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Abstract

Aim: To screen biocontrol strains that with better control effect on potato late blight and then study
the biocontrol strains antagonistic effect. Methods: Screening of biocontrol bacteria cultured by plate
confrontation inhibition, the mechanism of antagonism was preliminarily explored by using gradient
dilution method and co-culture method. Results: Screening 2 strains which had inhibitory effect on
potato late blight pathogen biocontrol strains of PB12 and CZS, the antibacterial test showed that the
inhibition rate of PB12 and CZS was 98%; and the change of biocontrol dilution degree in liquid culture
had little effect on the antibacterial effect, while decreased slightly in the solid medium. Conclusion:
We screen 2 strains with strong antagonistic effect on potato late blight pathogen biocontrol strains of
PB12 and CZS, and achieve the antibacterial effect by inhibiting the growth of pathogenic bacteria.
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FrgRke: NYD H59R5(FIRE 89, BEEEE 59, Wi%ikE 109, #81/K 1000 mL, pH 7.2~7.5); M
WA IR A (FE 27 100 g, FERE 159, BFEREY 1.4 g, 787K 1000 mL, pH HZR).
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206 = BLA 1 A AR B A B AR (CZS. LKS. WHS. PB12. B10. CZL. ZH2. B29. JK)#kHL
BE AT 5 mINYD IREH, T 35°C. 170 r/imin JRZ #5595 18 h £ . K (RAFE R L B2
W2 s B 4 T R B 3R B PR S T 18 CREFRAA T AT B R B W L KR IR L. 72 BB R IR P AR LRI+
FLRO Y 4 AR, AN X0 SN BN 8 mm RUEEARE R E E G, RN PR BRI
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3.1 DEMREREEREORE
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Table 1. All strains of potato late blight control effect
7 1. HHHERBEREARAHR

kR B 7 %6 /mm %
Czs 8.64 70.51
LKS 8.22 58.70

WHS 751 62.72

PB12 8.93 7157
B10

czL

ZH2 7.55 63.41
B29 7.86 59.49
JK 6.53 63.45
CK
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Table 2. Antagonistic effect of biocontrol strain PB12 and CZS to potato late blight when liquid culture
3 2. MM EF M TR RRE X £ E PB12 5 CZS KIHEMBIR

LN V-4 # (mg) B 21%
PB12 JF 5.4 £ 0.00030 98.29
PB12 10 5 Rl 8.0 + 0.00026 97.49
PB12 100 f&# ke 15.3 £ 0.00036 95.20
CZS Jik 8.7 +£0.00023 97.28
CZS 10 {&FikEl 17.2 £ 0.00092 94.61
CZS 100 & B 23.2 £ 0.00029 92.73

CK 318.5+0.06514 -

Table 3. Antagonistic effect of biocontrol strain PB12 and CZS to potato late blight when solid culture
7 3. B EFR &M T RRE X £ PB12 5 CZS KIHEMBIR

. I 1% B 21% HER /%
B R) (5K) (8°K)
PB12 JFil 57.27 78.69 90.96
PB12 10 f5FiREK 57.27 78.69 90.96
PB12 100 fi B 57.27 78.69 90.96
CZS i 57.27 78.69 90.96
CZS 10 5kl 57.27 74.01 88.98
CZS 100 f5 iR 57.27 75.13 87.13
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Figure 1. Antagonism strains PB12 and CZS when liquid culture
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Figure 2. Antagonism strains PB12 and CZS when solid culture
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