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Abstract: To explore the effect of different concentrations of symbiotic bacteria of entomopathogenic nematodes (EPNs) on egg hatch-
ing of southern root — knot nematodes ( Meloidogyne incognita) , egg hatching rate was investigated at different interval time points by
mixing with symbiotic bacteria in the Petri dishes in the laboratory. The results showed that the lowest egg hatching rate in 10 x dilution
of symbiotic bacteria of Hb - NJ (EPN) at 6 d was 8. 6% while it was 29. 1% compared with the control medium TSY. The strongest
inhibition rate of 10x dilution of symbiotic bacteria of Hb — NJ on M. incognita egg hatching was at 6 d, with 70. 6% of relative inhibi-
tion rate. The egg hatching rates in 10 x dilution of symbiotic bacteria of Hb —1GA, Sc — All and Sf - IGA at 6d were 24% , 22.6%
and 25.2% , and their inhibition rates were 17.2% , 22.3% and 13.4% , respectively. At 8 d, the inhibition rates of symbiotic bac-
teria of Hb —NJ, Hb —IGA and Sc — All were 67. 1% , 39.3% and 41. 7% , respectively, and were significantly greater than that of
Sf—IGA (11.1% ) . At 10 d, the egg hatching rates and the inhibition rates by the 10x dilution of the four tested symbiotic bacteria
had no significant difference. No obvious inhibition effect on M. incognita egg hatching was examined when using 20x and 50x dilutions
of symbiotic bacteria at all tested days. Based on the results, the symbiotic bacteria of Hb — NJ might be a promising bio — agent to con-
trol root — knot nematodes through inhibiting M. incognita egg hatching and consequently result in decreased M. incognita infection.
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Fig. 1  Effect of 10 x dilution of symbiotic bacteria of EPN on egg hatching of M. incognita
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Fig. 2 Effect of 20 x dilution of symbiotic bacteria of EPN on egg hatching of M. incognita
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Fig. 3 Effect of 50 x dilution of symbiotic bacteria of EPN on egg hatching of M. incognita

2.2 EPN HARTERXT M. incognita JRRFAL I 2= 595200

MBI M OPTE 4 B (AhR) B HUR L AR TR 10 x FR AR 10 x (18 TSY B3 352 W 0 40 1
FHASRATUE L, 6 d 2l Hb - NJ AR 10 5 M. incognita BRIEALINGI K 70. 6% , B35
FHE =R d A (13.4% ~22.3%) (p<0.05) (Kl 4), 8 dHAf£kd Hb - NJ. Hb - IGA il Sc -
All 24T 10 f5 WX M. incognita SRSEALINEIZR (67.1% . 39.3% F141.7% ) Y3 e T4t Sf - IGA 11
AR 1058 (11.1%) (p<0.05) (E5), 4dF10 d A4 MEEZEFREE (p>0.05), KILPGEL.,
4% (AFR) EPN ILAGRY 20 x MR 6 d I g 7y AR S5 4 dUBRBEAL M/ E FHAN B s, 4 Fhd2E T 50 x 7
FEWON 2 BRI LT B RIER] (3R 1), A LEmR B OF A Ak 38 v T G RO IR 1 e 3%
NTE HAD I ZE 2 A 8 d F1 10 d B 4 s T 20 AE5H0R S0 XS M. incognita BRSFEALATIA DL 1 %L



260 + #E 5 & 9 N

A, HAHRS 6 d AYBEEHRE

100 [
2
8
—~= 80} a
=
EE 60}
£ w
B 5
&% 40} b
= b
) b
= 20 +
0 L I I ﬁ
Hb-NJ Hb-IGA Sc-All St-IGA
EPN 3tA: 5

Symbiotic bacteria of EPN

B4 6dA EPN HARE 10 k3T M. incognita GRFFAL BIHD HI 2
Fig. 4 Inhibition rate of 10 x dilution of symbiotic bacteria of EPN on egg hatching of M. incognita at 6 d
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Fig. 5 Inhibition rate of 10 x dilution of symbiotic bacteria of EPN on egg hatching of M. incognita at 8 d
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Tab. 1  Inhibition rate of 20 X and 50 x dilution of symbiotic bacteria of EPN on egg hatching of M. incognita at 6 d

PUSEAE A H 2 (% ) Inhibition rate of egg hatching

EPN JLAE B 20 %53 20 x dilution EPN £ [ 50 £ 50 x dilution
Hb - NJ -2.90%1.85 a -4.95%5.24 a
Hb - IGA 14.9+7.24 a -6.04 +4.86 a
Sc - All 17.9+7.93 a 5.60 +2.83 a
Sf—IGA 10.8+2.39 a -2.35+6.10 a
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