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Optimizing Screening Plan of Antagonistic Bacteria Against Damping-off of Sesame

WANG Junrfang, WANG Miao,ZHAO Jian-bo, WANG Gang
(College of Life Science, Henan University, Kaifeng, Henan 475001)

Abstract; Antagonistic activities of total 399 endophytic bacteria against R. solani were assayed on dual culture plates,
and three mediums, PDA, KBM, and MYG, were utilized to screening the Antagonists. The results showed that 95
endophytic bacteria isolates had antagonistic activities toward the R. solani to some extent on three different mediums.
Antagonistic rate of the endophytic bacteria was 23%. 399 endophytic bacteria were tested for their ability to control
sesame damping-off with in vivo. The results indicated 25 isolates could control the damping-off. Optimized screening
plan is that three mediums,PDA,KBM,and MYG, were utilized to screening the Antagonists,and target bacteria(95)
showing antagonistic activities toward the R. solani on three mediums were screened; then the antagonistic bacteria
screened in vitro were tested for their ability to control sesame damping-off with in vivo.
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