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Abstract: During the storage and transportation of grapes after picking, diseases occurs generally, including gray mold,
aspergillus rot, rhizopus rot, penicillium rot, etc., which seriously affect its production and commodity value. At present, the
control of postharvest diseases of grape still depends on chemical control. Long-term application of chemical fungicides can
lead to pesticide residues, environmental pollution, harm to human health, and enhance the drug resistance of pathogenic
fungal. Using antagonistic bacteria to control postharvest diseases of grape is a green, environmental and safe method
instead of chemical fungicides. In this paper, the postharvest infection diseases and symptoms of grape, the source,
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application effect and their mechanism of action of antagonistic bacteria, the combination of antagonists with other methods

to enhance the biocontrol effect are introduced. The prospect of controlling postharvest diseases of grape by antagonistic

bacteria is also discussed.

Key words: antagonistic bacteria; biological control; grape; postharvest diseases
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Table 2 Main antagonistic yeast for the prevention and control
of postharvest diseases of grape fruits
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Table 1 Main postharvest infectious diseases and symptoms of grapes
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Table 3 Main antagonist bacteria for the prevention and control of postharvest diseases of grape fruits
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Table 4 Application effect of single antagonistic yeast in grape disease control
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Table 5 Application effect of single antagonistic bacteria in grape disease control
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SR P A2 1 Styrene X T 25 K EEA PR B 24
A B AN PE AR, S EOK R T B 2244 i HH i g
T o SRR 2 A I 22 B AR R 2R HOAF B K1 1945 R

PEY BTSRRI R T R PN T R A BR A 1Y
A, JR IR T 83.32%+1.84%4, A 4100
B SR 2 iR AT B 4 2 K e B ) B T T
i35, ECs, {H°M 235.30 mg/L, HIGARRIGAER, 24
SRR SR 500 mg/L B, B R I T A 25 KB
HIBTGRCR R 76.51%
42 ZHEH

VT Z2 TR TR RN IS IR TR 38 2ol AH BRI AT 7 1Y
EFER N RS2 HE . B — B2
FAE T EA TR SR M I EA TR ES, MINTHARTE
Z B IR R T AEAERT KT, R BB TT
TE 557 B 18] YD R FH AR S22 L L 15 B AR B SR
o1, T B, Fe S AR AR As Th] . e 450
B T AR S P - B R 3 e P B 5 o PRI e A T
FAEAFES LA M 27 AR A E IR B RIROCR, JEHOZ R
[CARBEFRI N TIRIB A TER LT, ML 61.8%~
77.6%. Lucia %51 [{AfF 5% IE BH X 42k 14 5% 4 A S B
JN A P IR R FE SR ST T Y BE 7 5 H S o T i T
£1:(M. pulcherrima) W EZAEAMLN . MAHMEETR UK
W 3x10° CFU/mL B, 55 Ja vE DU X K
IR AT A EIAVE A, IR e, SRS aE R
B Y. lipolytica A T/ % B I2405 1AL, 7E 20 C 8Y
4 °C AR 4 d )5, R R RS PR R A 2545
Ak Py SR BT, B TRIZEADS 1 ALh S B AN R e B0,
R v BB o R BY, A W OE R B 2E R AT
Bvell AHIEFRAIE 2451454 L SE AT, TRV 0 el
AN 1.09 1g CFU/GNT S N3] 2.91 1g CFU/AN T,
AT 4 d JE ik B ECRHEECH 3.50 1g CFU/#i%, 3%
B T R B E AR, WA RO K B AR N Y
RAFIEEIERT, FoIS R A IR VAN R, SRR
O TR D BE A R 2 A S P A I e A, AR E SR, R
AR L, NN B. cinerea WA=,
43 EFHEA

FEPLEE AT DA BRI T R s s AR e S22
il o BT R B B IE B: B A 300 ) 05 R e BE A R
5 PRSI R N R 22 R B RR v 24, SRR
o T L PRl 40 i BE B B 2244 14 JL T B [ ( chitinases,
CHI) . B-1,3-%] R ¥ENE (B-1,3-glucanases, GIU) iy
Hh K e g, 13X Ll il 2% B0 BH 00 B B UE P U,
Wisniewski 251 &I B. cinererea W4 %55 S Ee
IREERE S, ORI £-1,3 FISRMHES (GLU) 15 PERE
58 . Drobys 27 R H$5 P Candida oleophila Visi
WA 25 22 1T, A 4 5 R v R SR 2A 4Urh CHI Al GIU
WP, BT gE & BRAE A 24 15 1 Ab iR 22 19 B, B
S AR LT R . B-1,3- 5 SRPENE 101G PE, T
WSRO M. Esa 858 SR 1% Fe R (w/v) i
FBEFEN P. anomala ANFEAEZ, BRI T SRSLFM
FdEFEEL LR RGO, FIRTEH RS T P. anomala
M B-1,3-75 BBERG AN S AL S BRI TR, R 2
BRI RN, Paul 557 F58 R I—F G 2 XTI ES
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N REA EAAEMEH, AT ER LRI R
Sy REFNAT PRk H4), BT R A 25 K B e R 4
M. DGR MIES B. cinerea FEAH 255 55 8%
FEIE KB, TG AP RENS M5 FE B. cinerea TR 44
EAESRHIRE 22 IS | SR LR A, SE WA B. cinerea
TEE AR,
44 MFS

A LEFEPUH SSRGS R SR S a2
W . AN B 221857+ ( Candida oleophila) 4 s &
PRUR AR 2ei ML B ZHEH RS TR Z2 1 & L L0, FRERZRTY
EN iR A N (17 s o T SYRVA =X 1N B S 557 ]
75597 2 = A S ALRF (SOD) | i A L &R
(CAT) . I EYAF(POD) . Z 1 fLAF(PPO) A5 HiL
PEAESCEFIS ITE TR, Y50 AT X U . SR T
BE 1Y, B & EEPY WP RIAAELL -2 R T 12
(GABA) NKA TS EEIRMI S. pararoseus Y16 F
I S. pararoseus Y16 FpAMALPX 20 R J R H
A EIF PRI . Li 5510 S0 R e P 2510
W K1 5, #i2e hifs S 1 5 S KO0 S A DG i, £
$f POD. PPO FIAR N &R 21 (PAL) . Qiao 451
I R KIS S, pararoseus Y16 AbFRFEE T
®EEr A %9 PPO. CAT. PAL FIHLIR L AR S AL 4 Wity
(APX) it . ZoTF 20 IR PR LG B AL B AT $2 vy 7 4
RS2 PAL, POD, SOD Fll PPO FY7HPE, it id & ik
E (H,0,) e 8B, #EL% CAT WhiMEIE(E H B A
[, Zhou &E0 & HLIE My ZF /4T I NCPSI7 55
By GLU 3514:(136.04 U/g FW) 5T CK £H(128.58 U/
g FW), & T Floig R PR 2H.(127.18 U/g FW), &
AHAS LA B NCPSI7 n] RLiss S S A X s IR il = A= Bt
k. Esa 850U R FHEE SRR H 1% w/v I5G
RHIFS B P A 25 R e AL 2, 7T 42 5 A 4 R S
PPO. POD. PAL. CAT WG MG &&=, Wu
LGS I Pulcherrima T-2 A 5 i 3% 5 POD.,
CAT. PAL SFPrEALBREE, [FAT A8 IS5
P i M AR s A3 S Bl il 3 TR 1) R 3R UK - 34 BT
T o
5 REEERE

KT TR ST A PG, A REBUUE S ik
2R, BRIV R A 28R i e B 1 — R AR A PR Y
Jrid. RS H AT E LT LT 5358 H 2R a 2By
VR R S s 5 TS DU PR AN B, (A 2 51k
SRR TAAE > AR BT RA, RN FH TR A A — S )
— B T R A A A AR AR G B AR B D
e ARAT TSP R B TR W4 R I 35, BVRRCRAT
R s —JRFS 0 s IR A S5 4™ A% BT iE AR
R 3 SRR S HA T YRR BT R BT, X R T
2L fhE R A W A R A, IR T IR T AE
s DU BT N FH T 4 B 75 2225 RO 22 4k, R
B N R 2L 4

R = R 5= g 25 b ) 2 2 R e, AR 4 SR e AR

TR ARBITRAWITEC R 255 2 2, JEHTEXT T ER R
LA EVIIIGEOR RS, BR RS H 2,
AKX FEATT RN T A W O A TR 0T E 1
JELUT JLA: a ] IWRFEREAEE (CANvR)IT 0, A AR
85 PRI RS DUR, — 77 THCH ™ A= AT A Q™ T
RESS PR BIAROR, 55— 7 TrdLR B i IS B
MR 32 775 o T A8 B B4 B HFAIM T HOAR, Fekofk
JEE O B HE A B o0, SERPRATIYY, i BRSSO s
c. R FE PR -5 2R Jm P B AR (Unv& PEORAT . #RAk
B ASCYR PR AR AT ) [A) 58 — R A 7] S22 A PRA] 2 , SR O
Ry Ak BREEARSS DU AT RRITE 5 d. 75 2R S DT N
AN TR, SR X HA R AFAE A A B
2, I E F5 P a0 ax e, T a2 &I
TR AR E A
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