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W3 [Brassica campestris L. ssp. chinensis (L.)
Makino var. communis Tsen et Lee] J& T 5 1E Bl 25 2
o> FAT G RN 2 (0 A, D AN SEER A6 Rl
PR A 75 3 8/ 1 2 2 b Tl b X R R i 2
B o MR 2009 FEF1 2010 4 Qb 5217 A& R
P00 He e, A6 5T b =2 A BRI A 23 ) A 53669. 6
FI51591.7 @io 2012 12013 46 -8 H X AT b 5
iy DX Al oARL T AR AT 60 % R DK 2% AN M Xy Sie AR R
DU 2T TP R BRSSP R R T
SRR IR TE  J h H BE R R  E r AYE
i e K, e DL 25 700 B AT AT R B v e ASHE
G0y WA A 353t X3l S8 T8 s 1 9 Ji s DA B R %
L PN DXyt S I 9 6 Bk TR g O S 2 B B0
FRT LA AR 0 08 1t DX el S5 008 i T ) 3 A 2 RE R A
BE— 20 T X A% T 1 25 15 128 1) 50 R B0 Al
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1.1 EZRFIFMIE

g5 R R IR £ (CVP) HERE 22 25 08+ 1 AL
BTz A W S 22 25 B S oY R R B W H SIGMA
AT R £ W AMRESCO 4 @) ; 41 B DNA $2
ik 7 £ (Bacterial DNA Kit D3350) Iy [{ OMEGA
4y #; 2.5 U Fast Pfu DNA polymerase ¥ H
TRANSGEN 73 #] ; pGEMT-Easy Iy H PROMEGA 2
7 ;0.25 U Taqg DNA polymerase ) § TaKaRa 2 7] o
BIOLOG T L) H )4k % € & 4¢: £ B BIOLOG 2
] (Haywood, CA, USA) .
L2 BEHRKRIR

K 2013 42 6 J] 55 8 J M JH A1 K X% X R 42 2
3 S (4 et ) 9k REG s s R L T 6 3 92 56 = 0
WP o T KT B ) B BRI AR IR S A A8 B Ak 1 2
B LN, T 75% WIRE i E 30 s A& 1 min, B R KIH
Y3 W BN 1 =3 mL JE 1 K, B ol i 1, i
B S5~ 10 min, {3 40 R DR B0 R A 20 2L s N T TR
Ko KR 2 PR A T R D B RE R AE LB P
B bR Ze B 97 . T 28 °C B IR AH b 8B B R 16 -
18 hJ HEHL LB~ B L R vk 2 5 - 6 L 4
T H 2 26 PRI R % N CVP BE JR 3k BB 9%

1 =7 d, PeH &t it % R R £ (erystal violet pectate,
CVP) 3 # E 8 72 56 L= 25 MOIR 191 B op 0 1 581 9% JF
255 -6 IR aliAG, Tk LB K35 b K7 57 16 -
18 h, I 14 0. 9% NaCl 4 B £5 /K ¥Eve 3 W5 » I il
J% 2 x 10° CFU/mL ff) B & . 3% F 4 e 3t 3 4 ek
vty I A 3 4 ol 4 129 3R A5 B0 S IR A7 T - 80 C
KA e ST, WL E 0.9% NaCl A4 #
R K R X .
1.3 HBEHME

RN Y e NS e TR S A R S G
Bro 40 AR50 B K T 0 f& LB %5 9% Jovh 15 97 16 -
18 h, I L1 0. 9% NaCl A P K e 3 W » BE 7l
J 2 x 10" CFU/mL [ 58 B - K il 22 A1 32 M Wl
VIS5 em LKW IE T TE 75 % W kS B0
BJE, NAF2 EEW IR, BT RW R, IFn
N3 mL JE T KRR . K B N T D &)
4 mm x4 mm 1R85 0L KN 2 mm, #4510 L
I TETH 0. 9% NaCl 2B B £ /K BE I A% 2 x 10° CFU/mlL
MR BB B b, AR E 10 ke 1
K RE FR L B4R, T 28 CH5 9. IS4, %
T 0. 9% NaCl A= BH 257K 47 3% 1) AE 9 41 28 O o Ji o
B Fh 24 IRk R BE K Cem) I UL S ¥ {8 1
NE B E o O AR AE A /T em 2k BUW g
%, 1 =3 em B e S 4,3 em Lk B0 AE
71t
1.4 BEHESRENMUZFESHF

B VR TEAS R 22 RO (0 FN B B L (0 AT IR TR
G 37 C A KW E 2 % Ch s i 5T 7 ) (3 3
R o B X R 2 R oLy B T A I
S22 2F T Bl RN oo PR SRR 0 R SR 2 % A A
R AN B % T ) (58 8 hi) A Ch s 0 8 7 vk ) (5
3 pg) %0 B GEN 11 BIOLOG 14 fL #%
(BIOLOG 2~ ) Wl 52 B bk %t 95 M i U ¥ A H
(BIOLOG A ]) « ¥ 1542 T — 80 °C yK 46 Wi ik T
LB P4 b i%4h 55 9%, Bk L 95 T BUG KF R 56 &l
T 24 C T EAERTE 24 he FILHEN W E
A5 1 4 B 25 I 20 mL IF-A RE 35 91 ) 3 & o
(BIOLOG 72y &) - 15 4t & 42 90%—-98% - ¥ & H
BT A 10 2 Al 845 N TG B Ak 2 A e, R D\ T L B S
s (BIOLOG A wl) , ¥ W & i # Fl 22 GEN TIT 7Y
TP o PR A A SAL N BB 100 L B R
Wo BT 28 CREFEM P E IR B9 24 h WA H
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ML3-DC # A BEAT 3 BOF R A7 2l - I A LR =
PR A7 B 3K 6 5 B0 1w BC1 (Peb) S7 (Peo) ~ECCT1
(Pee) Sy 55k T BK -
1.5 16S rRNA EE R BRI B F TS 47
1.5.1 #F <A DNA B2 B K A2 T - 80 Cuk4H
(0 B AR Rl 2 O T 28 °C K5 IR A b [ B RS R i A, B
O BE TR LB RiFR B AE 28 C M R5 9% 16 — 18 he
M 45 K20 DNA | 32 B f# F§ Bacterial DNA Kit
D3350 (OMEGA) i # . B 1 pL DNA % T
1. 5% B JIg R Bk g 1E AT HL UK AT S JF F - 20 C R A7
# M.
1.5.2 16S rRNA F EZ A9 ¥ 12 % GenBank 345 &2
H1 PcPaPb 1 Pw B EK ) 16S rRNA i [ 58 3% 7 %))
BEAT HEXS AR — B0 e 41 B 00 38 X3, e vt T
e R 5g P B K 16S rRNA - 5] 4 Pel (57—
AGAGTTTGATCCTGGCTCAG3")  fil  Pe2 ( 5°-
AGGTGATCCAACCGCAGGTT3") o ¥ {47 T -80 C
UKAG T 40 A4 W0 T BR 23 0 R 2 e A T LB 4K By
Itk F,28 CH 7R 18 h, PRI s T 100 WL KR
ddH,0 1,95 °C Z4 1@ 40 it 10 min, 10000 x g 25 L
5 min % BR 40 JEAE R 22 I HR 2.5 L b AR O AR
JREAT PCR 8% BEA B K PCR S N AR R B 04
50 L, IEALFE 0.2 mmol /L ANTP. %3 %l 0.2 pmol/L
Pel I Pe2 5| ¥+ 1 x buffer (Mg’" plus) Hl 2.5 U
Fast Pfu DNA polymerase (TRANSGEN /24 @) . PCR
VA :95 C 2 min;95 °C 20 s,55 C 20 5,72 C
1 min,35 MEH ;72 C 5 min. [FYg ) 1.5 kb K/»
PCR 7= ¥, ¥ H 3% $2 8] pGEMT-Easy (PROMEGA 2
w)) Bk b # AL B K AT 5 (Escherichia coli) DH5
EZ MM . EA KL Not 1 fiy PRI PCR % €
TEAf I 5 3848 T 56 28 A AE P HEAR 23 W] e
1.6 16S rRNA FH RFXRERHE

MM MEGA 5. 05 # A Clustal W, 5 3845 (1 147
¥k 16S trRNA J [F] 58 38 J¥ 1) /£ NCBI 1 3£ 47 BLAST
815 I LA Dickeya dadantii strain 582 Sk 4k 41 , 3% H
UPGMA K NCBIL & 3R 10 27 A R 18 1w PR
(f945 6 4> Pcc 11 4> Pcb5 A Pco-3 /> Pw-2 /™ Pa
AT A~ Pb) 168 rRNA JE K] T 2 48 5 17 W ) ) 2
1.7 Pcb W#HZ511Y & IGS XEE

Pcb ¥ 5 ¥ 5] % BRIf (5-GCGTGCCGGGTTT
ATGACCT3") F1 L1r (5-CA (A/G) GGCATCCACC GT-
37) T4 48 40 A 18 #R 8 4> 16S23S rDNA & [ [1] b

[X (intergenic spacer,1GS) “ 10 puL PCR J N A&k &
1 AL$5 0. 2 mmol /L ANTP. 43 51) 0. 2 wmol /L BF il BR
514+ 1 x Buffer (Mgh plus) F1 0.25 U Tag DNA
polymerase (TaKaRa) , J¢ 1 wL [ A (S JEH AL
59549 1.3) o PCR RN 44:94 C 5 min; 94 C
30 5,62 °C 30 5,72 °C 30 5,35 MEFA;72 C 5 mino
L 100 bp plus Marker 24 Xf f, BX 10 wL PCR ;=4 i3t
17 1. 5% B IR HEE RS HL vk, EB YL (o W 82 2 5 A 5 7 1k
Zeitd 7 e 1 AR SE IR AR AE 1Y R AT T B0
BC1 (Pcb) \ECCT1 (Pec) Jhyxof fU Bk o

2 SRR

2.1 HERERS BMBURENE

N S G 5 K b 2 B K B R &2 CVP ik £ 1
B SL 0k (B 1-A) B fE CVP BE 3R 58 BB MR
T 8F% D T R > B2 B A S AR e R e B0 B
FeRhot S L 2O 1A T U6 77 AR KU AR S JF N
1 1AL TR 0 24 h S5 I R 3 B AR I A R
Y ZUBE A 58 A JEE A, I A I A A S A e s (1 1
B, C) , JLAEAR 15 HH JH) R 4R 1 voh S5 45 0 IR (I
1-D) — 2o b4z Fl ki 1 il 52 21 28T 5 2 125 0 SR
W 13 51 40 AN I8 8 5 | A2 Il =2 J 42 1) TR A
2.2 BEBEREESRENLEEESHR

40 AN B RRE LB 5 95 3 E X IB A0 -
1.5 mm F [ €6 58 15 T2 B % 07 L R, SR TR
T LGRS TEMW . S MBS LY 2E
ste FLA 2 -8 R AR HE R, B AR P o R AT
IR, KK (0.5-0.7) pm x (1.0 =2.0) pm, JEIR
hy T s AT AR (B 2-A) 5 22 e o B o (1 2B)
TV & 5 AE A 55 T 5 VAT 11 3

B B Ak S xR Bk BCL (Peb) 87
(Pco) \ECCT1 (Pcc) B 1r 37 C FipFILd K
Moy fd by & R R, AN | TP
wasaliae WK A R 1E 37 C N A K, A5 T P.
betavasculorum WA GEF) A7 R 3 A0 45 1k, 5 43
BN RE R IRAT W P, carotovorum T B R 1 AH
T2 R I R ST, TS 0 B BCT A
ECC71 — 50, W 1 40 AT Ak 32 A G A H] DL Y
B bR TR D H (1 =3 A) BRRR e 0SS A b H 4
AL AR A 38 AN B8 R FH 22 2 < B0y AT I~ S 22 2 T B
o IR 1 . 15 PR BB R It TR RE B 1 R

atrosepticum Rl P.



1256

Nana Hu et al. /Acta Microbiologica Sinica (2015) 55 (10)

B 1. EHE CVP TR LMK MG (A) , #7024 h FEEFE FEHER (B, C) KNG R A BEEK (D)

Figure 1. Cavities formed on CVP agar (A) and in vitro and in vivo inoculation after 24 h (B, C) , and soft rot symptoms of cabbage field (D) .
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2. MR (YO $EERB (A ME=ZKLE (B)

Figure 2. Flagella (A) and gram staining (B) under optics microscope (1000 x ) of strain YOI isolated from Tongzhou.

J1(F 1) . H1T BIOLOG AW A sk ¥ RGN
W% T Pectobacterium J& H Pcc W Fh I Pa Ff
> GEN TIT f-F AR 71 T J FH 23 Tl A4, 27 9 ot (1)
I 43 #7457 5 40 AN B R K 3 A X HECRRT RR 2
Pcc Y Fh o
2.3 16S rRNA HIFIRIRAFE LA BERMME

40 N BE 5 %68 BC1.S7 #l ECC71 (#) 16S rRNA

HEIH PCR 43813 3] — 4 KN4 1.5 kb 1974
201 € b 16S rRNA FE A 1) 56 2 )7 51] (GenBank
55 ) KP187484-KP187523) . BLAST #7458
75,40 N BE 5 TR R Peb Rl Pee JF 51 AR 35 15
98% L\ F. F T 16S rRNA JE R 58 # 7% %1, L D.
dadantii KK 582 Jy A, ¥ 40 NERE S C R R IK 27
PR B R 2 R R B (B 3) o S REIR, &
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WFFE > AT 2 40 Dbk S C AR Pec A Peb 41 &1 Pe 73K Pa R Pb & BRI [ 41 28 HE S Pw
JR IR S © R R Peo WKL MUHIEREMI B T W] EIRAL R AR SR A T 1 3 Ak 23 Ko

1. 40 MERBEBEE LIFE

Table 1. Physiological and chemical characteristics of the 40 strains

o Acid Acid Acid Acid ' Acid A Acid '
Number  Strains Growth Ullll'zatlon production production production production production production
at 37 C of citrate from sucrose fromD-maltose  fromD—sorbitol fromp— From from f)c—rnelhyl
arabitol isomaltulose glucoside

1 YOl + + - - - - - -

2 Y02 + + - - - - - -

3 Y03 + + - - - - - -

4 YOS5 + + - - - - - -

5 Y06 + + - - - - - -

6 YO7 + + + - - - - -

7 YO8 + + - - - - - W+
8 Y11 + + - - - - - -

9 Y12 + + - - - - - -
10 Y13 + + - - - - - -
11 Y14 + + - - - - W+ -
12 Y15 + + + - - - - -
13 Y16 + + + W+ - - - -
14 Y18 + + - - - - - -
15 Y21 + + + - - - - -
16 Y24 + + - - - - W+ -
17 Y29 + + - - - - - -
18 Y31 + + + - - - - W+
19 Y32 + + - - - - - -
20 Y33 + + + - - - - -
21 Y34 + + + - - - W+ -
22 Y35 + + + - - - - -
23 Y36 + + + - - - - -
24 Y39 + + - - - - - -
25 Y40 + + - - - - - -
26 Y44 + + + - - - - -
27 Y45 + + - - - - -
28 Y46 + + - - - - -
29 Y47 + + - - - - - -
30 Y49 + + - - - - - -
31 Y52 + + + - - - - -
32 Y53 + + + - - - - W+
33 Y54 + + - - - - - -
34 Y55 + + + - - - - -
35 Y57 + + - W+ - W+ - -
36 Y58 + + - - - - - -
37 Y60 + + + - - - - -
38 Y62 + + - - - - - -
39 Y64 + + - - - - - -
40 Y65 + + - - - - - -
Pcc ECC71 + + - - - - - -
Pcb BCl + + - - - - - -
Pco S7 + + + + + + + +

+, positive reaction; - , negative reaction; W +, weak positive.
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Y11(KP187481)

YB4(KP187522)

Y21(KP187486)

Peb strain A17 type [(JF926721.1)

Y35(KP187505)

Y3B(KP187506)

Pcb strain C18 lype I(JF926718.1)

Y55(KP187517)

L Pcb strain 317 type I(JF926725.1)
Y33KP187503)

55{ Y34(KP187504)

Peb strain 1073(JF926717.1)

- YOS(KP 167487)
YES(KP16752)
Y4S(KP1B7510)
Peb strain A17 type IJFO26722.1) Subgroup [
Pcb strain 1033(JF926720.1)
Y5B(KP187519)
¥25(KP187500)

67 ¥54(KP187516) Peb

Y47(KP187512)
Y31(KP187501)

Pcb strain 8 type I(JF826723.1)
YO2(KP187484)
YOB{KP167490)
Y49(KP187513)
Y12(KP187492)
YO03({KP187486)

YOT(KF187489)
Y15(KP 187495)

>0
Y62(KP187521) Pe

Q7| Y44(KP187509)

60 lvyszkpis7514)
52 Y14(KP187484)

> Subgroup I

Pcb strain NZEC1(JQ771053.1)
53| - Peb strain 212 type I{F926761.1)

T0L Peb strain 212 type (JF926716.1) y.
68| Y4BIKP187511)
L] Qﬁ Y53(KP187515) \
57| YBO(KP187520)
L Y01KP187485)
73| Y30(KP187507)
3 ‘ Y40(KP187508)
Pcc strain M30 type [(JF926756.1)
Pec strain C338 type IJF926754.1)
06L Pec strain C3 type (JF926741.1)
Pec strain G150 type (JF926743,1) > Subgroup 111
—— YDB(KP1587488) > Pee
5.4 Pec strain JKI 4.3.8 type IJF926758.1)
Pcc strain C150 type I(JF926744.1)
Y13(KP187483)
7| Y1BKP187497)
Y24{KP187489)
Y57(KP187518)

94

Y1B{KP187496) )
Y32(KP187502)

—

Peo strain HC3(FJ593036.1)
0, Peo strain CFBP1878(JF926727.1)
98| Tpco strain LMG 17566(NR 025316.1)
Pco strain JKI 582 type II(JF826730.1)
66! Pco strain NB 1892(JF926728.1)
9| Pa strain GFBP 1526(JN600332.1)
62 Pa strain SCRI1043(NR 074811.1)
Pb strain CFBP 2122(JN600326.1)
96 ——— Pw strain WPP163({NROT4764.1)
§3| —— Pw sirain SCC3193{CPO03415.1)
1 Pw CFBP 3304(JNB00330.1)
Dickeya dadantii strain 582(AF373175.1)

Pco

0015 0.010 0.005 0.000

3. 40 MEMK S EMERA 16S IRNA ERFI A B L HH

Figure 3. Phylogenetic tree based on the complete 16S rRNA gene sequences of the 40 strains with those of the other Pectobacterium strains
(Dickeya. dadantii strain 582 as out group, Pcc, Pcb and Pco are three different subspecies. Among these subgroup I and subgroup II belongs
to Pcb subspecies, while subgroup III belongs to Pcc subspecies) . Numbers in parentheses represent the sequences’ accession number in

GenBank. The number at each branch points is the percentage supported by bootstrap. Bar, the genetic distance of evolutionary branches.
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2.4 Pch TF4FH 45T 1€ IGS XEH

Fl Pcb $5 52 ME 514 BRI Al L1r 739 40 /N 14 b
B Bk . fE RGE AR T 5 TCRER Peb
¥k A17 (type T Al 11)  C18 (type 1) <317 (type I) .
10731033 F1 8 (type 1) RAEH W KA 1 rh 1) 24 A
BRE NS C R FM Peb B Kk 212 (type 1 1 11) Fi
NZECT AL JE M T Hh i 3 AN B8 K 2 0) T 3 PR

BC1 (Pcb) W ¥4~ 3413 8] — 4 K44 300 bp Pcb 5
5 M AE 5 C R F W Pee B FE M30 (type 11) . C338
(type II) « C3 (type 1)« C150 (type I A1 1I) £ JKI
4.3.8 (type I1) AW 2K LT PG 13 AN bk %
Xf HB AR ECCT1 (Pec) 35347 19 209 38 7= 9 (&
4) o w[ UL, AE 40 AN A 13 AN T Pecs
527 NKEE N Pebo

M YOI Y02 Y03 Y05 Y06 YO7 YOB YI1 YI2 YI3 Y14 YIS Y16 YI8 Y21Y24 Y29 Y31 Y32 Y33 BCI ECC ddH,0 M
71

~—300 bp

~—300bp

4. 40 N E#k Peb £ 5 1£514 PCR #1874
Figure 4. The PCR products of the Pcb specific-primer PCR amplification in the 40 strains. ECC71, BCl and ddH, O as controls.

2.5 HRHFREBIHHMNE

T 24 h i OKB 2 9 S 41 23 4 R £ BOR
A3 B A e AR I M X 2 A 59 BUW B TR 1)
O Ik 22 s DR AR WIE O DL OK R I R D b
Jod B AR IR R B R /N AR D 4B B0 g g .
152 A 2 38 1 52 28 405 1 2 A, 24 h i 4 U e B
KJZ R 40 AT R A7 A2 W) W i B0 ) 2 e 1%
9 B K B K1) o R A e R s O ) (B S) o (i
bz R) < rp R v BUR ) 2 TR R Ik B W S
(P14 %y % & 1.35E =10 F1 1.75E - 06) - Y11,
Y03.Y29.Y65.Y31.Y36 F1 Y39 {F 5 Ff 24 h I 3
IR B0 27, 1M Y52.Y45.Y62.Y14.Y64.Y49,
Y57 F1 Y01 W) ¢ B A B0 Sy, o YS52.Y45 Al

Y57 WA Ko TN BRSO ) 2 8 AE AR R
St WIAE Peb BERET B2 Rl 24 h i R I BUR 1 1)
Y11.Y03.Y29.Y65.Y31 fl Y36 Fl ¥ & & i It
Y52 I YA5 ;75 Pec BBE T, B Rh 24 h I 32 I 5 30
P93 JI 1) Y39 FG R KA I Y57 >k A R b X
PRBOR 22 5 B3O ok IR K X X E =5 BN
5K AR B AR Y29 Bz Rl 24 h KL B0 1 i A
Pk Y52 Fl Y45 T3 A K 5. 16S rRNA I PR A A
Pl 1009% B BE B0 B A7 £E W 2 22 5 Wi e Peb
WK T Bl 24 h R R I Y45 R SO ) 1)
Y65 Pec B BE T B0 ) 1) Y40 Fl s B0 1 1K Y39
(£2), Xue g R R E RIAT W 2 800 )
DA 7 A2 TR RS S 11 o

ElS. EMHARBBEINERSR

Figure 5. Disease rank standards on cabbage. A: sterile 0. 9% NaCl saline as controls; B: low pathogenic level; C: middle pathogenic level;

D: high pathogenic level.
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R2. BTATARMA0 N Pc EHRREMRBRAER
Table 2. Collection sites and pathogenicity levels of the 40 Pc strains used in this study
Strains Location AAverﬁge length of Path(;genic
disease spot/cm level

Pch Y52 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K 3% [X i z il 81/ ik A 4¢) 0 L
Y45 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K [X 3 z ik 81/ ik A 44) 0 L
Y62 Nanpuzhou, Changziying, Daxing District (k3% [X K 1~ 48 5 i M A 0.133 L
Y14 Nanpuzhou, Changziying, Daxing District ( K 3% [X K 778 45 55 il M A) 0.267 L
Y64 Nanpuzhou, Changziying, Daxing District ( K 2% [X K 77 41 5 il M AS) 0.583 L
Y49 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K [X 7 Z JE 44 /N 3K A< FE A1) 0. 950 L
Y58 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K% [X 3 2 Ji 48 /N ik A 2 A) 1.250 M
Y21 Yangfang, Weishanzhuang, Daxing District (RN B3 E B YA 1.433 M
Y54 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K [X i = il 81/ ik A 4¢) 1.433 M
Y47 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District (KX 7 z JE5 81/ 5k A< FE A1) 1.783 M
Y15 Beipuzhou, Changziying, Daxing District (2% X K 7% £ 6 M AL 1. 833 M
Y05 Beijing Tongzhou International Seed Technology Park (b 5% 38 M| [ f Ff b B4 [ X)) 1.967 M
Y07 Beijing Tongzhou International Seed Technology Park (b 5t 38 M| & f oMb &L 47 7 X)) 2.033 M
Y34 Cangshang, Zhangjiawan, Tongzhou District Gl M X ik 5 ¥ 484 A 2. 100 M
Y08 Beijing Tongzhou International Seed Technology Park (b 57 38 M| [ i Fl Mk B Fd X)) 2.250 M
Y12 Guoshangpo, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K 2% [X 3 2 Ji 81 56 b3 A) 2.217 M
Y02 Beijing Tongzhou International Seed Technology Park (b 5t 38 M| [ f R b &L 457 & X)) 2.283 M
Y55 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K% [X 7 2 i 48 /N ik A4 2 A) 2.533 M
Y35 Cangshang, Zhangjiawan, Tongzhou District (il /X 5K 5814 EAY) 2. 683 M
Y33 Cangshang, Zhangjiawan, Tongzhou District GG M [X 7k K i 816 EAT) 2.750 M
Y44 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K2 [X 3 2 Jk /M gk A AL 2. 800 M
Y11 Guoshangpo, Qingyundian, Daxing District (K 3% [X 3 2 Ji 48 55 _F 3 A) 3.000 H
Y03 Beijing Tongzhou International Seed Technology Park CAb 2 38 N B Bl R 35 e X)) 3.017 H
Y29 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K ¥ [X i z ik 81/ ik A 44) 3. 050 H
Y65 Nanpuzhou, Changziying, Daxing District ( k4 [X K 1~ 41 m 9i M A) 3.067 H
Y31 Cangshang, Zhangjiawan, Tongzhou District Gl M X ik K i 414 A 3.083 H
Y36 Cangshang, Zhangjiawan Tongzhou District (3 M [X 7k K ¥ 1 64 _E4) 3.317 H

Pee Y57 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K% [X 3 2 i 48/ ik A A2 44) 0 L
Y01 Beijing Tongzhou International Seed Technology Park CAb 2 30 N = B Bl B} 35 el X)) 0. 850 L
Y40 Cangshang, Zhangjiawan, Tongzhou District GGl M [X 7k K i 4816 _EAT) 1. 069 M
Y16 Yangfang, Weishanzhuang, Daxing District ( K 2% [X 8 3% [ 45 2 95 ) 1. 400 M
Y32 Cangshang, Zhangjiawan, Tongzhou District G M X 7k K i 414 A 1.583 M
Y46 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K% X 3 2 il 81/ ik A A¢) 1. 967 M
Y18 Yangfang, Weishanzhuang, Daxing District ( Xk % [X 8 3 & 451 “F 55 4) 1.983 M
Y53 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K% [X 3 2 Ji 48 /N ik A 2 4) 2.133 M
Y24 Dazhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District (R DX T 2 3 B Rk A E A 2.167 M
Y06 Beijing Tongzhou International Seed Technology Park (b 5t 38 M| & f Ffob AL 47 [ X)) 2.300 M
Y13 Guoshangpo, Qingyundian, Daxing District (kY [X 3 = 5 41 =5 b Bl 2.381 M
Y60 Xiaozhangbenzhuang, Qingyundian, Daxing District ( K% [X 35 2 i 48 /N ik A 2 A4) 2.467 M
Y39 Cangshang, Zhangjiawan, Tongzhou District (Gl M X 7k K iS5 414 LA 3.383 H

" L, Pathogenic level is low; M, Pathogenic level is middle; H, Pathogenic level is high.

3 ik

[l 80 1 2 o= B 51 A BB B0 T A e, S B R
5 40 BRI S T o T A 58N TR I 8K LA
S BIOLOG A= B sh L % 8 R g8 0 #rs IR 45 &

2013 6 HZ 8 H AN, A6 5T o = 2 p 16S rRNA KK 751 B K 1GS X 4% S 514 PCR 4y
DX 3E P DX R XK B 1 A8 d B R R B THRFAE 3 8> KB 51 ¢ 2B 38 M K 2 K8 i B
10 48 R B R h B2 72 3 (CVP) |77 A #OIK [] F 0 WA P. carotovorum. R A EMNIARE T D. dadantii
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e e T 5% W Ry IR B b A fe B K Pa FIl Pw
ARG T 36 =37 CAERKKR M, SCH T Pb AR A
e AT B IR SR M RE 1, IF H E R R IE Y 5% b
B FIHT 1 Pe #IAE Y

Hi 7 BIOLOG T /E%) B Ak % 5€ R 48 N A%
T Dickeya ). Pectobacterium J& ™+ Pcc F1 Pa #(¥%, I+
AWK Peb F1 Peo VAU » DA T 3X 40 AN 565 TR
R4 BIOLOG % 5 4 Pec W Fle {E Pc R ), Peo
AR R 0 ) FH TR B 7 A 3 SR A O Al L £ ) il A O
NTIES AN E VR (SR AN o 3T IV e - S
BRI AE Y o ARBER Y B0 Pec A1 Peb
ANASAS B8 R FH B L AROH I R ] R AR S AN g
HHI 5 22 20 6% 0 oo-HF ik B 1 B U e Duarte 4%
JHLR SRR T VG 1 T S R 1 BPBB (Peb) fig
i M) T B K 23 BE 6 R ] 7 22 20 W B R oY B
Wi AE S o Nabhan 4536 T 8 AN 0 2 4 4T
B3 Hr AR (multilocus sequence analysis, MLSA) ¥
Pcb 43 0 T AN 2 E, 0 b 28 TR 45 5K 3 AU
V(A B kK €331 Al C364. 2) 55 Duarte BF 57 45 3 — 3,
B A% P T A P AR AR S BR R S 2 2 R
Ao LR, MR MOCR A B EE. L&
F BB BRI 48 [ R0 H A 18 BR T AR AN H
1% A 2R TR RO — AR AR AR AR A o
P S A R RE B RS U RS 5 AR
Peb {4 BEAEAL RS 1 — 8o Peb TA Bk 18] 3X il 22 ¢
T3 R B MR R YR AT 5%, I S 1% 7 Bl TR AR W) 475 A7 75 58K
PR 35 AT 22 5 AT 00 B 22 b DX AN TR A R A Y
G TR R R AT 98I

a7 T AE ORI Kk, R g AL 4
AR R AT 0 SRR TR 2 B R AU G V2 A 1 1) 25 5 1]
FELA B R 8 22 b P S G 4 SR 5D AE o R RT S
o, 16S rRNAJF 41 23 B Al PCR g S P9 19 U7 325 1k
h T A BERNAT R T . ARSI i 16S rRNA
FE R 7 51 20 K1 445 Peb AP 16S — 23S JE [ [A] [
X (IGS) 5§ 5 1k 51 W0 4 9 ¥ 43 15 2 1) 40 AN 518 14
Wil R 27 AN Peb 113 A~ Pee H R . 16S rRNA 3 K]
SEHE R 51 O3 M Mo 3R 8 AR 2 R K O B A5 B Y
40 NRIBEH S5 B R EM Pe WHRILHE & T B B 1
Pe 538, HARZ Ko 5 Peo W RR B W T AN TR 2K
eI Peb WA IGS X RF 53 Pk 5| 9 BE AL Peb T
H 8T 45 B 45 K2 300 bp (1) Peb 7 4547 M
Pec HRRTCH 1 720 2 ¥ 40 A Pe B RRIX 43y 13

A Pee M1 27 A Peb kK. M, IGS X4 31514
38 77 BT U T Pee W R A% 52 'Y . Edward
& 423 i} EXPCCF/EXPCCR K 5L 5 AL 7E Pec B
Fh b 38 45 51 550 bp 4R 52 44 i Peb B
#8527 4 U . Nabhan 25 B 570k 16S rRNA Y fg [X
LR =R (117 NG 2D 1 Bl P N E PN
WFAE 27 A Peb Wikk D, 5 24 AWM E TR EW
Peb MR EAE BN Peb BREM IO K BE T, 5 3 A
BRSO % 1 Peb @ H A S SE R T 1 Peb
FRA B R 2K BE IL, T 13 A Pec BRI 5 C R K (1)
Pec ARSI T 1 Pec B R 10 2K 8 1L, 1
WAL S BTN BT [ Peo KR S B0 R BE . T WL, HE
T 16S rRNA JL K 7 41 78— 2 FE b A1 g 48 75 W7 P
2L R R .

Andrew S5 TIF 57 % BB BR 10 B0 0 55 1 bk o st
e T B AR AR AE TC 5%, R WV 2 SO R T LA
PR S o ARBEI 0N Iy % R R B 40 A
M 70 W1 2R O g 25 S Rl P Sk U TR S
16S rRNAJE K 7 31 A [5] () B 4k 2 18] 47 76 W) S )
B3 340> AR 7] 7 T 2 7% AT 1 v 2
S0 R 8 T R S0 . R DU SO kAR, A
T 25 55 B I £ 30 % 5 S A0 T T s ) Pec IE i
Sl S EUR B Pec ML, A BF 5T 45 R &
Peb 333 - 05 S 5 UL 00 B0 B, 6 7E 2 B B
40 AN B Bk P BT 7 L 5 T Pee (27 A Peb Al
13 4 Pec) o HRTBAT Peb W R 81 % 1138 0 85 30 1%
65993 () 338 5 3% 2 i T J7 T » Peb YE R T 2004 45
AR, Peb B0 BRI R 5235 53 — 7
Peb 55 Pee 3 i 75 3 Al 41 4R A1 16S TRNA R85 1
SAARAL ARG IX 4T o BRI R AT A R S SRR R
S A A o P B0 075 28 % R A% I 45 VA O
VI BF A BOE T A

22 JCHR
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Identification of soft rot pathogens on Chinese cabbage
|Brassica campestris L. ssp. chinensis (L.) Makino var.
communis Tsen et Lee] in Beijing

1 2 . 1 . 1 .3 . |
Nana Hu , Chao Li", Qian Wang , Jingpeng Shao , Yanquan Liu’, Liang Zhao ,
. 1 s 1F
Rongcai Ma , Hua Xie
' Beijing Agro-Biotechnology Research Center, Beijing Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Sciences, Beijing 100097,
China

? Agricultural Technology Demonstration Station of Daxing, Beijing 102615, China
* Plant Service Center of Daxing, Beijing 102600, China

Abstract: [Objective] This study aimed to identify soft rot pathogens of Chinese cabbage [Brassica campestris L. ssp.
chinensis (L.) Makino var. communis Tsen et Lee] in Beijing. [Methods] The 40 strains isolated from Tongzhou and
Daxing districts in Beijing were characterized by morphological, biological, biochemical and physiological methods,
16S rRNA sequence as well as 16S23S rRNA intergenic spacer (IGS) region analysis. [Results] The strains belonged to
two different Pectobacterium carotovorum subspecies: 13 strains of them belonged to Pectobacterium carotovorum subsp.
carotovorum (Pcc) and the other 27 strains belonged to Pectobacterium carotovorum subsp. brasiliensis (Pcb) . The results
of Chinese cabbage (Brassica campestris L. ssp. pekinensis) pathogenicity test showed that the strains in the same
subspecies, origins and 16S rRNA gene sequences had significant differences in pathogenicity. [ Conclusion ]
Pectobacterium carotovorum subsp. carotovorum and Pectobacterium carotovorum subsp. brasiliensis were the soft rot
pathogens on Chinese cabbage [Brassica campestris L. ssp. chinensis (L. ) Makino var. communis Tsen et Lee] in Beijing.
It was the first report that Pectobacterium carotovorum subsp. brasiliensis (Pcb) caused soft rot disease on cabbage in
China.

Keywords: Brassica campestris L. ssp. chinensis (L.) Makino var. communis Tsen et Lee, soft rot disease,
Pectobacterium carotovorum subsp. carotovorum ( Pcc) , Pectobacterium carotovorum subsp. brasiliensis ( Pcb) ,

pathogenicity
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