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REWREBE X33 ZEHRIWI R IEHE RS R E R & EH

mEL, EMHZE, F #H, K &/, ERE"
(ZEREKXFADAFE TR THRLBAEDRTRFLEH A IRZRE
IHARARGREARBERR AT LW EBFH TS &G 330045)

WE ATBFELEREFTE X33 K BRI (SLFE)xF 46 R 6 B mH 369k & % PA165 4937k 4E A, v SLFE 4
2 H AR PA165 AP R S, M 2% R A AR PAI6S M T AR X @ A S He Tl KRR vst g hi#E KR
Rk A Rk K EE PCR, 8% SLFE B £ & it 44 DNA 9% v, 25 R AW 1.2 mg/mlL SLFE & 32 3 % & #
PA165 M 24 FH Atird AT E 5 AT o5, B =55 & 5Hik 94.86% . SLFE # $FH L mp 25 R £ = &
S B R P AR R B R A G R A9 45 AR 3% 3R (1 129,1 330,1 565 em™), B R BB K T IA K G fe A BB A
F T, SLFE & 2331 T W4k Pd165 A B 4L DNA #1 % e s #, LA T Smi MW 730 Rt A 8L 5 igAn % a9 LB &

5 K F (cej60377.1.,0k099898.1 .crl18986.1 = kzn90160.1), %54 :SLFE 4 22 5 5 # & Pd165 48 Jo % M 2 47, &L 20 Je A

BA WA JEEH I DNA M E R 2HH A,
KR
XEHES 1009-7848(2022)01-0206-09

MR RN H LR Mt B Sy, T
iz i i B b 2R B By 2 R ow IR AR g, 51k
R S5 MGG 5 o b AR S 8 o 2 o R A AR R 5
JEMH EERHFZ—, HBUSE AERET &=
(Penicillium digitatum) , BT, 3% [E B #4% °R 5
o R AR AR A TR A, QR Ry |
AR | g e S AR AR TR R B kT RS
At JH 7 8 A L 3 SR, HL 22 e In) 4 32 4 2 56
TER A A ) 25 TR LA e i AR Ok B AR
R, WO 25 IR B SRR R AL S AR R Y
R S M AR A= W 97 JE 54

Liu %P % B A {4 55 % 1 (Streptomyces  al-
buLus ) K ¥ 7= ¥) e— R M1 2 R (e-PL) X 15 IR F &
AA BFEMHRIBOR, K FEWE N 200 me/L /Y
e-PL ZbH5 , XT 48005 25 40 M S A 0 VR, e
W NS5 8 175 S IR ik 481k, DT A 2 2 05 1Y
K H , Liu B 5 50 5% B (Kloeckera
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apiculata)34-9 W or BN 2- K 5L L BE (PEA), i@
o 5 4 R TN R —tRNA A B 1) 176 P 57 500k 425 1]
M 7 R & AE . Ouyang Z55FH B9k 5l 1.78
mg/mL HAEPRG I ——F AL 2] S ERRT
B AR — RN A AL, 45 22 A [ et 2 s s 20>
DL RSB B R, W0 2 G ma mos:
ERG7,ERGII ,ERG6 ,ERG3 ,ERGS5 [ 3 ik, Xin
SN N7 F 8% (Cynanchum atratum Bunge) W1 43
BN AEYIICZIESY . RARIR i R R R A
MLSEREME T8 fE A 28 G0 00 ) A A S 5
[

A URZH AT A AR 2 e o By e 3 1 Ak
N 2R 5 5 B IAT , 26 5508 |, il 44 IR 58 K ik 5
B (Streptomyces lavendulae )X33, R NFIE &8,
R T R AR B o) AT A T R 8 b R AR
T 5 S I S A R AR W RCR B TSR
SR, Sy TR TEBE B 45 AL ff A b e IR Y
FR 3 R L0 S AR SR 2 B R AL Y, A5 LA A
AT T BTN G, 7 Hriw bk X33 K B 32 H)
(Extract of fermentation broth from Streptomyces
lavendulae X33 ,SLFE)XH 81K H &AM EIEH , ~
SLFE V& Jy A% R J 7 16 550 (0 Wi 52 T & 4R 1127
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1 #MEFE
1.1 ##
LI1 AR $RHUR R R PR X33 IR 25K i
B M X33(Streptomyces lavendulae X33),

K e MAG L 5505 1 PA165: 15K ¥ % Pd165
(Penicillium digitatum Pd165),

DA R AR 2 FR TV 48 A0l S A= 0 9% R T % R
TR S = s 4t
.12 FERF HFRE FEREF . JEem
B =0 Ol WRBRIR | £ IR #4510 3 oy 3 B
42 BCA &t M 6 | PO A R 300 6, v ot A i
A=) T REWE ST BT 5 3 41 DNA $2 U0 &, N
JLE/AY/AEI IS

KRG IR (/L) TV MR TE R 20, 4 N 3,
a8y & I 10,NH,C1 0.6,NaCl 10,CaCO; 0.02,
#IhH pH 7.0,

PDA ;%3 (o/L) . + 5 200, % %54 20, B lg
20, A4k pH,

PDB HiF#dk . A& IR R PDA KR4k,
1.1.3 FZUE M4 Quanta 250 F145 L+ 1
s, 96 = FE R A /R B 28 7] 5 SCIENTists— 10N
BURT AL, TR Z A YR R BRA
NanoDrop one B (i 73 OGEE T, 56 EFEER K
IRBFHE A A s Eclipse Ti-S 8] & 986 MR, HAS
JEBEAL 28 A5 FRZA B s DXR OG5 £ B i 2Ok
JE4Y , 52 E Thermo Scientificic 23 &) ; T6 #r i 40 48
HRAL LA 6 R T, A mt A AR A BR A
1.2 Fi&
1.2.1 SLFE (#2BCS Bedl  JE F 28 4w B 1Y
PRI W WA Y K A RR X33 BN TR R
Fr Ak 28 °C,180 r/min ¥R 7 K5 9% 96 h, B .0 W B
VS R D101 KL i AT DR b3 W, 28 7
2 00 R TR O PR SR RS, WSO B M TR
PR LB T 28 C18 AR JE T, Al /K BB, 5 A
RIS MR RS S M VR T, ARAS M AR AR BT S IR
KR T X33 KR ELY) (SLFE),SLFE #x
WG TR K, R T 4 COkFa& .
1.2.2  J5IE PA165 il FREMHl & A BEh KR
28 CHi 3% 5 d W Pd165 T YEA =R ,8 2
TR AL U, bR LB 22, Bk BT 4,
7B 107 4~ /mL,

1.2.3  SLFE 4 BEXS5 i Pd165 Az 1< i A6

1) %P Pd165 W22 TEHWZM K 1 mL
FHE Pd165 77 B W A 50 mL PDB X 7% ,28
°C,180 r/min Y& 17 7538 X84 K (48 h) , I A
AR MR B2 () SLFE , DL 45 & JC 1 7K Sy X B, 4k 22
Kig% 96 h, by WA 224K, T 2 E B 5 FRE

2) X PA165 PPl SE N S %k
LTAEDO Jr sk o B 200 pl FBR Pd165 8T B,
MBS R AT T B W R 1.2,2.4,4.8 mg/mL
ff) SLFE f) PDA V-H b, % HE 20 0 A 25 i O K
BT 28 °C,55% 5d )5 ,0.85% 4 FHLER /KK A8k 1w 78
TUEA =M, 8 ELAua ul, il i il 7=k, H
IR O 53 50 5 B (A ) AbERAL (L) Y
6 5 7 . S /mL,

#fﬂﬁéuy%ﬂz%xmo% (1)

1

1.2.4  SLFE &b BEXF 5 Bk PA165 B 22 7R T2 25 1) 0
% 2% Ju FU5 IR AEE N B 200 pL TR AR
Pd165 1 B 5 I A £ SLFE i vk FE y 4.8
mg/ml M PDA Mg o, XTHRAI N AZF B ICH K,
HUK T 5 3% 5 45 Rk d AT, 28 CHE 55, Ff T
22 )€ il 5 B P K R B T 2.5% 0
B 4 CEEG N E 12 hy B R 28 vh i
(0.1 mol/L. pH 7)Yk 3 ¥, K 10 min; 1756
FEL K, & B RS 505 5 R 30% ,50% ,70%
80%,90% ,95% ,100% , %> FL 53 L 4b #E 6 min,
e Ja FE AL BT 35 38 B T UR TR LT T
W% 4 5 4 4 L T S A B LS

1.2.5 SLFE &b FEXJ BBk PA165 TR 22 40 fits 72 &
MILEE R FDA-PL B 5¢ 6 1 46 0 45 R 75 8
2 SERE R, 7E PDA BRFRIETINA 4.8 mg/ml,
() SLFE 4/ b Ji R 45 R & (k) 1.2.4 9) , ik
WO KWEHRFEEMWEI R, MAZZRIEER
(FDA)2.5 pmol/L, G IY 10 min, FMA 10
pL 0.5 wmol/L fill 4k P¥ BE (P) , 56 S ¥ 10 min,
W HE T2 WM BE T ER

1.2.6  F i3 sm 2 otk (SERS) 76 3 1 i &
1) 1N

1.2.6.1 SERS BJEM M+ 7E 250 mL AR
HA 0.01% %8 4 BRI 100 mL, #8 R 4] 6 H
TR L oI A i A 0.7
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mL 1% FP 6 IR — SRV, 1 FL 6 78 LA 8 )
AkLL M 8 min, ¥ H & %=, AR 5 I,
1.2.6.2  SERS X4l i 1 s 0 o i kil SR A 1.2.
3T SRR 2R AT A IR 1 ¢
2 HiA MR 224k JF E 5T 20 mL 0.85%M 2E HiL4h
IR 4 Y2 AL B 221 24 h 49 0 A BT i ik
£ 1.2,2.4,4.8 mg/mL 1 SLFE, Xf lE 41 (CK) Jin A
IO K L SLFE 5 CK 43 %A HE 120 min J& , B
1 mL BRI 2 EP 45T, JF7E 12 000 r/min %
PRESG 5 min, U EIEW K 100 pL B IE A
A 400 pL BIIEIR Au 0K BORH JETEAMR A,
BRI AR R = RS I

1.2.7 SLFE 4 ¥ B Bk PA165 B 22 N 25 9 11
FE SR 1.2.3 WY TTEE 43 i OGT BE 25 N Ak 32
M 2245 0.5 ¢, & T pH 7.0 PBS 2 mL Bk
A GE B AR, UKV S LA KK L4 C,
10 000 r/min ¥ % 5.0 20 min, B35 W, AT
T VAR R S DR R D I R 1)

43 1 SR BCER L f8 1 UST) T nl T R ik
(Bicinchoninic acid method, BCA) &R Hi AR B
Ll 22 R U b A VR TR AR TR T R AR
-1 RPN T 7 ) %

1.2.8 SLFE &b ¥EXF 5 & bk Pd165 35t 1% 9 Jit 1) 5%
M)

1.2.8.1 2Nk EMN SLFE X5k #% % DNA
AR SRR A 22 FE D 20 DNA $2 Bt
F &3 BOR 7 PA165 DNA, % it 20 6ot
TH A 2 e DNA #9 4l B2 Ak B2 . A 0.01 mol/L
Tris—HCI (pH 7.2) ¥ X i 5 [ 41 DNA i B 2 60
we/mL, K ] i v B A9 SLFE (0,1.2,2.4,4.8
mg/mL) JILA EI A [ /4 #1 (60 pg/mL) 9 DNA % #
o, BRETAI 1 h, RAYOCEEARALTE B K
280 nm I, MRS M 360~500 nm ¥4 T Y
PEIETE,

1.2.8.2  SLFE X 20 Jfi )i 2% AH OG5 PR 3 3k 1Y) 52 i
R AT O 22 1R 0 VAT 4 107 225 56 R 7y il o2 A F
FAEFEIFITT 4 XMt E = PCREIMI(E 1), &
BURFRA] (1.2 mg/mL) FxH B2 B 22K &L RNA,
LBV A A6 IS, U S cDNA |, I E 1798
J65E B PCR KK , 20 pl WK & ;. 2xTS5 Fast
qPCR iR ¥ 10 wL PCR IE [ 514 0.8 uL .PCR

F1 WrEEPCRERYEHSIWEFT

Table 1 Primer sequences for gene amplification
by fluorescence quantitative PCR
AW 4 Ak A5 (57-3")

Actin CGACTTCAGGAAGGGGTGTA
CCTTGGATGTGGTAGCCGTT

kzn90160.1 GCTGCAACAGGACTTTGTGG
CCAATGTCAGGGCGTCATCT

cej60377.1 GTCCGGCCAACCGTCA
GGAGGCACGCATTGATTGG

0k099898.1 CATCGTGGATGGCAAGGAGT
CCTCTTCTGTCACCTGCTCC

crl18986.1 CTGGCCGACCTCATTGTTCT
GTGTCGGTATCGGTCTGCTC

P ID RV T NCBI (http : //www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/)

K Ia 514 0.8 wL.cDNA 1 uL.ddH,0 7.4 uL, #"
B2 .95 CHIZE M 1 min, 95 CAETE 15 5,60 °C
Bk 155,40 MG ;2R A 272243 DL actin fE M
ZR A,
1.3 HELIE

FrA e i 3 A E R Bl LT BE 45
HE2Z"FRm, KA Origin 9.0 fEE,DPS 7.05 17
EAE/ T

2 ZBR55H
21 SLFE X &E# Pd165 B4 FES~HREN
A

&R 75 B B 22 1 1k K 22 3] SLFE @ % 7
(B 1), ATa] e B SLFE AbBRA A 1 22 T B3
BEAT XA (2T H 3.82 mg/ml); R
SLEF Jit 2 ¢ R A, X8 IR 5 55 100 1 1 FH 384 i
X SLFE 15t 2 ik BE 18 5] 4.8 mg/mL B, 7R 22 T
(2.13 mg/mL) # X} BE 41 (CK) B# A% 1.69 mg/ml, [%
KT 44.24%,

SLFE Ab B % PA165 J& , Ho™ 76 & B 1 IS
(F2), SXHIA (CK) AL, B ik iRy 1.2,2.4,
4.8 mg/mL 9 SLFE &b 3 20 7= 48 &t 43 51 24 2.09x
10%,1.27x10%,9.4x107 4~/mL, 7= #1410 1 5 5 5] Ky
94.9% ,97.0% ,97.8% ; 45 Ab FH 2 7~ 4 it 2 b 21K
F X B2 (P<0.05) ; H. SLFE ¢ J& e vy , % 45 R
B AR T A 0 T
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[CEZA SR

Dry weight/mg-mL™

0 1.2 2.4 4.8
Jot At e JiE

Mass concentration/mg-mL™

H: AR/NEFEEa,b,e,d #mEFBE, P<0.05,

1 SLFEERSERLERNZM
Fig.1 Effect of SLFE on mycelial growth
of P. digitatum

®2 SLFEWEREEFHENZMN
Table 2 Effect of SLFE on sporulation quantity
of P. digitatum

SLFE Jit & # %/

38/ -mL? F= 3037 4 %%

mg-ml!
1.2 2.09x10%® 94.86
2.4 1.27x10%" 96.95
4.8 9.4x107¢ 97.75
0 (CK) 4.17x10°¢ 0

T A/ NG F R85 5 B3, P<0.05.

IR ZE SR B L SLFE X80k 5 B 1 B 224 K
R A i 1 HA B A ROR
22 SLFE X &E# Pd165 £ M FREESH®
1)

M 2 ", 2 SLFE 4b B 5 () # A& Pd165
AR A W AR, XA B4 A A TR ERE B
A KN ELAR (B 2a) , 1 A 38 40 1 o AR R AR TR
Ay AN F ) A R, LA T TR | A e (R
2b) 5 X HEZH A B 222 A5 1 0 AR K IR (1 2¢) , T
AR R 22 TR R AT S (K 2d) .

2.3 SLFE X & #k Pd165 M Z M T E 4R
i

FERW SLFE X 48 IR 75 55 TA 22 1K 4 Jifa % P 4R
AR, f# ] FDA-PT XU (5 4k % B Bk Pd165
B 22 ARG o XY 20 it 5 52 24 B, PTG VA HE A 41 i 5
8 FDA 76 N R BRI I B 2 i o0 B 4t
JH R 2R 89 5 2 A B AZ 5 B FDA T B ¢

JER LM N TR, Tk & ek @ ue e i Pl
Al HEASIME 5 DA R A AR R A 5k
Wy, DRI A2 958 240 Jf 22 41 65 o G (05 1 T 2244
B TOOC R TS, MMARZERE AR
2 e S IR 2 €552 O (18] 3a) , AN AT B85 IO AT (.58
(K 3c), T SLFE &b R4 B 22 40 i KR S 4t
PG 3d) , DB gkt 56 (K 3b) , S5 R .
Ak Pd165 1 221K 2 SLFE 4bFH 5, 40 i i 1Y 5¢
HPk 7 FIWIR

T ra ¢ AT HREH 9 43 A 70 F FI R 22JB 25 ;b d 9 SLFE 4b # S
M5 A F R 22248
E 2 SLFEXiEREESEBMFHELESHNZMN
Fig.2 Effect of SLFE on morphology of the conidia
and hyphae of P. digitatum

d

Hira.c NEAXREY] b d A SLFE 4b B4

B3 HAERRRURENRSERLERENTEN
Fig.3 Observation of the integrity of pathogenic

P. digitatum membrane by laser confocal microscope
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2.4 SLFE X} & Pd165 B £ 40 B ¥ = b I 19
A1)

AL 203 o — L WF 58 T SLFE X ik B
Pd165 T8 22 41 i At i s, 55 6 BRZHAH e
SLFE 4b B 5 69 B ¥k Pd165 M8 4N 7E 400~1 800
em™ YU [E YR B W E R R AE (] 4), H
o e IR AR AR 14 1 330 em ™ (4% R 4 AIE 15 )12
1 129 em™ (I8 W5 Re AR )™ 1 570 em™ (25 5Tt
Jie 11 R4 06 ) 27 28 AN [] ¥k B2 1) SLFE b 315 | 44
Xof HEZH 1 e B (2 3 5, ELBE SLFE Ji 2 vk 3 1
I, FRAR U DA (3 O, 2R W] 5 0 BRZHAH L SLFE Ak
RS RSN B iR . B B MR A R AT
JOT S B 0 AT GRS T 22 4 M R Az i, 5
K ML K 531 A
2.5 SLFE ¥ &4 Pd165 & £ A &4 8 20
2.5.1 XPHR A PA165 B 2230 JE S & i sE AR
W Pd165 22 i i i 1.2,2.4,4.8 mg/mL ) SLFE
AR 3RS 5 DA TR 22 R P A OB B 4 R 0.53%,
0.39%,0.10% , 4 i 21K T X B 2H (0.87% , &l 5a) ;
H SLFE Jit b vl B sy, Tl 22 3 JRORE 3 BRI 5 Y
SLFE Ji W Bl 4.8 mg/mL B, b B 21 1 22 Bk
BT IRAL TR T 81.13%,

2,52 XA Pd165 AT A SR A5
W Pd165 4 ARl B SLFE AbFHJS | 4% e 3 b 7
2 (1.2,2.4,4.8 mg/mL SLFE) I 22 n] % M8 11 &

0.15p
'sn
=19
x g
3 55:1 RS
o0 [}
1 = £
3 S =
2 = 2 0.05F
- £
%]

JB VR
Mass concentration/mg-mL™!

(a) BBH &

~ I
= ! !
B \ |
~ 1
§ Z !
o E | 1
= I :
-— 1
e ! I !
i\’i ° ll il : 1.2 mg/mL
B ! : |
K l | I
3 1 ) !
= ! CK

1 1 1 1 ]
1000 1200 1400 1600 1800
EVA=E A4
Roman shift/cm™

B4 AER=ERE SLFE &5 RSEM SERS
Fig.4 SERS spectra of P. digitatum treated

1 1
400 600 800

with different concentrations of SLFE

B350 0.09,0.07,0.04 mg/g (I 5b), 3% B4
(0.12 mg/g) & & 43 5 K&K 25.00% ,41.67% ,
66.67% ., SLFE Kb 3 J5 1% bk Pd165 T 22 14 P n] 7%
PEEE A o E D SLFE vk B f s, nI
PEER & R

2.5.3 X PA165 B 22 N AR & w15 R
DA PA165 T8 22 7K 3 Y A R 7 f b % SLFE 4b 3k
FERTH i S RS (] 5c) ., X BE AL B 22 1R Y i
R & 1 R 2.74 mg/g, M 4: 4.8 mg/mL 1Y SLFE &b #
J& , LR N TN AR & 58 1.61 me/g, 3 S FEARR
KF] 41.41%,

PR R 5

Pyruvic acid content/mg- g™

N WD S S S )
Mass concentration/mg-mL™ Mass concentration/mg-mL™
(b) Al PER & 6 (c) PR R 5

ARG TR 225 B35 P<0.05,
B 5 SLFEXEREBHLANBTWHEMN
Fig.5 Effect of SLFE on mycelial ingredients of P. digitatum

2.6 SLFE ¥t E#k Pd165 &= 154 R8I 20
2.6.1 XJHRE Pd165 K F 4l DNA Fi2m R

P AR T SLFE 5 DNA RS INE A - (02
5%t B4R L, B % SLFE J5T % ik B2 il 38 fin | 4% 4cb
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PRZH R W A PO K (K 6), FI
SLFE 7] 5 DNA %54, 530 DNA B 25 fiil 4
KA

2.6.2 4 I A AH DG BE I R GA g I BEHL
L5 20 i BE AR A i RE AR B N B S e A
S ) 4 A HEH ej60377.1 (Gt LT R
fiti——CHI) .0k099898.1 (%5 Bt SL Al il A I A
fii——ACAD) .crl18986.1 ( 4 % izt 4 Ak Wy fil——
POD) il kzn90160.1 (%4 fi% BRLA) , 2¢ % & PCR
Wi HEE N F ki, 53 3, 4 1.2 mg/mL
SLFE &b ¥ J5 4 A3 i ik K 3 8 3 &
X R

1500 — ck
— 1.2 mg/mL
— 2.4 mg/mL
2 1000 4.8 mg/mL

500

Fluorescence intensity (a.u.)

375 400 425 450 475 500
i8S
Wavelength/nm
6 SLFE x5k EBEEH DNA B
Fig.6  Effect of SLFE treatment on genetic DNA

of P. digitatum

* 3 SLFEXERZSEMAMEZRXERRIENZM
Table 3 Effects of SLFE on the expression of response-related genes in P. digitatum

AR xt B8 20 SLFE 4& 22 28
cej60377.1(CHI) 1.58 +0.23 751.44 + 40.40°
0k099898.1(ACAD) 60.92 + 4.00 657.09 + 39.84°
crl18986.1(POD) 661.06 +41.80 1013.13 £58.11°
kzn90160.1 (BRLA) 1.44 +0.28 513.23 + 44.54°

. a. SLFE b HEAL FXT BEAH b 22 5% 18 2%, P<0.05.,

3 itig

b2 AR R, SLFE BA 5 Tk L
L)W, BUAMERR AL, ER AT, Wik
Pd165 7E PDB \PDA }iFf FErpml PR AR | 77 4l
M4 SLFE &b RS, TRk PA165 TH 22 4 1K & Fil =
16 £ WY S el b | LA 22 AR R IR S 4 SRR
(LA T R P S o o = 03 ) [ L R aF | A7 2 6 5.
U P 0, L 6 2 1 o BT B A . 1.2 mg/mL
) SLFE XJ9% & Pd165 7 1410 il 22 5 15 94.86%
H. SLFE {9 1 245 52 3055 B 3500 R &R

F ARV SLFE X # Pk Pd165 1 411 4l #L
i, AWFFEALE ] FDA-PL BUY 0,15 40 95 7 Pd165
B 22 R Ye {m  SLFE Ab B 20 B 22 240 i 3R 4 S 41 €8
W, DB sk, UL 22 SLFE 4b B S 1) 9%
Pd165 T 22 1 240 it f5E 1 58 3 1 52 2R IR iz
P78 6% 4 I SLFE Ab ¥R S (14 45 B Pd165 g 4h
W, L AR AR D R A% TR RN B 1A A U
1 129,1330,1 565 cm™ [A W358, iy b o0t — 25
TESE T 40 A I 58 B PE B IR, i O R Pd 165
L PN i D T A% T R R 1 T A AR itk 3 5 B R EPOE

5 K BRIz 2 PR A T Ak B KR R R 2 R A
FEE 235 4 ELAT 540 16 L R A 9 285 SR AR AL

T AT K I A AR PA165 B 22 1R i P 1) 34 T
AV MR T, TR R e E TR AN [R] T v
SLFE JG 781k, R =& & &1 5 E % ,4.8
mg/mL ) SLFE &b B 5, =& 2 5 F % 81.13%,
66.67%F1 41.41% , I J5O8 FI AT 314 25 112 41 Y
R MG, EIR S 54 Y R LA 1Y
Ha) Y 2 — FERE IR DT 2 R i ARG &
EEEZEMKAEN, X3RN HRSENT
R 3 B A 22 R G A B B3R L, VR 4EHFIE %
f A K 5 A4 BRI BE . Chen Z5PF5E & BLZ: 70
A L S R Ak B S 0 B KOR 2 TR T Y R
B ATV R R i R X S ARG R —
.

Parveen Z5280JF 5% 2% B 1% B 41 i 38 1 15 5 CHI
i i Fe ik, MR STE T 40 RE AR AL DL e
AR oo—1hli & 45 09 B2 PE 5 Guo ZEPIF 98 £ H 2 H &
Fe-1,4-Z810 L T S5ae a7 A & —
ACAD, i e &L I Pd165 B /2, L& 4%
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EEAE s Fan S5 R W, NO 8 75 S P84k
fiti (SOD A1 POD) 3 K i) iz e 3 , AGRH 40 2 il 4
Z VWt I ECIHEGE BriA B R R IR S S
I TR Pd165 TE 2245 1k A K RITTR 22 22 i B 42 08 1 4%
AT, APFRINYOEE & PCR A% & 3, SLFE
A FRAE B PA165 J, BEREDE LT LR 4 Fhl
(M EE N ik &, DR B Pd165 52 ] SLFE fid
Ji , VTR A0 ML RE AR AL 5 B0 P RE 25 A 22 4
Pk FE i A S 2 2 S AL IE IR 5 2 R R 4y
fE AR P A I U, SRR Rk LR TR
15 1 A0 35 TR kAR, 9 A A S A 3R L
1t S AL YT (POD ) 1 Ay 200 it PN 722 11 P U5 1 4R
WHERA, B Ik v] BB & SLFE Ab B S
T PA165 4 i P B EV G AR, L3 R A0 R BR
PR 7, B Lk 4l 45493 5 BriA S 1 43 A 46
JE S S TR, I PR i i R 3k T AR Al
W22 A K o A i1 D I R 22— o 64, DNA
5400 & B SLFE v 5451k % DNA 4545 %
HOIR A5 5%,

25 I, SLFE X HH 475 955 I 11 78 Bk Pd 165 41 1R
YR F 2R T & 40 M e e v Az 3, P L 40 M o9 i
AR R B TR EASENEY S
t;SLFE 1T 5 DNA 454, il DNA Diggmy Rk ;
[ B 75 5 00 i BE A= 5 B e AT | SR AR I L
SRS SRS Ml ik, KGR B A RAE
FH o — S 3% PR BT TR B4 A AR AL & L] an
7K M R T (BT S 7 8 1 40 TR L a2 Tk
IR RS R IR TR 22 25403 AT I X OR R LT Y
0 TR AT 2R T AT A R R A0 LRSS e P
5T 1 =AU SN A B S VR R E R 9
DNA 456 BRI 250 S5 42 Il b A B3

4 Zig
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Inhibitory Effect of Fermentation Extract of Streptomyces lavendulae Strain X33
on Postharvest Citrus Green Mold

Lin Shuhua, Wang Linlan, TLuo Pan, Zhang Bin, Wu Xiaoyu
(College of Bioscience and Bioengineering, Jiangxi Agriculture University, Jiangxi Engineering Laboratory for the
Development and Utilization of Agricultural Microbial Resources, Collaborative Innovation Center of Postharvest Key
Technology and Quality Safety of Fruits and Vegetables in Jiangxi Province, Nanchang 330045)

Abstract In order to reveal the inhibitory effect of the extract of fermentation broth from Streptomyces lavendulae X33
(hereafter referred to as SLFE) on Penicillium digitatum (P. digitatum), a postharvest pathogen of citrus, the cellular in-
tegrity and related cell contents of P. digitatum treated with SLFE were determined. Scanning electron microscope, Raman
spectrum, fluorescence probe, fluorescence spectrum and fluorescence quantitative PCR were used to observe the effects
of SLFE treatment on mycelium morphology, cell response and DNA. The results showed that the hyphae of the strain
Pd165 appeared withered, twisted and folded, and the conidiophores and conidia were abnormal by the treatment of 1.2
mg/mL. SLFE, and moreover, the sporulation inhibition rate was as high as 94.86%. At the same time, the cell integrity
of the strain was seriously damaged by SLFE, which acted as triggers for an increase in the characteristic peaks of fatty
acids, nucleic acids and proteins in the extracellular supernatant (1 129, 1330, 1565 cm™), and the massive exudation
of intracellular sugars, nucleic acids and soluble proteins, and a decrease of the pyruvate content. In addition, SLFE
treatment destroyed the conformation and structure of P. digitatum genomic DNA and upregulated the expression levels of
genes related to cell integrity, sporulation, metabolism and oxidative stress (cej60377.1, 0k0o99898.1, ¢rl18986.1,
kzn90160.1). The results suggested that SLFE treatment damaged the integrity of P. digitatum cells, disturbed the original
homeostasis of cells, and seriously destroyed the conformation of DNA and the morphology of mycelium.

Keywords extract of fermentation broth from Streptomyces lavendulae X33; Penicillium digitatum Pd165; antagonistic

mechanism; cell integrity



