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Advances in Biocontrol of Postharvest Anthracnose of Mango

ZHAO Jia, TONG Kai, LI Dong, DENG Meng—sheng, LEI Yu"
(College of Bioengineering, Sichuan University of Science & Engineering, Yibin 644000, China)

Abstract: This article reviewed the species of pathogens of postharvest mango anthracnose, including the main
category of antagonistic microorganisms and their mechanisms, and how to enhance the control effect of antagonistic
microorganisms, aiming at providing valuable references for the preparation of antagonistic microorganisms of
postharvest mango anthracnose and breeding of disease resistant resources in China.
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Table 1  Species, geographical sources and selected genes of mango anthracnose reported in domestic and abroad
eSS R G E T AL A Hb IR 275 3k
C. alienum Apn2/MAT ACT.CHS-1.GAPDH (ESNG Rl EeR | [28-29]
5 F ZRACHP mHE N
ACT.CHS-I1.GAPDH .TUB2 .CAL. *Fﬁ%ﬁ\aﬁﬁm ﬂj —
C. asianum GS Apn2MAT.IGS ApMar Cyp. o PRI i L2 1 EDE - [18,20,25.27,
' o P L N b 29-40]
. ACT.TUB2.CAL.CHS-1.GAPDH | ;
C. cliviae Apn2/MAT.IGS CL PG AR L [20]
C. clviicola ACT.CHS-1.GAPDH .TUB2 F ] R [27]
C. cordylinicola ACT.CHS-1.GAPDH .TUB2 H [ R [27]
C. chrysophilum ACT.CHS-1.TUB2 ApMat.GS VY [41]
. . ACT.TUB2.CAL.GAPDH .GS. ;
C. dianesei CHS—I Apn2/MAT IGS VG AR [18,20,38]
. ACT.TUB2.CAL.CHS-1.GAPDH | .
C. endomangiferae Apn2MAT.IGS [ [20]
C. endophytica ACT.CHS-I.GAPDH .TUB2 rh [ R [27]
C. fioriniae RFIE [41]
C. fructicol, ACT.CHS-I.GAPDH .TUB2.CAL. " [RGB PO AL AR PU B (B . [18,20-21,25,27,
- Jructicola GS Apn2/MAT.IGS R 29-30.38]
C. fragariae sensu stricto ACTCHS=1, GACZDZ{\ TUB2 ApMat ENEZ [21]
C. gigasporum ACT.CHS-I.GAPDH .TUB2 H R [27]
o ACT.CHS-I1.GAPDH \TUB2 HIS3.  "PER#EAF FHE L 5o |
C. gloeosporioides ApMar .CAL i L2 [27,30-31,39,42]
C. grossum s [43]
C. jasmini-sambac ACT.CHS-I.GAPDH .TUB2 ApMai . B 21]
CAL
C. kahawae TUB2 .HIS3 ol [42]
C. karsti ACTCHS T OAPDILTUBS CAL g s pi Al R [18.20.27,38.42)

C. liaoningense

C. musae
C. melanocaulon

C. plurivorum
C. queenslandicum

C. scovillet
C. siamense

C. simmondsii

C. theobromicola

C. tropicale

GS Apn2/MAT.IGS .HIS3
ACT.CHS-1.GAPDH .TUB2
ACT.CHS-1.GAPDH .TUB2

ACT.CHS-1.GAPDH .TUB2 ApMat .
CAL

ACT.CHS-1.TUB2 ApMat.GS
ACT.CHS-1.GAPDH .TUB2

ACT.CHS-1.GAPDH .TUB2 ApMat
CMD.GS

GAPDH .CHS-1 . ACT ApMat

ACT.CHS-1.GAPDH .TUB2 .CAL.
GS Apn2/MAT.IGS
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[27]
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[21]

[41]
[41]
[27.30.44]

[25,27,29-30,
35, 39-40]

[41]
[39]

[18,20,27,
29-30,38]

90



2022 £ % 8

R, S PR A BN A Bl R I ST

% % F & :www.bxyjg.com

®2 ERREREFREHEFHERERINE

Table 2 Antagonistic species and mechanisms of mango

postharvest anthracnose

AT ERTT 27830k
VR 2 IR I
Bacillus amyloliquefaciens 2 [48-49]
WA AU
Bacillus licheniformis 2 [49-50]
FLRIFUAT 2 [51-52]
Bacillus megaterium
DUt 2 fUAT B
Bacillus velezensts 12 [53-54]
LR MUAT R
e Viridibacillus 12 [53]
2[[] ] e e
IR ZF AT
. 2 [56]
Bacillus cereus
PUERBAH
Lysobacter antibioticus 2 [57]
TENCAR T
Pseudomonas fluoresceas 2.4 [58]
R R M T _ [59]
Brevundimonas diminuta
LT T L
Stenotrophomonas rhizophila
,t_';l:b/ N
FUSUEARE 1.2.3 [61]
Meyerozyma guilliermondit
T A vr R
Metschnikowia pulcherrima 1.2.3.4 [62]
R 2 B o
[izans Candida membranifaciens
L DL LR
. 1 [60]
Debaryomyces hansenii
AR P b)
Issatchenkia orientalis 2.3 [63]
N B
B Bk B ) 124 (64]
Cryptococcus laurentit
JETR B A wERE ] (65]
Debaryomyces nepalensis
illiaTE 3iats
Meyerozyma caribbica 12 [43]
=
21N A 2 [66]
e Trichoderma asperellum
HIA
LROARE
Trichoderma viride 2 [67-68]
Ry %
Penicillium waksmanii Zaleski 2 (6]
e et ces s
HEFE R Streptomyces sp. 2.4 [70]

T LB IR G A5 A58 s 2 AR A R ) 5 3 274 5 405 7 2

PEAEBURTE s —RR SCHkTh TCAR B

C. gloeosporioides WIABT T, A IRNIECAR LI BT
TR G R JEI B RA 80.05% , B3¢ B . . Hernandez
Montiel S5 HURR YL V1 41 TR P8 AR 2 77 LU BT K MO2
AT SR BN KO R T 89% , i BE BLAR I/
T 92%.
22 EPEEEER

TEA BT, BB R 5 3 10T ) f bt
B, BT HURCR I BUadi o | BEAE P A A 4t
R ERERSFILR . VPR R I, SR R
BRSSO IRE RS FR IS0 B B I A i
PEW B0 15 2R AR TR 1 A K B He o3 AR AT i i A
TEIVE R XSR5SR B AR R B RGA 75% . Tian
SECIRESY T A Mg AT R X 5 ARSI BIEE 1 BT IR
ROR R BUAEDE 05 1 A B b 1 B o A0 S5 1, T
25 CAME TR SR 12 d, #1555 78.82% . Konsue
ZEUNHIF5E B, Papiliotrema aspenensis DMKU -SP67
A DA e A JE TR AR A, K DR Y A R BRAIR T
94.1% , 508 FIA T RASCRAR Y . e Ah , IRETE {22 1%
DUHME TR TR B AR T AP I R S5 I B Tt IR
B PSR AR JEL R AT RS FHE 05,
23 EBLKRERE

R2 B AR RIS, TR G 2R R JE N AR Y B
TR AEBT IS A 222K R 2R EDRIE T 5 L REE
R A 2R BA YU B, R R B B 16
TR FEWIEARZ , TE R s Biih vk 2 AE
Mo SKAGANCHGE 175 %8 (Penicillium) [ FLTCTE 5
(T-141 BR) 4555 % (Penicillium notatum) Fj= ¥ 7
% (Peniciuium chrysogenus) RE I 1 77 4= B 2 1M
BB RIIRITE R . T AR I, s iR
B R R W) B AR R A Wy oA I
PRI X R B IH R I B R 18 70% A 1= De Los
Santos—Villalobos Sz i T 7 AR % T8a 7EMA& P A1
BIRem iAo B, FOZ R A A R g L LT
Jo BRI A SR A S HAT AR AR E R

3 AR PG LI

HITAEB T . SR RN 2F 32 =3 TR A AL
PR, R =B RS , 2 R A B 2R BB 5T 54T
PEHT . AR BI7 B X S o 40 VT 2 o MR 2K
—oE AN ; R . BARBA HLELAN P 1
PR o
3.1 EH#EEA

FLARAE IR A B w8 [ B sl o h o0y 4
DA , AL TR s (] B A MRS P o A A

91



1R&E 5 Jn T

BX & 4 . bxyje@163.com

Storage and Process

2022 £ % 8

et NS

23 [ sE 4 CEFH)

TE R

PR TR P
AL, G S K i
1§ 32 175 P4

U] AR

R R IE
{7ias = SO WA R =)
HE THIR TR

B 1 =% 5FEEETEEENERERNHEERT

Fig.1 Triangular system: a control model of biocontrol bacteria

when interacting with pathogens and hosts™

S WP RH A B AR T R W00 24 h AT
TG A K 3N ) B =R T 202 B SR e A
23 [T o T AR 7 T 43 W i SR P+ R TR AR
YR W BIG D720, ST s AR
S (oE 71 = e O 5 A 2 S O S R P S Rl
AR T 22— LB AR RS S B A A R IR A=
FRI TR ER 20 R A R — S R S 1A L
AP, ] R et R e TR 22 K
VN R 72 IR o] <) 1A BN S E2E O €2 4 a
P53 B BIA G ) S IR SR SR T A L 1 4
g o LR ZF AT T A e L ) 2 1 175 S I £
PR N 35 1 48 (Reactive oxygen species, ROS) 7K-F & &
22 AR N T 8% (Malonic dialdehyde, MDA) & & , B 3R
AR T 240 B BB T 3 B0 RSOR P, AR RO 75
FIREZ: T 15 B RO 1 AR OG0 RE R 238 (Al e 4
AN Fe/S 25 ) AU 55390 J5L 14T (0 0 P , I ) 1
AR WA PR E R, Al 52 BE IR B R A I T
B RBIHR 22 b W ReAAE A AR
3.2 [EHEIER

() 3 ) 2 22 AR By Tl e 2 B s i i
Wi S ) 7 A AR D P B S HA Y P B
BT RS A ZF AT IR 15 AR IE B P S
FAEAFZS 1] P AR ST W) o, 30 RE A R AR ) A O B 10
it A 3 1, 4 B—1, 3 F5 M Bl (B-1,3 —gluca—nase,
GLU) FJLT Bafig (CHT) , & A TRE M IR R I 1A 1Y
20 B RE T IA B BF TR A 1274 AT el [ S O T8 T i R
T -5 25 JE AT TR B 8 A 5 SR R R T R A
fif (Phenylalllanine ammonialyase , PAL) . 2 i} 48 4k, i}
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(Polyphenol oxidase , PPO) Flid %8 L ¥ Jif ( Peroxidase
POD) 36 P g o SR i TR Ak o Ak, 25
e B T BB 3 ) 175 T SR A B R B L5 S L
AR,

Bt e 550 B T AN T2 4 S A B LR 9
TR EAFER O 0l Z R S R AL R ik  FE R A
PR R 2R AT T & R 2E B 1 351 Avogreen #% ] T
BURIESR B BIR ™, S T A 9 AR Bl i ) Blight Ban
A506 , AZGAR M TR AR R A BT, X S 5R BRI RE
BRI Z M BA A, e == 518
o DAMGAT I b): R =2 i AE D7 IR Shemer #%)
T2 TR R AT 2R BT R,

4 SRR B R A B RO B iR AR

A B PR AE TS SR 5 A A 45 rh R R I
RAFIBTAL, ABIEARS BB AR B R =2, 45
PO PR KA B2 Z) 52 10 pH RN 55 36
BRI 52 , SO IG  AR 5 R IR R A
b2 2% AL, SR EGH L, AR B R &
BOAS B i, A= ke fi B PR B, R andb 2 e 2507
fii . DRIt ek 25 oy P e A B T 18 2B B 80T R
FETE KA B T R B R AL . RS ER I,
BRI A= 250 , A B T S P B LA KGE
Tob PR TR A 1 M Y A B e A B TR BRI

A B R 5 AMNEAL G YL A il — 2D 4R v A B
T, 52 BT FRR G AR BT IA TS ik 2t
A FE BATFE IR B 2R TR A LIS PR TR L
£h% . Govender ZFONTIKEE AL 5 A48 B A K & AL B A
I B B A B R A B 2k b IR SR IR AR
ATV, 2 PRI Ah B A Bl 30k 7 W Sk 5 T B b Ak
PR UEAN BTN R IKAG IR A5 5 A B R LA
ORI 2 . R B KA IR (SA) X454 1 A1 5
AR KM AR, fHXF PPOPAL.GLU Z5A4H X B
fitg G A — S AR A, T LAl 75 S A Y 1 B A e
71, A B R ™, i T ARSEPE 1.0 mmol/L 7K
WR 5 5 AT , & P A 0 AR 1Y
B R 3o . SRS 2l IR I AR K, O
FE—E TR AR kA B T 3 A A SR S B
JIRAEE AR TT . BREEER I, 40 g/L CaCl, A]
RUHE TV 2l 552 BE AR T X 2 SRR 5 e S s 1) A B K
HOH 40 o/L CaCl, 5 1x10° CFU/mL ZEt 52 KL R %
BEEPRWR A 5 5 A B L B — b B e A O - R
ARG BRI KA o LA, KAG R . CaCl, ¥
TR AR Mg 2 o B B R A A W HAT PRI VR L B



2022 £ % 8

R, S PR A BN A Bl R I ST

% % F & :www.bxyjg.com

P e o v SRR S R RN SR
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Kz —o BINKI, AR AT DR 2F AT
5 POKIBR 5 Ak B BT 16 25 SR IR Ak 2 1 590 A 2%
TGP Jomduang S OHRIE T AR T R IR BES #k
b A D b DO B 57 TER ] 01 Uiy G A B ]
AT AL MO & — BN K ETT ] o Jones 25124
PUR AR A 1Y G i 35 DXL 5 AR P B (Saccharomyces
cerevisia) , FEACTEREA RN H] T £ 76 00 18 1
R IR EWER T IR | R IR AR, H
A PGB R R BT 1B PR 5 iR IR B 80
X R Y B RCRA Rtk 2B, HLE 4 TR
BN BRA = o AR 3ok 5 L) 2 A Bk

5 HEghhREy

U QUN (BISEIIE 2L b7 Al i e T R e S/
TRLEB , B 597, AR, Bk 3, D AR
AR RO OE H 4552 2006 BT, AR
MEPCR G2 IEE M, BRI e AR S 2487,
DRI A= 75 T 84 S B A 7 I FATS A A BRI M & A2 B T
SHMEAL B A BT R C A P B R T L R
I BRI EA T 18 A A0 SO 8 S B A 7 A T R A
RXACAT U335 B 1 A B8O RIS RE T , e Al 7=
A PREERTT B AROBIFAR 500 o BB AR H AT I Al AR =4
Pzl 30 iy 22 S, (F B [ B 57 2 A5 2 A Rl L
KR AN BRI 75 YR iy 22 4= R AN AL, LA
FEBUIR g 32 00 A 7 A 77 g SR AR BRI A
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