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Screening of Antagonistic Fungi against Tobacco

Black Shank and Its Antagonism

LI Qingfei', GUO Qiao-yan’, LI Hongli's WANG Yan', LIU Guo-shun’
(1. College of Chemical Engineering of Zhengzhou University, Zhengzhou 450002 China
2. National Tobacco Research Center of Tobacco Cultivation Physiology and Biochemistry, Zhengzhou 450002, China)

Abstract: Soil samples were collected from tobacco fields in Luoshan and Wuyang counties, Henan
province. After isolation and purification, 6 fungus strains were obtained. It was found that, by pair-
ing culture, one fungus strain had apparent antagonistic effect to tobacco black shank (Phytophthora
niwtianae ), and its antagonistic mechanism appeared to be antibiotic, parasitic and competitive actions.
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