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Abstract: [ Objective] Pathogen of the fruit rot on mulberries was isolated and identified, and effective antibacterial plant
extracts for the disease prevention and control selected. [Method] Tissue separation method was applied to isolate potential
pathogens from the infected mulberries. The morphology and molecular biology of the isolates were examined for pathogen
identification. Antibacterial activity of 54 plant ethanol extracts was tested to compare the inhibition on the growth of the
isolate mycelia. Virulence of the most potent extracts at gradient concentrations was determined along with microscopic
observations. [Result] Growth of the identified pathogen, Mucor fragilis was significantly inhibited at a rate of 77.72% by
the extract of Artemisia caruifolia on a dosage of 1 mg~mL7l rendering an ECs, at 0.063 mg~mL71, and also at a rate of 49.06%
by Salvia uliginosa with an ECs;, at 0.107 mg-mLfl. In addition to a higher inhibition rate, the A. caruifolia extract induced
significant mycelial distortions on the pathogens as shown under the microscope. [ Conclusion] Significant antifungal
activities against the mulberry rot-causing M. fragilis were found of the ethanol extracts of A. caruifolia and S. uliginosa. With
a toxicity of ECs, at 0.063 mg-mLfl and significant deformation on the mycelia of the pathogen, A. caruifolia was considered

the choice candidate as a biocontrol agent against the disease.
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12 HEHE
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Table 1 List of tested plants
FFe LiEEy/EE i PEHUR AL SRAEHL A
Number Plants Family  Plant parts Location
R BE .
5 ELH
! Artemisia dubia Asteraceae R =R
> I R aw zmrw
enecio scandens Asteraceae
R iR o
X rA R
3 Dichrocephala integrifolia  Asteraceae e ~HREN
=4 R N
4 L Rk s
. palustris Asteraceae
5 PIFRS R e
A. capillaris Asteraceae
EL y
6 e A RS LR
idens parviflora Asteraceae
o, 2% R N .
7 Pl BE wems v
ster pekinensis Asteraceae
Eie HiFk & e
8 Crassocephalum crepidioides Asteraceae TSR
A HFt -
K Ageratum conyzoides Asteraceae e IR
RIS Rt At -
10 Parthenium hysterophorus ~ Asteraceae i R
u S N
11 . LR I AR fH TR
Erigeron bonariensis Asteraceae
N HFt -
12 Synedrella nodiflora Asteraceae E SR
STSVAY % 5] 2 e —
13 . glu/\ﬁ:n% i . SR
aggera pterodonta Asteraceae
B 4k I
H
14 Crassocephalum crepidioides ~Asteraceae e RN
% HFt SN e g
15 Mikania micrantha Asteraceae Wby AR
Wi %k e
16 A. caruifolia Asteraceae Ho L5y 3L IR
R4 45k P
H
17 Carpesium abrotanoides Asteraceae W Loy aE R
T 20 4R} N
; rA R
18 Ageratina adenophora Asteraceae Wby w R
e .
19 e B R s zmRs
naphalis sinica Asteraceae
20 AT R ems zmRw
Inula helenium Asteraceae
MR %kt N
; rA R
21 Dichrocephala benthamii ~ Asteraceae BT AT
st 457} o
5 A
2 Praxelis clematidea Asteraceae oLy m R
KR 4k .
23 Leontopodium leontopodioides Asteraceae WLy 3L TR
N A X == ZE R
2 eI BR o pan smem

Anaphalis nepalensis Asteraceae
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FF5 ) 455 i FEMERAL SR AR 5
Number Plants Family Plant parts Location
I 556 HE e s
)
25 Symphyotrichum subulatum Asteraceae Wby wT R
75 2 HE L 3 o
2 LI TR ks zwRY
Helenium aromaticum Asteraceae
27 ARk FPR e rmm
Amethystea caerulea Lamiaceae
28 B PR s zurw
Leonurus japonicus Lamiaceae
AR R AL .
29 RS FRR ks zwey
Salvia leucantha Lamiaceae
FHE B I
-3 H
30 Isodon amethystoides Lamiaceae Wo Loy T R
5 B S .
3 FELE R UGB VST
Salvia uliginosa Lamiaceae
Ll A JBIR ~ s
32 Dracocephalum moldavica Lamiaceae kLTI
et & L1 sl -
E H
3 Verbena officinalis Verbenaceae e RY
34 PR SRy zwe
Harrisonia perforata Rutaceae
LR AR .
T
35 Ailanthus altissima Simaroubaceae Bt Ik
N ST
3 | BERC BER by mwEm
Sida szechuensis Malvaceae
AR B e
> L)
37 Achyranthes aspera Amaranthaceae EE AMEN
357 B e
i
38 Dysphania ambrosioides ~ Amaranthaceae EE AEEY
piAS I H3ER
39 WmAEH W5 S Wy L2y 2 L
Oenothera rosea Onagraceae
. - sty
40 SRR MERSH  pw e
Oxalis pes-caprae Oxalidaceae
ST R .
7 H
4l Urtica fissa Urtiaceae B AEEY
L% B e
-3 H
42 Clematis apiifolia Ranunculaceae Wo Loy T R
23 giw o WELER e e
Geranium wilfordii Geraniaceae
% 3 N
44 o RIHE e e
Trachelospermum jasminoides ~Apocynaceae
AN £ LA )
45 o el R R
Lobelia melliana Campanulaceae
46 S RUVERE oy by sewam
Polygonatum sibiricum Asparagaceae
=N FER
w7 B BF po zwRY
Datura stramonium Solanaceae
B BAR s
48 Lonicera iapon o Mo L35y ZF R
onicera japonica Caprifoliaceae
4 R RO ST
Coriaria nepalensis Coriariaceae
BHEAE ZXZF s
s b4y =R R
30 Verbascum thapsus Scrophulariaceae Wby wTa R
AR vIEF o
51 SRELEER PR aw zwrw
Swertia punicea Gentianaceae
E2AVEVN D PnF .
o i
52 Podocarpus macrophyllus ~ Podocarpaceae LSRR
(Gl piEES P
i)
3 Nicandra physalodes Solanaceae W Loy wTE R
= R
54 il IRy sy st
Incarvillea sinensis Bignoniaceae

122 RBH G H ki

R AL Bk X AT B . R
1 SR EIR S TC R K whe T, 75% CBEIHEE 5 s,
B 5 FH TS KIS BEIE M 7K 4, O A& T YT HL
25 5 mmX5 mm AL, BT PDA KR &,
£ 28 C L AEIR B FRAE P B R 3 d, TR AR K
W25, PR TS &l 2T alifh, H 2R
AT
123 mRANHESFAR

FATE A FT LA 16 © 20 B 2l Ab A5 2 1 T8 ik i1 5 4T
e mm BYEYE, & THHY PDA Bigidk b, 28 C1H
R FRAE I R IR, WLEIT IO SR R R A B TR PR
5 d R AEGAE AT T WSS TR R 1) 0 IURRAIE -
124 RBRASTAEMFER

i b T MRk EEREY A RS A ST R
DNA $& BRI ITS J¥ 90 04 iy, R F L B3 1 51
PIITS1 (5-TCCGTAGGTGAACCTGCGG-3') HIITS4
( 5“-TCCTCCGCTTATTGATATGC-3') 37 PCR ' #¥,
PCR JZ 3 ¥ 2 4 25 uL, H ¥ PCR Mix (2X) 12.5
uL, BHESIMATWESI¥4 1 L, DNA AR 1 L,
ddH,0 9.5 pL. B3 ¥ 45 5 7E NCBI [ ##17 BLAST
XFEAHT, IF T #RIRIEEAR I R F 5, BT MEGA6
B HERGERKEW
1.2.5 &R HE Bom Ml 2

A R TG D) XoF o D T 30 P AT N
FH TG A 4 T At e e 1) SR SR S, PR IBGE +: 78
2GR AL, FRAAREE S, AR 2 h WEIT
OSSR AR O, DA EE P B 22 il 3 45 11 9
FERSA X RRR A R SRS IR AR,
A B AT A B L Alidl, JOF SRR AT
s
12,6 #HE &N

R JH B 22 1 KR i PO ) s 4R O
WP, 3T (DMSO ) 1 i — 1 Bt Al B HE B
Yy, BRI R SRR S 100 mgemL ', AR
BT 60 °C 1HEA 30 min, 47 H . PDA B3R %
W E K G IR ZE 50°C LR, LW #RIE & b
W5 PDA ¥E R FE AR G, AU G SR AL
W9 1 mgmL ', BAWAGEEA T ER R,
[P A I S T AR, DA TR 2 vk B B DMSO A4S
SRR FER TSNS 6 mm T FLASTTEURE, &
T b e, 28 ¢ fHIRE AP EI B B SR,
MREIR 3 ANER SR A SO I R R TR AR
o X BEZH 09 TR 95 K B B SR LAY 90%, B AT o 45
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FHEA-THYR AR IR %= (X R4l K-
AbPRAti A K ) X IR Al AE K 1X 100,
1.2.7 ¥ 8 & 71 ECso M 2

Xof U0 BT I M A ) A ) i B o — 2 64T R
T2 o 3% i B 5 0 e 4 4R B s R & 0.25,
0.50. 1.00, 2.00 mg-mL ', BHEXHE 25 7] 60% Mk
ik AR AR BEOK A BORL R, RSB 3R ESR . R
1.2.5 B Bt AT I s TG PRI a2, SRR, S TR e
FE R IR R ISR, DI ILRN Y i,
FEXTECh X R, 5 SPSS AR M A5 2 HEE ) [l
T R A b BE ECso0

1.2.8 HA R R B HAE LT 5 GF R

PRBOE VER AT HE SR B (ECso ) AR B B9 I 7
IR ING R, TS R4, BT 40 6% 5
TR LG AE ) 2 B X8 0 it TR 71 22 B 52 ), 41
JTRETI 3

2 ZRE5oH

21 HRENEREBRESBLEE

FRERGRIER, SORPIIAE RS BB A6
JHBE, AL, B R ], R T
RAFRIRm A )2 A OHBREL, IR
JEEREI R, RIHIE (K 1A ).

A REREHIAER: B: FM-01 BV IETH: C: FM-01 V&5 1.
A: Symptoms of mulberry rot disease; B: front view of FM-01 colony; C: back view of FM-01 colony.
E1 HmEERREERSHEE

Fig. | Disease symptoms and colony morphology

AT 2 2 B R A R SRR A e A F)
| BREH, v N FM-01. % bk7E PDA 15373 |
BEIEWE, WK T HLOE ™, WeraRKE
B, B, BEAZE, B, WEVIH A
o, FEWE KA E (B 1B~C).

O 4% K BV TR AR TR 22 TC R IR, PR AR R,
TCABR AR B ) W) VA 22 5 45 o BT % AR BROE 46 7 9
W E ST, W FWEDIE; BeA T SR mop R,
BB (FE12)5 W15 RE 200 J v 4 e oh B35 s U .

b — 238 2 4y F AW R R AR AT S, T
GenBank | 2 ¥t 47 BLAST JF ¥1] o X} %& BB ¥k FM-
01 YR 741 5 B 43 8 FL A 5 s AL, e+
AHARLRE /25 B T8 A% 7 51 3 1 Neighbor-Joining #4 # 2 4t
KEM (K 3), INEHFATE HE# K FM-01 5 Mucor.
fragilis (55 . MH424493) J& FTIal—4r %, ¥%
KR, A KERNIESRIE, %2200 IR
KA WeTHE ( Mucor fragilis ) .

22 FREENBHFMENE

R A5 AT 585 £ 325 D00 %o e 19 B0 1k R AT, B
PR IR EE 3 d 5, SRERIH I BN LRAER, R
TREEHHGREZ, BRAGHEZ (E4A);

T B ZH SRR SR K (1K1 4B ) o Bk HR & i i 5
LRYE 216 PDA 5553 L3R, HWBEIES 505
21 R — B
23 SAMEYREMSGRES (M fragilis) HIHD
B M

AR AL E TR 1D RTs A 54 FEdY
B35 T (M fragilis) BB, 75K
VR IE 1 mgrmL ' 40 R H2 IR 3 0 R [ R
PP EME (2 2), FHrh e AR s BB R LY
Xt 1% B R B 22 A K R RO A, IR 4 B
77.72%. 49.06%, W3 T AR Y KOS
Wi FIE T, MRS58 44.80%., 40.22%, 5
b B 2R WANERRE., e %
2 R B A A A B S L IR 4 A
38.75%. 31.14%. 31.14%, 4% k¥ # % ¥ %
30% AR, HER IS PEAR X AR
24 EVEMEYVRIMIXNZRES M fragilis) B
HEEAhN

it 0.25, 050, 1.00. 2.00 mgmL ' &5 44> ik
FEME TR K B R OB UY) RN O R L)
Xt o e B (M. fragilis) WIME/EH , 76 0~2.00

e
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A: Wit B: BHisE: C: HF%: D f¥EME, E. HEMT: F. BB
A: Hypha; B: monopodial branching; C: sporangia; D: sporangiophore; E: sporangiospore; F: zygospore.
2 EHRTE 40 EAZEEMEBETHHE (10X40)
Fig.2 Microscopic image of fungus (10X40)

100 FM-01
100 | BB Mucor fragilis isolate CMRP3220 (MH424493)

% MEBFFE Mucor brunneogriseus culture CBS:129.41 (MH856086)
100 100 L @ {RE 5 Mucor racemosus clone SF 972 (MT530248)

—— WIEEH Mucor fusiformis culture CBS:336.68 (MH859152)

75 100 U - "B5 Mucor hiemalis f. hiemalis culture CBS:979.68(MH859261)
100 I:{/{Ej:%g Mucor hiemalis f. corticola culture CBS:366.68 (MH859159)

FLTEEFE Mucor piriformis culture CBS:175.27 (MH854921)

99 ‘B % B Mucor strictus culture CBS:368.71C (M11860169)
100 |: 5 85 Mucor strictus isolate NMC32 (OK353849)
=1 KEBE Mucor mucedo culture CBS:145.24 (MH854783)

WUNREEE Rhizomucor pusillus ATCC 46342 (NR_111462)

B3 EFITSERAFIIHMENRZLER
Fig.3 Phylogenetic tree based on IST sequences

mg-mL ', AR RO R BRI R (5)
TEFERN I 15 2~ 5 KA R 3 5ol I 5 4% R J3E 2 K
WM R (E6. B 7), DIEEIUY &M X Y
IR, RGBS 2, 30 4. 5 RFpE
BRI (£3), HhEE QRSN ECs,
7F 0.063~0.113 mg'mL ', 3EFfP 54 2 K E 1 i
By K B L BE R LY ECs 7E 0.760~ 1.356

mg~mL7], MESE 2 RIS 1R,
A: Tnoculated with M. fragilis; B: control. 25 FHEMERVMARES (M fragilis) HLE

B4 EERIELR A=A

Fig. 4 Reverse validation of disease-causing pathogen SPUp =T X ) XJQ%?;ZI’)E , B ORI Ak

A EMGIEEREE: B: X,



1294 @R F IR %39 %

2 54 MiEY CERIR BV 5 Bt E B AV IR TR M L
Table 2 Antifungal activities on M. fragilis of 54 plant ethanol extracts

[izE7) T 2 ) I 2
Plants Inhibition rate/% Plants Inhibition rate/%
i A. caruifolia 77.72+0.01 a KRR BH Suliginosa 49.06+0.02 b
BIWRE A.capillaris 44.80+0.02 ¢ FH A sinica 40.22+0.02 d
FIHE I amethystoides 38.75+0.04 d EEE: A.adenophora 31.14%+0.01 ¢
M2 4. pekinensis 31.14+0.01 ¢ RREE P. clematidea 27.384+0.02 f
K&K C. abrotanoides 27.71£0.03 f 75 & HE OB H.aromaticum 25.95+£0.02 f
#1854 D. benthamii 22.65+0.00 g 4= A. dubia 22.62+0.01 g
B A palustris 22314001 g L AT I helenium 19.8140.03 gh
HEF ] A.conyzoides 19.8140.00 gh WH% M. micrantha 18.86+0.02 he
JEWIRE T A. nepalensis 17.88+0.02 hei 55 H. perforata 16.0310.02 eij
AW EEE L. japonicus 15.24£0.02 ijk TREZ N. physaloides 13.85+0.01 jkl
B A. altissima 13.33£0.02 jkl /NIEYLEL B B, parviflora 12.49£0.01 klm
B P. macrophyllus 12.2540.01 Im L% C. apiifolia 11.5740.04 Im
HASEF K S, punicea 11.3240.00 Im Fr 44 ¥ E.bonariensis 10.89+0.03 Imn
L4184 aspera 10.21£0.01 mn LI D. moldavica 9.70£0.05 mn
KLEHL L. leontopodioides 8.2540.03 no LHIFF C. ambrosioides 6.67£0.02 op
NS P. sibiricum 6.61£0.02 op & WEHT S. nodiflora 6.24+0.01 op
WMAEA WE O. rosea 5.80%0.02 op & T. jasminoides 5.0940.01 pq
HUK3 P. hysterophorus 4.41£0.01 pqr SEPH R R RE S, leucantha 3.78£0.02 grs
FEALHER L O. pes-caprae 3.6140.02 qrs IKIER A. caerulea 2.6640.03 15
A C. crepidioides 1.78+0.02 rs T4 S. scandens 0.95+0.02's

RPEAR Y 3 KELKFIME, TR EbRfEZE, FRARERRZRLEZKT (P<0.05). N,

Data are presented as mean of 3 repeats &standard deviation; those with different alphabets indicate significant difference at P<<0.05. Same for below.

CK 0.25 mg-mL™! 0.5 mg'mL™! 1 mg-mL™! 2 mg-mL™!

CK 0.25 mg-mL™! 0.5 mg-mL™! 1 mg-mL™! 2 mg-mL™!

A: HiE; B: RERER.
A: A. carvifolia; B: S. uliginosa.
B 5 HFEMRAEREERIYINSHESHIMNFIZR

Fig. 5 Antifungal activities on M. fragilis of A. carvifolia and S. uliginosa extracts
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% —— 52 K Day2
g5 | =+ 3 K Day3
—& % 4 K Day4
—— % 5 K Day5

80

75 r

70 +

65

T Z Inhibition rate/%

60

55 1 1 1 )
0.25 0.5 1 2

JFE % Concentration/(mg-mL™)

E6 TRIREBREFTS CERIIXNZRESHINERR
Fig. 6 Antifungal activities on M. fragilis of A. carvifolia ethanol

extract in different concentrations

0 —— 552 K Day2
65 | =& i3 K Day3
—&— 3 4 X Day4
60 | —« % 5 K Day5

55 |
50 |
45 t

54 % Inhibition rate/%

40 t
35

30

0.25 0.5 1 2
JUE % Concentration/(mg-mL™)
E7 TRREREXREREEZHERENINZREENIE
HR
Fig. 7 Antifungal activities on M. firagilis of S. uliginosa ethanol
extract in different concentrations

9 5 e & % (M. fragilis ) T8 22 5 % BRZALAA LE
JEAS B S O T AN 22 AR A S i L AR H AR A O
W, 20X (E8), K R &AL BT /Y 3 22 0
WA Ak s Al RE iy 7 5 B O TR A 3 1 A 23 B2 T
TREERIER T Z A K, R B AR

®3 REREE., 55CBEREMINZRESHNESN
Table 3 Toxicity on M. fragilis of A. carvifolia and S. uliginosa
ethanol extracts

. [B]5 7 N
e woim DOEPTE s eey
Plants Time/ d Y gr R (mg-mL™)
equation
2 y=111x+ 131 0.946 0.063
3 =1.27x+1.32 0.986 0.089
L g
A.carvifolia 4 y=129x+1.28 0.997 0.100
5 y=130x+1.22 0.995 0.113
2 y=129x+0.16 0.924 0.760
3 =1.26x +0.12 0.919 0.807
RiE RS I
S.benth 4 y=1.08c+002 0988 0.952
5 y=0.84x+0.11 0.973 1.356

3 b4

A 38 3o A1 2 53 B vk R SR LT e v i o i
11538, difk, 538 1 RBERE (Mucorsp. ) B
O We B (M. fragilis), RS BERWIEE % K5y
TFAE W2 43 A 5 3 0 A 1 T Sy 3 EE SR 1R U
B, FRTE 76 R H sk s e g™,
HEHUE™ LR KSR . TEEEEAAET
HARF T, RIEATEE N, BA BRI E E R
REJ, BIEEYEL, B—FEEBURERER, &
S0 R AW T 0 SR R A, SR g i,
SRR, R A E T R By i
KA R R, 25551 K 25500 5% B8 B I T 19 40
VRS, AH A R TR, A AR O B 4
ORI A PR AF SR . AW I A R R
PIAE 54 TR ) S BOCW) O ID TR TG R, R B TR
W BB R CRER N 5 e B (M. fragilis)
I B B BTG, Sy R I A A TR T

A: X B HE: C: RIERREE.
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Fig. 8 Effect of two plant extracts on M. fragilis mycelial morphology (10X40)
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