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the infection over time due to the small number 
of infected plants detected and their location. 
These results may indicate that these viruses 
move from infected to healthy plants through 
natural root grafting or are carried by mealybugs. 
Serological and molecular analysis also detected 
mixed infections, as shown in Figure 1. During the 
last growing season in this study, 9% of the plants 
were infected with GLRaV-2 and 3, 3.4% were 
infected with GLRaV-1 and 2, and 1% were infected 
with GLRaV-1 and 3. Simultaneous infection by 
all three viruses was found in 2% of the plants.

When the three viruses analyzed were considered 
together over the five growing seasons, the 

prevalence in 2007 was 14% and increased very 
quickly during the following years to 21, 28, 47 
and 68% (2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011 respectively) 
(Figure 1).

The presence of signs of infection did not always 
correlate with virus detection. Ninety-fi ve percent 
of the samples that tested positive for any of the 
viruses analyzed came from plants showing signs 
associated with the leafroll complex, but 5% of 
the positive samples were collected from plants 
without signs of virus infection (results not shown). 
Most likely, these plants with no signs of infection 
were latently infected with these viruses.

Figure 1. The spread of grapevine leafroll-associated virus during fi ve growing seasons in a commercial vineyard in 
south-central Chile. A: Grapevine leafroll-associated virus – 1, B: Grapevine leafroll-associated virus – 2, C: Grapevine 
leafroll-associated virus – 3, D: Grapevine leafroll-associated virus – 1, Grapevine leafroll-associated virus – 2 and 
Grapevine leafroll-associated virus – 3. Dark plants represent infected plants.
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Discussion

As has been reported previously by other researchers 
around the world, GLRaV-3 was found to be the 
most prevalent virus of the complex (Ahmed, et 
al., 2004; Sharma et al., 2011; Rakhshandehroo 
et al. 2005; Mahfoudhi et al. 2008; Hanna et al. 
2008; Martin et al., 2005; Cabaleiro and Segura, 
2006; Coetze et al., 2010), followed by GLRAV-2 
and GLRaV-1. These results are contrary to those 
reported by Fiore et al. (2008, 2011), who studied 
other production areas in Chile and found that the 
most common virus was GLRaV-2. The different 
results obtained in this study can most likely be 
explained by the fact that the relative tolerance 
of table grape cultivars to the virus differs from 
the level of tolerance of Vitis genotypes used 
for wine production. It should also be noted that 
the data presented herein correspond to a single 
vineyard and are not necessarily representative 
of the situation in Chile. However, these results 
agree with the data obtained in other growing 
areas in different countries.

The fact that GLRaV-1 and GLRaV-2 spread in 
similar manners, stabilizing the number of the 
infected plants during the last two seasons, can be 
explained by two factors. First, these two viruses 
could have a longer latency period, causing them 
to go undetected immediately after infection. 
Second, mealybugs could be a more important 
vector for GLRaV-1 and GLRaV-2, and during the 
last two growing seasons, the population of this 
vector was lower (results not shown).

Rapayati et al. (2009) found infections with 
two members of the leafroll complex in 13.56% 
of the samples collected, similar to the results 
obtained in this study if we add all the multiple 
infections observed (GLRaV-1 + GLRaV-2, 
GLRaV-1 + GLRaV-3 and GLRaV-2 + GLRaV-3) 
(Table 1). These data suggest that this type of 
infection, with more than one virus infecting a 
plant simultaneously, is frequent for this complex 
in Vitis. Cabaleiro (2009) proposes three types 
of infection dispersion for leafroll disease. The 

first type (random pattern) is when a vineyard is 
established using infected material, and diseased 
plants are randomly mixed with healthy individuals. 
In the second type (edge pattern), the viruses 
are spread from an infected vineyard to healthy 
plants in their vicinity. Finally, in the third type 
(row pattern), the transmission of the virus from 
plant to plant is mediated by vectors that feed on 
infected plants and then move to healthy plants. 
In this case, the spread of the infection starts at 
different points within the vineyard (Rowhani and 
Golino, 1995: Pietersen, 2004). However, Grasswitz 
and James (2008) reported that when mealybugs 
are the only vectors, there is poor dispersal of the 
virus because of the low transmission efficiency 
and high mortality of these insects. These authors 
concluded that if the spread of leafroll disease 
is based on the activity of this vector alone, the 
increase in the number of infected plants over time 
will be low. Even if the mealybugs are associated 
with ants (Geiger and Daane, 2001), natural root 
grafting between adjacent plants will remain the 
most important means of transmission within 
a vineyard (Epstein, 1978), providing a better 
explanation for the infection rate observed in 
the field of this experiment. The final increase 
in the number of infected plants over time is 
the result of a combination of all the factors 
mentioned above. The dispersion rates reported 
in the literature are different when mealybugs 
are considered to be the primary vector of the 
disease. According to Gribaudo et al. (2009), 
this difference may be related to three factors: 
first, the species of mealybug involved, given 
that there are several species that can transmit 
the disease (Charles et al., 2006); second, the size 
of the mealybug population present; and third, 
the size of the infection foci relative to the age of 
the vineyard (Cabaleiro and Segura, 2003). The 
results obtained in this study indicate that at least 
two factors are involved in the spread of these 
three viruses: root grafting and mealybugs. Given 
this result, measures to control this disease in 
the field include vector control, planting certified 
material, and the eradication of infected plants 
from the field.
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One of the factors that can affect the development 
of signs of infection is the virus titer in the plant 
tissue, which can change significantly during the 
sampling period. Although Tsai et al. (2011) did 
not find any differences in virus concentration 
when they compared pedicels from apical and basal 
shoots, pedicels from apical shoots had a higher 
virus titer early in the season. Later on, the virus 
concentration reached its maximum independent 
of the location of the pedicel. Finally, at the end of 
the growing season, pedicels from apical shoots 
again had the highest virus concentration. In the 
case of GLRaV-3 in particular, detection over 
the growing season is highly dependent on the 
detection method used. It has been found that 
the detection rate of this virus complex remains 
constant when ELISA is used but decreases at the 

end of the season when RT-PCR is used (Fiore et 
al., 2009). Given this information, the sampling 
was performed every year at the same time to avoid 
significant changes in the virus titer. However, the 
intensity of infection signs may vary depending 
on the virus or viruses present. The most severe 
signs of infection are observed when GLRaV-3 is 
present alone or in mixed infections that include 
it (Besse and Gugerli, 2009).

The results obtained in this study indicate that root 
grafting and mealybugs are the primary modes of 
spread of these three viruses in the field. However, 
it is necessary to conduct further research on 
vector dynamics in the vineyard, the presence of 
other viruses in the plants and the interactions of 
these pathogens with GLRaV-1, 2 and 3.

Table 1. Incidence of Grapevine leafroll-associated virus (GLRaV-1, GLRaV-2 and 
GLRaV-3) in a commercial vineyard in south-central Chile during five growing 
seasons (2007-2011). A total of 100 plants were analyzed by ELISA and RT-PCR.

Virus detected

Season

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

No infection 86 80 72 43 29

Single infection

GLRaV-1 1 2 3 12 6

GLRaV-2 3 5 4 13 0

GLRaV-3 10 14 17 32 34

Subtotal infected (%) 14 21 24 47 40

Multiple infection

GLRaV-1 + GLRaV-2 0 0 0 1 4

GLRaV-1 + GLRaV-3 0 0 0 0 1

GLRaV-2 + GLRaV-3 0 0 2 5 9

GLRaV-1 + GLRaV-2 + GLRaV-3 0 0 0 1 2

Subtotal infected (%) 0 0 2 7 16

Resumen

M.V. Mujica, R. Mora, M. Rosales y C. Sandoval. 2013. Variación temporal en la 
detección de tres virus del complejo del enrollamiento de la hoja de la vid en una viña 
comercial del área centro-sur de Chile. Cien. Inv. Agr. 40(1):139-147. Un viñedo de la zona 
centro – sur de Chile fue monitoreado durante cinco temporadas con el objetivo de analizar 
el desarrollo de la epidemia de Grapevine leafroll-associated virus – 1, 2, y 3. Al final del 
tiempo de evaluación el GLRaV-3 resultó ser el virus más prevalente con un 46% seguido del 
GLRaV-2 con 13% y GLRaV-1 con 12%. Considerando los virus en su conjunto, la infección 
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avanzó rápidamente de un 14% inicial de plantas afectadas a un 68% al final del período. El 
patrón de diseminación de la epidemia fue fundamentalmente en el sentido de la hileras del 
viñedo para los virus GLRaV-2, y -3, mientras que para GLRaV-1 no pudo ser determinado.

Palabras clave: Diagnóstico de virus, diseminación de campo, GLRaV-1, GLRaV-2, GLRaV-3.
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