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Population Dynamics of Myzus persicae (Sulzer) and Control Effects of Aphidius gifuensis Ashmaed in the Tobacco Fields

LIU Yang,BIAN Jian-feng, WU Ren-jun et al (Sichuan Branch of China Tobacco Corporation,Chengdu,Sichuan 610041 )

Abstract [ Objective ] To determine the field control effects of Aphidius gifuensis Ashmaed to Myzus persicae (Sulzer) in Panzhihua tobacco
area.[ Method ] We carried out the study on the population dynamics of M.persicae by systematic investigation method and used comparison test
to evaluate the fields control effects of A.gifuensis Ashmaed in Pingshan Town, Miyi County from 2016 to 2017.[ Result ] The population dynam-
ics of M.persicae showed a clear bimodal curve in the tobacco fields during 2016—2017 , the first peak of M.persicae occurred on June 14, the
number was 21.3/plant in 2016, the first peak of M.persicae occurred on June 19,the number was 33.7/plant in 2017, the second peak of M.
persicae occurred on July 14 and July 4,the number was 50.2/plant and 58.9/plant. After 7 days of A. gifuensis Ashmaed releasing, the parasitic
rate of M.persicae was significantly increased.After 15 days of releasing,the parasitic rate reached the maximum value.After 21 days of relea-
sing, the parasitic rate decreased.After 21 days of releasing,the rate of populations decline reached 76.90% —86.88% ,which was significantly
higher than the control. [ Conclusion ] A. gifuensis Ashmaed has a good control effect on the M.persicae ,which can be further popularized and ap-

plied in Panzhihua tobacco areas.
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Fig.1 Population dynamics of aphid in the field
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Table 1 Field parasitism rate of Aphidius gifuensis Ashmaed to Myzus persicae (Sulzer) from 2016 to 2017 %
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(a8
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2016 T 4.14+1.07 a 28.54+1.87 a 55.65+1.05 a 31.90+2.21 a
ATk 4.49:1.12 a 13.97£1.33 b 25.72+2.69 b 18.62+1.69 b
2017 T 5.38+1.16 a 33.17+1.39 a 60.51+2.16 a 34.76+1.77 a
ENLcH 6.21+1.08 a 11.19+1.26 b 19.01+1.74 b 15.74+1.93 b

T AN RN - REFR R AL BRZH 5530 R 2H 8] 22 57 1 3 (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences between the treatment group and the control group(P<0.05)
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Table 2 Control effect of Aphidius gifuensis Ashmaed to Myzus persicae ( Sulzer) from 2016 to 2017

N Ji¥eJ 7d 7 d after releasin
TR 1 d B i #

WU 15 d
15 d after releasing

UEESE 21 d

21 d after releasing

Ay Abr Number in 1 d § N § N § )
Year  Treatment before releasing Kot LRI FIERS Hoht LRI FIERS Kot LRI FERS
S/ E R Number Population Number Population Number Population
PYAEL decline rate // % PYAEL decline rate // % S/ AR decline rate // %

2016 T 558 509 8.62+1.10 b 273 50.89+3.61 a 128 76.90+2.03 a
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Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences between the treatment group and the control group(P<0.05)
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