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The comparison of different methods of induced mutation

of Paecilomyces lilacinus 1PC
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Table 1 Results of the further screening of the mutated isolates

BRI AR BUER(%)  ERER(%) —YEIH Further reselection
Mutational Treatment Fatality Effective ks IR (% ) (%)
methods dose rate mutation rate Isolates Rate of parasitic eggs Raise rate

L HN R S 1 min 90.0 10.0 Uv-307 90.6 24.28
uv 2min 95.6 30.0 UV-309 84.0 15.23
3min 99.8 55.6 Uv-205 82.6 13.31
uv-207 82.6 13.31
UV-308 79.4 8.92
TR — L HRAL 3 40min 40.3 40.0 SD-103 81.4 11.66
(C,Hs),80, 50min 76.0 77.8 SD-308 80.0 9.24
60min 92.0 44.4 SD-205 76.6 5.08
SD-208 76.6 5.08
SD-210 76.0 4.25
EIE b B 30s 84.3 0.0 DJ-210 80.0 9.74
(CH,CH,Cl);N 60s 97.4 55.6 DJ-305 79.4 8.92
90s 97.8 30.0 DJ-302 78.6 7.82
DJ-206 77.4 6.17
DJ-207 78.6 7.82
VAl i b 1 50s 74.2 77.8 HN-404 84.6 16.05
HNO, 100s 83.3 88.9 HN-407 84.0 15.23
150s 88.8 55.6 HN-402 84.0 15.23
200s 95.3 50.0 HN-203 82.0 12.48
250s 97.4 66.7 HN-307 81.4 11.66
JEIR bR CK 72.9 0.00
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