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Abstract: Nine strains of Beauveria bassiana separated from Chilo suppressalis Walker were studied by
comparing in sporulation, vegetative growth, spore germination rate and pathogenicity for 3rd instars larvae of
the rice stem borer the Chilo suppressalis. The results showed that the strains HN1, YJ2 were recognized as
the better strains for its high sporogenous ability (19.03 x 107 spores/cm? 17.30 x 107 spores/cm? on PDA
medium, high germination rate (93.67%, 91.08%) in 14h, fast vegetative growth (2.822mm/d, 2.748 mm/d) and
high mortality rate (97.33%, 96.00%), which were significantly higher than those of the CK strains. HN1, YJ2
strains could potentially be used in bio-control.
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HN1 18.37 19.56 19.04 19.84 18.32 19.03 a
YJ2 16.50 17.70 17.38 17.26 17.64 17.30 b
CK 15.86 16.34 15.61 15.54 16.73 16.02 c
YJ6 15.36 16.62 15.62 16.06 16.08 15.95 c
YT2 14.64 16.13 14.14 15.80 15.35 15.21 d
JH6 13.03 12.79 12.64 12.55 13.25 12.85 e
TH5 10.36 10.28 10.46 9.56 9.76 10.08 f
LH4 9.02 9.71 9.65 9.57 9.74 9.54 g
DH3 9.32 8.23 8.53 9.68 9.87 9.13 g
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JH6 96.49 95.03 97.41 95.72 95.31 95.99 a
HN1 93.30 94.21 92.99 93.86 94.00 93.67 b
\27) 90.46 91.48 91.91 89.69 91.87 91.08 c
CK 89.35 88.96 91.35 91.67 90.77 90.42 c
DH3 88.34 89.68 89.22 90.12 88.51 89.17 d
LH4 86.52 87.68 88.31 88.17 86.92 87.52 e
YT2 84.35 83.98 86.48 86.94 85.23 85.40 f
Y36 74.07 75.61 74.43 74.96 74.79 74.77 g
TH5 73.57 75.11 73.93 74.46 74.29 74.27 g
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DH3 2.752 2.710 2.842 2.915 2.926 2.829 a
HN1 2.904 2.902 2.856 2.708 2.739 2.822 a
JH6 2.932 2.886 2.810 2.779 2.705 2.822 a
Y12 2.664 2.876 2.718 2.598 2.885 2.748 ab
CK 2.574 2.634 2.628 2.789 2.718 2.669 bc
JH6 2.652 2.474 2,512 2.579 2.698 2.583 cd
LH4 2.396 2.416 2.474 2.568 2.494 2.470 d
Y6 2.454 2,512 2.384 2.557 2.426 2.467 d
YT2 2.304 2.362 2.234 2.407 2.276 2.317 e
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HN1 80 20 19 20 19 97.50% 97.33% a
Y2 80 19 19 19 20 96.25% 96.00% a
CK 80 18 17 18 18 88.75% 88.00% b
Y36 80 17 16 17 16 82.50% 81.33% be
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JH6 80 15 15 16 17 78.75% 77.33% c
YT2 80 14 16 15 15 75.00% 73.33% cd
TH5 80 13 15 13 14 68.75% 66.67% de
LH4 80 13 12 14 12 63.75% 61.33% ef
DH3 80 12 10 11 13 57.50% 54.67% f
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