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Abstract
der to identify the species of M1, the ITS sequence was sequenced and aligned with sequences from NCBI. Secondly, the antagonistic effect of
fungus M1 on strain Y92-66b was determined by plate confrontation method and the crude extract of M1, and then the inhibition rate was cal-
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[ Objective ] To identify the species of the fungus and determine the inhibition effect of M1 on M. oryzae. [ Method ] Firstly, in or-

culated. [ Result]The aligned ITS sequences showed that fungus M1 was Armillaria novae-zelandiae. The data suggested that the hypha growth
of strain Y92-66b were inhibited by Armillaria, and the inhibition rate reached 48. 80%. In addition, the hypha growth of strain Y92-66b was
inhibited significantly by the crude extract of Armillaria, and the hypha growth rate reached 78. 79% , when the concentration of crude extract
reached 50%. [ Conclusion |Armillaria has a significant inhibition effect on hypha growth of strain Y92-66b, and it could be used as a candi-

date biocontrol fungus for rice blast.
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Fig.1 The fungual M1 and its inhibitory effect on strain Y92-66b
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Fig.2 Genetic relationship of fungus M1
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Fig.4 The inhibition effect of Armillaria novae-zelandiae under
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