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TEAFE XS ZEREE R = ST
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(L FEARMEBABE H PRI, T8 4811 750002; 2. T B ARMEBL B SEBAEBIST AT, T 5 M1
750002)

WE: [ B8] AR TERR RS Cerasus humilis 1B 5 RBFE LM B G A, RS A 20 F KB G K%L
Rah, [H&]2019%F5-9 ARMAMBEFEESTEAIATRARRKEFRE L RAFAATAE, [BR] XFEHFE
4743 3, #£ET 10 B 46 F 101 #r, ZL 28 & Grapholitha molesta. % 75 484 % Serica orientalis. )% ¥ Nysius ericae.
4 EF ¥k Lygus pratensis. X Bt % vt W Monolepta hieroglyphica. 43 4hvt P Lagria rufipennis. % 3tk 2 Hippodamia
variegata. T ¥ Chrysopa formosa. ¥ #7¥L Cataglyphis aenescens Fo 2. 52 ¥ & % Deraeocoris punctulatus ARBH ., T
BAFRBERER L RBEE SRS, HHERBAFEERB IR AAEBERETE, ELERERE, #£iLH
THRER; £ PRBERKIZIRRAAAECETREE, ZREXRSZE. RERFE, HAUBRSTEF: ELEK
FESECETFREIEALES AR RBELEMN P EFRN (0.60), TRERBEGBEAESHEFR: FLIRC RS 7Kk
ERFEHMK (P<0.05); I KHESL ZFB R EMBFEAKL (P<0.01); LR TE5LATWERFEHX (P<0.05);
BEEET TS W ES ZHBFEAL (P<001), [£#] BN TERAETREFERALETREE, BERSFEHG L RH
BRTMRS, B2K5425
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Insect community diversity of Cerasus humilis orchards
in different regions of Ningxia
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Abstract: [Objective] This study aims to clarify the structure and diversity characteristics of insect community
of Cerasus humilis orchards in different regions of Ningxia, so as to develop effective pest control strategies.
[Method] The insect community of C. humilis in three different regions of Ningxia was investigated using trap
trapping method from May to September in 2019. [Result] A total of 4743 insect specimens belonging to 10
orders, 46 families and 101 species were obtained. The dominant species were Grapholitha molesta, Serica
orientalis, Nysius ericae, Lygus pratensis, Monolepta hieroglyphica, Lagria rufipennis, Hippodamia variegate,
Chrysopa formosa, Cataglyphis aenescens and Deracocoris punctulatus. The descending order of diversity

index, evenness index and richness index of insect community of C. humilis orchards was Houmo, Yuquanying,
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and Shijijuanzi. The concentration probability index from high to low was Shijijuanzi, Yuquanying and Houmo.
Similarity analysis showed that the insect community structure in Yuquanying and Shijijuanzi C. humilis
orchards was moderately similar in August(0.60). The correlation analysis between pests and natural enemies
showed that there was a significant positive correlation between G. molesta and H. variegata (P<<0.05). There
existed a very significant positive correlation between N. ericae and H. variegata (P<<0.01), a positive correlation
between L. rufipennis and C. aenescens (P<<0.05), and a significant positive correlation between M. hieroglyphica
and C. formosa (P<<0.01). [Conclusion] Compared with orchards in Yuquanying and Shijijuanzi, the C. humilis
orchard in Houmo has highest stability of insect community. [Ch, 2 fig. 5 tab. 25 ref.]
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WKZ% Cerasus humilis 2% 19 £+ Rosaceae Mk & Ceraras HEARISER, R ARG HIBTHHEAR,
@ EAT, ARITDTELEZ 3000 ', BRAEAYBAEH — e 4 A, FADAEE AT, BA RS WS
B BERAUAT DO Sn H &8s, SRER, SHRP S 600 mg-kg '™, FrLlXFR “8
B TN TR E S, REEEOE, BABMNPIE ., P15, bUKERES, BN ERR I
LR BFN, BE/KZ-40~-35 C WAIR"S; 7E4EFE/KEEZY 200 mm, TR 120 d (9 5540 F W] IE % IF A6 45
By MREKIE, B ERSR, Wik 9:1%; BKZERAR R . IBIsCH, £rhoaff
20~40 cm [ 2, TEATIE 1.5~2.0 m, JEER L HERNPRSH, K20 cm ELET W EEQ
i, R AR E KPR EVER, RV XA VR AR O A RS, BRZEVE R B TR T AL 1 R
B A E e E PG X2 Rl . 2011 4F, TR SIHERRZE, 7EiR LR MR s D 5™, AL
AR TR AR O E A S D vk X, R L RO B b B X, B R 5 R KRR AR Y
PR, HERRAE, JUHIR RSO RO, RN T A RS A . HET, A OCBREE
bl B sV AR S P g b, AT 29 T B BB Rk i & e, Bk, JRR T EARE X
SRR P B RORUR S () R AR B . R HRBEVR S5 1 S ARG , 1 S BRZREAS [ B A X 3 R
TR OCHERTI T B P R it A OR A R R AL AR, DTG Ry MR 2 3 AT R B 48 SRR 2 7= M & R B
FER

1 BFRHK 58 %7 %

1.1 KR

A FE P e R A= e A 45 . (D SR8 BT 7 B G [ A XA S | s X R E A EF b,
HJEFEC R, FAESESE; 4R 900~1 500 m, AFEFFE/K T 200 mm, 4F H BEEFEL 2 800~3 100 h, JCFH Y]
149~161 d; HHEEZERERL . KL W et QnticE 7R T o 5 X R B
ThEEAE NI B TR, RN, B E K Zea mays; HEIR 1300~1 500 m, 4EFE/KEE 200~350 mm,
AEH BRI $L 2 850 h, JCFRI 141 d; HIELIKES+ . Kb+ 3. @ BERRAEFE L T Fe B 8 1 Fr b X [
JE T SR X 2 B AR BE A, LR R AR B, AR SR
SR MR 1 248~2 942 m, 4FE K & 350~
500 mm, 4E H %2 200~2 700 h, TR 113~
149 d; FHELURYS & WA LN E (). Ay TER BE® SE

®1 ARRERFEEMEZE
Table 1 Planting density in C. humilis fields
W/ RV BRATEE/
a

hm’  (mxm)
WA 3 NBRERE R W R ), SE— ER#E 10601200 3892848" 2 201 0.6x12
HE &M, EWT ST a3 BRI At i {33 106°07'48" 36°07'12" 2 0.67 0.5x1.0
K2y, ICE T 10605100 38°0148" 7 067  0.5x1.0
12 BAEFE

AR R ALY INE U B Grapholitha molesta FAER A, T 2019 4F 5-9 A 47 T 5 R B
2, B30 d A 1R ARIERREERH R KON R 2, BRI E O B A% O 60~75 >+ hm ™,
WA EE 10~20 m, £ “W” BUHEF, PEEIS SR BObr (b at B iU oy A= W RHE IR0y A7 BR S w143t 41
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BN =R, SOl AT AIEAR, TR N AR A 1 R, JRRR
W78 B I, MR SR AR B R 1 em, B AR L B EEATS L, HEAER L 100 cm 4L,
T HWE 1k, FEBEHBRST AR . BERE RN I PSR AR R 55, B b AH BRI . T ARG AR S
— g, A M R, I TS IR, A H ISR RGE (mesT) . AR (C). Hi
EAIE (C). HERARSIR (C). F/KE (mm) S5 4 01
1.3 HiESHAZE

AWFFE B 1 Excel 2010, DPS(18.10) F1 SAS.v 8.2 #4740 041, iz AR A 0 0 M 7 i 84y
Mol RS0 D Margalef 32 & B840 (d): d=(S—1)/InN. . S YR N NITA YR i MA%L

3
2l @ Simpson S ERERATA (): A=) D St NOWHS LR MR AL A

i=1 s
K, GEIREE (SR kR, ZREHEIR . B Shannon-Wiener ZHEVEREEL (HY): H == PilnPi. K

W SAPIRNE PR i RS R A IEREE HE B . @ Pielou 4 5] BE R HL (E): E= H//ziiflmaf H'/nS.
OREVE Jaccard FHIME REL (9): g=c/(atbte)e . o b 2 DREEILAWRE o B b 430 I #ETE A FI
TEVE B AR B, ARTEAUME R AL, SRR . 45 0<¢<<0.25, F/RFFE A FIFEE B
AL 5 025<g<<0.50, FTRPEERMLL,; £ 050<¢<0.75, TRPEHML; #50.75<¢<1.00, %
INRARAL . @B AR R TR o SR FHREIE DA B S AR B L (SySy) PR B BE Y A B S A B i
FEMIRIELZ L (S/S,) s S, RnHETEYIRIEL, S RARFEE A IREL, SyS, IRMARRIECER: s 2906
Sy/S; ARV AR R A 297 PR 5 S, RN RECEBFREL, S, TR, SyS, LB YIIM ¢
FARF—F B BRI AL, S/, BRG] B HURE PR B I S5k AR BT 24 06 Z b 2t

2 ERERH

21 AEXEEREREERBEEHEMEN

2019 4F 5-9 HAE R R E . ick 7 B RS R 5 a8 5 R A LG An A 4 743 3k, B T
10 H 46 B} 101 Fl o =2 OBV 20 A S B0 RRAE AN 3R 2 PR (B BT RR , B R AT 10 A, H & 2 w]
0. EEE MERE A ARA RN DR . 2730 Hippodamia variegata, /WK% Nysius ericae . A7
/A4 0, Serica orientalis . 235 B W4 H ¥ Deraeocoris punctulatus . T 515 Chrysopa formosa., #1381kt H
Lagria rufipennis. " 5§ ¥ Lygus pratensis. X i 8 Cataglyphis aenescens F1 X Bt & ' W Monolepta
hieroglyphica; A~ PR BUE 4 ) &7 BEIE SR BB 27.05% . 16.72% . 7.95%. 6.56%. 3.98%. 3.46%.
3.16%., 2.49%. 1.90% 1 1.83%. M., 78T IR E R FE L3R B fubp A 2289 3, w7 10 H 36 B
69 Ffr, IEHEF-NBUNE LA 2RI, MG 2 BAEEYS . ATEeR . e
WIHT Agriotes fusicollis . 55 % 7 Wl 42 fiL Anomala sucipennis FI4& % 88 4 f6. Brahmina falderman, 535\ 54~

x2 AERERERTERRBEZAMKRHERE

Table 2 Species composition and quantity of main insect community in C. humilis fields in different growing areas

R Jitsic (3 At
B Hufhts
Hegk Lt/ % gk LeA/% gk Ltsl/% gk Lhtsl/%
AUNEL 694 30.32 564 51.09 25 1.85 1283 27.05
Z 53l 394 17.21 55 4.98 344 25.48 793 16.72
UNN:S 174 7.60 60 5.43 143 10.59 377 7.95
KRIrH 4t 104 4.54 94 8.51 113 8.37 311 6.56
R E 113 4.94 22 1.99 54 4.00 189 3.98
[EEAES 13 0.57 120 10.87 31 2.30 164 3.46
AR Lol i 142 6.20 5 0.45 3 0.22 150 3.16
BOEH 13 0.57 4 0.36 101 7.48 118 2.49
B&iiT 29 127 61 5.53 0 0.00 90 1.90

B - 10 0.44 1 0.09 76 5.63 87 1.83
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B 30.32% . 17.21%. 7.60%. 6.20%. 4.94%. 4.54%. 3.01%. 2.36% F12.18%; Hfiic BT Kk2 bl
HARBR A 1104 3%, RIET 7 H 24 8L 44 5, HOLHFCARNE.OR | IR . RTHER . LH
W MRS 2R BAEYER, o0 A S 51.09%. 10.87%. 8.51%. 5.53%. 5.43%.
4.98% 1 1.99%; W2 pel S B UPEAR 1350 3k, BT 7 H 36 B 36 Fl, HALHF N ZREE | /)
Kig . RIurB4ah . BOEEY . W | et BRI A Bledius chinensis . M5 B E Y . RO
¥ Nabis palifer. 4-W Atylotus sp. #5255 W Harpalus pallidipennis . T35 FIAL NGO, 2090 5 A4
B 25.48% . 10.59% . 8.37%. 7.48%. 5.63%. 4.22%. 4.00%. 3.11%. 2.52%. 2.44%. 2.30% Fl
1.85%. 3AWRZERE Y, BUNEORILEIERAR, WEHE . PR ERIAMEECRE, R ERERYRZ .
2.2 AEXIBERZERE R HEE SN S EIES

P 1A 3 AR 2 R ok 9 I o

WL REPERMORIE S A 15 B AU B

WCER . ERERCER | TR s R ol

TS TR PE B B I BRI YO T I T g || [0

LR RECE . RIS 2 o)

EREFEIRECR , RIS, TEICH TRAT, Hiic st .

VLT SIS S 0 o A ORI 2 REEA R 21 vy [ 2o
U2 %22 5 (P<0.05). MISAIIEIEHCLAR , f T ———
BEA, ELURS SRGICIET . R 2 P L
Y5t (P<0.05). F AL B S 070 41 o ESH w T @

XFEM, AR, R EA —ENHZRE . AN 3R AN [F] Rk 2 el ) A4 B2 22 57 (P<<0.05)
MAEFHERERIE R E, Mic BB 714 R TS H1 RFERBREERD 2B RIS 5
B 2 T A 2 AN BREE R (P<<0.05), FHIHEICE  Figure | Characteristic index of insect communities for C. humilis
FALFRBERHAT LR Y fields in different growing areas
23 ARREHRFERFEEREHLENSHN

T AN ] IR AR ) SR S A AR A 2 R . RO B R R HUOS T E A AL ML
KIrtata ., NG cOBOhH P g EIH ;. RECEF FEAZ RN BABYEE ., 08
W, BT, TR RIAEER A, F R RcR R T KRB R, HAV Ok
ARAES. 7. 8. 9 HWWRECESER AL, ROOR)E, FERIEMEE0R, 3 9 A MEEGE
FIRAR. NEBHRFZORE, UM AR E T ESNEERKR, 5-8 HREHZ FoHEH, 8 A&
RN HBGR B R KM, H305k; RTAEBEERERESH, BOBERTHHRZ A
101 3k /MRISFERAETE 6 A, BRI BE K ATIA 66 Sy 2Lt 8L 4ETE 6 A, B4
WM SRR KT IR 62 ks difaft I F2RETE 6 H, B MBERF B 8Em KA 40 3k 257
SR FEAAETE T H, BAEERCEYSREZ N 120 3k BAAEN B EERATES A, BNEERTE
PIRenTak 55 3% CHCEEORAETE T A, BRI ERZ A 19 3k (K 24).

it v B AR e 1) 3 U E E A AL D RN s KRR R E A 2 R 3k
S ErE Y AR Cophinopoda chinensis . TN WIS FISCHTML . BAKFE , 5 H B KBESEREA L
/R, MA/NORWRE RS, R FEE R RBMAEEETE 7 HiksmgE, 9 AR F2E
B REA AR WD B R, NERMIORE, 3UNEO kAR E NS R, 5-6 A TR,
7H TR, BB ERCE IR ZIA 283 3k, 8. 9 HBW FREBIRMME. ArHefaEERE
fE6 H, BNBEEMRTHEEL A 86 k. MHW FELATETH, BNMEERTHHREZ A
97 ko /MRIGFEELATET A, BABENCT BRI 43 3k, CHil FERATET. 8 H, BN
Tz, H26%k. BABYEEEZERAETETH, BNBERCTFHEATIE 14 3k, e E2k g
7R, HEMEERTHECH S L, Z2RMEFERERE6. 7. 8 H, K8 AEERREK, B
N5 18 3k (K] 2B).

B BERR 2= el 3 R F A AU O RITHER . BOREE . MU . BUEERE P KRR
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FEAZRMAR, BATWEE, PR, BAORE, 5 AR KB R R, R DT
SRR Z, 1520194 6 H, FEEERRECEIRFISE 1 DI, 782019 4F 8 AIAFI 2 g, HX
HERR B Z . NRIMIORE, UM —EH3 9 A4, HAMEEECF O 25 3%
RITREREZREMRS A, 0L 55k MRIEEZEREL 6 A, BN FERCF LR KL
77 ks MR EIGEEERAET 8 A, BB ENCFIBIRZ I 47 S XGEHMH B2 R AR 8 H, &
BRI BER T IE 40 3k 2R ERRAELE 8 A, BB ERCFEBRZ N 201 3k RAR
PR S EEORAEAE 8 A, BAEIENCEF B AR R AT 25 Sy MRS EELATE 8 H, BB ENRCE
%N 18 3k (K 20).

350 -\ gmay 250 B GicE T
300

5 6 7 8 9
AL ]/ A
——RUNELH —— I

a2 U SN —— ZRAH —— W EE —— ZRHm -~ S
S RTRG . —— L - RITRER - - NI e AR e VKRR
-~ Sl FE N Y - o= - SUHTIY —— BTG H - - AR R - e - RKITREf

B2 RERBKREFREIEZETRERBOL KRGS

Figure 2 Temporal dynamic of major insect in C. humilis fields in different growing areas

2.4 AREXIBEZEREAE AT E R R E A b

AN TR] B[] AN ) DX 36 0 2= el 7y A LM o B *3 KFEEARHEEEMNES T
(F3): 5H, 3R LIEREII KT 0,  Table3 Similarity analysis of insect community in C. humilis fields in
AINTF 025, RIS H 3 ABRARRE 1 R HOREE S5 f A “%mmmfj A
R 61, 34 RCZER M BLHE R BB RS o iy T e
050, ot 2 0 2 4 S I 24 i 4 fl S 6 T 8O 5 6 7 8O
AHN 0.24(0<¢<<0.25), vi Wit i Bl Wk 2= el 5
FERRZE R TE 6 H 0y R BB VR 25 AR AR Bl s At b
DX R el B AR R B KT 0.25, /T 0.50, 3R
AP At b DX KR el 22 () 7 B SRS 25 A 7 6 H B1oR
M SEANHRARL . 7 A B R 2 el 5 it i Rl R4 e
TR E B B A AE LM &R ECR 0150 0.16(0<
q<<0.25), ULPAMEEERRZ=E 5t 10 B RR e . R OR
BRI 7 H R BN, ERE
Wi 4 el 5 e 1 R - D 2 el AR AL R EOK T 0.25, /)
T 0.50, W] SR WA B RN it 10 P - RR 2 A
7 BB R S AR L R R 5 C B R AR 8 ) B AR R AR, ik
0.60, &M T SRR Bel At 10 8 R e 7E 8 H Y R BURETE 4540 rh AR, Ho it IXC IR 2 ] fg A AL
ABIIKT 025, /NT 0.50, FEUIHA M X KR 2R fel 2 1] 4 B B REVE S5 R0 78 8 H 38 s S RAHRL; 9 H
3 ANBREE B A AR UM R A KT 0.25, /NTF 0.50, FREA 9 JT 3 A Hb X R 2= el () BE HURE VR 45 4 v 45 R AH
lo AT, AN [ ERE fi] []—2 JA) B[] — A [R)AS [ 25 (] EAT A [R) A B R 7 4 RS i SR AR B, 150H]
AR RS ARP S Rl AR AN TR AR A 8 8, B ] 4 ) 28 S el m] DU i D3 4
25 ARXIBEREERE R REENIREES T

MR 4]0 3 A RRAE B 2 8] 1Y SyS; IR BN/IMIRUR Ay e B R 2R Bel | i i Bl - R 2 bl . 2R 8 B

0.30 0.28

0.60 0.29

5
6
TwE 7 0.41 0.15
8
9 0.38 0.40

5 0.08
6 0.24
gk 7 0.16
8 0.29
9 0.26
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. UM A= e B IR g D A AR T M k4 AERERZEER b Bt i e s
ﬁﬁg > ﬁl I‘Eﬂ E,:J ﬁfﬁu 2"\]’ﬁfﬁﬁ ﬁgﬁ ’ /l\jnllj%ﬂ: E’\]ﬁfj}fﬁ Table 4 Relative stability values of insect communities in different C.

HE IR HL 5351 2 AR/, B B2 S A A s fields
B, S8, WREVIMKUCR IRIERRAERE . RoRe SR BRE e PRI

A it TR L 1 B R el Lt R S/ 0.0301 0.0408 0.0526
PR 11 3 00 90 25 TR A I 9 24 5 R B O 2 A R SilS, 0.565 5 05517 0.6667
FEAE 2%, LB SN AT, RS f T
Pobk FOReEs , KBS T AR B R (R I % . B85 2 SUAMHTAT LA )« MRS 2 il B ol
BTG R Pk H A 2 AN BRZE el 7
2.6 HREEEEEHE5RBRFEETHELNH

RicZs ] 3 o 5 R B R R B T T AR AT R W] (6 5): BRI IO AN BCS R . H R
SR H BRI H R RIUARGHE , Horh 5P KU B L UM 5 (P<<0.001), BEHA
R, B BETE MR EO D s 5 H RS SR B B AR R I R B TEARE (P<0.01); 5 H
TR IR E IR BE A (P<0.05). /MEIE S HOPHA0R . H B SR H AR 5 B0 G
o5 BRSO B B IR AT (P<0.01), 5 H KSR B R AR R B B M
(P<0.05). LTS PR . SR ORI H R IR 5 B G (P<0.05), RUBEH T
5K B FI B IEA DG (P<<0.01),

®5 REEETEERSRFRIMEETFRIBXESH

Table 5 Analysis of the correlation between major insect and environmental factors in C. humilis fields

SRE| AR PR AUNEOHSOE  MNRIBECE i REGE RAafalos BB AU

SRR 0.0913  —0.858 0*** 0.282 1 -0.273 4 —0.348 7 0.5018 -0.376 1

HF 0 0.487 4 0.622 0* 0.274 7 0.606 1* 0.629 0* -0.050 8 —0.2419

H e Ul 0.470 7 0.650 4** 02825 0.570 8* 0.615 5* -0.108 0 -0.260 0

H I 0.473 5 0.669 3** 0.220 1 0.659 7** 0.624 0* -0.076 9 -0.129 7

Rk —0.120 4 0.305 5 —0.375 4 0.0925 -0.119 7 -0.162 6 0.726 2%*
(IR S a5 -0.1329 0.482 0 —0.3550 0.217 4 0.1053 -0.277 6 0.887 2%**
BaL e ey -0.042 5 0.451 6 -0.3390 0.128 8 0.602 4* -0.204 2 —0.053 1

Z 5l e 0.879 6*** 0.456 5 0.570 7* 0.827 6** 0.170 5 -0.060 1 02277
BEEWEBECE 05616 02757 0.3245 0.244 1 -0.073 4 0.402 4 —0.019 4

Vil *FIRTE0.05/KF L2 F B3 (P<0.05); **F/RTE0.01/KF 2R B EP<0.01); ***FI/RTE0.001/K-_I 2257 1 2 (P<<0.001)

REBENRAESZ R, B EU G S, K525 3 d R i 83 B
(P<<0.001), BMAXEZ R A EEL, REFEN MG Z; 58080 %Ry B EI1EMH
X (P<0.05). MFHREREMAHCHETUEL: 30 RS2 R RIN B3 FE A (P<0.05).
/KIS 22 S I R AR S IE ARG (P<<0.01). 2D O HY 5 30 R 25 IEAH DG (P<<0.05). AU
W F ST R A 2 IE AR O (P<<0.001). UARANRZSEE N F A 2, REEE bz g 2 .
3 itib

TH 3 AR KR 2= SR AR A 4 743 3k, ST 10 H 46 B 101 Ao BRESFE, 42
Ze, HAOERRN FEFEACHRUNMNOHR . RESR ., OB BEERH | MBI R E
W, RMWHEFE, TERXMMEEZRIAR . BB Propylaea japonica. £ B H Coccinella
septmpunctata, . )% B W Adalia bipunctata, £ B Coccinula quatuordecimpustulata., /4645 Orius
similis . PR EWFEY . RS AR, AUNE O R EME RS A k. iy RS B qE
WA, TR R R T HIRIRYE Trichogramma dendrolimi . | IR HR ¥ Trichogramma evnescens Fl
TR SRIR M Trichogramma ostriniae® ™", X 5T AL, Hp, miwms | EEi, 27 HH K&
RSB H A AR, 25 EUHEARAIGY 3 AR X R R el AR, H 2 S T R S A
JINVED U HURI/IN 85 () 2% 1 5t B 3 1R AR DG, SCRTC S 2o Oh i FY A2 I8 35 TE A 5C (P<<0.05), TN 848 5 XUBE L
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- B S 3 TE AR SE (P<<0.001), SRR # xh 3 HUeys A G 2 ml VR T, 3000k il B2 el o 73 2 e e
T B bl AR A RGP B BRI BUNT O IR | SR T R E BRI 5 A A A o)
9. 7RIS A EREAMESENT XL A AR b AL Ve O BUR AR U T S B AU NVELD IR AE 6 A KR
R X RSP X F IR AR BUR A U TS R B BUNVE G HUAE 7 AR AP (B R
AT AT L AE AP R R R R X, B/ INVE G B AR AR TR], 32 B DR 3 1R 8 A A5 B R e
T HOIARE, P, AP RS TR R Rl DX ARG INVE O U B IR BB AN R . A, AR Ta]
B, W bl A 3 2 SRR LS P R SR AR o B 32283 BURN ISR I 1) L 7 ) 24 DA R AE =5
[]_E g RIS PR m] LS B OR3P AR B AR R, ANITTEA T 35 U 235 B IR

X R 3 AR DX 2 el 4 B2 IRV 2 RV R ) SR RORIE R AR E PR A 1 1 A R R
VAR E PEM KRB IMKUCH A bel | F SR B IR | i BT bel o Ao i el 19 B OIS e
FEFRE . ZREEFR BRI S BRI T 3 i T 2 SRR, 8 0 B 2 el B SR R 9 0 e o0 A e 3
&), BERCHALCE R e, FEvE YIRS AR SyS; R ROR B 3 IR S,/S, 1
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