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Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. citri
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Abstract: Citrus canker is an critical bacterial disease in the world. Chemical control is one of the most
important measures for the disease. In this study, the sensitivities to eight kinds of bactericides on 21
strains of Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. citri ( Xac) mainly from Guangdong and Jiangxi Province were
tested by using bacteriostatic experiment in the plate. The results showed that bismerthiazo (1 000 x ),
new phytomycin (2 800 X ) and oxytetracyclini hydrochloridum (1 300 x ) had few effects on 21 bacteri-
al strains. Streptomycin, zhongshengmycin, peracetic acid, copper hy-droxide ziram and bouillie borde-
laise had different levels of bacteriostatic action, while streptomycin had the best effect on Xac. However,
some Xac strains showed different resistances to these fungicides. In addition, streptomycin and zhongsh-

engmycin showed better control effects on citrus canker disease in the field.

Key words : Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. citri; fungicide; resistance; chemical control
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FoR N5 e RIARHET W P2 R AR 3, 25 T
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Ry R ARG F o Y AT R 2 SRR S 2

1 #MRl5F=%

1.1 ##

1.1.1 42 EH# WG EIZWE Xanthomonas axo-
nopodis pv. citri ( fAiFR Xac) ,2009—2010 4E43 5 H 7L

VU AR S AN [5) 3t DX A TRIAF A7 ot o, A7 B A e £
A R AR T S AR BE (R 1)

Tab.1 The strains of Xanthomonas axonopodis pv. citri in this study

F1 BB R HRE

RS B3 R G B3 MRS U5
1Z-2 WL A MRS G72-2 VLV M R SD3 AR NAE AR A
XH-1 IR i G725 JBF T PG SN A SD5 I RIS
XH-4 IR AT BAn-1 I RIEYING L GL11 i s i
XH-5 I ARH oAt BAn-2 I ARBYING L QN222 VL VG 4 B R
XH-6 AR SRS D1 LG E R AY1013 TLVG 22 R
XW-2 PN N s D3 VLY E I R AY1014 VLY 22 R
GZ2-1 VLV i SD2 I~ ARIAEAAD RS AY1015 VLG 2 R

11,2 X6 A0 MR 2058 400 x (32 E Al
ARRAF) AR - 4 1000 x (P& AT
FRAW]D) CTHAT 1500 x (SEENRARAF) hsgk
2 000 x (Wil EA TR A R ) s PUm = 26
HAfIE 1000 x (EFBLABRTAEAF) HEER
2800 x (77 & FFMpkG Atk T ) K GH % 1 300 x
(A AR TRATFR A F]) A FE R 1 000 x (fg@
FHARH A R A A AT &R 800 x (IR
fFan]) FEER 600 x (bt ARk RA
FRATH) s 1 | R : Bt gz e & 1 000 x (AR EEF
W TAHRAF).
113 3350k Xac K355 03058 4 b 55 57 0k« 4R
NHE 3 o, WEREE 3 ¢, RS o, BFIR — A8 0.5 g,
WEIR A 0 2 o, BiFREE 0. 25 ¢, FEME 15 ¢, Bilig 17 ~
20 g, 7&MK 1 L.
1.2 FiRINEILE

K TR B . 35 55 48 h 19 Xac LI AR
1 x10° CFU/mL B &3, 5L 0.5 mL fil A F] 100 mL
M) V2 45 °C 224 138 g R 35 R 5L, SRR
SYJEBIACTR 1 5 R HE B [ 5, BB B — KR /D
UEARRS  BEICZY WY, B TG IR TR b R 250
AUEE S REE. H-PARCE T 30 CHEFRA % 48
h WREETC 5%, It 00 T Bl LA

1.3 Xac iPGHERERS T

Ry it — 25 BB AN [] 245 70068 AN [R) R U Y Xac $07RT
Ve 225 A HEAT T Xac i1 504 BIAE [R] —
PR v, DU B P AR R K ) Xae TARRAE R
2A 70 BB B S A R TR R L I DA 2 SRR R PR 7 400 TR e
HENS I TR A A TR R B 0 T B s o 3R
FH LT Xac TRARXTIZ 24 7] BP0 A 0. 0 TRT 1 A
/D% (DR) = (UGN E EAZ - Xac BRI
P B ) /U AR I T B 4% x 100% , 411 74 JE] B A%
I/ 3R, U2 R P AR 1 BT R AR ), 24554
FIVE FEERAN BE S, U2 R AR P e 24 P ik

PLehPE 7 bR #E: 0 < DR <25% Ry JoHi 25 1k
25% <DR <50% Fi2 P21k ;50% < DR <80% Ny
HEEHZGPE s DR =80% s E B 241k
1.4 ZFIHEE &S

TEHE 3 ARSI (o4 T BERT AL AR ) A1 3 Fif
AR (FHEER PARER MER) T
kg FEL (B 2 700 B 3 1 . 0 b s T A I 7 5 975 9
KA TG SRR O RO R AL 3 AN EE,
3£ 60 B ; LABTIE ACH XTI T45 3 Ikmiz 15 d J5 i
A BERIEN. R S SBEVLEURE , B oS4 2 Bk,
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19— FREEL ~5 A>3 J—M FiREE6 ~ 10 /~;5
P—M IR BE 11 ~ 15 457 G—f 9% BE 16 ~ 20
A9 G—NF FREE 20 4N LLE. MR E R TR
BIBRICR.

WTETEEL = = (45 20 550 x AHXT S 9580 /
(A S HEx9) x 100,

BIIARCA = (0 HE 15 16 450 — Ab S 1 H8 550 /
Xof R T T 4K x 100% .
1.5 HERBES5SRIFE

K Excel 2003 1 SPSS 14. 0 #4335 47 54 b
LV SIES I

2 ZEREHH

2.1 Xac AFITHIELER

PR A 8 Fh 24 551 S A il 4% A 41 1 K 6 &5 R 3R
WY, A SR 2 a8 RIS - BE B s A L
AR K LR 25 7L SR U, 0 B RO BT 7R
A AR B KBEVMEION R R > AR R > |
EALH - BE > B v A > A, Hith B 2 5 HAb
G i B (a <0.05) , M ROCR b 7 A
e CHTAER R K A B 2O R A T8 9% R C4 BR AL

B[Rl 2G F %A TR Xae 6 RE 090 56 46 FH B B AN
Gl
2.2 Xac IBEEKRS

X 245550 0 B 110 S A I BT B0 5 2R (3R 2) B,
Sk BT TEZET /) AY1013 AY1014 Fl1 AY1015 253 4
Xac BT D 25 55 LB BBURK, i A 7= A= 250k, i
A TRARS = AR R BE A PL 2 M. R AT AR 9
A Xac R 5 A BN 257000048 7728 T = BT
2k (CHrb 4 ANERRSE A EEFIR YN A 4ERE ) , 5341 3
ANBEREAE T T EE R UEBH T AR MR 5z v A
R X 5 0 1 ) A 2 e A g M Sl YT P Y Xace
BRIRRBR T i 3 AR MR I A8 e 2 e ok, HoAth
(1) Xac TR RN 7K.

10 M3k ATV Xac BHRA 4 A BN S Ak
il - BELAHUR, AR AR B A S AR A
TREPAME, 1AW T ESLA . 9 A
7R Xac WHE A 6 AR HEXT S B AL - B L3
MR AP, A 2 NEMRE R T RIERZY
PEL AR = A T B P2 . BB ARG Bt
3 A BTG S ST - e S A o ) 8 R, e i) ok
AR 23 B BRI, SEAR A P A P2tk (% 2)

2 ANE Xac Etkxt 5 M5 po A"
Tab.2 Sensitivities of different Xac strains to five bactericides
—— wi AR - B 9% R HRR AR

dyygm/ cm itk Ay cm ik dym/ cm E7N d i/ cm itk dyyim/ cm bk
AY1015 0.92 0.46(28.13) LR 0.18(74.29) MR 2.68(14.65) NO 0.34(72.58) MR
XH-6 0.08(91.30) HR 0.36(43.75) LR 0.28(60.00) MR 2.74(12.74) NO 0.64(48.39) IR
D1 0.08(91.30) HR 0.32(50.00) LR 0.28(60.00) MR 2.28(27.39) LR 0.78(37.10) IR
SD2 0.12(86.95) HR 0.58(9.38) NO 0.44(37.14) LR 2.48(21.02) NO 1.24
SD3 0.12(86.95) HR 0.62(3.13) NO 0.36(48.57) LR 2.72(13.38) NO 1.20(3.226) NO
BAn-2 0.14(84.78) HR 0.42(34.383) LR 0.32(54.29) MR 2.36(24.84) NO 0.96(22.58) NO
BAn-1 0.18(80.43) HR 0.60(6.25) NO 0.70 3.10(1.27) NO 1.06(14.52) NO
GZ2-2 0.20(78.20) MR 0.48(25.00) NO 0.20(71.43) MR 2.76(12.10) NO 0.50(59.68) MR
GL11 0.20(78.20) MR 0.30(53.13) MR 0.48(31.43) LR 2.20(29.94) LR 0.36(70.97) MR
XH-4 0.24(73.91) MR 0.22(65.63) MR 0.62(11.43) NO 2.02(35.67) LR 0.24(80.65) HR
XW-2 0.24(73.91) MR 0.36(43.75) LR 0.26(62.86) MR 3.00(4.46) NO 0.76(38.71) LR
D3 0.24(73.91) MR 0.36(43.75) LR 0.34(51.43) MR 2.84(9.55) NO 0.72(41.94) LR
QN222 0.24(73.91) MR 0.26(59.38) MR 0.54(22.86) NO 0(100.00) HR 0.36(70.97) MR
SD5 0.26(71.74) MR 0.52(18.75) NO 0.36(48.57) LR 2.88(8.28) NO 0.74(40.32) IR
GZ2-5 0.28(69.56) MR 0.64 0.42(40.00) LR 2.38(24.20) NO 1.00(19.35) NO
JZ-2 0.38(58.70) MR 0.26(59.38) MR 0.40(42.86) LR 2.36(24.84) NO 0.20(83.87) HR
XH-5 0.38(58.70) MR 0.50(21.88) NO 0.48(31.43) LR 2.60(17.20) NO 0.50(59.68) MR
GZ2-1 0.38(58.70) MR 0.38(40.63) LR 0.42(40.00) LR 2.74(12.74) NO 0.72(41.94) 1R
XH-1 0.52(43.48) LR 0.54(15.63) NO 0.48(31.43) LR 3.14 0.88(29.03) LR
AY1014 0.72(21.70) NO 0.52(18.75) NO 0.20(71.43) MR 2.78(11.46) NO 0.44(64.52) MR
AY1013 0.78(15.20) NO 0.54(15.63) NO  0(100.00) HR 2.80(10.83) NO 0.42(66.13) MR

1) 465 N A E B B2 £/% ;HR MR LR \NO 23 & 7 & B4 P B 2 Ak Ao RAUHE.
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KA REINE BAn-1 TR/ XH-4 FIE
HILPY 4R 1 QN222 45 3 A Xac BARXT 5 5 A2 24
I P AU, At PR 2 7 AR AN R R BE BT 2 1. ok
ATV 10 4> Xac WARTA 1 ADHR(AY1013) 7~
AT EEPCE A 6 AR E T T BRI E, X
7 AR A TLTE RS, 2 BH VL VG M AR 1597 0
PN 245700 15 97 e AL B BL 2 1 L R ) R ok
2235 1 I R T g PR 1 FH 24 00 5 e vy, PL Pk
K B AR A A A X 3 B Ok B R B 2 bk, HoAh 3R
PROMER R B B B BT 2P HEDU B T AR M X%
24 FH R s i, o2 vk i a A (£ 2).

XTI EERE R 1 000 x F-Hr I R LI 45 5 (% 2)
TR TR ATLVE 2R Xac TR QN222 X 4 5
RN T R P2 L RIS Ef Y DL &R
By XH-4 FPEEEMRE) GLI1 %5 3 4~ Xac Fikk™
AT REDMEAL , AR ARSI B A 7 AE BT, Uk
BH ™ 2R R L PG 45 i 0% 55 2R 24 300 34 T A 5k = A e
21

A,k AT AR RIINAY BAn-1 F1 BAn-2 DL &)™
ZRIGAE R SD3 VL PG#EE N Y GZ2-5 %5 4 4~ Xac BARXT
Hh A TR 2R 24 ) L SRR, At TR R 34 7 AR A [ A
MIFTEGPE. Sk AT AR 9 A Xac TR A 1 ASTAREXT
AR AR T R PR T AR A T
Uik, oAb R BB M. ok FVTPE Y 10 4> Xac
PR 5 NP T ST (R 2).

2.3 HFIHERERR

2550 BRI s R (R 3) BAL, bR
RWEH—4EEZE 3 000 x A E &K 800 x X it 7
I B ¥R A0S B, B IR AR 4 i R 95.15% Al
92.71% ; Fk A HLAR 28 B4 2% 2 000 x Bl jA 5K
81, 42% ; 06%5 400 x I T BE 0] 1 500 x BHIARCR 4>
BN 67. 14% 1 56.32% ; 4 75 55 2% W B I6 % R &
55.30% . FBERE R M A B R IEBHIR ) 25 I {47
TG 5z 1 BHARL 26 791 T L 122 475 el % 3 2 il 2 500 3%
A AP  FoA 3 Fh AR ] 50X 1592 05 B R —
A BEA PLEGPE BRI AE.

®3 ARGFHERZRBEREHR

Tab.3 The control effect of citrus canker disease with dif-

ferent fungicides in the field

255 EAERER B 16 3 %

HEEZZE 3 000 x 0.24 95.15
A 22 800 x 0.36 92.71
DAL (TEEIRRAR )2 000 x 0.91 81.42
g 400 x 1.61 67.14
TR 1500 x 2.14 56.32

FHEE 600 x 2.19 55.30
I K IR (CK) 4.90

3 wiss®

H A A 15t 57 e 1 B iR AT5 AR DAk 22 Bl ia o 32,
A 70 AN e R R R A KR B, BN B R
MBI 3 255000 > 2 I =
B DU 45 5 R B, AR ) AR R AR B AR SR 0 AR
FXL - IRPANE FERE R A A RN AR 15 97 s T L
A BGRAIDEIE T O R WEME AR R R R
Hh AR T AR A 2. AR L2 P R A SR N,
FEE 400 x MEER 900 x e LR ER 600 x 4k
A 1000 x A 500 x X HE AR 55299 0 BT R 3L
TR IHE T0% L) L, Ho Al 500 < Fa i i2
i 1100 x fifREEE R 1 000 x 5HEFHER 400 x |
HAETR 2R 900 x  BEHENERRH 600 x Xif H 4 15t 37 9 B
IRRCRZERA R E (P >0.05) . ARBFFEESE T 8 Fi R
] 751X A 7] b DX P R ARG 1502 9 B 1047 T 24 570 i 6
Pt SRR KSR R PAERE B
S EEAGER - BERLL A S S G R A A B RUR
B Hoh, s RS M 250 22 F kB3 (P <
0.05) , 0 P25 S o -, FLUR Sy v A T 25 Rt 9 v B
(R LIR) . FE— 278 R IS (4 4747 L (%) H 1] Bl
RIS R R B, B2 R P AR T R AP R
BRI AR XI55 96 7 1A R B A, Lk A A ML 2R B 7
B, W £ T BE T A5 A I R B R AR 4
67. 14% F1 56.32% , 1 & T & R W PIIR AR R A
55.3% . \NHRIBFIERCR KR , 5 5255 2 P M 0 1R 3
05 45 SR I AR A . 0 8 il 390 XoF 5T 728 4 A7 U5t 325 9 114
Bl TR — A, o8 HL IR PR 9% 40 47 Tl 3 22 LAF:
R R 0 S, S 3 S A o) R R R )
M AR LS5 RIS I A e gk e T XA
Gz o LA S M B VR . SR, Ay — SRS
A ELAE T AR 278 P 0% A 23 TR0 AS B i o 0
G QR ;b y N i O ) USSR
FEH P BERR I 706 TR AR AN [ | 245 7004 R8N )
I~ R AR B O A], a] fE i T JH Tl 86 4 Xace
HT R R = T hi gk, AR it — 2
WFoe.

FRA T 2 XS VLG R 7R 5 b B U AR B T A
2517 b B filt A B R A 2 B, H A E AR B G
WEBmR 2R EZE AR (s H R AR
R OEWE RS MR 2 3 Hor R R
JER TR P AT A i, R A A il 570 S TR ),
AT T At g 5 4 B . A 7 38 3 24 790 °F p ik 56
KB MAE W 21 A Xac BEREA 18 A TR X 6 R
() = TR R B e 2 , o8 H R R ol
Ay g (A FH AR S, RE AR ) AR — S A
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214> Xac bR, A 4 AR ADRATAR) B
AP EBUZGPE, HAB AR T AR T R 1R TR
FERER BT HE.

BEAh, AT KB, MR TR KSR
K53 MR IERAY 21 A Xae wARETEA AR
F. J A5 f X B B e R AR A T PR PR e s 2y
70 B8 e BE RAR A B DN, A o T i — 2B 05 20 A

i EIREUR ARV  BE R P AR
Wiz ve e EA A - BRI A IX S P2l R e — L
BOA PRIV SCE 7 AR R BT A AR = X T U
KB PR 15% J 3 , (L 200 42 i) JHC A7 P 2 R 0 FH Ok
B, RO [R) 26 70 14 26500 52 8% | A 4 fdi ), sl o 1 301
B P[] — ol 245751, LS 189 5 35t 97 I BT B 1) 0
KKV X T RGBT R IX, AN AU AR
N 109 A A 47 T 8 5 Al o 550 ) 6 1D AT AR
TG L, B % ZOR P AR T 2O AT B IR 7 W
A EAR 2G5, ) A 2 L 2 i R A T R A
TP IBF R 4 1 154 0 v A2 25 590 04 i . A
FEL I FE I, AN R A o6 [ b 2450 471 25 1 e
FEANTR], T BE i T A A5 b 14 22 B AL = BON G 527
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