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1.1 ETEASEWERBINEAR T RS A R R BR E 2R 451w 5k . Bk %
JEM FFHE: . GUS Getayk | DRI A5, 33X Se R ARTE 73— A= W2 A i 5 12 0 B ARG 9% 32 b TR
Jir B DA ARG T, AR I R ok R v LA ) 0 AR A 5 e O T B T SRS A L 5 R
JUT BiiysE s, il BUR A Hr s S 0 . WM GG o0 B b A7 e s Al #/E i R 6l 2 AN g i
A, 4 0 2 A D TR () T A SR I B, R AR IR o I S92 T B (Enzyme-linked immunosorbent
assay, ELISA) J2if i PP iARe S vE 25 SRl B s U0~ 2, B EAIRT &2 2%, BT 2 H T IR 1k
PO =T FRR AR ISR, GUS YL taykad i A HE R A 19 GUS e fbbk, LA X-Glue RJEH), 4L
AU T Y, X R P A T R B R A ), GUS Yt BRI AT, AT HER L R Mk
S5 LT, (LN I X-Glue #4 B 5%, IR I i B XA ) 4 23 B IR, A e 2 s [ 0 )5
Sefzr et B2, BTGB AR . 2 ORI L 2K 4 8. 98 S8 11 (Green fluorescent protein, GFP) & K %
G 2y N e SN 42 [N = ) e O o B N o = PR B 81 5 3 A7 ) s W B ) N o D i = 11| L ey N
TE hAs rl Ak, I ELAT R 20 A A G DU R 100>, B B TR A oR

1.2 ETAZEEFS PCRIEMME AR  BEE S TAYFHAEYE B #IEL R, T Ay
FEARTE A PRI S5k i 1 BRI N AMIFGE 3 B DGR R A, IEAESR, 3 AR Y R I BOR R Y
Jer T ) SRS A T R 2 W R AR B Tz AAT o BETE B AE R AR AR Y 51 PCR
PR PCR ¥ T A AR .

121 FHPCRIEAR  HHL PCR A 7; 1AWyl ity 8 2T B, 580 1 HITEAE 493 Jit B 468 5 A
oo LIU 428 T 0F585 R v AR SR o A0 06 S 7 22 P R R 0 A 5 i, TP 4 48 1 18 ik
B0 FH P ORI I F, 43 B R LR B, 10 PCR 4 36905 [ B Y N R % Sk [T B X (ITS). Lsh & 3L A
(ACT), H-ihE-3-Mii i S ML (GAPDH). S~ 8 H 2 ZEIH (B-tubulin2) il CAL 5 JE[H 41, il 1o
2L R G R B FRAVRIE A, BRI B 30 5 S FPER. PARIKKA 2581 H]H AL PCR H AR 53516 A
TR SR ST S E A S 1 B 2 A T AR I TR P LSS, 281545 B4 PCR 4521, .
1, PCR H AR AT DAHTTAG I B 2 20 21 e 42 % i 30 sl v ER 0 A 9 i ST, {HL LR 22 PCR S 74 43T,
Hor I R AHURE AT PR, A S A XA 25 Y

1.2.2 SCAR-PCR #H AR [FHFERMEY HIX (Sequence characterized amplified regions, SCAR) il # HH Fi
MLy 1 £ 25 DNA(Random amplified polymorphism, RAPD) # 4Lk, B A1 RAPD Fric i Bt AR 4 1k
FrBES T I S5 1 9——SCAR 514, FEH SCAR 514147 PCR 3RS MR8 | R M s 1Y
SCAR #Ric™, 1T SCAR 5I1# It RAPD 51K, H15 DNA S VCHC, HAT & 19 e et oA vl & 2 4,
H AT IZH AR T T 5 JE TR S5AF )98 S T 1) SRS A I 0 270, 4 NITHY A A58 %5 62 B BE H RE2T R
BRI C. falcatum ¥t SCAR 514, I o JH 16 J& HoA AP ) DNA PEAf SCAR 510 RE =A%, 45514
M C. falcatum ¥ 34 442 bp B9 /B, 1 HAE C. falcatum 2iR53% RN R A 531 0.1 ng DNA, 78 H#E
HLAP I R U A F 5 ng DNAPY,

123 EXPCR#EAR X PCR AR 2 HARIB G YA T BAREIY 1S, 55— 5 1908 584
RS XS BRI, B3 PCR B AR A &5CHE = 1 R i) o A Pk RN R B 5K AR X AL A U TR
(Botryosphaeria berengeriana). Z R IEII IR (C. gloeosporioides) 47 H ¥ PCR FIEzL PCR A, 45
R, HBEM Botryosphaeria berengeriana 1 C. gloeosporioides 147t 317 bp il 325 bp 4 7 5
A7, HAES PCR R LW ML PCR #2529 10° £50%. CHEN SF#E57 T 1 A GIK GA 1 Hh B I (C.
lindemuthianum) B PCR Kl 75k . 5R BN, WA — 22 PCR HIRE K G A oA I e JH &
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DNA 4 10 pg, i 3 PCR # HHBRIKE 10 fg DNA, #124F 1 4~ C. lindemuthianum W3E X 4] DNA, R
HUESR S T 1000 £5P1, AT LS PCR J2HA 5y 2 8505 05 I B R I 2, (E LR 20 TR B, EA 728
TR PCR ¥ 445 [ 58 XI5 Y LR AR, 258 5 B BAPE LS 3

124 FNFFRTEHEK FNFEED B (loop-mediated isothermal amplification, LAMP) & 1 4~ H.
AP AR, T B 4 ~ 6 D51W), M H strand-displacement Bst DNA 2 & il [v] 25 & 2[R A7 5, 7T LUIFE
FIRAM T AT SR P 152, LAMP GEARAF Mo HERR T4, $2 50y ik fa srblest, n] DUk G &2 2% 1Y
DNA 22072 )7, AT F T8 40993 JL B A9 92 0 R D A5 A 0 2 349, TTAN & X6 R W2 B I s o B 1T C.
truncatum Rpbl 3£ 75, Wit IF it 7 4 XML 9, @ LAMP &K G A9 8 C. truncatum.
TE LAMP K = im A 457 SYBR J&, RAE Y C. truncatum FELERT SN P A 2 H PR 4 60, K6 HY
FRATIK 100 pg-pl™' DNAPY, KHAN LA Ypel JEH AR AN, 430 5 # R PCR, B3 PCR., 5L 9 E it
PCR I LAMP %575 WA S 8% S WESENN B Phytophthora infestans . 455K W], LAMP Rt fie i, fefik
AR B R 0.128 pg-ul ™ DNA, & L PCR R 1000 £, LS PCR R 10 £, HLSERT 28 &
PCR R4 100 1%, )5 KHAN 2575 -8 I Alternaria solani WP XF FiR JLRP b4 T VR0, 4551
W, LAMP R EH M PCR 1) 10 £, .20 PCR H LAMP R A 100 £%, S 26 % f PCR H LAMP
REC1000 £55, FHL, LAMP B B, Mok | RS v, 705 5 g R0 o oA Bk i v, (H
HAEARFEA A F LI N R BEA R KER .

125 EH X AZE PCRIEAR LA EE & PCR (Real-time quantitative PCR, QPCR) il 1 5 il
PCR 4" ¥4 =W 5 AT 7, X S AR A T SC A, AR R S8 O A PE R A (Ct) & it DNA. %1
KT EAE S A2 BURTE], 43 i TagMan %174 F1 SYBR Green I 42 (@i A% . TaqMan #4512
A5 H P97 228 PR E AR Y 34715 T ZEREH R B 791, R SR, I MR ik
FEROR, WA o DSk SYBR Green I A LU it g XUEE DNA 1)/INE 255 & 590, ARG T
G, % B B IR P 9 BERBAR, T 7 (8 . ARG A . AR . SERF 9 it PCR AT LA £ Fh ERBE A
b (B35S A4, H I, K2 R) Wiy B AR B DNA #EA7 iR . Al 55 A0 1 2 09 E T, Mg g
Fh A K, A T A A =5 - A AR I ST R RE 158 7, ARG Rt o8 R A B0 e g ok 1
PR T ZiR% ., AR, SR OE 7 PCR BURE W H T AN R 2F A8 Hh o I8 1 i i DA AR K
SIAS AW, R T R TR T A 5 AR G SR AR DU X A7 0, J oy 1 ) i e I A SR B AR 1)
1P, DAUCH %5#]H SYBR Green I i AYLRHEHEST T C. coccodes SERTHE N2 1 PCR HA, W A%
K 4 0.25 pg-ul ™! DNA, FERIFIZHE R W T C. coccodes T 2% 32T kI 1112 Y 1 4519, DEBODE % |
FH TaqMan #REHEH ST T C. acutatum SERFHEGE i PCR FR, K H1BR A 0.05 pg-pL™ DNA, Wl E T C.
acutatum TER &M A HR Y SRR M ERZE R, CHEN 840X 30 O B IR R C. lindemuthianum, 3B
i TagMan #5411 A1 SYBR Green T 4fi A YeAsh i 4 37 (1) S B 2 6 % i PCR )7 ik, REWS R R PEA I C
lindemuthianum, FJF-UEH T 5% 50 JE 5 B 1 FR S B AR AR AR DG PR

2 JxJEE QPCR RHIRMEARMETL

QPCR ALAFE AR 2 1t 3 Afr RN X o 1 AT 2 Bl St AT 5 1, TR R A 5 DR 4 DL SO 4 ok e 1t
AT, HCEEAN [v] Ab B ] A o S DR 3k et (R A Ak PR S 1 AT o 446 56 3 7 3 B 22 B IO FH AL D
ARSI, LA D B A 2 R 2H DNA sl e 3 0 B 2H SR A S 22 il Bm v p 2, R R RE S5 | itk A 7
Pag A E R C{ELRI AT X R R R T
21 mEEFFMSINET (DBEEEWRTI. 51YR SRR U FE & H R R AR OCHE, ITS,
ACT. GAPDH %53 K 78 HL PR BE PR 4 v R < ELR R AR S, 3 R RS e 0~ ) R S [ s b sl
AR R, ITS 2 i A n R IR BIE il fe ) i B A% 5 DR, 26 ) AR 28 S A, B4 By
TR B LTS AR C Y)Y, DEBODE %5 F F ITS il f-tubulin2 KR35 19 23 3 Sr T BEARI A %
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JELTE 1Y S PCR AN i o BFGER I, ITS BEPRE S PR [0 BRI B-tubulin2 FE KR k5 1 Y4 1
BORE) 3 ~ 445, REUERTH LG FH) 66 15577, SREENIVASAPRASAD %] f-tubulin2 KK 2 1ES|
Py By DA 9 A S RO R 0 B AR A SFL TR o T 9 45 R 3R I, 356 T AR A 5 L T IS A e S TR -
tubulin2 FFR £ 5 AT T QPCR A T AR SR R AR M A 2L Y B ™. (2) Rk 14
FESEME . E SR NCBI S 2 1) BLASTN Wit ik %5 1917515 GenBank NR i 17 He
XFo HR BT AR RS [ R B 5 2 AR Rl AR, #2000k s [ R etk itk —o2 5 Bin
BRRR AP | [R)JE SRR | (R e [ — R [ — 5 57 AR [R) 5B A7 A 555 H A B R AR e R S5 A S A D F,
MR LA B JUE DA SO GO ke b SUsE . 38455 SCAR Arid, Bk it
KRG, v LA NS | 45 S ARG I 53 R 29 SRINIVASAN 2541 SYBR /E A5 CYL RS T 1 Fif
T SCAR Fric i QPCR Al 77k, F—F K I BRAUF + RIS S Hh 8 C. capsicii, Srinivasan 551 & [
SCAR 5%t C. capsicii BA = BEREFME, 76 7 1 HAR B AR IA I SE K 4 DNA 3438 #iti rY 250 bp
) B, e LA 3 PO ELR RN 4 e WA B I JE R 24 DNA FRi 93, KA RTE C. capsicii
alilh AR I R BN 1 pg, TEABUR Ly 2.5%10° pgt™s

22 RERGEFHOEERN  FIHCHRGEE DBPRERE S flbrfEih 2. P38 B rh2Otom
55 PCR =Wy W80 S XTI G 2R, HBEXT DR 5 -7 52 W I A5 B R F0AE S ) Ce i, BV AT 38 A vfE
2R TR HRE i O IR 4 DUB, (D AREMZR G20 1 o A v d T DA 51 40 S0kt AT LA J&: gDNA,
WFEVERI R 1 fg-ul™ ~ 100 ng-uL'¥"*, DAUCH X} C. coccodes 1] gDNA #4751 1/5, 1/10, 1/20, 1/100
Fi e, AT H AR gDNA MBI IR IERRE -, K30 1/10 FBEXTAE e S B S ~ 7 AN B

GRS F A TR R RS, QPCR RERTIN Y FR (I DURICRIR A4 D S AR R R B3 . SCARLETT
FIKELLY #5718 VR JJ T QPCR RrH A, SeARBER:IN ] 100 45 DU H 9 5 B 25 A5 AE 710750,
YANG S5 87 AR K S I O EE QPCR B AR S AIRAER IR 1 pg Y C. chlorophyti., C. glycines. C.
incanum gDNA F1 0.1 pg Y C. truncatum gDNAP1,

23 EYMAELHRERNESRN ()N THEREMFFAEYIR E %, )2 T R
PR B TER > %0 g I B (R Gead FES7 | M X R AT | o0 A T A s R Y A5, N TRy
A A, AR AR B R A Y 3 Ao, FUR W REHE A SRR N B 00 o B 098 Dt L TR B P v
T2 A W 55 A R R 40 S 55 R Y B AR TR 43 A A B TR VRO I B AE 1~ 1x10° > mL!
TRz s 52 001 BRI it 307 ZEAT A H AR BRRRREES ), QST (R s wkg i R AR AR A TR, I
Wit 26 °C F 90% Wit BE 35 35 BRI 7 (2) A8 R 2 i d2 A 0 1y v v Aff 1k ) E B2 36 4%, X QPCR 7
T A28 5 2% DNA PR b i) 6 0 52 G088 T A7 1 2 A6 I 4R 38 ST 1% G4 — 25 . SCARLETT 45 4E
1~10°4~-ul! B HFRE B PCR F=4 FPiR A 1 uL ¥R A 10 ng-puL ™" (IIFIEFE 5L DNA, SR IR 2 (1) R
B8 FNRE 57450, DEBODE 45 FH A 32 B AH W) 4 BEXT 100% 52 8GR AH W) 4 B E AT 2R 50 # B, 4RA5 &
0.001% ~ 10% 2 JE YL AH YA L RE 5, XIAE T AT QPCR A, #E7. Ct {H -5 5 A vk B X 48 (0.001% ~
10% “ZJBGLAE AT RL) 2 ] AL PR MR, 315 QPCR 752 EYLAE AT REHF ARG T BRET (3) W 95 Ji
B AR B, BIAEAS [7] Bt [ G 05 i o A 4 ) 28 o RSN B [T AR 4 S 56 B 4, AR5 HE BTE bR 22 i
)95 S B A 1 S 2%, A i ] | (] BR %5 . DEBODE Z5JF 5% B AR N i vh 276 5 B L R YL sh 7%, 439
FEFERNG 2. 4, 6,24, 32,48, 72, 96, 168 H1 264 h #EATRINCT . F5% i 58 7™ B AR B S5 IR ki A K sl AR 1Y
KZ, KA a] ) W43 E . DAUCH SEAF9E 98 B 5 AR AR I 5 HIR IR C. coccodes B EMI R LR, K
BRI 0, 1,2, 5, 7 #1114 d°,

3 HBRWREREFHRNEARNNARR
AR T A Ry — TR M AR ) I, T L 2 TGRS RO 285 AR ™ o 3 2R e T TN Oy 12 22 02
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ARG F AR YRR | ZAF S 2856 KR B AR LR AN GE T AT IR AR, AR A P A 5 32
LR TRNER, B SOy &R, sy kA, a0y e i iR, i TR s RO
PEFIBITAE 20 S A, IO T FEL 32 27 A% B R, el Sz OB D 22 g 50, 20 1 45 P R e A Tl e vh
AFEBBAEHIR2E 5 . JE TR YT B R AR i A R IR A 2, HARIE R Y E R e &%
A R A RO B BE, A5 AR LR YR T, BIV AT B AT — PR ATt A A S5 i, e 2 B Rl BT v
FIEAR, AR T 45 5 240 2550 B 36 o 3k 2R BN 75 ik A 0 5T, 4 5 4% S5 I 2 93 £ HYER [k
WALLIN 31961 350U Y) MILLS T3 R4S O A L4 g sl

BT RPANR SR, WATIH D ALEBRS YRR R YA DT, SEE AR
AR PO P41 A R e By T R B R TR AU A A T B 80 A o B TARUB B T e i e 1
190, AR SR IER QPCR LA INBE AR, T LD S 557 XA RS B S L 28 TR AR AL
W REAT DR IR B )5 A I A A RS ZS N o TRATHR AP TSR B, b | R AR R R L e R
S PRI A5 PR B BTSN S SEL 4 AR R T, R T R ) R 2 U T R A BRI A%, i E R
JBETRIR T TAT IR HE N R T FIH QPCR HOREE & WO I B0W A | i, W A ]| A
T B AN BRI BN, ) P 4= S 8 S AR AR g TN TR Y (5 T o | AR L JIRLEE L BB E | ST IR
Bi. W, AR, R R YA T A G W B TS o R T D 0 G AR Y T A A
TRLA SRR BAELIo S5 Bl RO EH 0 35 A TN 1 B L i, £ A 22 5 O 20 35 ) 00 79
P BA TR B R

4 B E

T AR i L B R B AR A S5 48 2 Bk | ELISA, GUS e i ik | GFP S OGHM L4, X 46757
ERA R R AT S0, (BB 28 2 BRI R T, € BRI TEA 2 . PCR FORAYH BN
RorEE A 1 e SRy Kl K Bl 77, JEHIE TS 9t e ft PCR BYARZIN AR, el 1 RAAEAG I £ A Ry 571
28 REUEAR, 32 T A EGER R, REAB PR | RO I R EA 7 BT M HAE K h 28, i
Y I EL R A B L T E B A ROR SRS o fF QPCR Rl B AN FHAEJE TR AL T 19 R GER, l gt — 2
RN Vo ok SN I = E e AN S R RN 723 B o el 1 Vi D P S N Sl i T o S S R R R T

AR BT R AR
oM - IR RO R 5 RS AR A I T T R BRI

SE Rk
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Research progress on early detection technologies for plant fungi

and their application in forecasting of rubber tree anthracnose

DU Yannan', WANG Meng'?, MA Jiangiang’, ZHANG Yu'?, LIANG Xiaoyu'?

(1. College of Plant Protection, Hainan University, Haikou, Hainan 570228; 2. Ministry of Education Key Laboratory of Green Prevention and
Control of Tropical Plant Diseases and Pests, Haikou, Hainan 570228; 3. College of Computer Science and Cyberspace Security,
Hainan University, Haikou, Hainan 570228, China)

Abstract: Fungi are one class of important plant pathogens, which accounts for two thirds of all plant diseases.
The rapid and accurate early detection technologies for plant fungal diseases are the key to disease prediction
and prevention of disease prevalence. The detection principle, application status and existing problems of
common early detection technologies for fungal diseases were reviewed. The detection system of fluorescence
quantitative PCR and its application prospect in the prediction model for rubber tree anthracnose were

summarized, which provides reference for the early detection and prediction of rubber tree anthracnose.
Keywords: plant fungi disease; early detection technology; QPCR; rubber tree anthracnose; prediction
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