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Susceptibility of rice lepidopterans to four insecticidal
proteins from Bacillus thuringiensis
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Abstract The susceptibility of the neonates of rice lepidopterans, striped stem borer Chilo sup pressalis (Walker) ,
pink stem borer Sesamia inferens (Walker) and leaffolder, Cnaphalocrocis medinalis (Guenée) to four Cry pro-
teins, i. e. CrylAb, CrylAc, CrylC, and Cry2A, from Bacillus thuringiensis were bioassayed using diet-feeding
method and leaf-immersion method. The LC;, values of CrylAb, CrylAc, CrylC, and Cry2A to C. suppressalis
were 1. 739 ng/mg, 2. 645 ng/mg, 2. 794 ng/mg, and 15. 965 ng/mg, respectively; and those to S. inferens were
2. 455 ng/mg, 10. 046 ng/mg, 11. 803 ng/mg, and 35. 359 ng/mg, respectively; and to C. medinalis, 4. 000ug/ml,
1. 611pg/ml, 69. 031ug/ml, and 12. 708ug/ml, respectively. Finally, the difference in susceptibility of rice lepidop-
terans to Cry proteins and its application to transgenic insect-resistant crops were also discussed.
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