, 0, , 1 POD ZEHLIR Y AT ER H,0, . futn]
T1,,S0D F1 POD #EZEREHLAA Y A p 56 30 285 -1 7 10 A 2 W
SCE BRI I AR A B e 3 HLAR B S AL fE T i
55, [A) Bt 2 i B ML R A5 32 S N BB i i AR e
Fio MDA JEALIR L] 40 M R 4 A= i it AR i P 2 —,
A RS VA 20 M B2 75 22 B 45 B SR A B A R 4 S
TR TR —"

ZARIRSE T W], DOP it £ T AIE SOD 3% 11k 5 3 1 1%
PP T R v P T A A R A, L JRUER T BB 2 DOP 3 A fi
ARG, 5 O, " K =5, i Ik IR 41 8 6 572 46
fbBifsi, SOD i KEFEFE K, LIERZ R 0,7, Bkl 1.5
mg/L DOP #{ SOD jf ¥ B & F} &, {H DOP ¥k J¥ 4 =
(7.5 mg/L) B, HLAA X F SOD i 4 1) 15 S IR R | Bl
O, sk i 8k T AL [ B L, SR BSs H 2
BB, BT SOD 5 VEZ BB BAmd] . x5 R p ™ s
1) = B X SOD TGP 52 M 25 A — 2, IR ge 45
KW, POD [HPEAERAR (0. 3 mg/L) ¥ i DOP 41 &8 3 & F
X R, FALEE T 6B S SOD M/E LR, (H 4 = v FE v 5
XTHBLHMIHZE IR B . Z355 7 il DBP 255 3 d,fig
B R AM G S 401 B T HIE POD 36 % , X 5% g 45 SR H A —
2, JBR AT RERZAR U8 DOP Sl fo () 2 25 i i) ke 48 BF
] g S DBP 5 DOP [ #51E K/INARTE], BARHLELR A Fr ik
—EWF5E, %k 1.5 mg/L DOP 41.7.5 meg/L DOP 4

MDA & it I 25 3 BRAL, BB A S vk B2 1) DOP X4 48 1k
B 22 48 L 1l — s AR AR AR B 42 1) T — 2 1
FERI

S 30k

[ 1] SR8, XUk 484 — FHERRRS A SRRSO I [ T]. AR 57,
2009,28(3) :25 -28.

(2] FRGE, Bokil, 58K, . SRS - TSR AR NE + ik
11 AEARRERL ) ]. B L,2013,32(4) 1658 ~66.

[3] PARLETIT L E, CALAFAT A M,SWAN S H. Women’'s exposure to
phthalates in relation to use of personal care products[J]. Journal of expo-
sure science and environmental epidemiology,2013,23(2) :197 —206.

(4] SANCHEZ-AVILA J, TAULER R,LACORTE S. Organic micropollutants in
coastal waters from NW Mediterranean Sea:Sources distribution and poten-
tial risk [J]. Environment international ,2012,46:50 —62.

[5] (5568, 220, ks, 5. SR Z BRI B D fa IR ia R B BA &
PELT]. il BAARIARR) ,2010,49(5) 101 - 112.

[6] #Rlse, REDE, SN, S, SRARBENT S A= A R HRe i M st (B RE P
[J]. AL TIEE ,2005,21(4) :432 -433.

(7] Z2ms iflek, DI, %. DBP DOP s/ N A s R EREL T . 2R
EEHRLERS,2002,19(3) :197.

[8] EHHES BXURE ALK, &, 4178 — HER —~ERE RIS Ik & Gyt i
N e 2 A 25958 R RS2 [ T ). 57 5FMA 7RIS S4B 2417, 2015, 36
(36) :5462 —5463.

(9] PNIT:, AR, S5, 6. RRZSRIMYEHIR AR IR [T ] 28
Aol R,2013,41(34) 113349 - 13351,13354.

[10] HAYASHI Y,ITO Y ,NAKAJIMA T. Relationship of maternal malnutrition
caused by Di (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate exposure with lifestyle disease in
offspring [ J]. Nihoneiseigaku zasshi Japanese journal of hygiene,2012,67
(1):22-25.

[11] BREIAS, HEES, Bk e, S, S il e SEZH 2RO R AR R I TL-1B 3%
REAMA) ] AR, 2014,28(6) :1092 - 1098.

[12] SkETAE. AR7R " HIER — 2 O R Al I R S o (O s i N i (L 2
PELY]. K AR 4R, 2014 ,38(4) 1729 -736.

[13] 48, FEH, Z8EH, . AR HIR (2- 250 ) BEERE 28 An i
BRI ] gy - s - 2845,2002,14(2) :120 - 121,

[14] Z=[E7}. DEHP 1 DBP Sfrs oS Ui 0 Mast Rt [ D] 284
LLZRAaV A, 2014,

[15] 5kbi4e. DEP SRESUR A I A= GHERR M AL GUEE R semi [ ) ). e
F491,2016,30(3) 1605 - 612.

[16] sk3e3e, BAAL, B, 4. SHE /KR K milm S5 N AR
SFULRED ML T ] 2227417, 2014,28(6) 1040 —1046.

[17] 2=t il Bk, 6. 238t B S R S Rt
FsENAL T . S TRAAR(EIARRARR) ,2013,52(2) :267 -272.

(18] R4 —HaUlisitmaZH 41 SOD . POD Fi MDA & &AM J]. Z)
Wt ,2012,33(5) .74 = 77.

[19] ZRE75. AB7R —HERBEA AR A5G DL 2L S SR 54 S R
MEE[ D] i R 2011,

G G G G G S S S S S M M G G G G G S G S G S G S G S O O S S U G G GG G S G G G S G S S SO OSSO WO Wy

(#5127 W)
(4] 76, 2060628, 527510, 6. FERIF S pr st e[ T]. rh R
F2£,2000(1) ;27 -30.
[5] AR, 22Kk, e, . MR AR BRI 9t 5 i 2t
JE[J]. JHETRHY,2007(7) 45 -48.
(6] ASHte, e A, 6. FH R VI AR e ) S R oY
[J]. PHRafl A2 #41,2006,28 (1) 166 —69.
(71 8/ INRI, 5485 00, S SR etolée - BT S5 7 M. e st R EER
TR, 2010.
(8] SexdE AN 1E, BUEE T, 5. 1A FE AR S0 1) 0 s R S R 1) 5
TR PHRAR AR 241%,2000,22(4) :327 - 330.
(9] &P, /NS 2tk S5, MR PR 2 MO IR O TR ORI 2=
[J]. =Rl kaE2#417,2006,22(2) <343 —346.
[10] ZRHRKE, ko, 55 . VA PE b mn ORI e 2575 I HH IRIBs 7R
BRI ]. e, 201,26 (S2) :123 - 128.
(117 FElELE, MRDREE AR UIAA, S, B3 MARDC MR A2 2 M TS () R4
fFoE[J]. iER,2010,36(5) :86 ~91.
[12] 22 7208, XU BB, = 05, 55 305 6 e 2 % 08 M o 08 05 7
CN102334468[ P/OL]. [ 21012 — 02 - 01 ]. www. soopat. com / Patent/
201110209370.

[13] A5, i S, SR, 5. — P 8 e VI A B iy 5 %
CN102388842[ P/OL]. [2012 — 03 — 28 ]. www. soopat. com / Patent/
201110221751.

[14] PR, F24E TR, 5. Pl 2l SRR ], Bl
2£4%,2003,19(3) :97 - 100.

[15] B¢, MR i SO R AR [T ]. LR 38417, 2007,23 (5) :
306 —308.

[16] TIO588, 5022 MTE R, 6. AN L0 A R Bt A L 2
Ry s T ] A EHREL R ,2014,35(3) 56 — 60.

[ 17] Htiit , A NN, ssTEe , 2. AR R AR 23 P MR 25 2 st
[J]. FRE SRR ,2011,32(4) 181 -83.

(18] kR, FAREE, JT 7185 FREHE HEIH FH i SO MRe AR eE mi e Pt
HERyFEN[ ) ], BHUAHA,2004,41(6) :563 - 565.

[19] B BuET. IR s A 5 AETERSE[ T]. ST ae,
2000,21(3) ;192 —198.

[20] LR, XUBRaT , TS, 5. 25 PR AR A BT R s
[J]. PHREARAVAA2417,2006,28 (1) 74 ~76.

[21] FEVTAR, B 5L O BRI E EE AR ie [ Lysiphlebia ja-
ponica (Ashmead) ] % & M ZFE RN [ T]. o E e 7881k, 2005, 21
(11) :328 -330.



