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Aggressive Fitness and Host Specificity of Chinese Isolates
of Phytophthora inf estans
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Abstract: Infection frequency, lesion size, sporulation capacity, and aggressive fitness of 18 isolates of Phytqphthora
ifestans from potato in potato production areas and 18 isolates of P. irfestans from tomato in tomato production area were

tested using three potato and three tomato varieties on the detached leaflets. The result showed that isolates from potato

had higher infection frequency, larger lesion size, stronger sporulation capacity, and more aggressive fitness than those from

potato and isolates from tomato had also higher infedion frequency, larger lesion size, stronger sporulation capacity, and

more aggressive fitness than those from tomato, which indicating host specificity of Chinese isolates of Phytophthora irfes

tans.
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Tab.1 Characterization of Phytop hthora infestans isolates for this study

Isolates code Collection place Host Isolates code Coallction place Host

TT07 01 JKO5 1

TJr05 01 JWO05 1

TJr o5 02 DKO5 1

TJr05 03 DX05 6

TJT 05 06 DX05 3

TJLOS 15 HWO0s- 3

TJLOS 06 K060504

TX07 13 K062302

TX0? 06 K060901

TX07 12 K061502

TX07 05 K060201

TX07 11 K062102

TX07 10 K060702

TBDOS 02 K060103

TB05 01 K062503

TBOS 02 K061001

TSX05 01 K060904

TSXO05 02 K062303

1.3 ,
2
(¢= 140 mm), 10 UL, :
: 18°C (16 h ,
8h ), 9 .6 d 2.2
= 1/4x x x3.14; = 18 18
/ ; = X
X

2 #R5

2.1

P

#r

67.23% 12.29
em® 4178/ an’, 20. 07%
0.91 em”® 1 801 /sz;
60. 49%
4.48 an’ 13232 /em’,

21.19% 1.49 em® 1581 /em®( 1) ,



Asmuurunal ) ® & K F R 5 %
1.4
D=#ReAH Sporulation capacity
1.2 BEBEE AR Lesion size
10l BIRIAH Infection frequency
(2 ,
; JW051 DKO51 KO060201
ot Mo Tas T K060702 ;
100 10 TJTO5 06 ,
1
, TJITO50B HWO053 K0623(02 KO060901
Fig.1 Comparison of infection frequency, lesion K062503
size and sporulation capacity of Phyfophthora irf estans
on tomato and potato leaflets
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Tab.2 Comparison of aggressive fitness of Phytophthora irfestans on potato and tomato leaflets
Aggressive finess
T omato Potato
Host Isolates code 918 15 903
Hezudd18 Jiafen No. 15 Hezuo903 Zipi Weishu No. 1 Zihuab ai
TT 07 01 785 600 184 000 243 200 800 0 5 689
Tomato TJTO5 01 9 428 12792 89 233 0 0 5154
TJTOS 02 60 766 38 075 34 473 0 0 30 187
TJT05 03 49 737 50 065 27 363 26 809 0 15 386
TJTO5 06 271 454 138 650 189 618 0 0 0
TBDO5 02 0 0 27 758 0 9 225 0
TB05 01 94 671 33 003 0 0 0 0
TBO5 02 21 864 14 465 0 0 0 0
TSX05 01 0 108 217 215 650 18 075 0 60 079
TSX05 02 0 0 4 077 0 0 0
TJLOS 15 122 758 68 503 55093 0 0 4 386
TJLOS 06 15 129 6301 28 251 370 0 15 572
TXO07 13 13 112 1 600 311 5 067 0 0
TX07 06 17 598 4711 0 0 0 0
TX07 12 14 557 2222 378 2 756 22 0
TX07 05 4 888 222 0 0 0 0
TXO07 11 1 000 0 0 44 0 0
TX07 10 16 890 2 844 711 933 1 689 0
K051 0 0 0 13 163 3 608 900
Potato JWos 1 0 0 0 111 353 82 922 194 334
DKO5 1 0 0 0 31 824 13 964 89 321
DX05 6 0 0 1 000 405 0 681
DX05 3 0 0 2 666 39 292 16 261 55 041
HWO05 3 10 170 4 664 8 080 0 10 691 14 721
K060504 200 0 0 4 267 4 000 39 112
K062302 15 645 6 400 6 934 51 556 1733 113 423
K060901 6223 5289 267 64 000 13 334 16 178
K061502 6 055 311 0 288 000 49 417 206 224
K060201 0 0 0 8 089 8 534 22 756
K062102 67 333 0 25 600 2933 26 311
K060702 0 0 0 6 445 43 556 23 735
K060103 0 2 933 356 8 000 1422 12 089
K062503 4 356 5333 2311 12 800 667 4 400
K061001 1644 467 0 326 000 126 625 205 600
K060904 0 0 0 0 44 133
K062303 800 0 0 4 466 0 533
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