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Table 1 The antagonistic efffect of rhizobacteria ro Fusarium spp. causing
soybean root— rot disease (antagonistic zone > 3mm)
(mm) (mm)
Fs Wi S Fs Wi S
DS3i-» 30 2.0 3.0 SHG- Ay 20 5.0 -
DSi;-3 5.0 2.0 2.5 JSY- 6 - 4.0 -
DS A4 4.0 1.0 - JJ3— Ag 6.0 7.0 80
DSx - 8.0 - JE- Ao 4.0 1.0 7.0
BH, 20 2.0 3.0 PZW S;- Ag 6.0 - -
B H, 20 1.0 4.0 PZDTB,- B, 6.0 3.0 7.0
B HDg - 1.0 3.0 QSG- 6 50 4.0 5.0
XB- Ka 1.0 3.0 3.0 75— A 50 5.0 5.0
XB- P21 5.0 2.0 SZ— As 30-40 1.0- 2.0 2.0-30
XB- Ps 3.0 TPZ- A2 20-30 2.0- 3.0 2.0-30
DSgo 30 2.0 3.0 TPZ- A4 20-30 4.0- 5.0 2.0- 30
DS» 50 3.0 6.0 HN3- As 50 60 5.0- 6.0 5.0-60
DSss 7.0 6.0 6.0 JQI- Ay 50 60 5.0- 6.0 5.0- 60
DS0C; 20 1.0 3.0 JQi— A 20-30 2.0- 3.0 2.0-30
M CBi» 50 3.0 BH - 0A;; 50 60 5.0- 6.0 5.0-60
DS;- Dg 30 2.0 - BH - 0B 7.0 7.0 7.0
DS 35 3.0 - DS; Ay 50 5.0 4.0
M CD- A 30 2.5 3.5 DSus- 4 4.0 4.0 4.0
X- A 30 1.0 - XB- A4 30 2.0 30
Z)h- Dy 50 5.0 - SY- As 6.0 6.0 6.0
Z)- Dig 30 2.5 - TPZ- A, 50 1.0 6.0
DSss 80 7.0 7.0 SY- Ap 6.0 3.0 4.0
QSG— Aw 6.0 - - BHi— 0As 30 1.0 -
JN= An 30 2.0 4.0 SY- Al 6.0 6.0 1L.O
IN- A4 30 5.0 6.0 JQi— As 1 60 - 9.0
JN- A3 5.0 6.0 5.0
- no antagonistic action
10 10 . , King 5 B



56 17

37 .
2 )
2.1
, G,
2.2
937 R , 279
K Wi S Smm 7 . 3mm 51 (1),
I3 48 Wi 48 S 39 .
23
s
BHw XB- K& DS3-3 DSsa DS+s DSs MCB2  King § B ,
Siderophore SY- P(2) DSLHXz MCD- P(3), ,
SY- NS, 5 BH
DSs M CBv D Socs .
2
Table 2 The biocontrol of rhizobacteria to soybean root— rot disease in greenhouse
(cm) % %
(cfu/ml) Fs W, S B W, S Fs W, S,
BH, 3. 39< 107 20.0 19.5 17.1 18. 0 18. 3 33. 4 64.0 63. 4 33.3
BH; 1. 0%< 107 24.3 24.0 24.6 20. 0 46. 5 38 4 40.0 7.0 23.3
DSLHX3 7.6< 107 24.7 23.0 16.5 45. 0 38 4 43. 4 10.0 23.3 13.3
DSi-3 6.3< 107 20. 8 18.5 26.0 317 43. 4 43. 4 36.7 13.3 13. 3
DS4 5.0< 10° 12.0 15.0 24.0 40. 0 48 4 48 4 20.0 3.3 3.3
DSa4s 1. 20< 107 24.7 27.6 27.8 18 4 23. 4 40. 0 63.3 53.3 20. 0
DS 2. 53 107 22.5 28.2 16.0 35.5 38 4 40. 0 30.0 23.3 20. 0
D Sgo 12K 107 * % 26.9 24.5 50. 0 30. 0 35.0 0 40.0 30. 0
DSqcs3 1. 2< 107 26.4 18.0 28.0 38 4 36. 6 30. 0 23.3 26.7 40. 0
M CBi» 2. 7K 107 26.9 22.5 27.1 41. 7 46. 7 30. 0 16.7 6.7 40. 0
M CBy, 9.0< 100 25.0 23.0 20.5 46. 7 46. 7 43 4 6.7 6.7 13. 3
M CD- P(3) 9. 76< 107 13.7 11.3 17.5 36. 7 41. 7 38 4 26.7 16.7 23.3
SY- NS 5. &< 107 14.3 21.5 23.3 45. 0 46. 7 48 4 10.0 6.7 23.3
SY- P(2) 4. 54< 107 34.0 28.0 21.0 50. 0 50. 0 45.0 0 0 10. 00
XB- K4 2. 58< 107 14.0 20.0 17.0 48 4 46. 7 48 4 13.3 6.7 13.3
. 7.0 21.0 16.6 46. 7 50. 0 50. 0 16.7 0 0
CK =" 17.3 - - 50. 0 50. 0 50. 0 0 0 0
HE not treated by rhizobacteria - seedlings died
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SOYBEAN R HIZOBACTERIA 1 STUDIES ON
CONTROL OF SOYBEAN ROOT ROT DISEASE

Guo Rongjun Liu Xingzhong Yang Huaiwen
(Institute of Biological Control, CAAS, Beijing, 100081)
Abstract

Rhizobacteria were isolated from the ectothizosphere and endothizosphere of soy—
bean and 937isolates were obtained. The antagonistic tests of all these isolates to three
strains of Fusarium spp. nemed I3 ( Eusarium ox ysporum). Wi(Fesarium solani) and S
(Fusarium sp.) were carried out by pairing culture on PDA or King § Bmedia. The re-
sults showed that 279 isolates were antagonistic to 3 pathogens. Of 15isolates tested in
the greenhouse, 2 sighificantly suppressed soybean root— rot( SRR.), they were identi—
fied as Bacillus sp.. Isolate BHi showed the best efficacy. It suppressed SRR. by 64.
G , 63. 4% and 33. 3 to B, Wi and S respectively.
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