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BUOPA3ZHOOBPA3UE MUKPOBHOT'O COOBIIECTBA
BUHOI'PAJA KYJIBTYPHOI'O (Vitis vinifera)

Tonecckuii pecuon aensiemes 6e0yWUM Pe2UOHOM NPOMBIULIEHHO20 @uHocpadapcmea ¢ Pecnybnuxe be-
napycsw. pupoonvie u kiumamuyeckue yciogus O1a20Npusmcmeyom 6blpauju8aHuio 30ech GblCOKOKaye-
CMBEHHBIX COPMOB BUHO2PAOd, KOMOPbLE MO2YH KOHKYPUPOBAMb C 3apyOedcHol npooyKyuel.

Ilo cospemennvim npedcmagienusim, 10boe pacmenue u AcCOYUUPOBAHHYIO C HUM MUKPOOUOMY MOIICHO
paccmampusams Kax eOUHbll IKON0SUYECKULL KOMIIEKC, C8A3AHHbIU MeCHbIMU 83aumooeticmeusamu. Ta-
Kue accoyuayuu Moeym noMOYb PACMEHUIM-X038e6aM A0anmupo8amvcs K USMEHSIOWUMCS YCI08UAM
oxpyxcarowell cpedsl. Kaxcoomy eudy uiu 6au3Kum eu0am pacmenuti RPUCyuy ceoti cneyu@uiyeckuti Kom-
NIeKC MUKPOCKONUYeCcKuUx oaxmeputi u epubos, KOmopwvie no CHOCOOHOCMU 0C80eHUSl PA3HOOOPAZHBIX
9KOOSUHECKUX HULY He UMeIom ceDe PABGHBIX.

B cmamve npedcmagnenvl dannvle 0 KOAULECMBEHHOU U KAYECMBEHHOU CMPYKMYype SNUQUMHBIX U IHOO-
DUMHBIX MUKPOOP2AHUZMOB PAZHBIX IKOHUUL GUHOSPAOA KYTbMYpHO20. JloKa3ana 6ajicHOCMb U3yueHusl
KOPHEB020 cO00Uecmsa 68udy 6ePIMUKAIbHO20 OGUNCEHUS NO COCYOUCTOU cucmeme K guinocgepe.

Knroueevie cnosa: Vitis vinifera, pusocgepa, snoocepa, dunnocghepa, baxmepuom, muxobuom, mep-
pyap.
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BIODIVERSITY OF THE MICROBIAL COMMUNITY OF GRAPE ROOTS
AS A POTENTIAL BIOTECHNOLOGICAL RESOURCE

The Polesye region is the leading region of industrial viticulture in the Republic of Belarus. Natural and
climatic conditions favor the cultivation of high-quality grape varieties here, which can compete with for-
eign products.

According to modern concepts, any plant and its associated microbiota can be considered as a single
ecological complex associated with close interactions. Such associations can help host plants adapt to
changing environmental conditions. Each species or close species of plants has its own specific complex
of microscopic bacteria and fungi, which are unmatched in their ability to develop various ecological
niches.

The article presents data on the quantitative and qualitative structure of epiphytic and endophytic micro-
organisms of various econiches of cultural grapes. The importance of studying the root community in
view of the vertical movement along the vascular system to the phyllosphere has been proved.

Keywords: Vitis vinifera, rhizosphere, endosphere, phyllosphere, bacteriome, mycobiome, terroir.
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Beenenue. Bunorpan (Vitis) sBnsieTcst oqHON
3 HauOollee pAcCHpPOCTPAaHEHHBIX W LEHHBIX
IUIOAOBBIX KyJNbTyp B mupe. IlpumepHo 80%
BCE MUPOBOM MPOAYKIIMA BUHOIPaAJia HCIOJIb-
3yercsi Ha BUHO, 16% moTpebisieTcss B CBEXeM
Buge U 4% wuner Ha cymky [1]. B bemapycu
MPOMBIIIUIEHHOE BHHOTPANAapPCTBO  HAXOJWUTCS
TOJIKO B Hayaje CTAaHOBIIEHUS U HauboJsee Mmoj-
XOZSIIME IJIi HEerO YCJIOBHS CKJIaAbIBAIOTCS B
I'omenbckoit, bpectckoii u rore MuHckoit 06ma-
ctax [2, 3]. B IlmHCKOM pernoHe BHHOTPATY
BHHMAaHHE yAeNsIoch m3naBHa. B 1948 r. ypo-
skeHel T. [Iuncka VBan MBanoBuy IlleBuyk mo-
Japui TOCYNapCTBY IMHUTOMHUK C yHHKAJIbHOW
KOJIJIEKITUEH I0XKHBIX KYJbTYp C IIENBI0 «CcOoXpa-
HEHHS M HCIIONB30BAaHUS Ul CEJIEKIHU BHHO-
rpaja, IepCUKOB, a0PUKOCOB, TPEIIKOTO OpeXa H
JIPYTUX IOKHBIX DPACTeHUH, a TaKkke B IEJIX
BHEJIPEHHUS! B MPOU3BOJICTBO PE3YIbTAaTOB pabo-
Tb» [4, 5]. Ha ocHOBe MaHHOTO MUTOMHHUKA TIO-
cranoBieaneM Cosera MuHHCTPpOB BCCP ObIn
opranu3oBaH [IMHCKUII ONOpPHBIN MYHKT MO BU-
HOTPaay U JAPYTUM KOKHBIM KyibTypam. [Lmo-
IaJb MIEPBOTO MPOMBIIIJIEHHOTO BHHOTPAIHUKA
benapycu, 3anoxxenHoro IInHckuM BUHOENbYE-
CKMM 3aBOJIOM I[OCAJOYHBIM MAaTEpUAIOM U3
copToB KoJuteKnuu OMOpPHOTO MYyHKTAa, COCTaB-
nsger okojo 100 rekTapoB ¢ MNEpPCHEKTUBOU
JaJIbHEHIIero pacmuperus [6]. YcenentHoe pas-
BUTHE BHHOTPAAApPCTBa TpeOyeT MOJHOLEHHOTO
Hay4yHOTO cONpoBOXeHuA. B benapycu akTus-
HO BeIyTcs pabOTHI 10 CEeJIEKIIMK BUHOTPaia, HO
WCCIIEZIOBAHUS, TOCBSIIEHHbIE H3YyYE€HHUIO OCO-
OCHHOCTEW COKMTEIIbCTBA BHHOTpaja W abopH-
TCHHBIX MHUKPOOPTaHM3MOB, IMPAKTUYECKU OT-
CYTCTBYIOT, XOTSI BUHOTpaJ, moyydas psx Ouo-
JIOTUYECKN aKTUBHBIX COEIWHEHUH, CHHTE3UPY-
eMBIX MHUKPOQIIOPOH, GOopMUPYET IJIs Hee CIie-
UQHUYECKYI0 cpelly OOMTaHUS U oOecreuyrBaeT
MUTATEeIHHBIMU BEIIECTBAMHU JMHU(PUTHBIE U JH-
nmoduTHBIE coobmmectBa [7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12].

B nanHO#f cTaThe mpencTaBieH 0030p Hayd-
HOW JIUTEpaTypsl O KOJIMYECTBEHHOM W Kade-
CTBEHHOH CTPYKType SMH(PHUTHBIX W IHAODUT-
HBIX MHKPOOPTaHU3MOB Pa3HBIX 3KOHHII BHHO-
rpajaa KyJbTypHOTO.

MukpoouoM BHHOTpajaa.

Mukpoopzanuszmet puszocghepot. Puzocdepa,
ompezaensemMas Kak IUIOTHas 00JacTh MOYBHI,
OKpy’Karomasi KOPHH pacTeHHiH, COJEpPIKUT
OTPOMHOE KOJIMYECTBO MHKPOOPTaHU3MOB, KO-
TOpBIE MPSIMO MM KOCBEHHO B3aMMOJEHCTBYIOT

¢ pacterueMm [13, 14]. DTOT MOYBEHHBIH OTCEK
MOJIICPKUBACT CJIOKHBI MUKPOOMOM W CUWTa-
€TCsl OJTHOW M3 CaMbIX JAWHAMHUYHBIX SKOCHCTEM
Ha 3emute [15, 16]. IlokazaHo, 9YTO YaCTh MUKPO-
6uoma puzocepsl, Takke H3BECTHAs KaK pU-
30MHUKPOOUOM, obecrnieunBaeT pacTeHue-
XO3SIFHA JIy4IIed cCIoCOOHOCTHIO aIallTHPOBATh-
csl K cTpeccaM oKpy»katomeit cpensl [17, 18, 19].
[TouBeHHas Mukpodiopa COCTOUT U3 OaKTepuil,
apxei, rpu0OB, IPOTHCTOB U BUPYCOB, KOTOPBIC
UMEIOT TOJIe3HbIe, HEeHTpalbHBIE WM MATOTEH-
HbIC OTHOIICHHS C pacTeHHeM. [laToreHHbIe
MUKPOOPTaHU3MBI YYaCTBYIOT B IIPOIECcax KOp-
HEBOW WH(EKINH, TOTJa KaK Moje3Has MHKpO-
6roTa crocoOCTBYEeT pOCTYy pacTeHUH U Mexa-
Hu3MaM 3amuThl [20, 21]. OCHOBHBIMU «JIpaii-
BEpaMH» COCTaBa MHKPOOHOTO COOOIIECTBa,
CBSI3aHHOTO C KOPHEBOM CHUCTEMOM, SIBJIAIOTCA
BBIJICTISICMbIE KOPHSMH TICPBUYHBIC U BTOPUY-
Hble MeTabomuthl [22, 23, 24]. Hexotopele u3
STUX COEAMHEHUI SBISAIOTCS CHUTHAJIHHBIMH MO-
JICKYJIaMH, KOTOPbIe ()OPMHUPYIOT U MPHUBJICKAIOT
MOYBEHHBbIE MUKpoopranusMsel [27, 28]. Cocras
9KCCY/IaTOB BapbHPYyeT B 3aBHCHMOCTU OT (pak-
TOpOB OKpyxkatomieit cpenst [29, 30], a Takxke
BUJIOB U cOpTOB pacteHuit [31, 32, 33], koTopbie
B COBOKYIHOCTH (hOPMHUPYIOT MHKPOOHOM KOp-
HEH.

OTHOCUTENIbHOE O0MINe OaKTepPHaIbHOIO U
rprOKOBOTO PU30MHUKPOOMOMA 3aBUCHUT OT OCO-
OCHHOCTEW COYEeTaHUs THIIA [TOYBHI, KIMMaTHYe-
CKUX YCIIOBHH, IJTyOUHBI TIOYBBI, IIPUBOS U TOJ-
BOs, METOJIOB BhIpamuBanus u aAp. Cpeau rpu-
0OB 4YacTO BCTpEYAIOIIUECS TAaKCOHBI B PHU30-
chepe BUHOTPATHHUKOB OTHOCSTCS K THIIAM
Ascomycota u Basidiomycota. A Haubonee MHO-
TOYNCIIEHHBIMU OaKkTepusMu, OOHAPYKEHHBIMH
B pu3ochepe BHHOTPAIHON JIO3bI, SBISIOTCS TH-
el Proteobacteria, Actinobacteria, Firmicutes,
Bacteroidetes n Acidobacteria. Iti TUTIBI SBIIS-
FOTCSl KITFOUEBBIMH TaKCOHAMHM, KOTOpPBIE BBITION-
HSIOT IIUPOKUHA CIIEKTp QYHKIHMHA B MOYBEHHON
akocucteme [48, 49].

Kak mokaszano Yu-jie ¢ coaBropamu [43], B
KuMatndeckux ycnosusx Kutas Kaistobacter,
Arthrobacter, Skermanella, Sphingomonas Oopun
MpeodIaalouMi poJaMu O0akTepuii B pu30-
cepe; MeHee MHOTOYHCIIEHHBIMH -
Steroidobacter, Rubrobacter, Flavisolibacter,
Pontibacter,  Nitrospira, = Rhodoplanes m
Adhaeribacter.
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Tab6muma 1. — IlpuMepbl OCHOBHBIX TaKCOHOB OaKTepHWil W TPHUOOB, OOHAPYKEHHBIX B PU3OMHUKPOOHOME
BHHOI'paja KyJIbTypPHOTO

OCHOBHEIE TaKCOHBI o OCHOBHBIC TAKCOHBI o, Copr Crpana/ ABTop
Oaxtepuii rpuboB
Proteobacteria ~T70% Ascomycota ~50% Cupa CIIA
Actinobacteria ~18% Basidiomycota ~45% [34]
Bacteroidetes ~8%
Firmicutes ~5%
Ascomycota ~47% Myckatr T'am- | Kurait
Basidiomycota ~15% Oypr [35]
Mortierellomycota ~10%
Glomeromycota ~8%
Proteobacteria ~27% Ascomycota ~67% Temnpanunso | Vcanus [36]
Actinobacteria ~21% Basidiomycota ~16%
Acidobacteria ~15% Zygomycota ~12%
Bacteroidetes ~6%
Ascomycota ~61% Temnpanunso | Mcnanus
Basidiomycota ~21% [37]
Proteobacteria ~53% Bapbepa Uramus [38]
Actinobacteria ~24%
Bacteroidetes ~5%
Chloroflexi ~49,
Acidobacteria ~4%,
Actinobacteria ~52% ITuno Hyap Wramus [39]
Proteobacteria ~36%
Gemmatimonadetes ~2%
Bacteroidetes ~2%
Ascomycota * IMuro Hyap Ascrpammst [40]
Mortierellomycota
Basidiomycota
Acidobacteriota Prote- | ~35% Copra u3 I'epmanus [41]
obacteria Latescibacte- | ~22% V. riparia,
riota Methylomirabilota | ~15% V. berlandieri
Gemmatimonadota ~6% V. rupestris
~4%
Actinobacteria ~47% LBaiirensT ABcrpus [42]
Proteobacteria ~22%
Bacteroidetes ~13%
Proteobacteria, ~43% Ascomycota ~45% Kabepune Co- | Kuraii
Firmicutes, ~8% Basidiomycota ~14% BUHBOH [43]
Actinobacteria ~13% Mortierellomycota ~10%
Bacteroidetes ~6%
Ascomycota ~66% I'pud CIIA
Basidiomycota ~34% [44]
Proteobacteria  Bac- | ~68% Ascomycota ~80% Copta u3 Kanana [45]
teroidetes Actino- | ~14% Basidiomycota ~18% V. riparia,
bacteria Firmicutes | ~4% V. rupestris
Acidobacteria ~8%
~6%
Proteobacteria ~33% Ascomycota ~62,5% | Anbda Benapychb
Actinobacteria ~22% Basidiomycota ~37,5% [46, 47]
Firmicutes ~45%

*OmuocumenbHas YUCIeHHOCMb He yKasana
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UucnenHocTs Kaistobacter B ipo0ax KOpHEH
B OKTOpe yBEIMYMBAIACH [0 CPABHCHUIO C
npobaMu B HIONIE, a YUCICHHOCTh Arthrobacter
YMEHBIIANTACh.

CyIIeCTBEHHBIX CE30HHBIX W3MEHEHHWM YHC-
neHHoctu Skermanella v Sphingomonas B pu3o-
cthepe BUHOTpaza OOHAPYXEHO HE OBLTO. DTH
Pe3yJIbTaThl COTJIACYIOTCS C MPEIbIIYIIUMH HC-
cnenoanusmu [50, 51]. Zarraonaindia et al. [48]
u Marasco et al. [38] mokazanu, uro OakTepun
Beta- u Gamma-, Proteobacteria,
Actinobacteria  TpeaNIOYTUTEIHHO  HACEISIOT
pu3ocdepy 1Mo CpaBHEHHIO C OCHOBHOW ITOYBOM.
DTOMy MOTYT CIIOCOOCTBOBATh BBIICISIEMBIC
KOPHSIMA BHHOTpPaJia XeMOATTPaKTaHThI (HAMpPH-
Mep, caxapa, aMUHOKHCIOTBHI, OpTraHHYECKUE
KHUCJIOTBI, BUTAMHHEI, (DUTOTOPMOHEI, (DJIAaBOHO-
uabl, Tepnensl) [52, 53, 54]. Bacillus simplex n
Rhizobium  leguminosaurus,  Agrobacterium
radiobacter, Paenibacillus amylolyticus n
Pantoea agglomerans ObuUHM WU30BITOYHO TIPEI-
CTaBJICHbI B KOPHSAX BUHOIPaja, MPOU3PACTAI0-
miero B Kanaze [45]. Mccnenopanus Bona et al.
[54] w3 Uranmu mMOATBEpOWIHM, YTO BBICOKAs
OMOXMMHYECKasi aKTUBHOCTh B pu3ocdepe He-
MPUBHUTHIX V. vinifera B 3HAYMTEIHHON CTEIICHU
OTHOCWJIACh K OaKTepusiM, MPHHAISKAIIAM K
tarty Proteobacteria. D’Amico et al. [55]
HAONIOJaIM UCTOIICHUE, a WHOTAA W TOJHOE

OTCYTCTBHUE OaxTepuit Micrococcaceae,
Comamonadaceae, Cytophagacea,
Sphingomonadaceae, Rhizobiaceae,

Xanthomonadaceae n Microbacteriaceae B pu-
3octepe u puzomane. [lokazano, uto OakTepu-
aIbHOE Pa3HOOOpa3ue B pU3OILIAHE HUKE, YeM B
pusocdepe, a OONBIIMHCTBO KOPHEBBIX OakTe-
pPHATBHBIX TAaKCOHOB COOTBETCTBYIOT OaKTepH-
siM, 0OHapyXeHHBIM B mouBe [34, 36, 38]. AHa-
JIOTHYHBIEC IaHHBIE UMEIOTCSl OTHOCUTENBFHO pas-
HOOOpasus rpudoB [40, 44]. D10 MO3BOJSAET 3a-
KITIOYHUTh, YTO ITOYBA SBIIIETCS OCHOBHBIM MHK-
POOHBIM pe3epByapoM KOpPHEH.
MukpoopranusmMsl cTBOJIa (IITam0da). B
CPaBHEHWU C JAPYTUMHU YacCTIMH BUHOTPaTHOU
J03bI, TAaKUMH KaK KOPHH, JIUCTbS U SITOMBI,
CTBOJIy YyJAENACTCSI MEHblllee BHHUMaHHE HcCie-
noBateneid. Kopa crBona, sBISSICE MOCTOSIHHOM
YacThIO BUHOTPAJHOM JIO3BI, B OTIMYNE OT TaKUX
adeMepHBIX TKaHEeH, KaK IUIOJbl U JIUCThS, MO-
XKeT ObITh cTaOWIBHOU Cpemoil oOuTaHWs MHK-
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poopraam3moB. OiHaK0, HECMOTPS Ha CBOIO II0-
TEHIMAILHYI0 BaYKHOCTh, Ha CETOHSIIHUN JICHb
CBEJICHHS O XapaKTEePHCTHUKE OaKTepUaIbHOTO U
rpuOHOTO KOMITOHEHTa KOpBI BHHOTpada dpar-
MEHTApHBI.

BakrepuanbHbiii MUKPOOMOM KOPBI CTBOJIA
HacuuteiBaeT 10 30 tumoB Oaxtepmii [S57, 58,
59]. I'maBupie 3 HUX — Proteobacteria (24,8-
77,4%), Actinobacteria (11,4-22,8%), Bac-
teroidetes (5,5-20,8%), Firmicutes (0,4-49,4%),
Planctomycetes  (0,1-5,4%), Abditibacteriota
(0,7-2,4%), Verrucomicrobiota (0,2-3,2%), Ac-
idobacteria (0,2-2,8%) wu Chloroflexi (0,02-
1,84%). NnenTudumpoBansl Bacillales,
Enterobacteriales w Xanthomonadales xax
HauOoJiee pacIpoCTpaHEHHbIE OaKTepHalbHBIC
MOPSAAKH, KOJOHU3UPYIOIINE CTBOJ BUHOTPA-
HO# J103b1. OTMEYEHO MPUCYTCTBHE HA KOpPE Po-
noB Cellulomonas, Pseudomonas, Bacillus,
Rhizobium, Xylella, Staphylococcus,
Streptomyces, Pantoea. I1lo Martins et al. [60]
MUKOOMOM  KOpbI  MPEJACTaBICH  THUIIAMHU
Ascomycota (75,2-97,6%) u Basidiomycota (2,4-
23,3%). Hanbonee pacmpocTpaHEHHBIMH KJlac-
camMu rpuboB Obutu Dothideomycetes (33,9-
77,2%), Sordariomycetes (15,9%-32,8%),
Eurotiomycetes (1,3-21,2%), Agaricomycetes
(0,2-20,9%),  Leotiomycetes  (0,1-18%) wu
Lecanoromycetes (0,3-4,1%).

B HexoTophIx paboTax mMoka3aHa 4yeTKas JH-
HaMHKa 3aBUCUMOCTH MHUKPOOMOMa KOPHI BHHO-
rpaga OT ()EHOJOTUYECKOH CTauH Pa3BUTHS
pacTeHHs — HAYaJI0 CO3pEBaHU BUHOTpaaa (Be-
pu30H) U cbopa ypoxas. Ha cragum BepuzoHa
MUKPOOHOM BHMHOTpaja XapakTepusyeTcs O0u-
nueM TUIOB Proteobacteria u Bacteroidetes u
MUKOMHIIETOB Ascomycota. Ha cragum cbopa
ypokasg KOJIWYECTBO IMpEICTaBUTENeH THma
Proteobacteria ocraeTcsi TPaKTHUYECKU HEHU3-
MEHHBIM, YUCIIEHHOCTh Bacteroidetes yMeHbIa-
ercs, a Actinobacteria, Acidobacteria noBbIa-
etcs. VICKIIIounTeNnbHO Ha cTafuu cOopa ypoKas
OTMEUYEHO NPUCYTCTBUE Verrucomicrobiota —
TUTIA TPAMOTPHUIATEIFHBIX B OCHOBHOM HEKYJIb-
TUBUPYEMBIX ()OPM TOYBCHHBIX Oakrepuit [58,
59, 61]. BriaBneHHBIE yKa3aHHBIMH aBTOpaMHU
Ka4eCTBEHHbIE W KOJHYECTBEHHBIE pa3IHIus
cocTaBa MHUKPOOHMOTHI Ha PasHBIX (EHOJOTHUE-
CKUX CTaJMsIX Pa3BUTHS BUHOTPaga Mbl MpE-
CTaBUIIM Ha PUCYHKE.
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Pucynok — Oouniine 6akTepuajbHbIX U TPUOHBIX SNH(HUTOB HA YPOBHE TUIIOB B 00pa3nax KopbI
BUHOIPa/Ia HA Pa3HBIX (PEHOJOTHYECKUX CTAIUAX (HAII KOJIJIAXK M0 JAHHBIM aBTOpPOB [58, 59, 61])

CrouT TakKe OTMETHTb, YTO BCE OCHOBHBIC
(uTyMBI, XapaKTepHbIE s KOpPBl CTBOINA
(Actinobacteria, Bacteroidetes, Chloroflexi n
Verrucomicrobia), panee ObUTH OOHApy>KEHBI B
mo4Bax BUHOTpagHUKoB [16, 39, 62] u kmaccu-
(UIUpPyYIOTCS KaK OKa3bIBAIOIINE «HEHTpah-
HOE/HEH3BECTHOE BIIMSHHE» Ha (PEPMEHTAILHIO
BHHA [63]. DTO NHIIb YyCUIIUBAET UHTEPEC K KOPE
CTBOJIa BHMHOTpaJaa Kak WH(OPMATHUBHOU cpene
OoOUTaHUs Ul OIICHKH MHUKPOOHOTO OHOpa3zHO-
00pazusi BAHOTPaIHUKOB.

Muxkpoopranusmsl credjsi, pykapos. B
cTeOsIX-pyKkaBax BHHOTpPaZa BBIAEIICHBI pa3HO-
o0pa3Hble TaKCOHBI MHUKPOOPIaHHU3MOB KaK B
OKynbTYpeHHBIX (Vitis vinifera subsp. vinifera),
tak U B mukux (V. vinifera subsp. sylvestris)
[64]. 13 BuHOTpama coprta I'mepa u3 mectu pas-
HBIX BUHOTpaaHuKOB WTamiu Ob11 momyuen 381
OaKkTepuaNbHBIN W30JAT, Ipu 3ToM  30% n30:s-
TOB IIpHHAIIEKANA K pony Bacillus, ocTanbHbIE
Bxiroyanu  Paenibacillus,  Microbacterium,
Staphylococcus, Micrococcus,
Stenotrophomonas, Variovorax, Curtobacterium
u Agrococcus. OTMedeHa OIpeAeNieHHas CTe-
[IeHb MECTHON CHenu(pUIHOCTH U CE30HHOCTH
OaKTepHalbHOTO  AHAO(PHUTHOTO MHKpOOHOMa
BUHOTPAIHOH JIO3BI, TAK KaK HAOIIOAAINCh pa3-
JTUYUS MEKITY MANHCKUMHM U OKTIOPHCKHUMH BbI-
Ooopkamu [49], uTO coriacyercs C JaHHBIMH,
MIOJIy4YeHHBIMH HE TOJIbKO B Mrtamuu [58], HO u B
I'perun [59, 61]. Andreolli et al. [9] uccnenosa-
U BO3pacT BHHOTPAAHON 10361 WTammm kak
BO3MOXKHBIH (haKTOp, BIUSIONINN HA COCTaB dH-
noputHOTO coobmectBa. MccnenoBarenu ycra-
HOBHIIM, YTO Y TPEXJIETHETO BHHOTpPaja IMpeoo-
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nananu ponsl Actinobacteria w Bacillus, Torna
Kak y 15-netaux — Proteobacteria.

Campisano ¢ coaBTopamu [65], uccieays
Pa3HUIly MEXAy SHAOQUTHBIMU TPUOHBIMH CO-
o0IIecTBaMy JI03bl JUKOTO M KYJIETUBUPYEMOTO
BUHOTpaga lpaHa, yCTaHOBWIIM, YTO BHIIOBOE
pa3HoOOpasue MepBOro 3HAYMTEILHO BBIIIE (25
pozioB MpoTuB 6). BHyTpeHHN T MHKOOHMOM JI03
BKIIFOYAJI  TakWe poasl, Kak Alternaria
brassicicola, A. chlamydospora, A. malorum, A.
atra, Arthrinium phaeospermum, A. sacchari,
Aspergillus  nidulans, A. gotii, Beauveria
bassiana, Cheatomium elatum, Epicoccum
nigrum, Geosmithia pallida, Paecillomyces
variotii, Cytospora punicae w Verrucobotrys
geranii. V301MpOBaHHbIE MHUKPOMUILIETHl pyKa-
BOB BHHOIpajJa B HcclieioBaHusIX KpacHomap-
CKOTO Kpas [66] pacnpeaennimuch Mo IByM TaK-
COHOMHYECKHM Kjaccam: Hyphomycetes (I'm-
domunerst) — Coryneum spp., Cladosporium
spp., Alternaria spp., Aspergillus spp., Fusarium
spp. n Coelomycetes (Llenmomunietsr) — Phoma
spp., Botryodiplodia spp.

Mukpoopranu3msl JucTheB. [IoBepxHOCTH
JUCTBEB, HACEMSEMYI  MHKPOOpTraHHU3MaMH,
00BIYHO 0003HAYAIOT TEPMUHOM drmtochepa
(ot rpeu. phyllon — nuct u sphaira — map), XoT4,
B TTIyOOKOM CMBICIIE, STOT TEPMHH OTHOCHTCS K
o0IIeil Haa3eMHOW MOBEPXHOCTH PACTEHHH, Ha
KOTOpoil oHM oburtator. duinocdepa spusercs
BeChMa JIMHAMHUYHOW CpeIoi OOWTaHWS s
MUKPOOOB-KOJIOHHU3aTOPOB, pa3HOOOpa3ue KOTo-
peIX HeBenmuko [67, 68]. OHa xXapakTepu3yeTcs
OTpaHMYEHHON JOCTYIMHOCTBIO THTATECIBHBIX
BEIIECTB, MPUCYTCTBHEM CTHIHOEHOB (pecBepa-
TpOJa W €ro MPOU3BOAHBIX), H3MEHUYHNBHIMH
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KITUMATHYECKUMH YCIIOBUSIMA M TIPHUCYTCTBHEM
coiHeyHOTO W3nydeHus [12, 69]. CeemeHuii o
¢mnocdepe, B cpaBHEHUU ¢ puzocdepolt u 3H-
nmocepotii [11, 17, 48, 70], HemHoOTO.

OCHOBHBIC THITBI OAKTEPHNA, BCTPEUAIOIIHXCS
B ¢wmwuiochepe, BrIOUAOT Actinobacteria,
Bacteroidetes, Crenarchaeota,  Firmicutes,
Nitrospirae, Planctomycetes, Proteobacteria n
Verrucomicrobia. Ponpl Oakrepuii, Hambomee
OOIIMPHO TPEJICTABICHHBIC HA JIUCTHSAX, BKIIO-

4aroT Sphingomonas, Hymenobacter,
Methylobacterium, Microbacterium,
Pseudomonas, Cupriavidus, Xylophilus,

Curtobacterium, Bacillus n Skermanella [58, 60,
71, 72]. Pseudomonas, Acinetobacter u
Kaistobacter HpeOGHaI[aIOT B BHHOI'paJHUKaX
Kuras [43]. Proteobacteria (~15%),
Cyanobacteria (~14,3%), Firmicutes (~ 3%) u
Actinobacteria (~ 1,3%) NOMUHHPYIOT B 00pa3-
1ax JMCTheB BUHOrpana u3 Hunepmaunn [67, 73,
74, 75]. 3 HuX HamOojJee MHOTOYHCICHHBIMH
pomamu  Oaktepuit  OvTM  Sphingomonas,
Methylobacterium, Rubelimicrobium,
Blastococcus. B uccnenosanusx xe [76, 77, 78]
Hamnboiee 4acTo BCTPEYAINCH poIBI
Hymenobacter, Microbacterium, Skermanella,
Pseudomonas, Bacillus. Pon Rubelimicrobium
TakKe ObUT OJHMM W3 OCHOBHBIX M JOMUHHPY-
IONINX POJIOB, OOHAPYXEHHBIX B KadecTBE JIH-
CTOBOTO 3MU(UTa BUHOTPAJA, IPOU3PACTAIOIIC-
ro B CIIIA [48].

UzBectHo, dro  OOHapyXeHHBIE  POJIBI
Pseudomonas n Sphingomonas mupoKo pacmpo-
CTpaHeHbl B MPHUPOJC M CIOCOOHBI pacTu B
YCIIOBUSIX HHU3KOTO COAEpKAHUS THUTATEIbHBIX
BEIIECTB. JTH JIBa pojia ObUTH OJHUMH M3 CaAMBIX
pacnpocTpaHeHHBIX B uimiochepe BUHOrpaga u
00HAPYKUBAIUCH HA JUCTHSIX APYTUX PACTCHUN
[12]. B To Bpems kak OoJbIlas 9acTh MHKPO-
OHOTHI HE MOXKET MEePEeXUTh MpoIecc OpoKeHUs
BUHA, Sphingomonas, 0OHapyXCHHbIE Ha BUHO-
TpagHBIX JINCTHSIX, @ TAaKXKe B MMOYBE W Ha IIO-
BEPXHOCTHU STOJl, BBIACPKUBAIOT 3TOT MHPOIIECC.
[MurmenTanusi, ypoBHH CTPECCOYCTOWYMBOCTH,
VHUKaJIbHAs  BOCCTaHABIMBAIOIIAs  CHCTeMa
JHK Taxke obecrieunBaiOT UM YCIEITHBIA POCT
Ha TIOBEPXHOCTH JIUCTHEB.

Cpenu tpuboB ¢umochepsl mpeodiamaroT
tunel  Ascomycota (~91%) wu Basidiomycota
(~9%) [11, 43, 79]. B snudwutHO# dumnocdepe
BuHorpana Kuras copra Kabepue u CaBUHBOH
UICHTU(GUITUPOBATIA  IISITh ~ THUIIOB ~ TPHOOB:
Ascomycota, Basidiomycota, Chytridiomycota,
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Zygomycota [43]. Omnako Chytridiomycota n
Zygomycota O4YEHb PEOKO OOHAPYKHUBAIOTCS B
¢unocdepe. Ponpt Aureobasidium,
Pleosporaceae, Cryptococcus w Dothideales
SBIISIFOTCS IPEOOIaJAIOIIIMY POIaMHU Ha JTUCTh-
X BUHOTpajaa. JIpyruMu KpYyIHBIMH pOJaMu
cunrtator Aspergillus, Penicillium, Erysisphe,
Alternaria n Scleroderma. Oun umeroT Ooiee
BBICOKYIO YHCJIEHHOCTh B OKTAOpE, 3a HCKIIIOYe-
HueM Pleosporaceae. KomwudectBo Penicillium
H3MEHIETCA Takke Mo ce3oHaMm oT 2% mo 44%
[80, 81].

B nenom n3menenus rpuOHBIX cOOOIIECTB HA
BUHOTPAHBIX JIUCTHAX CIOXKHEE, 4eM H3MeHe-
HUS B pu3ocdepe. ITO MOKET OBITH CBSI3aHO KaK
C KOHKYPCHIIUECH MEXIy BHIAMH, TaK U C MPH-
POOHBIMH YCIIOBUSIMHM, TaKUMH KaK HWHTCHCHUB-
HOCTH CBETa, BPEeMs OCBEIEHUS, BETEP, JOKIb,
HACeKOMBbIe, NIEATENbHOCTh YEIOBEKa, BHI3bIBa-
om@as Murpamnuo Mukpo6os [60, 82]. BaxkHoii
3a/1avyell SBIsieTCs U3ydYeHNe CBOMCTB ATHX MHK-
pOOHBIX cooO0MecTB B ¢umiochepe, BKIFOTASL
TaKCOHOMHIO, (DYHKIIMOHAIBHOE pa3HOOOpasue,
CTPYKTYpy MHKpOOHBIX cereil. [Ipumensisi co-
BpEMEHHbIE OWOTEXHOJOTHYECKHE TPHUEMBI, B
TOM 4YHCI€ M MaHHUIYJIHPYs COCTaBOM MHKPO-
OMOTHI B M3MEHSIOLINXCS KIMMATHYECKUX YCIIO-
BUSX, MOYKHO TMOBBICUTh YCTOHYHMBOCTH BHHO-
TpagHBIX PAaCTeHHWH W TOJJAEp)KaTh MX MPOIYK-
TUBHOCTb U YPOKaHHOCTb.

Mukpoopranu3msl sirog. Bo MHOrux BUHO-
JIENbYECKUX CTpaHaxX Ha Arojax BHUHOTpaa
uaeHTHuUIMpoBaHo Oomnbinoe pazHooOpaszue
MUKpoopranuzMoB [83]. BuHorpajn ectecTBeH-
HBIM 00pa3oM COAEPIKUT pe3epByap MUKPOOpra-
HU3MOB, KOTOpPBIE MOTYT IOBJIMATH Ha IpoOIlecc
BUHH(HKALUK, CKa3bIBasiChb HA KayecTBE M Xpa-
HeHnn BuHA [16, 34, 84]. MukpoOHas momyis-
1Us 3JI0POBOM BHHOTPAJHOW ATOABI COCTABISIET
npumepso ot 10° 1o 10° KOE/r [85]. Koneunoe
Ka4yecTBO STOJ] BUHOTpaja KyneTypHoro (Vitis
vinifera) 3aBUCHT HE TOJHKO OT COPTa PaCTCHHS
¥ METOJIOB BBIpAlIMBaHMs, HO M OT KOMIUIEKCA
(akTOpOB, CrpyNIHUPOBAaHHBIX MOJA OOLIMM TeEp-
MUHOM «Teppyap» [86, 87]. Teppyap (dp.
terroir OT terre — 3eMJIsl) — COBOKYITHOCTh TOY-
BEHHO-KIIMMAaTHYECKUX (PaKTOPOB U OCOOEHHBIX
XapaKTePUCTUK MECTHOCTH (penbed, WHCOMIS-
1IUsI, OKPY>KAIOIIUH dKUBOTHBIN, PACTUTENBHBIN U
MUKPOOHBIH MHp), OIpeleNsonias COPTOBbIC
XapaKTePUCTUKU CEIbCKOXO03IHCTBEHHONW MpO-
Oykimud. Takke OJHO W3 CaMbIX JAKOHUYIHBIX
ONpEACIICHUI J1all M3BECTHBIM aMepUKaHCKUUN
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BUHHBIA »KcnepT Xbio JKOHCOH: «Teppyap —
3TO cpena mpoucxoxaeHus» [88]. M3HagambHO
MOHSITUE BO3HUKIIO UMCHHO B BUHOJICIIUH, OIIPE-
nensis OykeT W TMmoTeHnuaid BuHA. [lo maHHBIM
[89] HecmydaliHBIN «MHKPOOHBIA Teppyap» SB-
JSeTCs ONpeAesSIIoIUM (HaKTOPOM XapaKTepH-
CTHK BHHOTPAJHOTO CyClla KOHKPETHOTO PETHO-
Ha, JOKa3pIBas, YTO MHUKPOOHBIE COOOIIECTBA
BUHOTPAHUKOB WIPAIOT PEIIAONIyI0 POJIb B
OTIpeJeNICHUU KauecTBa SITOI.

HekoTtopsle BUABI BCTpedaroTCs TONBKO B
BHHOTpaJie B Buie calpo(UTHBIX IUIECEHEH, Ta-
kux Kak Aspergillus spp., Cladosporium spp. n
Penicillium spp. [90] u 6akTepusx okpyxaromieit
Cpensl, B TO BpeMs KaK JpyTHhe CIOCOOHBI BBI-
JKUBaTh M PacTU B BUHE, 00pa3ysl BUHHBIH MHK-
poOHbI KoHCOpUMyM [91, 92], KOTOPBIA BKIIO-
4aeT APOXKKH, MOJIOYHOKHCIIBIE M YKCYCHOKHC-
neie Oaktepuu. CooOIIanoch, 4TO BHBI, MPHU-
CYTCTBYIOIIIUE HA 3PEIIBIX ST0JIaX, MPUHAIICHKAT
B OCHOBHOM K TpyMII€ OKHCIUTEIHHBIX 0a3u-
TUOMHIIETHBIX TIPOXOKEH, TaKAX KaK
Cryptococcus  spp., Rhodotorula  spp.,
Sporobolomyces spp. W Filobasidium spp., a
TaKKe K IUMOP(HBIM aCKOMHUIIETHBIM YEePHBIM
npoxcoxam Aureobasidium pullulans [93, 94, 95].
OTH IpOXKH MOBCEMECTHO PACIpPOCTPaHEHBI B
cpele BUHOTPATHUKOB M OOBIYHO CBS3aHBI C
kapriochepoit, ¢umuiochepoir u puzochepoit
[89, 96]. beulo 0OHapyKEHO, YTO OKHCIUTEIh-
Hbl€ AaCKOMHIIETHBIE JPOXOKH  (Hampumep,
Candida spp., Pichia spp. N Metschnikowia
spp.) W (QEpMECHTHPYIOIINE aCKOMHIECTHBIC
OpoxXoKu  (Hampumep,  Hawmseniaspora — u
Kloeckera spp.) IpUCYTCTBYIOT B HH3KHX KOH-
LEHTPaLHUAX Ha 30OPOBBIX STO/IaX M YaCTO JIOKa-
JTU3YIOTCS B TAKUX MECTaX, IJIe MOXKET BHITEKATh
cok [97, 98, 99]. Hamporus, Saccharomyces
cerevisiae, Hambojee momxonamue (GpepMeHTH-
PYIOIIME BUHHBIC IPOXIKH, B OCHOBHOM MPHUCYT-
CTBYIOT B HEOOJBIIIOM KOJHYECTBE W C HU3KOU
JaCTOTOH, Jake B MOBPEXKACHHBIX sAromax [100,
101, 102].

Bunorpag cuuTaeTcs OCHOBHBIM HCTOYHH-
koM LAB (Momounokucneix Oaxtepuit) [103],
KOTOpbIE  KAaTaIM3UPYIOT TMpeBpameHue L-
sI0JIOYHON KHCIOTHI B L-MOJIOUHYIO KHCJIOTY C
obpazopanneM CO, B pe3ynpTare S0JIOYHO-
MOJIOYHOTO OpOKEHHS ¥ TPHUIAIOT CIIOKHBIHA
Bkyc [104, 105]. Takue poxsl, kak Lactobacillus
spp., Leuconostoc spp., Pediococcus spp. U
Oenococcus oeni 9acTO BCTPEYAIOTCS B BUHO-
rpanaoM coke [106]. ComepxaHuE MOJIOYHO-
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KHCIBIX GaKTepHil Ha sSrojax He mpesbimaer 10
KOE/r [12]. Mukpobuota BHHOTPATHOW JIO3bI
TaKKe JIEMOHCTPHPYET IIMPOKOE pa3sHOOOpasue
pacmpocTpaHEeHHBIX B OKpYyXaroled cpene Oak-
Tepul, TpUHAMISKAMNUX K pomaMm Bacillus,
Burkholderia,  Enterobacter,  Enterococcus,
Pseudomonas, Serratia w Staphylococcus |95,
96], xoTOpEIC HE MOTYT pacTh B BuHe. Ha r0-
BEPXHOCTH BHHOTPaJia TaKKe ObLIM OOHapyKe-
HBl poawl Acetobacter, Gluconoacetobacter n
Gluconobacter, npuHamNexXamme K TPYyIIe
AAB (ykcycHokmcieie OakTepun). AAB xopo-
III0 U3BECTHBI CBOEH CIIOCOOHOCTHIO BHIpAOATHI-
BaTh YKCYCHYIO KHCIIOTY W3 3TaHOJA, YTO SBIISI-
eTCSl KIIFOUYEBBIM (aKTOpPOM TOpuH BUHaA [94].
ITomynsmu yKCyCHOKHUCHBIX OaKTepUil CTHMY-
JUPYIOTCS TOBPESKICHUEM STOJl, YBEIUYHBASChH
¢ menee yem 10 KOE/r 1o 10° KOE/r na raumoM
BUHOTPA/IE.

BakrepuanbHbie ¥ TPUOHBIC MOMYJSIUM Ha
MOBEPXHOCTH STOJ BHUHOTPaZa M3MEHSIOTCS IO
Mepe co3peBaHus. KirroueBbIM 3Tarmom B co3pe-
BaHUU BUHOTpaja SBISICTCS CTaius BEPU30HA,
KOTJla MJIET aKTUBHOC HAKOIUIEHHE caxapa, OJI-
HOBpEMEHHOE yBEJIIMYCHNE MUKPOOHOW IMOMyJIs-
LU CO CMEHOM JOMUHHUPYIOIIMX TaKCOHOB. IIpu
3TOM YHCJICHHOCTh MHKPOOPTaHU3MOB C IMEKTO-
JUTHYECKOW W IEJUTIOJIONUTHYECKON aKTHBHO-
CTBIO CHMKAETCSA, HO YBEIMYUBAETCS YHCIICH-
HOCTh ()epMEHTATUBHBIX BHIOB. HezaBucumo ot
MIPOUCXOXKIEHHSI I COPTa HA TTOBEPXHOCTH SITOJT
BHHOTpAJA peo0IaaaroT (humymbl
Proteobacteria (knaccel Alpha-, Beta-, Gamma-
), Firmicutes (xnaccel Clostridia, Bacilli),
Actinobacteria n Bacteroidetes. PonoBoii cocTas
CWJIBHO BapbUPYET, HO Yallle B JUTEPAType YIIo-

MuHarOTCs  poabl  Bacillus, Pseudomonas,
Lactococcus, Micrococcus, Enterobacter,
Curtobacterium, Pantoea, Gluconobacter,

Massilia. Tak, B UCCIeIOBaHUHA BUHOTPATHUKOB
Opanrun [90] u CHIA [10] pox Pseudomonas
OBLT TOMHUHUPYIOMNM. bakTepranbHbIe TaKCOHBI
Bacillus, Methylobacterium, Sphingomonas, ac-
COIIMUPOBaHHbIE ¢ BHHOrpamoM HWramuu [58,
105, 107] u Ucnanuu [103, 106, 107, 108], npu-
Hajuiexkamne K Alpha-Proteobacteria, Gamma-
Proteobacteria wm Actinobacteria, BBISIBIEHBI
Takke Ha BuHorpaze B Yunu [109] u CHIA [48].

B smudutHOM MHKpPOOHOM COOOIIECTBE MY-
CKaTHOTO BHWHOTpAaJNa, BhEIpameHHoro B Kwutae
[99], momuHUpYIOIINME TUTIAMU OaKTepuil ObLIH
Proteobacteria,  Firmicutes,  Bacteroidetes,
Planctomycetes, Actinobacteria,
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Verrucomicrobia, Acidobacteria u
Patescibacteria, ponamu — Lelliottia, Prevotella,
Escherichia-Shigella, Lactobacillus,
Pseudomonas, Akkermansia, Faecalibacterium,
Rahnella n Acinetobacter. JJoMUHUpYIOIAMUA

TUTIAMH rpuboB ObLTH Ascomycota,
Basidiomycota wu Mortierellomycota, pomel —
Acaromyces, Uwebraunia, Penicillium,
Zygosporium, Ilyonectria, Aspergillus,

Neodevriesia, Strelitziana, Mortierella n
Fusarium, rjnjhst. 1lo mannem [83], uccneno-
BaBIIIel BUIOBOM COCTaB MHKPO(IIOpH! sirox Oe-
JTBIX U KPaCHBIX COPTOB BHHOTpPAajza, Mpou3pac-
TaIOMIEeTo B Pa3lIUYHBIX X03sAHcTBax KpacHomap-
ckoro kpas m PecnyOnmmku AOxaszus, Tpymma
JIPOXOKEH, TOCTOSHHO MPHUCYTCTBYIONIAS B KOM-
TUIEKCE SMUQUTHBIX MHUKPOOPTaHM3MOB BCEX
COpTOB BHWHOTpama — Saccharomyces, Pichia,
Hansenula, Hanseniaspora. IlpeBamupoBanu

OpOXOKH cemeiicTBa Saccharomycetaceae, BUI
Saccharomyces vini. KonmdecTBo IpoxKei
Saccharomyces vini yMeHBILIAIOCH B DALY
Mpeicxako>KaBkaz> @aHaropusi, 4To B LEJIOM
corjacyercsi ¢ KIMMaTHYECKHMHU YCIOBHSIMHU.
Tonbpko Ha copre BuHOTrpaaa IluHo Hyap ObuIH
WACHTU(QHULIUPOBAHBI OPOXKH Brettanomyces n
Dekkera.

TakuM 00pa3oM, BUHOTPAJ, BBICTyNAas 3IH-
¢ukaTopom (nat. aedificator — cTpOUTENb) IS
MHUKPOOPTaHU3MOB, (GopmupyeT crenuduye-
CKYI0 cpeny oOuTaHusS W obecrieuynBaeT MX ITH-
TaTeJIbHBIMH BelllecTBaMH. B cBoro ouepensp,
MHUKpPOOHBIE COOOILECTBa 3HAYUTENBHO pa3JIH-
YaroTCs B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT 3aHHUMAEMBIX 3KOJIO-
THYECKUX HUII: KOpHEH, mTaMm0ba, moberos, Jiu-
cTbeB U siroa. O00OUIeHHBIE AaHHBIE IO SHIO-
(uTHOMY W SNHPUTHYIO MHKPOOHOMY TIpel-
CTaBJICHBI B Ta0IMILE 2.

Tabnuma 2. — SrudurHoe U F3HTOPUTHOE pa3HO0Opa3re MUKPOOPTaHU3MOB Pa3HbIX

SKoHMUII Vitis vinifera

Baktepun HemunesmmajibHble TPHObI MuuenuanbHbie TPUOBI
Achromobacter Rhodosporidiobolus Colletotrichum
Flavobacterium Sporobolomyces Saccharomy- | Acaromyces
« | Microbacterium ces Penicillium
S | Paenibacillus Hanseniaspora Metschnikowia | Aspergillus
S | Pseudomonas Aurebasidium Alternaria
E Micrococcus Filobasidium Mortierella

Cellvibrio Cryptococcus Fusarium

Massilia Rhodotorula Botrytis

Bacillus Candida

Pichia

Acinetobacter Candida Coryneum
= Acetobacter Metschnikowia Arcopilus
€ | Bulkholderia Cryptococcus Erysisphe
k= .
] Bacillus Pseudozyma
=t Pichia
o Rhodotorula

Hanseniaspora
. Methylobacterium Metschnikowia Scleroderma
: Curtobacterium Aurebasidium Aspergillus

Sphingomonas Cryptococcus Penicillium
8 | Staphylococcus Rhodotorula Erysisphe
& | Microbacterium Alternaria
2 | Paenibacillus
5 Enterococcus

Pseudomonas

Skermanella

Bacillus
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Microbacterium Hanseniaspora Rhodotorula Aspergillus
< Paenibacillus Candida Penicillium
€ | Enterococcus Fusarium
E’- Stnotrophomonas Alternaria
= Variovorax Arcopilus
o Staphylococcus
Bacillus
: e Bacillus Rhodosporidiobolus Botryodiplodia Cladospori-
5‘1*3}5’ = Paenibacillus  Micro- | Sporobolomyces Hanseniaspo- | um
& S | bacterium  Staphylo- | ra Metschnikowia Coryneum
'?; coccus  Micrococcus | Filobasidium Alternaria
= Stenotrophomonas Rhodotorula Aspergillus
° Variovorax Curtobac- Fusarium
terium Agrococcus Phoma
Curtobacterium Metschnikowia Trichoderma
8 | Pseudomonas Rhodotorula Scytalidium
% Streptomyces Candida Aspergillus
=1 Micrococcus Fusarium
= | Pantoea Alternaria
Bacillus
Xanthobacter Aurebasidium Achaetomium
8 | Xanthomonas Cryptococcus Candida Aspergillus
& | Streptomyces Filobazidium Penicillium
2 Celluloomas Rhodotorula Fusarium
5 Xylanimonas Bacillus Mucor
Xylella
Xanthobacter Aurebasidium Achaetomium
§ Xanthomonas Cryptococcus Candida Aspergillus
< Streptomyces Filobazidium Penicillium
S Celluloomas Rhodotorula Fusarium
= | Xylanimonas Bacillus Mucor
Xylella
Acinetobacter Debariomyces Trichoderma
= Streptococcus Metschnikowia Cladosporium
S | Paenibacillus Hanseniaspora Aurebasidium Aspergillus
€ | Clostridium Meyerozyma Penicillium
B Rhizobium Filobazidium Fusarium
° Bacillus Alternaria
Mucor
Microbacterium Staph- | Debariomyces Achaetomium
ylococcus Meyerozyma Trichoderma
§ Streptomyces Cryptococcus Aspergillus
< Paenibacillus Rhodotorula Penicillium
S Clostridium Alternaria
= | Rhizobium Fusarium
Pantoea Mucor
Bacillus

BouiBoa. Bunorpagnas Jjioza mojjaepKuBaeT
pa3HoOOpa3HOe MHUKPOOHOE COOOIIECTBO OT
KOpHE# 10 Aroa. AcCOIMUPOBaHHBIE C BUHOTpa-
IOM OakTepuu H TPUOBI KOJOHH3HPYIOT Kak
BHEIHIOIO (3MUQUTHI), TaK U BHYTPEHHIOIO MO-
BEpPXHOCTHb (PHAOQUTHI) pacTeHHH. B kauectBe
OCHOBHOTO pecypca Uii MHUKPOOOB BBICTYyIIaeT
OKpy’Karomasi mousa. BugoBoe 60raTrcTBo MHK-

poduIOpsl BUHOTPAAHWKA 3aBUCHT OT 3aHUMae-
MO SKOHUIIHU (KOPHH, IITaMO, SITOABI, TUCThS U
T.J1.), OT TeOrpaUUECKUX U HKOJIOTUICCKHUX TIe-
peMEHHBIX (PETHOH, CE30H, arpoOHOMHYECKHE
Mmetonbl). Hanbonee BakHBIM (aKTOPOM SIBIIS-
€TCSl PEerHOH C €r0 KJIMMATUYeCKHMU YCIOBHS-
MU, TIPUCYTCTBUEM COJHEYHOTO W3ITY4YCHHS, Xa-
paKkTepoM TI0YB, 3a HUM CJEAyeT arpOHOMHYE-
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CKO€ yIpaBiieHHE M ce30H. KauecTBeHHbBIN u
KOJINYECTBEHHBI COCTaB SHU(DUTHBIX U HHIO-
(UTHBIX MHUKPOOPTaHM3MOB pa3HBIX OPraHoOB
BUHOTPa/la HEOAMHAKOB: KOPHH M IITaMO Xapak-

TEPU3YIOTCS OONBITUM pa3HOOOpa3sueM, HYeM
ATroAbl U JIMCTHA.
BuHOTpamapcTBO  JACHWCTBUTEIEHO  MOXKET

CTaTh OJHUM U3 MEPCIEKTUBHBIX U MPUOBLTBHBIX
HampaBiieHuld dKoHOMUKH PecrmyOnmku bena-
pychk. OIHAKO, YUYUTHIBAs pacTyIIUe SKOJIOTHYEe-
CKHE€ OTPaHWYCHHUS, TOBHINICHUE YCTOWYUBOCTH
BUHOTPAJapCTBa B HACTOSIIEE BPEMsS SIBISAETCS
cepre3Hoil mpobiemoit. U ogHa M3 BaKHBIX 00-
JacTeil UCCIeAOBAHUM MO MOBBIILICHUIO YCTOMW-
YUBOCTH M BKJIIOYAET B ceOs Jydiee MOHUMA-
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