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Fig. 1. Comparison of morphometric characteristics of the brown planthopper biotypes.
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Table 1. The average fresh body weight of four biotypes of brown planthopper

A - _ & 1% Male M J%* Female
& 0] 7 ) : o o e
Biotype RefrJ on ~ ] ] ~¥r HIZE]
Macroptera Brachyptera Macroptera Brachyptera
1 TN)1 1.2140.06 b** 1.18+0.08 a 3.12+0.12 b 3.3240.20 b
2 Mudgo 1.0940.02 a 1.0740.02 a 2.4840.02 a 2.56£0.25a
3A ASD7 1.0840.03 a 0.9610.13 a 2.7810.24 ab 2.9140.16 ab
3B Samba 1.08+0.02 a 1.06+0.03 a 2.7940.05 ab 2.83+0.13 ab

* A= VIER TR (Virgin females were used in this test.)
** I'| Duncan’s "X %fhigi 5 Fif] 2 ﬁl[ﬁjﬂ"iﬂ Fe g 5% YE T RAF o (Means followed by the same letter are
not signficatly different at 5% level as according to Duncan’s multiple range test.)
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Fig. 2. Survival of first-instar nymphs of different biotypes of brown planthopper at 12 days after caging
on selected rice varieties.
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Table 3. Comparison of the total nymphal duration of different biotypes of brown planthopper on selected
rice varieties

Fﬁ#[fﬁj £ * Iﬁ Pl T HaE ] (Mean nymphal duration in days of biotype)

Variety 1 2 3A 3B
T(N) 1 11.7 10.8 11.9 12.5
Bl 5 9 11.2 11.1 11.8 12.2
TKM6 12.3 12.2 12.1 11.4
FrriF L 11.8 10.3 12.5 11.8
JP5 15.2 12.5 14.9 12.0
Mudgo 14.3 12.3 -k 10.0
IR9-60 12.5 13.1 14.0 13.4
ASD7 13.2 13.3 12.2 12.3
LA 11 B 12.7 11.0 12.5 11.0
IR1541 15.2 11.2 15.2 12.7
Fa BRI 13 B 11.4 11.3 12.5 12.2
Bell panta 12.0 10.7 12.8 12.0
§g,%l:ﬁj\ 243 B 13.0 14.1 12.2 11.4
Samba 12.4 12.3 12.8 12.8
IR18 11.1 11.2 11.7 11.4
ey 11.1-15.2 10.3-14.1 11.7-15.2 10.0-13.4

* 5 iéfé;gl HEZ O VT 25 € — #E A#(Bach variety was replicated 2 times with 25 nymphs per replication)
Rl Y R LY ?‘}{5‘77“43 o (All nymphs died)
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Fig. 3. Host preference and plant damage of four brown p{anthopper biotypes.
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Table 4. Reactions of varieties to different biotypes of brown planthopper.

e £ kP FEi(Biotype) 1 2 3A 3B

Varieties B 247 (Rear on) T(N)1 Mudgo ASD7 Samba
T(N) 1 (B ESEAD) - 9.0%(HS)** 9.0(HS)  9.0(HS) 9.0 (HS)
TKM6 8.6 (HS) 9.0(HS) 9.0(HS) 9.0 (HS)
ASD7 0.5 (HR) 41(MS) 8.1(HS) 83 (HS)
BRI 11 B 0.6 (HR) 24(MR) 84 (HS) 79(S)
%‘[%ﬁ'[i 13 9 1.9 (R) 3.1 (MR) 7.9(S) 7.7 (S)
P JH 2.0 (MR) 1.3 (R) 7.9 (S) 8.1 (HS)
IR1541 1.5 (R) 82(HS) 3.5(MS) 4.8(S)
IR9-60 0.5 (HR) 5.1(S) 0.4 (HR) 0.7 (HR)
JP5 0.7 (HR) 5.2(S) 0.6 (HR) 0.9 (HR)
Mudgo (HsSEHHAD) 0.5 (HR) 41(MS) 04(HR) 0.9 (HR)
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brown planthopper from 0 to 9.0 was followed pathak (1975).)
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The Comparision of Different Biotypes of
Brown Planthopper and the Reaction
of Several Rice Varieties
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Summary

Studies were conducted on the comparision of morphology, ecology and host preference in 4
biotypes of brown planthopper as well as the reaction of resistance in 10 rice cultivars to these
biotypes.

Biotype 1 (reared on T(N) 1) is the heaviest in body weight and the longest in body length, it
showed a very distinct difference on the reaction to various rice cultivars. Biotype 2 (reared on
Mudgo) is the most destructive colony although it is the smallest and lightest among all of these 4
biotypes. Biotype 3A and 3B (reared on H105 and Samba, respectively) are believed to be the
same colony for they having the same reactions to selected rice cultivars and being similar in
ecology and morphology. It showed the extension of nymphal duration, reduction of nymphal
survival, as well as nonpreference while each biotype was reared on resistant varieties.

The reactions of resistance to different biotypes of brown planthopper in 10 rice cultivars was
studied in the green house with the bulk seedling test. T(N) 1 and TKM 6 showed high
susceptibility to all biotypes, while ASD 7 and IR 1541 were suscepttible to three of them, except
biotype 1. CNS XI, CNS XIII and Hsinchu-I-geo-gen were resistant to biotype 1 and biotype 2,
nevertheless they were susceptible to biotypes 3A and 3B; rice varieties in IR9-60, JP 5 and
Mudgo were highly resistant to biotype 1, 3A, and 3B but susceptible to biotype 2.
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