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Abstract: Fungi are an essential component of any ecosystem, but they can also cause mild and
severe plant diseases. Plant diseases are caused by a wide array of fungal groups that affect a
diverse range of hosts with different tissue specificities. Fungi were previously named based only
on morphology and, in many cases, host association, which has led to superfluous species names
and synonyms. Morphology-based identification represents an important method for genus level
identification and molecular data are important to accurately identify species. Accurate identification
of fungal pathogens is vital as the scientific name links the knowledge concerning a species including
the biology, host range, distribution, and potential risk of the pathogen, which are vital for effective
control measures. Thus, in the modern era, a polyphasic approach is recommended when identifying
fungal pathogens. It is also important to determine if the organism is capable of causing host
damage, which usually relies on the application of Koch’s postulates for fungal plant pathogens.
The importance and the challenges of applying Koch’s postulates are discussed. Bradford Hill
criteria, which are generally used in establishing the cause of human disease, are briefly introduced.
We provide guidelines for pathogenicity testing based on the implementation of modified Koch’s
postulates incorporating biological gradient, consistency, and plausibility criteria from Bradford Hill.
We provide a set of protocols for fungal pathogenicity testing along with a severity score guide,
which takes into consideration the depth of lesions. The application of a standard protocol for fungal
pathogenicity testing and disease assessment in plants will enable inter-studies comparison, thus
improving accuracy. When introducing novel plant pathogenic fungal species without proving
the taxon is the causal agent using Koch’s postulates, we advise the use of the term associated with
the “disease symptoms” of “the host plant”. Where possible, details of disease symptoms should be
clearly articulated.

Keywords: disease severity; image analysis; pathogenicity; phylogeny; plant disease assessment

1. Introduction

Animals and plants live in close contact with innumerable microorganisms, but only a
small percentage can cause disease [1]. Fungi exhibit different types of associations with
plants ranging from mutualism to parasitism [2]. They are vital in nutrient cycling which
releases key plant nutrients into the soil [3]. As plant pathogens, they can cause significant
damage in agriculture and forestry [4]. It was assumed that pathogenic microorganisms
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were fundamentally different from non-pathogenic microorganisms as they possess certain
properties that are responsible for the pathogenic potential [5]. This led to the classification
of microorganisms based on their pathogenic potential. This pathogen-centred view cannot
be applied to certain organisms whose pathogenicity is dependent on the characteristics of
the host rather than the microorganism [5]. Candida albicans and Staphylococcus epidermitis,
for example, can cause diseases primarily in patients with impaired host defense or altered
microbiota, whereas some microorganisms can be pathogens in normal individuals as well
as those with impaired immunity [1]. Therefore, a pathogen cannot be defined based only
on its ability to cause disease in hosts with impaired defense [5].

The definition of pathogen and host are intrinsically linked and host–pathogen inter-
actions can be characterized based on whether they cause interruption of normal tissue
structure or function of the host [1]. A pathogen can thus be described as an organism
capable of causing host damage [6]. The host–pathogen interaction is one of the most com-
plicated phenomena in biology [7]. Pathogens can be classified into biotrophs, necrotrophs,
or hemibiotrophs based on their lifestyles [8]. Biotrophs such as rusts, powdery mildews,
or Peronospora rely on living plant cells for nutrients [9]. Necrotrophs such as Botrytis
cinerea or Cochliobolus heterostrophus rapidly kill the host tissues with toxins and cell wall
degrading enzymes [9]. Hemibiotrophs such as Pyricularia grisea (Magnaporthe grisea),
Zymoseptoria tritici (Mycosphaerella graminicola), and Phytophthora infestans have an initial
period of biotrophy followed by the production of necrotrophic hyphae [9]. As a result,
plants have evolved the ability to recognise and respond to pathogen, leading to rapid
activation of defence responses [8].

Plant diseases can be caused by multiple fungal genera that affect diverse hosts with
different tissue specificities involving a myriad of symptoms [7]. Colletotrichum species
can cause anthracnose, foliar disease, rot, seedling blights, and post-bloom fruit drop in
several hosts [10–12]. Diaporthe species are associated with root and fruit rots, dieback, stem
cankers, leaf spots, and seed decay of a wide range of hosts [13]. Pestalotiopsis species can
cause canker lesions, shoot dieback, leaf spots, needle blight, tip blight, grey blight, severe
chlorosis, fruit rots, and post-harvest diseases in several economically important crops [4].
Fungal pathogens can cause devastating diseases that have a major financial impact and
can also affect ornamental crops as well as the agricultural sector [10]. Some pathogens
have led to the starvation of human populations such as Phytophthora infestans, which was
responsible for the Irish potato famine, and Bipolaris oryzae, which was responsible for
the 1943 Bengal famine in India [14]. It is estimated that fungal pathogens destroy one-
third of all food crops annually [15]. Pathogenic fungi can also cause diseases in humans
ranging from superficial infections to invasive infection that can lead to mortality [16]. It
is estimated that fungal diseases are responsible for the death of over 1.6 million humans
every year [16]. Therefore, a better understanding of pathogenicity, hosts, and methods of
spread of fungal pathogens is vital for global biosecurity [10]. It is important to mention
that diseases can also have positive impact in ecosystems. The “Tree Disease Concepts”
discuss that forests need a “healthy amount of disease”, as these disease-causing agents act
as regulators, terminators, and resource recovery agents, allowing the forest to be sustained
over time [17]. This concept points out that forest health is only affected when the impact
of pathogens exceeds a level suitable for the sustainability of the system.

In this review, we stress the importance of accurately identifying fungal pathogenic
species using a polyphasic approach. If the fungus is plant-associated and a likely pathogen,
this needs to be proven. We review the history, importance, and challenges of apply-
ing Koch’s postulates. We discuss limitations related to pathogenicity testing of plants
pathogens. We provide guidelines for pathogenicity testing based on Koch’s postulates
modified with aspects of Bradford Hill criteria incorporating the biological gradient crite-
rion, the consistency criterion, and the plausibility criterion. A set of protocols is provided
as a guideline for pathogenicity testing of fungal pathogens on different parts of the plant
along with a severity score guide.
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2. Species Identification Using Molecular Data

When identifying the cause of a plant disease, such as leaf lesions, it is important
to accurately identify the fungal species, as well as confirm if the organism is capable of
causing damage to the host [4]. This is because several organisms are present as endophytes
or epiphytes on plant surface and do not cause disease; therefore, it is vital to confirm that
the isolate is responsible for the pathogenicity [18]. Endophytes can become latent plant
pathogens under certain inherent or environmental conditions or they can be conditional
pathogens, which causes diseases as the plant ages or under stress conditions [19]. If the
fungus is sporulating on the leaf lesion, it is relatively easy to identify the species to genus
via its morphology [20–24], and obtain an isolate of the taxon via single spore isolation [25].
The isolate can then be used for pathogenicity testing and multi-gene molecular approaches
for species-level identification [25]. If there is no sporulating fungus on the lesion, however,
a different approach is needed. In this approach, the plant tissues are surface sterilized
to minimize contaminants and the tissue is sectioned into small pieces that are placed
on appropriate media, allowing for fungal growth [25]. This methodology is similar
to the ones used for isolating endophytes [26,27], so it is not definitive that the causal
agent will be isolated. This can result in the isolation of endophytes and pathogens, as
this approach usually consists of the interphase or transitional area between healthy and
infected tissue [18]. Therefore, it is important to inoculate the host with all the isolates to
confirm that the correct isolate was obtained based on the observed symptoms. Sporulating
isolates are identified to genus level via morphology and the isolates are identified to
species level using multi-gene molecular approaches [25].

Pathogenic species were previously identified based only on morphology, which can
lead to misidentification due to phenotypic plasticity [28]. Morphology-based identifica-
tion was primarily based on spore characteristics [29]. This led to the implementation of
different scientific names for species with different stages of sporing morphs, resulting in
dual nomenclature [29]. Morphology-based identification resulted in recognizing morphos-
pecies as a suite of indistinguishable taxa in several genera including Phaeoacremonium,
which represent over 20 species based on molecular approaches [30]. Morphology-based
identification is also a major limitation in several important pathogenic genera including
Bipolaris, Colletotrichum, Diaporthe, and Pythium, as the species have overlapping mor-
phology [10,31–33]. However, despite the limitations, morphology-based identification
represents a fast way to identify isolates up to genus level [20–24].

Pathogenic species have also previously been identified based on their host associa-
tion [34]. This resulted in morphologically similar fungi growing on different plant genera
or plant species being given different scientific names [29]. The implementation of phylo-
genetic analyses provided a better understanding of species boundaries, which resulted in
the implementation of using one name for one fungus [35]. Host-specificity alone cannot
be used for species delineation, but it remains an important factor in biological control
as a host-specific pathogen can have a limited distribution, whereas a taxon with a wide
range of hosts is likely to be cosmopolitan [36]. However, our knowledge of host-specificity
is limited as most studies have focused on economically important crops or ornamental
crops [34]. A better understanding of host-specificity would require extensive sampling
from different geographic locations and extensive examination of different parts of hosts
using a combination of direct and high throughput methods [37].

Phylogenetic analyses have been used extensively to clarify species boundaries in
several fungal genera [36,38,39]. However, there are several limitations associated with
phylogenetic analyses for species identification [29]. Phylogenetic analyses do not account
for hybridization events and horizontal gene transfer [29]. The internal transcribed spacer
(ITS) region has been accepted as the universal barcode for fungi owing to the ease of
amplification and its broad utility across the kingdom, but often, it can only be used
for placement up to the genus level [40,41]. There are many species that have not been
correctly identified in databases such as GenBank and there are also many unidentified
species [31]. There is a lack of molecular data for several fungal species including reference
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sequences and some species only have ITS sequences, which hinders molecular-based
approaches [31,33]. There is also a lack of ex-type or authenticated sequences for several
pathogenic genera [36]. In some genera, there is no agreement as to the barcode that should
be used for species-level identification [33]. Many pathogens have high genetic variation
within individual species owing to the species’ historical dynamics, demography, and
topography [42]. Pathogens have short generation times and large population sizes, which
can lead to high levels of genetic variation owing to rapid adaptation to environmental
factors and human-mediated factors [43]. The identification of species boundaries is thus
important to better understand genetic variation in nature to develop sustainable control
measures [43].

It is thus recommended to use a large taxon sampling based on multi-gene phylogeny
of mitochondrial, nuclear, ribosomal, and protein-coding genes to accurately determine
the phylogenetic relationships of taxa [29]. Novel taxa should ideally be introduced with
more than one strain to provide insights into intraspecific phenotypic diversity and there
should be reliable statistical support for the species relationship (at least 70% bootstrap
or 0.90 posterior probabilities) [33]. It is also recommended to use different approaches
including Bayesian inference, maximum likelihood, maximum parsimony coupled with
automatic barcode gap discovery, coalescent-based methods, or the genealogical concor-
dance phylogenetic species recognition to investigate species boundaries in pathogenic
genera [31,33,36,44]. These approaches have been used to derive a better understanding of
species boundaries in many important genera including Alternaria, Bipolaris, Colletotrichum,
Daldinia, and Diaporthe [31–33,36,39,45,46]. Therefore, the application of a polyphasic ap-
proach based on morphology, ecology, and molecular-based approaches provides a solid
framework for accurate species’ delineation [33,36,39].

2.1. Koch’s Postulates

Koch’s postulates are usually used to determine if an isolate is capable of causing host
damage in plants [47]. Robert Koch began his work on disease transmission in 1873 when
there was widespread interest in the control and prevention of several diseases [47]. He
established novel techniques for the identification, isolation, and visualization of bacteria,
which he used to identify and trace the life cycle of Bacillus anthracis [47]. He conducted
animal inoculation experiments with anthrax bacilli to demonstrate that they caused
anthrax [47]. In 1882, he discovered the microorganism Tuberkelvirus (Mycobacterium
tuberculosis), which was responsible for pulmonary tuberculosis [48]. Koch then embarked
on isolating the microorganism and he was awarded the Nobel Prize in Medicine in 1905
for his investigations and discoveries concerning tuberculosis [48]. Koch’s postulates were
published in 1890 and they are often considered the first reliable method to establish
whether a microorganism is the cause of disease [49]. These postulates were derived based
on his work on infectious diseases such as anthrax and tuberculosis [49]. The postulates
are commonly based on three basic concepts as follows: (a) the pathogen occurs in every
occurrence of the disease; (b) the pathogen does not occur in other diseases as a fortuitous
and non-pathogenic agent; and (c) after being fully isolated and repeatedly grown in pure
culture, the pathogen can induce the disease again [50]. Koch concluded that, if all these
conditions were met, then the occurrence of the pathogen in the disease could no longer be
accidental [50]. The three concepts mentioned above are based on River’s translation [51].
In the absence of an animal model, Koch relied on naturally occurring processes that
introduced the contagion, which was demonstrated by his findings on cholera based on
outbreaks in villages [47].

2.2. Limitations of Koch’s Postulates

Koch recognized that his postulates had limitations as he stated that diseases such
as anthrax, tetanus, and tuberculosis fulfilled all the postulates, while others did not [52].
Therefore, they do not apply to all pathogens. The first postulate is difficult to apply when
the occurrence of the pathogen precedes the development of the symptoms [47]. This



Pathogens 2021, 10, 1096 5 of 18

postulate cannot be applied to diseases whereby the toxins produced by the pathogen exert
their effect at a site distant from the site of multiplication, such as in diphtheria [52]. The
second postulate does not account for the presence of asymptomatic carriers and the third
postulate cannot be applied to pathogens that cannot be cultured on artificial media [47].
Koch’s postulates often fail to accommodate the causal complexity characteristics of dis-
eases [52]. Koch’s first two postulates can be classified as causal specificity, in which a
given type of effect can have only one type of cause and a given type of cause can have
only one type of effect [47]. This mono-causal model does not apply to all diseases, which
can have multiple causes or risk factors, and one cause can have different effects [47].

2.3. Bradford Hill Criteria

The Bradford Hill criteria have been extensively used for inferring causation and have
been used to evaluate countless hypothesized relationships between occupational and
environmental exposures and disease outcomes [53]. In 1965, Bradford Hill published
nine viewpoints for evaluating traditional epidemiologic data, but emphasised that they
were neither necessary nor sufficient for causation [53]. The nine viewpoints include the
strength of association, consistency, specificity, temporality, biological gradient, plausibility,
coherence, experiment, and analogy [53]. Hill suggested that a strong association between
exposure and disease is indicative of causation [54]. The consistency criterion is satisfied
when there is a consistent association between two variables in different epidemiologic
studies based on a variety of location, population, and methods [53]. The specificity crite-
rion suggests that association is likely to be indicative of causation when they are specific,
which means that the exposure causes only one disease [54]. The temporality criterion
suggests that, for an exposure–disease relationship to be causal, the exposure must precede
the onset of the disease [53]. According to the biological gradient criterion, the presence of
a dose–response relationship supports the causal association between the exposure and
the effect [55]. The plausibility criterion is satisfied if the relationship is consistent with the
current knowledge regarding the aetiology and mechanism of disease [56]. The coherence
criterion is satisfied if the cause-and-effect relationship follows the current knowledge [53].
The experiment criterion suggests that the strongest support for causal inference is a decline
in disease risk following an intervention or cessation of exposure [56]. The analogy criterion
is satisfied when there is strong evidence of a causal relationship between a particular
agent and a specific disease, then weaker evidence could be accepted that a similar agent
may cause a similar disease [53].

2.4. Limitations of Bradford Hill Criteria

The major limitation of the Bradford Hill criteria is that there is no method to decide
whether to assign a checkmark and how to make a final assessment [53]. Along with the
magnitude of the association between exposure and disease, the statistical significance
is also important to determine the potential causality, which could be affected by the
underlying method and other factors [56]. The limitation of the specificity criterion is the
single-factor relationship of causal inference, but most diseases can have multiple causes or
risk factors [53]. The specificity criterion cannot be applied for most infectious or complex
diseases in which multiple pathogens can produce the same set of symptoms or a single
pathogen can produce a number of outcomes [57]. The biological gradient criterion could
also be seen as limited as most dose–response curves vary between studies owing to char-
acteristics of the population, exposure routes, and individual susceptibility [58]. Several
diseases occur as a result of the interplay and balance between multiple contributing and
intermediary factors [53]. Therefore, it is difficult to demonstrate the biological plausibility
of a causal relationship. Diseases result from multifaceted exposures that follow complex
progression pathways and cessation of exposure may not reverse or slow the progression
of the disease [56]. This limits the application of the experiment criterion. It has been
argued that the modern application of the analogy criterion is not satisfied from confirming
a causal inference, but from proposing and testing mechanistic hypotheses [53].
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2.5. Limitations of Artificial Inoculations

It is important to artificially inoculate plants to determine if an isolate is capable of
causing host damage [59]. Artificial inoculations are often conducted on detached or whole
plants under extreme conditions that can favour the success of the infection [59]. The
success of the infection often depends on the inoculum density, especially when using
mycelium plugs, which provides an energy source for the pathogen [60]. The use of
conidial suspension is recommended as the infection and spread of pathogens is likely
to occur via conidia or ascospores [61]. Therefore, using conidial suspensions is more
likely to produce a similar result as in nature, but mycelium plugs are often used when
it is difficult to produce spore suspensions with enough conidia [61]. The process of
surface sterilization is another factor that should be performed properly to remove surface
microorganisms to ensure reliable results [26]. Pathogenicity tests conducted on detached
plant tissues may not be reliable owing to suppression of the host defence pathways [62].
Artificial host inoculation is not reliable to determine host range, but the data can be
used as an indicator of the infection potential [62]. Artificial inoculations are affected
by environmental and physiological factors including temperature, humidity, and plant
maturity [63]. Therefore, it is important to control abiotic factors such as temperature and
humidity as they can influence the virulence of several pathogens during artificial host
inoculation [1]. Fungicolous fungi are a diverse group of organisms that are associated
with other fungi as symbionts, mycoparasites, or saprotrophs [64]. They can cause serious
diseases of cultivated edible and medicinal mushrooms, but artificial inoculations cannot
be performed for these fungicolous fungi to determine their pathogenic potential [64].

2.6. The Wounded versus Non-Wound Method

Plants are continuously exposed to environmental stress, which can cause wound-
ing [65]. Wounding provides nutrients to pathogens and facilitates their entry into the
plant tissues [65]. Artificial inoculations are performed using wounded and non-wounded
methods and the wounded method should only be used for pathogens that normally enter
through damaged plant parts [65]. These include most species of Botryosphaeriaceae, which
can enter plant tissue via wounds [66].

2.7. Limitation When Dealing with Root and Stem Pathogens

To assess the severity of roots’ pathogens, the inoculated plants have to be carefully
uprooted and examined at given sampling dates [67]. The severity of root pathogens can
also be assessed based on features of the above-ground plant parts such as leaf mass and
color [68]. The limitation of this method is that the relationship between the root disease
and the features of the shoots has to be established [68]. Most studies dealing with root and
stem pathogen are carried out using the wounded method, which favors the pathogen [69].
Artificial inoculation should be performed on hosts of similar age as the initial infection.
This is a major limitation when dealing with stem and root pathogens of mature plants
(>5 years) owing to the difficulty of acquiring hosts of similar age for pathogenicity testing.
This sometimes results in species isolated from mature stems being tested for pathogenicity
on young, tender shoots [70].

2.8. Virulence versus Aggressiveness Assessment

There are two kinds of pathogenicity, virulence and aggressiveness [71]. Virulence is a
qualitative component and describes the ability of a genetically homogenous strain to grow
on a genetically homogenous host [72]. When races of pathogen and varieties of the host
interact differentially, the races are said to differ in virulence. When they do not interact
differentially, they are said to differ in aggressiveness. Aggressiveness is a quantitative
component of pathogenicity [72]. Aggressiveness is defined as the capacity of a natural
pathogen to infect a host species (not possessing major resistance genes) or susceptible
genotype [73]. These two concepts of pathogenicity must be kept separate and there is no
known evidence for a positive correlation between virulence and aggressiveness [71].
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2.9. Limitation of Studies When Introducing New Fungal Pathogens

Studies introducing new fungal pathogenic species usually include data on pathogenic-
ity testing [13,74,75], but this has not been applied in all cases [76,77]. Inoculation of
detached tissues allows disease assessment without destroying the whole plant, but it may
not be reliable owing to the suppression of the host defence pathways [62]. Therefore, find-
ings from detached inoculations should be regarded as preliminary findings that should
be confirmed using the whole plant [62]. Another limitation of the detached method is
difficulty in differentiating and describing the area of inoculation as the overall tissue
changes colour after several days [74]. Different studies have used different scales in visual
plant disease assessment, which is problematic for inter studies comparison. Some studies
have used the nominal scale whereby the disease is graded as slight, moderate, or severe,
but these scales have limited value as they are subjective and there is a lack of quantitative
definition [68]. Some studies have used different tissues for pathogenicity testing to the one
where the initial disease was observed [13]. Several studies have performed pathogenicity
testing only in conditions of high humidity, which prevent the spores from drying out and
enable germination, but it also favours the success of the infection [78]. There is also a
lack of replication in some studies, which can lead to biased results [79]. There is a lack of
cross pathogenicity testing in some studies, which is an important indicator of the infection
potential [74].

2.10. Disease Assessment Based on Alternative Technologies

Disease assessment is important for the quantification of diseases and screening for
resistance [68]. Inaccurate assessment of disease severity can lead to incorrect actions in
disease management [68]. Visual assessment is one of the most widely used methods, but
symptom severity assessed visually remains an estimate [80]. Owing to the limitations
with visual assessments, several methods have been developed to detect and quantify
diseases including image analysis and visible wavelength photography [79]. The main
advantage of image analysis and visible wavelength photography is that they provide a
non-destructive, non-invasive, and permanent record of the disease severity for future
reference [79]. Image analysis has also been used to develop standard area diagrams that
improve the accuracy and precision in visual assessment of disease severity [80]. Standard
area diagrams have been developed for several important diseases including leaf spot
of sunflower caused by Alternaria, rust of bean leaves caused by Uromyces appendiculatus,
foliar disease in pyrethrum crops, and stem rust in seed crops of perennial ryegrass [81–84].
Standard area diagrams can also be generated using software by taking into consideration
the leaf and disease symptoms, which allows its application to a range of diseases [80].

Visible wavelength photography has often been combined with image analysis to
record, detect, or measure disease in plants [79]. It has also been used to study the host–
pathogen interaction, especially disease resistance and pathogen aggressiveness [85,86].
The image of the diseased sample can be acquired using digital cameras or flatbed scanners
and the image is edited using image processing software such as Adobe Photoshop (Adobe
Systems, United States) [79]. Pixel colour is defined by the hue, intensity, and saturation,
which are often used to separate healthy from diseased areas [87]. The number of pixels in
the diseased versus healthy area is then used to calculate the percentage of the diseased
area or lesion counts [88]. The differentiation of diseased versus healthy area can be a
source of subjectivity, and it can also be difficult to distinguish between multiple diseases in
the images [80]. The accuracy of measurements from image analysis can also be affected by
several factors including focus, shadow, the reflection of light on the object, and uniformity
of lighting [79].

The implementation of algorithms and statistical methods is important to estimate
disease severity using image analysis [79]. Algorithms such as support vector machine
can be used to reduce the incidence of false positives and false negatives, thus improving
detection accuracy [89]. ASSESS is an important image analysis software in the field of
plant pathology and it is aimed at measuring plant diseases [90]. This software has filters,
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contrast and colour saturation functions, as well as colour balancers to enhance the area
of interest. It has high measurement accuracy and it also has an automated function [90].
There are several image analysis softwares that can differentiate between disease symptoms
caused by different pathogens [91,92]. The software takes into account several criteria
including lesion shape, lesion size, and texture, but this approach has only been successful
in some cases [79]. Several statistical methods have been used to explore the quality of
image analysis measurement [79]. Regression analysis has been widely used to assess
accuracy, precision, reliability, and reproducibility in image analysis techniques [93,94]. The
reliability or precision of the method is determined by the coefficient of determination [79].
Lin’s concordance correlation coefficient provides an unbiased and quantifiable method
to investigate accuracy and precision in the image analysis technique [94,95]. Analysis
of variance (ANOVA) and general linear modelling have also been used to investigate
sources of error in disease severity estimation [96]. Another method is the coefficient of
variation, which provides a good overall index as to the degree of precision and expresses
the experimental error as a percentage of the mean [97].

3. Guidelines for Pathogenicity Testing in Plants

In this section, we provide guidelines for fungal pathogenicity testing, detailing the
steps for inoculum preparation, host preparation, inoculation, and disease assessment.
We provide guidelines for pathogenicity testing based on the application of a modified
Koch’s postulate with Bradford Hill criteria to incorporate the biological gradient criterion
(increased dose of inoculum leading to increased effect using suspension of different
concentrations), the consistency criterion (similar outcome in different samples based on
cross pathogenicity testing), and the plausibility criterion (the causal interpretation must
not conflict with the current knowledge) [53].

3.1. Preparation of Inoculum

Pure cultures of the isolates are grown on suitable media at a suitable temperature [36].
An alternating 12 h fluorescent light and 12 h dark cycle can be used to induce sporula-
tion [98]. Colonised mycelium plugs are obtained from the periphery of fungal colonies
(0.5–1 cm from 14-day colonies) and, when inoculating, the mycelium plug is placed with
the mycelium facing the plant tissue [69]. To harvest the conidia, 1–5 mL of sterilized
distilled water is placed onto the culture, which is then gently swirled and scraped [36].
The conidial suspension is filtered through two layers of muslin to remove mycelium [36].
Conidial suspension of three different concentrations is prepared and the spore density is
adjusted using a haemocytometer (104 spores/mL; 1 × 106 spores/mL; 2 × 106 spores/mL).
Conidial viability is evaluated by plating three aliquots (around 10 µL) of the suspension
on suitable media and checking for further growth [99]. Only conidial suspensions with
fungal growth are used for pathogenicity testing [99].

3.2. Host Preparation

All the experiments for the attached and detached methods should have replicates as
mentioned below. A suitable part of the host is selected based on where the initial disease
was observed [36]. It is recommended to use whole plants with at least three replicates
(similar age as diseased host) for pathogenicity testing, but where unavailable, a suitable
part of the host can be used in the detached method [36,74]. For the attached method, the
suitable parts of the host are cleaned and surface sterilized as described below.

(a) Fruit and Leaf Preparation

For the detached method, it is recommended to have at least three replicates for fruits
and leaves per treatment [74]. Freshly harvested, untreated, mature but unripe fruits
(similar fruits as the initial infection), and leaves (similar size) are washed under running
tap water for 1 min [36]. In the laminar flow cabinet, the fruits are surface-sterilized by
washing in 70% ethanol for 3 min, then in 1% sodium hypochlorite for 3 min, followed by
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rinsing with sterilized distilled water three times [36]. The samples are surface dried with
sterilized tissue paper and allowed to air-dry on sterilized filter paper [100].

(b) Petiole Preparation

For the detached method, petioles are cut to a uniform length (around 4 cm) [63]. The
side leaflets are removed, leaving the petiole with only a central leaflet [101]. The petiole
with the leaflet is surface-sterilized with 70% ethanol, then in 10% sodium hypochlorite
for 10 min and allowed to air dry [63]. It is recommended to have at least 10 petioles per
treatment [63].

(c) Cane and Stem Preparation

For the detached method, it is recommended to have at least 10 canes or stems per
treatment (similar age and diameter as diseased host), which are cut to a uniform length
(around 30 cm) [102]. All the leaves, prompt lateral branches, and tendrils are removed.
They are surface-sterilized with 70% ethanol, then in 10% sodium hypochlorite for 10 min,
and allowed to air dry [102]. This method can also be used for vascular pathogens. In
the attached method for vascular pathogens, healthy potted plants with healthy roots are
used [102]. The roots are washed to remove soil particles and transferred to pots containing
sterilized soil. The shoot region to inoculate the vascular pathogen is surface sterilized with
70% ethanol, then in 10% sodium hypochlorite for 10 min, and allowed to air dry [102].

(d) Seed Preparation

The seeds are usually surface-sterilized by submerging in 0.1% Triton X-100 or 0.05%
Silwet L-77 for 2 min, then in 0.5% sodium hypochlorite for 2 min, and 70% ethanol for
2 min (depending on the seeds) [103]. The seeds are rinsed three times in sterile distilled
water and dried in sterilized paper towels [103]. Alternatively, the seeds can be surface-
sterilized by submerging in 70% ethanol for 3 min, then in 2% sodium hypochlorite for
3 min, followed by rinsing with sterile distilled water three times and being allowed to air
dry on sterilized filter papers in a laminar flow cabinet [104]. It is recommended to have at
least 16 seeds per treatment [103].

The effectiveness of the surface sterilization method can be evaluated by plating
aliquots of the final wash or by lightly pressing individual seeds on media plates and
incubating the plates at room temperature for 10 days [105]. The disinfection is considered
successful when no fungal growth is observed in the plate and seeds with fungal growth
are discarded [105].

(e) Root Preparation

Pathogenicity testing for root pathogens depends on the type of the host and the
time for the host to develop an adequate root system [69]. In the first method, seeds are
surface sterilized as described and sown in sterilized soil [67]. After several weeks, the
plants are carefully uprooted and the roots are washed to remove soil particles, surface
sterilized with 1% sodium hypochlorite for 1 min, and washed thoroughly with sterile
distilled water [106]. In the second method, seedlings (several years old) are acquired and
only plants with asymptomatic roots are used for inoculation [69]. It is recommended to
have at least five plants per treatment [69].

3.3. Inoculation

There are several inoculation methods for leaves and young shoots, which include
spraying the spore suspension on the plant tissue [107], dipping the detached plant material
into the spore suspension [99], or adding the spore suspension to the detached plant mate-
rial [108]. The surface-sterilized fruits, leaves, or other parts of the plants are inoculated
using the wound and non-wound technique [109].

For the attached method, buds, young shoots, and stems of woody plants can be
inoculated by pricking with autoclaved map pins for the wound technique (16 mm needle
length with ball-shaped top grip) [78]. A map pin is used to prick a hole in the buds, shoots,
or stems and the same pin is used to pick up the inoculum, which is reinserted into the
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hole [78]. Sterile pins without inoculum are placed into control plants. The pins are left
standing throughout the experiment until symptoms develop (usually 3–12 weeks) [78].
The different tissues can also be wounded using a sterilized blade and inoculated using
conidial suspension or mycelium plugs as described below. For the control and non-wound
technique, the different tissues are inoculated as described below. The inoculated plants
are placed in a ventilated room at 25 ◦C [78]. All the experiments are repeated at a similar
temperature and relative humidity to the collection site.

(a) Fruit and Leaf Inoculation

For the wound technique, the middle portion of the fruits and leaves are wounded
using a sterilized blade [110]. The wounded fruits and leaves are inoculated by placing
6 µL of conidial suspension of different concentrations (104 spores/mL; 1 × 106 spores/mL;
2 × 106 spores/mL) or mycelium plugs (2–5 mm) onto the wound [36]. The control fruits
and leaves are inoculated with 6 µL of sterile distilled water or uncolonized plugs [36]. For
the non-wound technique, 6 µL of conidial suspension of different concentrations is placed
in the middle portion of the samples [98]. The infection site is covered with parafilm to
maintain humidity at the start of the experiment, usually for 24–48 h (depending on the
pathogen) [98]. All the inoculated samples are incubated individually in a moist chamber
at 25 ◦C with a relative humidity of 80–90% for 7–14 days (or until symptoms develop,
depending on the pathogen) [98].

(b) Petiole Inoculation

In the detached method, the petioles are placed in centrifuge tubes containing 0.5 mL
mycelial conidial suspension of different concentrations [101]. The tubes are placed in a
cryogenic storage box, which is then placed in a plastic box containing sterilized wet paper
towels [101]. The top of the box is sealed using parafilm and the box is incubated in a
greenhouse at 25 ◦C. This method can also be used to inoculate leaves [101].

(c) Cane and Stem Inoculation

Stem inoculation can be carried out by cutting open the bark and placing a conidial
suspension of different concentrations or mycelium plug onto the wounded site [61].
The site is covered with parafilm to hold the inoculum [111]. Canes and stems can also
be wounded using a 4 mm cork borer or a sterile disposable hypodermic needle [104].
The wounds are inoculated with 1 mL conidial suspension (different concentrations) or
mycelium plugs. The wounds are covered with 100% pure Vaseline petroleum jelly and
then wrapped with parafilm [111]. In the non-wounded methods, conidial suspension
(different concentrations) or mycelium plugs are used to inoculate the samples, which
are wrapped with parafilm [36]. The control canes and stems are inoculated with sterile
distilled water or non-colonized plugs [36]. The inoculated canes and stems are then
placed in transparent plastic containers containing sterilized wet paper towels to maintain
a humid environment [111]. The inoculated samples are incubated at room temperature
and inspected for lesion development [111]. For grapevine, the inoculated cuttings can be
planted in individual pots containing sterilized soil or they can be placed in tubes containing
sterile distilled water and placed in a greenhouse at 25 ◦C [61,112]. This detached method
can also be used for vascular pathogens, whereby a 4 mm cork borer is used to wound
the stem [111]. The wounded stems are inoculated using conidial suspension (different
concentrations) or mycelium plugs. In the attached method, a wound is made (using a
4 mm cork borer) on the stem at around 10 cm above the soil level [69]. The wounds
are inoculated with mycelium plugs of the vascular pathogen (uncolonized plugs for
control) and covered with 100% pure Vaseline petroleum jelly, which are wrapped with
parafilm [69].

(d) Seed Inoculation

Seed inoculation can be performed using dry conidia, soaking, or soil drenching [113–115].
The surface-sterilized seeds are soaked in conidial suspension of different concentrations
containing 0.05% Silwet L-77 and, for the control, the seeds are soaked in sterile water [113].
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The seeds are soaked in the dark at 25 ◦C for 24 h. The surface-sterilized seeds are planted
in sterilized germination trays or plastic pots containing sterilized soil and are placed
in a greenhouse at 25 ◦C under natural light to allow germination and growth [113].
The trays are watered when needed. In the second method, the surface-sterilized seeds
are coated with the pathogenic strain by shaking them with dry conidia on a shaker at
80 rpm for 10 min before planting them [114]. In the third method, the seeds are first
planted in germination trays or plastic pots containing sterilized soil. The soil in each
germination tray or plastic pots is inoculated with 100 mL of the conidial suspension
(different concentrations) containing 0.05% Silwet L-77, and the control is inoculated with
100 mL of sterile distilled water containing 0.05% Silwet L-77 [115]. They are then placed
in a greenhouse at 25 ◦C under natural light and watered as needed [115].

(e) Root Inoculation

The surface-sterilized roots are inoculated by placing colonised mycelium plugs or
conidial suspension of different concentrations on the roots and wrapping them with
parafilm [106]. For the wound technique, the roots are wounded using a sterilized blade
and inoculated by placing colonised mycelium plugs or conidial suspension (different
concentrations) on the wound and wrapping them with parafilm [106]. For the control,
sterile distilled water or uncolonized mycelium plugs are used. The inoculated samples
are planted in pots containing sterilized soil or placed in tubes containing 40 mL Hoagland
solution [106]. The inoculated samples are placed in a greenhouse at 25 ◦C under natural
light and watered as needed [106].

3.4. Disease Assessment and Re-Isolation

Disease assessment is usually based on the evaluation of disease symptoms such as
the appearance of lesion and the size of lesion according to their severity or incidence [116].
Disease severity is based on the percentage of the relevant host tissue or organ covered by
symptoms, whereas disease incidence refers to the percentage of diseased plants or plant
parts in the sample irrespective of their severity [68]. However, several factors can affect
the estimate of severity including the size and shape of lesions as well as the colour and
number of lesions [68]. Another important limitation is that the depth of the lesion is not
taken into account in disease assessment [117,118].

We recommend including data from cross pathogenicity testing for all plant disease
assessments. The disease reactions of the samples are evaluated from 7 to 14 days (up to sev-
eral weeks depending on the tissue) after inoculation based on the disease symptoms [36].
The inoculated regions are cut longitudinally through the point of inoculation and the
extent of necrosis is measured from the point of inoculation, excluding the wounded region
from the measurements [102]. The area of the diseased tissue is calculated based on the
length, width, and depth of the diseased symptoms. To evaluate the disease reaction of the
root, the plants are carefully uprooted and the roots are washed to remove soil particles,
surface sterilized using 2% sodium hypochlorite for 1 min, and washed thoroughly using
sterile distilled water [67]. Root volume serves as a measure of the amount of root tissue
lost due to rot [85].

Pathogenicity data are subjected to one-way analysis of variance [112]. It is recom-
mended to assess disease severity using image analysis or visible-wavelength photography
as the implementation of both image analysis and visual inspection will provide better
accuracy and precision of severity measurement. Disease assessment is evaluated based on
measurement of incidence and severity for visual inspection [116].

Disease Incidence =
(

Number o f in f ected plant units
Total number o f plant units assessed

)
× 100

Disease severity =
(

Area o f diseased tissue
Total tissue area

)
× 100
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Aggressiveness is evaluated using the following disease severity scale for canes, fruits,
leaves, petioles, seeds, and stems (Table 1 modified from [36]). We have modified the
category and severity score from Cai et al. [36], which was only applicable to fruits.

Table 1. Disease severity scale for canes, fruits, leaves, petioles, seeds, and stems.

Category Severity

1 no symptoms
2 1–2% of the sample with a necrotic lesion
3 >2 to 5% of the sample with a necrotic lesion
4 >5 to 10% of the sample showing a necrotic lesion
5 >10 to 25% of the sample covered with a necrotic lesion
6 >25 to 50% of the sample showing necrosis
7 >50 to 75% of the sample showing necrosis
8 >75% of the sample showing necrosis

Aggressiveness is evaluated using the following disease severity scale for roots
(Table 2 modified from [106]). We have modified the category and severity score from
Al-Sadi et al. [106], which included nominal scales for the disease severity, which can be
subjective [80]. Table 2 includes five categories compared with eight categories in Table 1, as
it includes three categories for disease severity under 10%. This is to allow the application
of one scale accurately to individual plant organs (canes, fruits, leaves, petioles, seeds, and
stems), which are of different sizes and are structurally different [80]. Only five categories
are used to assess disease severity for roots, as most studies have used up to five severity
categories and over 50% root with lesion are deemed as severe.

Table 2. Disease severity scale for roots.

Category Severity

1 no symptoms
2 1–10% of the root with a necrotic lesion
3 >11 to 25% of the root with a necrotic lesion
4 >25 to 50% of the root with a necrotic lesion
5 >50% of the root with a necrotic lesion

Koch’s third postulate is confirmed by re-isolating the inoculated fungus [112]. Pieces
of the inoculated tissue are dissected from leading edges for re-isolation [67]. The identity of
the re-isolated fungi is confirmed based on the disease symptoms as well as by sequencing
the appropriate genes where possible. All inoculated samples are autoclaved twice before
disposal [112].

4. Concluding Remarks

Fungal plant pathogens can cause serious host damage, but pathogenesis results from
a complex interaction between the host immune system and the microorganisms that
form part of the microbiota [1]. A polyphasic approach based on morphology, ecology,
and molecular-based approaches is recommended to accurately identify pathogens as the
scientific name links the knowledge concerning the species, which is vital to understand
the epidemiology and to develop effective quarantine measures [31,36,39]. The Bradford
Hill criteria and Koch’s postulates have several limitations, but they hold major importance
in pathogenicity testing, especially for plant pathogens [47,53]. We provide guidelines
for pathogenicity testing based on the application of an updated Koch’s postulate with
Bradford Hill criteria to include the biological gradient criterion, the consistency criterion,
and the plausibility criterion, whereby the causal interpretation must not conflict with the
current knowledge [53]. We provide guidelines concerning testing different parts of the
plant along with a guide for the severity score, which will lead to a uniform approach
to pathogenicity testing and allow inter-studies comparison. The importance of using a
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suitable sample size to generate accurate mean and reliable results is reinforced [80]. We
recommend assessing disease severity using visual inspection and image analysis as the
implementation of both methods will provide better accuracy and precision of severity
measurement. It is also important to use statistical analyses to investigate sources of
error in disease severity estimation from both methods [112]. It is important to note that
these are meant to guide causal inference and they should not be used as a heuristic for
assessing causation, as there are no set rules that can account for all causations. Several
pathogens do not fulfil all the requirements of Koch’s postulates as they cannot be cultured
or they cannot produce the disease anew, but these pathogens are accepted as the cause of
diseases with which they are associated [52]. Therefore, each criterion should be applied
and interpreted based on each unique situation. We recommend all studies introducing
novel plant pathogenic fungal species to include data on pathogenicity testing and we
advise the use of the term associated with the “disease symptoms” of “the host plant” in studies
that introduce novel species without proving the taxon is the causal agent using Koch’s
postulates. Where possible, details of disease symptoms should be clearly articulated and
a high-resolution image of the symptoms should be included for future reference.

5. Future Prospects

Several new methods are being developed to detect and confirm the pathogenic ability
of microorganisms, especially those that currently cannot be cultured [119]. Multiplex PCR
and real-time PCR have been used to amplify DNA regions coding for specific genes of the
targeted pathogen [120]. A major limitation of most PCR techniques is that they cannot
differentiate between viable and non-viable cells that led to the development of reverse
transcriptase PCR, which is capable of differentiating viable cells [121]. Whole-genome
sequencing technologies have also been used to study pathogens [122]. They have pro-
vided insights into genes that could be responsible for certain pathogenic traits, but the
expression of these genes and the production of a diseased phenotype strongly depends on
physiological and ecological factors [123]. Comparative genomics tools have been used in
combination with several databases to assign putative functions to products of known or
predicted fungal genes [119]. The identification of virulence factors is important to under-
stand the complex processes involved in disease initiation, host immune activation, and
the ability of the pathogen to cause an infection [119]. These approaches can be important
to target pathogens from uncultured taxa detected by high throughput methods [119]. A
major limitation for DNA-based approaches remains the absence of viable microorganism
with which to reproduce the disease to satisfy Koch’s third postulate, but the insights from
these genomic data are vital for the development of diagnostic tools for rapid and effective
responses to disease outbreaks [124].

Author Contributions: Writing—original draft preparation, C.S.B.; writing—review and editing,
C.S.B., A.J.L.P., R.S.J., I.P. and K.D.H.; supervision, K.D.H.; funding acquisition, K.D.H. All authors
have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the Thailand Research Fund, grant RDG6130001, titled
“Impact of climate change on fungal diversity and biogeography in the Greater Mekong Subregion”.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Acknowledgments: Alan J. L. Phillips acknowledges the support from UIDB/04046/2020 and
UIDP/04046/2020 Centre grants from FCT, Portugal (to BioISI). Kevin D. Hyde thanks Chiang Mai
University for the award of visiting Professor.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.



Pathogens 2021, 10, 1096 14 of 18

References
1. Méthot, P.O.; Alizon, S. What Is a Pathogen? Toward a Process View of Host-Parasite Interactions. Virulence 2014, 5, 775–785.

[CrossRef]
2. Hyde, K.D.; Jeewon, R.; Chen, Y.J.; Bhunjun, C.S.; Calabon, M.S.; Jiang, H.B.; Lin, C.G.; Norphanphoun, C.; Sysouphanthong, P.;

Pem, D.; et al. The Numbers of Fungi: Is the Descriptive Curve Flattening? Fungal Divers. 2020, 103, 219–271. [CrossRef]
3. Op De Beeck, M.; Troein, C.; Siregar, S.; Gentile, L.; Abbondanza, G.; Peterson, C.; Persson, P.; Tunlid, A. Regulation of Fungal

Decomposition at Single-Cell Level. ISME J. 2020, 14, 896–905. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Jayawardena, R.S.; Hyde, K.D.; McKenzie, E.H.C.; Jeewon, R.; Phillips, A.J.L.; Perera, R.H.; de Silva, N.I.; Maharachchikumburua,

S.S.N.; Samarakoon, M.C.; Ekanayake, A.H.; et al. One Stop Shop III: Taxonomic Update with Molecular Phylogeny for Important
Phytopathogenic Genera: 51–75 (2019). Fungal Divers. 2019, 98, 77–160. [CrossRef]

5. Casadevall, A.; Pirofski, L.A. What Is a Pathogen? Ann. Med. 2002, 34, 2–4. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
6. Casadevall, A.; Pirofski, L.A. Host-Pathogen Interactions: Redefining the Basic Concepts of Virulence and Pathogenicity. Infect.

Immun. 1999, 67, 3703–3713. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
7. Schneider, D.J.; Collmer, A. Studying Plant-Pathogen Interactions in the Genomics Era: Beyond Molecular Koch’s Postulates to

Systems Biology. Annu. Rev. Phytopathol. 2010, 48, 457–479. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
8. Glazebrook, J. Contrasting Mechanisms of Defense against Biotrophic and Necrotrophic Pathogens. Annu. Rev. Phytopathol. 2005,

43, 205–227. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
9. Barna, B.; Fodor, J.; Harrach, B.D.; Pogány, M.; Király, Z. The Janus Face of Reactive Oxygen Species in Resistance and Susceptibility

of Plants to Necrotrophic and Biotrophic Pathogens. Plant Physiol. Biochem. 2012, 59, 37–43. [CrossRef]
10. Jayawardena, R.S.; Hyde, K.D.; Chen, Y.J.; Papp, V.; Palla, B.; Papp, D.; Bhunjun, C.S.; Hurdeal, V.G.; Senwanna, C.; Manawasinghe,

I.S.; et al. One Stop Shop IV: Taxonomic Update with Molecular Phylogeny for Important Phytopathogenic Genera: 76–100 (2020).
Fungal Divers. 2020, 103, 87–218. [CrossRef]

11. Willis, K.J. State of the World’s Fungi 2018. In Royal Botanic Gardens. Kew; Royal Botanic Gardens: London, UK, 2018.
12. Jayawardena, R.S.; Bhunjun, C.S.; Hyde, K.D.; Gentekaki, E.; Itthayakorn, P. Colletotrichum: Lifestyles, Biology, Morpho-Species,

Species Complexes and Accepted Species. Mycosphere 2021, 12, 519–669. [CrossRef]
13. Guarnaccia, V.; Groenewald, J.Z.; Woodhall, J.; Armengol, J.; Cinelli, T.; Eichmeier, A.; Ezra, D.; Fontaine, F.; Gramaje, D.;

Gutierrez-Aguirregabiria, A.; et al. Diaporthe Diversity and Pathogenicity Revealed from a Broad Survey of Grapevine Diseases in
Europe. Persoonia 2018, 40, 135–153. [CrossRef]

14. Scheffer, R. The Nature of Disease in Plants; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1997; Volume 23.
15. Fisher, M.C.; Henk, D.A.; Briggs, C.J.; Brownstein, J.S.; Madoff, L.C.; McCraw, S.L.; Gurr, S.J. Emerging Fungal Threats to Animal,

Plant and Ecosystem Health. Nature 2012, 484, 186–194. [CrossRef]
16. Bongomin, F.; Gago, S.; Oladele, R.O.; Denning, D.W. Global and Multi-National Prevalence of Fungal Diseases—Estimate

Precision. J. Fungi 2017, 3, 57. [CrossRef]
17. Manion, P.D. Evolution of Concepts in Forest Pathology. Phytopathology 2003, 93, 1052–1055. [CrossRef]
18. Melotto, M.; Underwood, W.; Sheng, Y.H. Role of Stomata in Plant Innate Immunity and Foliar Bacterial Diseases. Annu. Rev.

Phytopathol. 2008, 46, 101–122. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
19. Kusari, P.; Spiteller, M.; Kayser, O.; Kusari, S. Recent advances in research on Cannabis sativa L. endophytes and their prospect for

the pharmaceutical industry. In Microbial Diversity and Biotechnology in Food Security; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2014;
pp. 3–15.

20. Ellis, M. Dematiaceous Hyphomycetes; Commonwealth Mycological Institute: Kew, UK, 1971.
21. Seifert, K.A.; Gams, W. The Genera of Hyphomycetes—2011 Update. Pers. Mol. Phylogeny Evol. Fungi 2011, 27, 119–129. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
22. Sutton, B.C. The Coelomycetes. Fungi Imperfecti with Pycnidia, Acervuli and Stromata; Commonwealth Mycological Institute: Kew,

UK, 1980.
23. Sivanesan, A. The Bitunicate Ascomycetes and Their Anamorphs; J. Cramer: Stuttgart, Germany, 1984.
24. Nag Raj, T.R. Coelomycetous Anamorphs with Appendage-Bearing Conidia; Mycologue Publications: Sidney, Australia, 1993.
25. Senanayake, I.; Rathnayaka, A.; Marasinghe, D.; Calabon, M.; Gentekaki, E.; Lee, H.; Hurdeal, V.; Pem, D.; Dissanayake,

S.; Wijesinghe, S.; et al. Morphological Approaches in Studying Fungi: Collection, Examination, Isolation, Sporulation and
Preservation. Mycosphere 2020, 11, 2678–2754. [CrossRef]

26. Coombs, J.T.; Franco, C.M.M. Isolation and Identification of Actinobacteria from Surface-Sterilized Wheat Roots. Appl. Environ.
Microbiol. 2003, 69, 5603–5608. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Dickinson, M. Plant Fungal Pathogens: Methods and Protocols; Humana Press: Totowa, NJ, USA, 2012; Volume 61.
28. Matute, D.R.; Sepúlveda, V.E. Fungal Species Boundaries in the Genomics Era. Fungal Genet. Biol. 2019, 131, 103249. [CrossRef]
29. Crous, P.W.; Hawksworth, D.L.; Wingfield, M.J. Identifying and Naming Plant-Pathogenic Fungi: Past, Present, and Future. Annu.

Rev. Phytopathol. 2015, 53, 247–267. [CrossRef]
30. Mostert, L.; Groenewald, J.Z.; Summerbell, R.C.; Gams, W.; Crous, P.W. Taxonomy and Pathology of Togninia (Diaporthales) and

Its Phaeoacremonium Anamorphs. Stud. Mycol. 2006, 54, 1–115. [CrossRef]
31. Bhunjun, C.S.; Dong, Y.; Jayawardena, R.S.; Jeewon, R.; Phukhamsakda, C.; Bundhun, D.; Hyde, K.D.; Sheng, J. A Polyphasic

Approach to Delineate Species in Bipolaris. Fungal Divers. 2020, 102, 225–256. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.4161/21505594.2014.960726
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13225-020-00458-2
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41396-019-0583-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31896790
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13225-019-00433-6
http://doi.org/10.1080/078538902317338580
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12014430
http://doi.org/10.1128/IAI.67.8.3703-3713.1999
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10417127
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-phyto-073009-114411
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20687834
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.phyto.43.040204.135923
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16078883
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.plaphy.2012.01.014
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13225-020-00460-8
http://doi.org/10.5943/mycosphere/12/1/7
http://doi.org/10.3767/persoonia.2018.40.06
http://doi.org/10.1038/nature10947
http://doi.org/10.3390/jof3040057
http://doi.org/10.1094/PHYTO.2003.93.8.1052
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.phyto.121107.104959
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18422426
http://doi.org/10.3767/003158511X617435
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22403480
http://doi.org/10.5943/mycosphere/11/1/20
http://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.69.9.5603-5608.2003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12957950
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fgb.2019.103249
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-phyto-080614-120245
http://doi.org/10.3114/sim.54.1.1
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13225-020-00446-6


Pathogens 2021, 10, 1096 15 of 18

32. Phukhamsakda, C.; McKenzie, E.H.C.; Phillips, A.J.L.; Gareth Jones, E.B.; Jayarama Bhat, D.; Stadler, M.; Bhunjun, C.S.;
Wanasinghe, D.N.; Thongbai, B.; Camporesi, E.; et al. Microfungi Associated with Clematis (Ranunculaceae) with an Integrated
Approach to Delimiting Species Boundaries. Fungal Divers. 2020, 102, 1–203. [CrossRef]

33. Bhunjun, C.S.; Phukhamsakda, C.; Jayawardena, R.S.; Jeewon, R. Investigating Species Boundaries in Colletotrichum. Fungal
Divers. 2021, 107, 107–127. [CrossRef]

34. Cannon, P.F.; Damm, U.; Johnston, P.R.; Weir, B.S. Colletotrichum—Current Status and Future Directions. Stud. Mycol. 2012, 73,
181–213. [CrossRef]

35. Taylor, J.W. One Fungus = One Name: DNA and Fungal Nomenclature Twenty Years after PCR. IMA Fungus 2011, 2, 113–120.
[CrossRef]

36. Cai, L.; Hyde, K.D.; Taylor, P.W.J.; Abang, M.M.; Yang, Y.L.; Liu, Z.Y.; Shivas, R.G.; Mckenzie, E.H.C.; Johnston, P.R. A Polyphasic
Approach for Studying Colletotrichum. Fungal Divers. 2009, 39, 183–204.
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