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Abstract; The beneficial microbiome assist the plant in disease defense. The root, stem and seed of Sophora tonkinensis
from wild type were germinated and grew healthily, but they in cultivated type were susceptible to insect and pathogen
attack. In order to explore the possibility of disease control using beneficial endophytic fungal microbiome harbored in
S. tonkinensis from healthy wild type, endophytic fungi were isolated from the root, stem and seed of S. tonkinensis from
healthy wild type, and then were further identified based on morphological characters and ITS sequence characters.
Phylogenetic tree, a-diversity index and B-diversity index were used to analyze the phylogenetic evolution, diversity and
similarity among different endophytic fungal microbiomes. The pathogen-resistant function in wvitro of endophytic fungal
microbiome was determined by the agar plug method and flat-stand method. The results were as follows; (1) A total of
131 strains with 23 taxa, 108 strains with 23 taxa, and 64 strains with 11 taxa, were respectively isolated and identified
from the root, stem and seed of S. tonkinensis; (2) More endemic genera and all endemic species, indicated that
endophytic fungal microbiomes harbored in the root, stem and seed had tissue specificity in genus and species
evolutionary tree; (3) The extremely low B-diversity between root—stem, root—seed, and stem—seed indicated that
species similarity was very low among different endophytic fungal microbiomes; (4) The high a-diversity showed that
endophytic fungal microbiomes harbored in the root, stem and seed were abundant biodiversity; (5) More than one third
of the taxa antagonized pathogens in vitro. Endophytic fungal microbiome harbored in the root/stem showed strong broad-
spectrum pathogenic bacteria/fungi-resistant function in vitro, and endophytic fungal microbiome harbored in the seed
showed strong broad-spectrum pathogenic fungi-resistant function in vitro. These results indicated beneficial endophytic
fungal microbiome with tissue-specificity, biodiversity structure, and strong broad-spectrum pathogen-resistant function
in vitro, harbored in healthy root, stem and seed of S. tonkinensis from wild type, and might play an important role in
pathogen resistance in host tissues. Such results will provide material and experimental basis for disease control in
different tissues of S. tonkinensis using beneficial endophytic fungal microbiome.
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i 75 B ( Sophora tonkinensis ) J2& ) VY 35 44 18 Hb
28 I AR R HE PR AR Y 1L SR 2R i B R
R L O R R PRI - B 1= RN < O N 3
IR SEE (E 25 IR DY 2%, 2020) 5 & A AE W0 H
fi | BT AE Z R AL A g, Hh i S R R AL o 2
A HE 32 B P B 43 ( Zhang et al. | 2020) ; A T
g B0 BE PR BT AL IR L PRI R S S
e BT AF 25 B AR (32 0, 2011) o Bl fa
FEITME Je & MR DS TR AL JE , B B AE ) 7Y
JERCR N IR S Y Lk - W R Y 0]
R PR A I A R LA ) R B v T B SRR B e PR
BTy RGeS TR F oM 15 5 B AR R WA R 2R
ZEINH I R R AR BOH Bt i, 5| R Ok E R BE AT
MR, TR E AR, A S
BNM A 2 A R SR AR, T E S e 2 A
(Guetal., 2013) . R, K J 2k (0 B0 Of A9 8 R #R
o 5 B IR R L B2 24 A 1 AT R 2 A ] R R R
WL E S AHY A S K B e 2R 48 LA 1 i i A
A=Y 3 BL S B8 ) (Jones & Dangl, 2006;
Dangl et al., 2013) , YA &5 W04 P 4138 o 548

VP K 9 2 519 B AE (Hacquard et al., 2017),
i 4 W & G 3K 45 AH OC BL 9K 1 ( Pieterse et al.,
2014) , XFAE 4 Y £k B A7 22 19 4 JH (Berg et al.,
2016) . AR R G A 5T R I, DU 5
FERRAR 2 TR YD O S5 40 Pl PR D REA AR R 22
S, UGB R AR 3R 2R W) LA O A 25 T ) 2
2 3 B AL PR | BE O O R I BT M (Kwak et
al., 2018) . AHY AW ALHE A N0 T 4
MRRRE YA F 2R T 2 ek
Yy, 52 - e A K BE R Y A ) AR 0 A R ), 2K
ARR A B 32 R IR T AR L B R AR R Y
i (Hacquard et al., 2017) , 7EFLY)-A 25 N
BT, & N A H A S T R 2 Tk
20 Y ELAE UGS AL 5B R e R Gl 4E AR 4L
Joa PR DA B0 e A I AR A N AR B
A Bl Al L 8 2 P A LAAS B0 T T B A
{2 (Kusari et al., 2012; Compant et al., 2019) ,
WA i AR LT A A A T R A
R AE T4 500 ~800 m A1 KA L X I £7 3k 4%
BOFRERE SR A 20, RN R E 28 TE
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PR AR BT T, B A g MO B A B K 25 AR K
I Ry 9 2544, it A, 35T H 2H AT 9T AR &
DU P ML A 2 BN A N A R (R AR, 2017 )
PRI, B AT 000 4 52 4 4 R A A 58 8 B 1
BEAR ZE AR 5 T2 O R 1T 22 A P 9 A 4 N 2R
PR 2L, T 88 P AR TR AT 4 B T 7 T AT BE R
R AR, ASHIEFE LU TR] A= 4 AR BRAS [ ) 39 2R
SR B AR AR MR ZE AN T R BT X B ARAET
PERE R S G SE B 2 I T Al Gl B vl
RHAA YLy B NEFLR, 3B ITS Fp
B0y L 98 RE FBR, fie KRR IE M N AR R
ARG KRB, R PAFTANERERAR o-Z
PEFR B B-2 FEMESR KL, 200 2R F 35Ul B ik A0
X IR 32 AR A I 7 A A T 2 4% 73 26 B T 08 D
PR ECER A D0 TR . 3 i o A AR R MR 2K
MR FNAERFHANER AR LT o2 B-
ZRENE SR SP T S 2 BE, U T LA ) A
(1) B AR BB MR 25N 125 A £ N 2 FLTR 4L AE
BMAG LT LRRA S (2) BB BAR
SRR 125 g PN A L AL A 22 R P R (L4
75 (3) 5 A A MR S5 R 45 2 PN AR LR
RSN ETHA PR NEE . AFFAE RN IRR
A7 A A R A5 i L T AL BT 3 AR ol 4%
YU AR R B S g L

1 #HEF®

1.1 ##4

L1 X 2 M AL 4 a8 Ak B A4 B g iR
( Sophora tonkinensis) ,4 4 BRE 20 2 m, iR H AR
251 em, ZHBELA 1.5 em, FF T R/ L) T 2
(0.5 cm X 0.3 em~1 e¢m x 0.8 cm, # ZE R AEH] 43
W 2020 4E 3 A 8 A (11 J AN [RGB Fh R
B30 R 2020 427 8 A9 A ¥k A
Mk R A I F(106°25'26" E23°08'49” N) . %
AR BRE MR ZERRR T A i e A% I B ARSI
SRS L) PR R AR WAL S o T AR ) A S
Y558 IHAE 24 h AL EREE S

112 BEXom R M I 40 T 20 B 1 00
W B ( Pectobacterium carotovorum) 2B 1 2 KA B
( Xanthomonas oryzae pv. oryzicola) . 4l W Y 15t 17 7
W (X. campestris pv. citri) ;3 B0 5 E & M AR JE 5
W ( Fusarium solani) . 7% JH Ji B ( Colletotriehum

gloeosporioides ) . 22 B % 1 ( Alternaria panax) , VA
b BRI O T PR K 2R BRI B AR

1.1.3 34 XA 5w 5 D% (PDA)
Frgedt EoRREIREL LA B3R A ) R UL
EYR A BRS | L, T A B IR 67 121 €L, 1 X
10°Pa FIBHCK B 20 min #5 5 IR TR AN H I
kS, ¥ A BB 4 1 b 2% 3 7 A BR 4 F
2xTagMasterMix , ) H KA 4= b Bl 4 A B2 ] 5 51
Y 1TS1/1TS4 4 8 &% PCR P24 0 v 44 rh B 50 b
AR A BRA R 788

1.1.4 & 5x4& LWL EH (Thermol376) |
PCR ¥ #% {% ( BIO-RAD C1000) . #E ¢ K 14 & %t
( Bio-Best 200E) A fb K% 724 (SPX-250) | #B K IR
VKA ( Thermo 902) B> HL ( Sigma 3K15) i #3BE
(Olympus 1X83) , &% X T 14 ( DHG-9030) , 4>
By K B 8 ( Tomy XS500)

1.2 Ak

12,1 # Efeft-F AL ARG S B MR
A48 18 T ft B AR B | 25 BE AR 7 K 80 ES b Uk
M, BT R R R TAE G o0 BT R i &,
BY 75% 545 1 min, JCRR /KB 3 1K, 5% K FH IR EH
1~6 min( B /Z£Bt,1~2 min; #F,5~6 min)
J&i , TCTR KSR 3 U, T o WK 4R T 3R 1fT, AR B/
ZEB A BRI AR L G VIR 1 em x 0.5 em K
NP Bl 43 S B R FIORR B 56H2 % 172 &
KR (TEHBERMEATEER) )T 25 <C
B BRE R  , FR LU K B 22 )5 Kt
PRI — P22 % PDA i3t I KRB TE, a2k
SNBSS R — 20, gk PR — T 22 B 2 K 4
HIEE MR .

1224 EfftFALARYO S RET W
TR BRI | Bx S5 1) 8] B AR08 25, 43 5K AR
BE ZEBCARD 43 5 20 0 B R R o o AN TR R 35
A SR DNA 3 FhRic 48 RS & 0 A R
Pk o SR 51 9%t 1TS1/1TS4 | AR 35 T bk 5L 14
20 DNA 4754 ITS J¥ % If 9 J5¥ (1TS1-5.8S rDNA-
ITS2) , 43 5 fifi F 4k #F ClustalX 1.81 £ BioEdit
v7.0 Sy HT I R R 5, B 5 GenBank 08 L X, R
AL (R ks E X ER) FH, #H MECGA
6.0 BKAFAY 2B L ( neighbor-joining ) ) R G K &
B, 28 Bootstrap 1 000 UK 1 ¥4 K 56 28 48 B i 1] ¢
PE, TERG LT W, XTI F 5 5 2 2% 7 )
Z AT R AL, A0 4 0 T 5 1) R A G (2



7 WA S . B AR AR R SR S N A U A AR A 0 D 1R D) RE 1185

E E B (O'Brien et al., 2005; Gonzdlez & Tello,
2011) , BIAHAINE <95% R 5 , 95% < H Lk <
97% 3 % 5E B @ /K- FHUE =97 % by 45 7€ B Ff ok
- FE T8 P H A B I e T R A A s U s R
)
1234 ZHHTEALARAY 258K K
THERE 2 HRHICH TS )7 51, il i MEGA 6.0 4k
14 s K FH & KA ¥+ ( maximun likelihood ) RS
RE R 23 b B A B R AR R N AR R
T 20 1Y JE P R G i34k ( Gonzalez & Tello, 2011)
1.2.4 A% EffrF 8 N AE LB H 448
W BET AR M MAR ERR T A N A WA
7 2R BT S H T AR R 2 T 4 ALY o
ZHE M 8 B[ A - 4E 40 458 20 ( Shannon-Wiener
index ) 1 % 35 7% 22 # 14 15 20 ( Simpson” s diversity
index) | S B-ZREEFEE [ R AC %45 % ( Sorensen’ s
index ) FUMER /RFEH (Jaccard’ s index) ], i o-
ZFEVETR BOR 73 B B A2 WO AR | ZE A 1 & N
A FLR R 2R Gl O B2 AR R AR KOk 23 BT B
A B AR AR | ZE AR T 2% PN A TR 4 TR] /Y W A
UM ( Yao et al., 2017) , flHAEW SR AE SPSS
28.0, DA faz Oy 22 F 22 i LU 35 DA B B8 A B g A
R ZEFIM & N A BRAN 225
1.2.5 & EfftF &R EARAG RS RABRA
Fhae PRk N AR R A A o 2R BT AR SR TR
TR 5L B S RE O 2L . R JH 35U B i (kAR
RESE 2017 ) i e k3 A A S T 00 Ji 40 T ) 435 Bt
TP RIS 9 S5 20 T A1k 0.5 22 TGt J32 110 Ty Ak
WP HAE 15 min W TR 24 51 A T LA
FEFRHETAR b 6 mm BRI AR BLTE R A
W5 Y LA K5 77 5 0 18- A, B L 5 4> T B,
(35+2) CHiFE 16~ 18 h J5 WL -0 H 31 o4 P8l B
125 R PRI I 9 E ( Yao et al., 2017) XA
A LT 5L TR 8 5 B0 M BIRE PN A LT A
s R EL TR P 6 mm ELAR BB, 1 BN AR B 2
FlT PDA S5 5% 5 b g 5 S5 PR A 3 By I 5
TR A AR B DL 5 ol D A2 LR Ol X IR, 28 °C T B
I, R B 21 M v e ) i 45 TR B 2
Pl b e 2 T D B AR A B ST SRR R
sy IR B K

X A K
1.3 it
T B A B e MAR  ZE RN RD A N AR B 4

x100,

4328 B0 e H oy B bR 2 3T B8 AR 6B K (relative
frequency , RF) , -2 1 48 £ (75 4R - 4E 94 15 ZOmN
VR ZAEVETRED) M B-Z AR B (RIEARTE AL
FIHE R JRFEH0) (Yao et al., 2017) . HHEY S
AT SPSS 28.0, LA iz 1y 22 F1 2 5 L LA 43
Mrif A SR R A A B 22

2 HERH A

21 R EMBHTFRNEETFNDBIEE

NI A o R AR B3R T 60 N2 4L v 43 B8 3k
73131 BRINAEFCR (18 1) s AZEBE 60 A ZU ALy
BIARAS 108 AR AE BT (B 2) 5 DA 40 Rifh 738002
AT 64 BRINZEETE (B 3) . HEH & AR 25
T (R TRIAR 23 T, SR Jo K R ) 20 40k TR ) B A 43 )
FEAE W AR R 35 5 05 ) PN B8 7% 98 T2 28— BUN TR PR
K153 Rl —TE A, e Je R ITS J7 50 53 B 45 56 1
MESRB R, 455 TE A= ITS I 553
B, MAR N ZE LR A B 42 MBS B R H bk It %
T 23 NSRRI, NZENAE FLE LY 38 PMIEAAL
RFFER IS 23 Do, WFFF AR E
411 20 MEATRRE R P4 11 45028850
HYPRB TR, BA00KR0h— MR E
PEIAD MK B0 TR ) b S 04 R AR DG B A (DL T
By o AN E AL 23 Ao (PP
W1 Aot S e BE KOF, 10 A 2ot s
FEBFIK 2 NS TT AR S s BN AE B AL
23 M ZREIT (W) 9 AT S e B JE K
T 1 AT S E B FOKE, 3 AN R HITR
We s N AR LAY 11 N4 2E BT (W)
I MBS 2K, 9 Ao B oe S e B
KV, AR RS, M ED L&
GenBank % ¥ g, % 5 5 KP204264-KP204442
KT935174 }% KR611926,
22 R EMMFENEEREANRFHNL

BET P A e MR AR O AR FLTR AL 23 A2
JC, AN A LA 23 AN R IT L KRR Py AR 3
B2 11 AR TT 0y ITS A, % 1 B KA 9k v
G IR T A R RRAR 25 BT N B AL
ARG RBEWE,E 2,8 3) , RN A B E L)
U ENRBITTR ) A 12 Mg 10 M Hdh g 4
MMEFEE B IR E (Fusarium) RE AL HEE , IR
HZE LR (Phoma) | H % J& ( Penicillium) |
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86

95 |Fusarium sp. (KP204430)

69

F. solani (KP204442)
50Kk

Fusarium sp. (KP204418) 50 strains

95[ £ oxysporum (KP204409)

Fusarium sp. (KP204416)

Metarhizium anisopliae (KP204406) 2% 2 strains

Fungal endophyte sp. (KP204323) 2 #% 2 strains

Rhexocercosporidium sp. (KP204335) 15k 15 strains

100 Phoma sp. (KP204291)
68 P. herbarum (KP204299)
Phoma sp. (KP204302)

Cladosporium sp. (KP204271) 2 #f 2 strains
Cladosporium sp. (KP204270) 2 £k 2 strains

26kk

26 strains

Hypocrea nigricans (KP204402) 14k 1 strain

Lasiodiplodia theobromae (KP204375) 2 £k 2 strains
100 |7

85
Fungal endophyte sp. (KT935174) 1%k 1 strain

90[ Phialocephala humicola (KP204387) 2 £k 2 strains

93

Chaetosphaeria sp. (KP204388) 2tk 2 strains

— Talaromyces verruculosus (KP204350) 4 % 4 strains

Aspergillus versicolor (KP204373) 2 fk 2 strains

I —
0.1

Penicillium sp. (KP204352)
P. toxicarium (KP204356)

61
72

184k

18 strains
Penicillium sp. (KP204367)

B1 FEUEBRRAEEESA

Fig. 1

Rhexocercosporidium ; 15 25 N 4= H & 41 19 B % & 7
FETTH A 15 A& 11 AR A 4 MERR,
53 T R I8 (Arthrinium ) (75 %8 kTR S
K H1 58 & ( Cladosporium) , o 5 f 5 J& o f AL 3
& ERFNAE E R A C B R IT T, H 6
A& 9 AFl HP A 3 AR, 230 BH R
( Colletotrichum ) |, ¥ 1 W J& 1 & B 8 W J&
( Pseudocercospora)) , F " Jic JH T J& by B L 35 o
RZERF T 3 DN R A E N 2 A, B
B Jm MBS AT JE 2 Bl g 10 4> 13 A4~ 4
AR E N2 A E R 5 AR T AR 2 A AR
ZEFIA T3 AN B A EIEA T 0 4 A R
VIRREA R REA R a3 5o 10 4 11 4~ 9 4>, BiF
FAERRY] LB A W AR ZE RN AR B

Endophytic fungal microbiome harbored in the root of Sophora tonkinensis from wild type

W R A R 2, A F oA
i, 2% 20 23 P9 A= B R 4 A JE R ik ik B B 48
Rk
23 R EMMHFENEEFANSHFMEMBOUE
BT MR MR | ZE AR 45 N A L AL 4
FKEPIT(WF) Bk R LIR30 (W
O (B E 2,8 3) T a-ZREMERE B (B -4
PFRBOM S R AR (£ 1) K B-Z A
B (RICTRFE B R RF850) (R 2) i —2
U B A R AR AR ZE AR A AR R A -
LRV B B-ZREPETE B, MR AR |25 AP
THNAEFHAN a-ZHEREEEE R nE 1 PR,
Hedse At 25 FH A 9 2 20 N A= L 4 ( Gonzdalez &
Tello, 2011; ZEFA ¥ 2021 ) , BF A= g B AR 250
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4{

Calosphaeriales sp. (KP204386) 2Fk 2 strains

97

99

74

100

100 | Fusarium oxysporum (KP204413)
Fusarium sp. (KP204417)

Cladosporium sphaerospermum (KP204286)
Cladosporium sp. (KP204282)

JI——Cercospora beticola (KP204324) 4% 4 strains
Pallidocercospora heimioides(KP204331) 2k 2 strains
Pestalotiopsis biciliata (KP204380) 2k 2 strains
55 Arthrinium sp. (KP204377) 20%k 20 strains
{Neopestalotiopsis sp. (KP204379) 2%k 2 strains

Neofusicoccum parvum (KP204376) 2#k 2 strains

Bionectria sp. (KP204403) 2 #f 2 strains

Australiasca queenslandica (KP204397) 2 #f 2 strains

204
20 strains

Diaporthe arengae (KP204384) 28k 2 strains

e

20 Bk
20 strains

Penicillium brevicompactum (KP204368)

Penicillium sp. (KP204366)
‘LL— Penicillium sp. (KP204354)
P. pulvillorum (KP204356)

16 bk

16 strains

Scolecobasidium sp. (KP204313) 2#4f 2 strains

96

Pilidium concavum (KP204322) 2#% 2 strains

Phaeosphaeria sp. (KP204306) 2kk 2 strains

459,7

Dothideomycetes sp. (KP204289) 24k 2 strains

0.05

Dothideomycetes sp. (KP204311) 4ff 4 strains

B2 HFEUEBRENEEFSA

Fig. 2 Endophytic fungal microbiome harbored in the stem of Sophora tonkinensis from wild type

P& N AL R Z R B R, &
BHEF A AR AR ZE M TN A REE 2D
WAEE R, MARZE N A BN -2 FEPEFR 5L
WER TR FNAEERA, 2B RARZENA
BWA YR 2R B S TR TN R AL
TR PR  ZE AR 45 N AE ELR ALY -2 A 1
RECINZE 2 Frw, BVR A FR 16 BORUHE = 2R 48 £
0~0.148 Z [i] T AHMIPE REF L, Y -2 HE 1
BT 0~0.25 B i AAHEL,0.25~0.50 K
GEAHMMRL,0.50~0.75 K H AL, 0.75 ~1.00 K
W A ARARL , F 5% 235 SR 3% W 8T A o e AR AR | =5 R R
5 VN A A 2L R 1 A R R A A

24 R EMHFENEERANEIMURRERE LB

3 g B TR (R T O T L A T R A
T BRI 2T R 5 e ) R 3 i D L TR (AR R
N RIE I  GRBDR ) B2 SR AR 25 A
ol B9 RE L T DR LAS 6 ol D B Ay HE s R
0 AR =5 A o % P AR LR AL Y (A A 4
T IR DIRE

DAL 3R 3 b S 20 B o #b5 B, Xk R AR |
ZERR 25 AR ER AR 0 2 0T () D 23
AN 23 A 11 AN ) BEAT AN I AR 3 A D E
A1 3 a7 AR O MR AR R LR, A 3
ANIPRIATE (13% ) W HLAR BRA AN [R) 2 2 A 410 ol £
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100 16k

P. hakeae (KP204329) 16 strains

99

Pseudocercospora elacocarpi (KP204327)]

00— Cladosporium cladosporioides (KP204268) 2fk 2 strains

58

Colletotrichum sp. (KP204389)
100

54{ C. hymenocallidis (KP204391)

C. sphaerospermum (KY381856) 24 2 strains

Diaporthe pseudomangiferae (KP204383) 2%k 2 strains

368k

36 strains
C. gloeosporioides (KY381857)

Penicillium citrinum (KY381862) 24 2 strains

IOOI

Didymellaceae sp. (KY381853) 2#k 2 strains

0.05

Alternaria alternata (KP204308) 2#f 2 strains

3 HEMmBRMTANEERA

Fig. 3 Endophytic fungal microbiome harbored in the seed of Sophora tonkinensis from wild type

1 HEEERR.ZIMTFEANE
EHEEAMN o-Z MR
Table 1  a-diversity indexes of endophytic fungal

microbiome harbored in the root, stem and seed

of Sophora tonkinensis from wild type

x2 HEEEBRR.ENMFENE
HEAEN B-ZHMEHEH
Table 2 B-diversity indexes of endophytic fungal
microbiome harbored in the root, stem and seed

of Sophora tonkinensis from wild type

a-ZREMETE R R EY s B-ZHEMEIE L L] ZEFpTE AR R
a-diversity index Root Stem Seed B-diversity index Root—Stem  Stem—Seed Root—Seed
AR -JEME K 2.656x 2741+  1.961x AT NS 2L 0.148 0.056 0

Shannon-Wiener index 0.032a 0.039a 0.024b Sorensen’ s index ’ ’
FE R 0.896+ 0.907+  0.807= e IR HE Bk 0.08 0.00 0
Simpson’ s diversity index 0.015a 0.017a 0.013b Jaccard’ s index : 029

TE: o-ZFMEFR B8 1 B R 3R 07 22 89 LSD 20 #r, 45 8 th 91
FBRAEZE (3 AN E ) Ron , A [F T hE R IR 0.05 7KK 1Y 1 3% 7k
255

Note: oa-diversity indexes are analyzed by one-way ANOVA
followed by LSD test, and the results are expressed as the x +ts.
(n=3), and different letters indicate significant differences at the
level of 0.05.

FH Horb 2 A 53255 B 5T 0 4 TR P SRR s A TR
Pl L 400 v el AR 34 5 T PR X R 3 A3 2 ST R
2 T 1 2% R T 0 AT R EL A T B AR Y T R
ST BHPEXS B, 3 AN 23 S B TT0 0 T 1 15 97 s 1A
TTERE 1 A 53 28 5000 i 0 o P AR A5 T B 1 X
W82 Ao 2R AT XS 3 AL A 1 XA 4 s B, JC
TR I AR ( Metarhizium anisopliae) Xf 3 Ff
FOAR T 0940 T Bl A 38 55 1 BE PR B o B A B
MMZENAEBWAS, A 2 5 KRIT(9% ) M

T B-ZHMIREGEFN O( 4R A EE) B 1 (4 5%E4a
).
Note: B-diversity indexes range from O (no overlap between

microbiomes ) to 1 (total overlap between microbiomes ).

PR A A W) AR RY ) A R, g 2R B ST
Bionectria sp. % 3 P AR TR A4 41 TR 1B EL AR 35K T 8
ST B B TR A B R AR A N A A
B & BN B AR D A T 1 73 2 T

DL B3R 3 B It L bR D B AR T, 0 B AR
ZERUFP 45 N A B A B9 3 20T (4 ol 23
AN 23 A 1L AS) BEAT AR A0 T B BRTE PE AE
MR 4 FIH RSP A B p AR N A A, A 9
A RBTT(39% ) W HEBR TR XA A ] A 5 ) 49 ]
PERT, Hirr 8 A3 288 5T W AR G s AT 1) 410 11 25
it 50% , 9 A4S FLTTRE AR SR TR Y A ) 2
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Table 3  The inhibition zone of the taxa from endophytic fungal microbiome in the root, stem

and seed of Sophora tonkinensis from wild type against pathogenic bacteria

R B AR
Diameter of inhibition zone
WA E R ELTA 43 25 BT/ P X
Endophytic fungal microbiome Fungal taxa/positive control A T P AR TR A T 1 S B TR I T 1 T 9 5 TR
Pectobacterium Xanthomonas oryzae X. campestris
carotovorum pv. oryzicola pv. citri
{ER Ol 6 pg BRIRHER 2 +++ +++ et
Positive control 6 g streptomycin sulphate
I A R R AR 2K +++ ot ++
The root of Phoma herbarum
Sophora tonkinensis e
from wild tvpe Penicillium sp. - +++ ++
yp
R +++ +++ e+
Metarhizium anisopliae
WP A R 2R Bionectria sp. +++ +4+++ +4+++
The stem of
S. tonkinensis L.
Scolecobasidium sp. - ++ ++

from wild type

0 SR AR R MR, - 0 mm; +. 1~5 mm; ++. 6~10 mm; +++. 11~15 mm; ++++. 16~20 mm,
Note: Symbols represent the diameter of inhibition zone in different ranges. —. 0 mm; +. 1-5 mm; ++. 6—10 mm; +++. 11-15 mm;

++++. 16-20 mm.

50% ,5 >4 2 o0 N B BE e TR 09 9 ) 3
50% , Hii 8k 79 B ( Fusarium solani) | 7] 7] BR — {5
( Lasiodiplodia theobromae) Rhexocercosporidium sp. .
Phoma sp. %25 5% ( P. herbarum) 5 >/4r 28 ¥ioC
XiF 3 g 5t L TR 1Y 0 ] R A o 50% , R TR
FOAEPTIE 1 5 7E B A B g MR ZE N AR B A P AT 9
I3 ZREATT(39% ) N $EAR B XA A [F) 7 A 410 i
VEF, Horb 4 A 43 28 B0 50 0 AR T o B7 174 410 1 ¢
1k 50% ,7 A7 28 BT B JH A TR A o ROk 1
50% ,1 A~ 43 2% BA 50 X 2B B TR A9 0 R o
50% ,ﬁ?@%ﬁg&@%ﬂ W ( Fusarium oxysporum )
Xt 3 i D R TR A 0 R I 50% , WoR TR
A HTIG M s 7R A B MR T N A L A b A
4 DI FETT (36% ) X HEFR & A7 A [F] 72 B2 4 410
HIVE S, Horb 2 > 43 26 B 0 X AR R o T 1 400 o] 32
T 50% ,3 A>3 SE FRITT R IR T 19 1] 58 Ao
50% ,1 > 7 & 50 %] S8 B TR A4 0 ) 5
50% , 5y 25 . G W 7K il 5% JH A ( Colletotrichum
hymenocallidis ) %} 3 Fh i L B 4 410 o) 28 3588 o
50% , @~ T SR AR BT P

AN IR T D Re I 25 R (R 3,58 4) W
71N S A R AR PN A TR A AT R R RO
WIYZEHIC (10 1,43%) , PRSMXT 6 Bl I 40/ 5
B R 78R R B0 M 0 SRR T

P4 B . AT ] BRK — 980 1 | Rhexocercosporidium sp.
Phoma sp. .25 1575 6 D4y HIT Xt 3 L R
D 2/ L TR B B T A A OIS A ; B AR R 2R
A LR A B T BP0 I B 4 25 50T (10
A, 43% ) PRGN 6 T I A/ BB L R T 5
IS S BUIE 1, JCH S Bionectria sp. AR Ak J]
2 Ao ERITXT 3 A LA b R A/ L A L )
Tk B G B0 1 5 B AR R AR N A TR A (] A
BAEFEMYURE RS EBIC (4 1,36%) , K5
X AR 2 TR A RS B0 R BT 3 o i
PR T8 i RS U M U HE o T
RN B TR X 3 B Jot B0 TR 1 2L T 3% i 45 Bt
Wk, PR A KRR B AR B MR AN A T
ARSI REA RS BUR I Al L, HL T i A
ST S A ELTR D RE 1Y A B R AR N AR
P2 ARSI 35 e A RS o I LA EL SR )T 3 0 4
S R LR TR

34

) 1) A 2H S 2 B A AN [R] T 22 4 0 P A
HIEAH, WA BR A 5 e EA Y U e kA | 5 R
" (Gogarten & Townsend, 2005) . 7E N A= H 3 4
51E FHEY 0 EAE AR BT RS M e B
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Table 4  Growth inhibition of pathogenic fungi antagonized by the taxa from endophytic fungal microbiome in the

root, stem and seed of Sophora tonkinensis from wild type

A L 2 HH 4P 5T

993 JE L A P AR A )
Growth inhibition of fungal phytopathogens

Endophytic fungal microbiome Fungal taxa

Fusarium solani

AR TR IFI

Colletotriehum gloeosporioides

SEBEN B

Alternaria panax

B A i AR
The root of
Sophora tonkinensis
from wild type

Fungal endophyte sp.
Fusarium sp.
R B
F. solani
Penicillium sp.

AR A

Lasiodiplodia theobromae
Fungal endophyte sp.

Rhexocercosporidium sp.

Phoma sp.
P. herbarum
AR R R R Fungal endophyte sp.
The stem of

. . . Pilidium concavum
S. tonkinensis

from wild type Dothideomycetes sp.
Bionectria sp.

Penicillium pulvillorum

Neofusicoccum parvum

Neopestalotiopsis sp.

Arthrinium sp.

RAHE T B
Fusarium oxysporum
2L e ML T KA BT
The seed of Colletotrichum hymenocallidis

S. tonl-cmensm Colletotrichum sp.
from wild type

Diaporthe pseudomangiferae

Didymellaceae sp.

+H++ +H++ ++
+++ +H++ ++
+H++ +++++ ++++
+ e+t ++
+H++ +++++ ++++
+++ +++ ++
+H++ +H++ +H+++
+++ +H++ ++++
+++ ++++ +++
+++ ++ +
+ +++ +
+ e+t ++
+ +++ ++
+++ ++ ++
++ +++ ++
++ +++ ++
+++ +++ ++
+++ +H++ ++++
+++ +++ +++
++ +++ ++
+++ ++ ++
++ +++ ++

o SRR R A K IR, +. <40%; ++. 40% ~49% ;

+++. 50% ~59% ; ++++. 60% ~69% ; +++++. >70%

Note: Symbols represent inhibition percentage in different ranges. +. <40%; ++. 40%-49% ; +++. 50%-59% ; ++++. 60% -69%

+++++. >70%.

W, T4 A LT BE T AT P 1 R AR s R S il
T A ARAT G 36 ME LA B 3 R do s i A= 9
(Arnold et al., 2003) ; 3&F“ EFERLN ", #B4r N 4=
TR 3 A PN A TR - R P AR LR - N A LR (D
W HEAETEE FAE Y A 2 G 2 HEPE R b 52 i oy
DI 15 3 (Carroll, 1991) 5 3 F “SEAT B /E 7 2
Wi, BB P9 AR B TR RE A B e T B RS P I
(Kusari et al., 2012; Z=¥% ¥, 2021), E A5
SEREW], WA B AT 16 F RPN Tk E

HHEIEEN, R M AR T b &
AR KR R AR AR ZERRP AR A S &, T
B A 0 L S 2 2 R D e, L R A 4 4
A N A EE (B RE, 2017, Yao et al., 2017)
BET N A T A 4 R s A T A 5 A A D
ATV A B L DX Ry A B 1 e AR AR L 25
FIFR = PN 3 AT B A7 6 URE A A 25 0 AR LR 43X
SO R P AR B 4 R S A 24 0 B I T T T R R
PEEEBRMMEN, M EERER ERKEY AR
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IRBE M AR 3552 ) N AR LR A 1 R g i
b . Z R K DI HE (Mishra et al., 2012; Nascimento
etal., 2015), S 1 ¥ B A KA BRAI A < 2= 1 X
AR TR A S0 AF S R A B R R AR AR 25
MFpTNARBANRRE LT S HEE L SUR T
J3, BETTA Z80R) P A A 358 B 1 g 1 4% 2H 41
fit N AR LB 2H By I6 HCAE T R B R T AR F
FEo3 A I 23 50l DAAH [R] A= AR R /A 8] % & 40
FIRY SR A g R 25/ o B M E N AR LA, o0 BT
FHANAEBERHAMRGERT R AP
PRSI T 2 RE , 7% I S A B e R A A 2N A
HHAANE N A & WA WA B iR R E R EN
B,

o-Z R 2 B B A B AR ZE AR T N 1y
IR R B 2N E A, RZEN
EBEHEN o-ZFERE & TR T AT REH TR
1 A R IS U 7 R T, A 5 45 SR 5 R A 5 2
R—%F ( Gonzalez & Tello, 2011 ; Nascimento et al.,
2015; =¥y, 2021) , KT R #iE,
R R | 2R N A B2 4 2K OB
A BTG e FA AN RARRIE RS, il
i T A SURAS 1550 2 PO I A S 8 15 P 5 Bk T
“ERFRRON” Sy BT R R MO B  ZE AR T
AR I T A e 2 AR o R TT - 1E B/ 2R R
JC-rRBIT AR fi T B4 HEN G W
ZRAPERAL 2 LR TP i 45 L 52 Z2 R
AR E . R, T AR A M S B N B AL
BE7, 2R Y B A B B AR RN A R
WAL 28 T Bh 16 B4R & . BRI
A B-ZREIEIE— DR W] B #LAR  ZE AR T
N AR FCT 2 AR S A B 25 O, 3R I R AR
FHANAATEAR R N B, WA w2 A
A HLUR S, AU R N AR A TE 5 5
S LU AR, a] e B 18 A SRS PR S Y
b o PAAE LT 2H Y AR S B B 4 A & B, TE
R MR  ZE A RN AR R P R =
— LA b 73 28 50T B PR SN0 D B 9 P X 2K
PG S R 1k 43 S B T, JU HJR R T e A A
TGS 2 BT, QAR N AR LT 2H 53 28 PR s SR AR TR
7t Bl 6L B . PT AT BR 4 B8 | Rhexocercosporidium sp. |
Phoma Sp\%‘%ﬁ\%, ENEEFEHA IR T
Bionectria sp. AAOGk JI I , FhF N A B 4 53 25
JCIE A BT, 7T BE S 515 P E 14 H A

W AR, A ZERIRR T 3 A N AR LR 2 3
T AR X 2 A, AR T RETE R B

i A MR AR 5 AR T 5 0L R 5 A
YER . MR =25/25-Fh 7Rl XA 3L [F 1y 20 2 o0, HE
2% A 29 A TR 2 8] AT REAE A TR AR SR

FAHUR A PRAR R BUE A P IR B
SRAEMRGI A RE 10 il g JL BRI 42 b 7 i i
T i 50 AR G 2R G ik 20 400 4 s D T 5 S Y
Al 2595 ( Kwak et al., 2018) . AJ WLEg A= 9 41
RS e L B R AR U T T kR
FEAEH, AEFE A B AR R A% A U N A
LT AL A7 A 0 B0 S , AR N A B 4
ML HmM AR, XN E R F5E.
Rhexocercosporidium , 25 N A4 BT/ 20 09 L 5 Jm 5y
WEE HEE MR BRERE, M TN AR
B 2 TP A OI0 B ) L T U R A T B R
&, s X 2 I BT B 23 o 2K Bt e B R
JE RS BUIG A, X S 2 AR 25 Fh 15 mT
REPTG LR AR LB R 40, it E AL SUREHS DL 45w
J BT 5 L R S 7, Y IH 0 B g AR | 25 1 o
TN AR BB AL N X S B A PR A
FEYUW E 7 n] BE kA AR Ak, BOAR
P A s g AL PN A T ARG DN AN 39 D 2 R A
PROMGE T P8, 0 A 3 s B8 A ) 475 T fE 3%
{0 T S RAT G P SR AR B 4 S B

HpA MR AR ZERRD TN A B E A
A ELR A SRS AR R A B A 2R A
Rp SR LA KSR T 3 B A ST TR B RE A A
fut S0 WD AR S 32 4% 2H S0P 1 T T AT RE Kk 4%
HEMEH,

SEH .
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