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Table 1 The origin and distribution of pathogen

isolates from jujube dry rot
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110 LRI I NI <3 4 42 3

P otryasphﬂe""

agaves
et UL

y /2
200000 L

Phaeobotryon
rhois

GULUTTTPPR RO
Spencermartinsia viticola

1 ETF DNA-ITSH1 EF- 1« B E F HME RN HXHRREE RFEE L
Fig. 1 Phylogenetic tree of test pathogens based on rDNA-ITS and EF-1a sequences
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Fig. 2 The colony morphology of five represent strains
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Fig.4 Pathogenicity of the tested isolates
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Fig. 5 Pathogenicity of isolates from different regions and different species
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Identification and diversity analysis of fungal pathogen
of jujube dry rot in different areas

MENG Haoguang', WEI Chenxing', QI Weizheng®, WEN Caiyi',
WANG Liuchao®, WAN Xinru', ZANG Rui',ZHAO Ying'

1.College of Plant Protection, Henan Agricultural University, Zhengzhou 450002, China;
2.Managing Department of Afforestation Engineering of Zhengzhou , Zhengzhou 450006, China;
3.Xinzheng Forestry Bureau of Henan Province, Xinzheng 451100, China

Abstract In order to effectively control jujube dry rot disease, 47 fungal isolates of jujube dry rot
plaques from different sources were identified and characterized by using sequence analysis of internal tran-
scribed spacer (ITS) and elongation factor 1 « (EF-Ia) genes and indoor inoculation method , and their
distribution characteristics and virulence differences were analyzed. The distribution characteristics and dif-
ferences in pathogenicity were also studied. The results showed that Botryosphaeria dothidea , Spencermar-
tinsia viticola , Diplodia mutila, D. seriata , and Phaeobotryon rhois were identified as the major pathogens
causing jujube dry rot. Among them, the isolation frequency of S. witicola was the highest (65.96% ) , fol-
lowed by that of B. dothidea (17.02% ). The dominant pathogens were different in different regions. B. do-
thidea and D. seriata were the predominant species in Henan and Hebei areas, and S. wviticola was the pre-
dominant species in Shanxi, Gansu, and Ningxia areas. The pathogenicity of different pathogens to jujube
tree was different, and the results indicated that the pathogenicity of B. dothidea was the highest and that of
P. rhois was the weakest. The results of this study showed that the pathogens of jujube dry rot were mainly
composed of 5 species in the Botryosphaericeae family, and the dominant pathogens were different in differ-
ent regions. In terms of pathogenicity, the pathogenicity of different strains of the same pathogen varies in
different regions, and the pathogenicity of different strains of pathogens in the same region also varies. The
results of this study provide reference for the precise prevention and control of jujube dry rot in different ar-
eas.

Keywords jujube dry rot; pathogenic fungi; pathogens identification; pathogenicity; regional differ-

ences

(FTAE% i H %)



