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Functional analysis of Solanum lycopersicum L. transcription factor
SIERF.F4 against gray mold in tomato fruit

Chen Xia"?, LiShan’, Zhang Zhengke', Meng Lanhuan'"

(1. School of Food Science and Engineering, Hainan University, Haikou 570228, China; 2. State Key Laboratory of Plant Diversity and
Specialty Crops, Wuhan Botanical Garden, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Wuhan 430074, China )
Abstract: Solanum lycopersicum L. is one of the most widely cultivated cash crops globally, but its susceptibi-
lity to gray mold (Botrytis cinerea) causes significant economic losses. ERF transcription factors play a key
role in plant stress responses. In this study, SIERF.F4 overexpression lines were generated and compared
with wild-type tomato variety ‘AC’ (‘Ailsa Craig’ ) fruits to investigate the role of SIERF.F4 in mediating re-
sistance to gray mold in tomatoes. Compared with ‘AC’ fruits, SIERF.F4-overexpressed (SIERF.F4-OE)
fruits exhibited enhanced resistance to B. cinerea, as indicated by a slower lesion expansion following inocula-
tion. Physiological and biochemical analyses revealed that the production rate of reactive oxygen species
(ROS), including O, and H,O, content, as well as malondialdehyde (MDA) levels, were significantly lower in
SIERF.F4-OE fruits than in ‘AC’ fruits. Concurrently, antioxidant enzyme activities, including peroxidase
(POD), catalase (CAT), and superoxide dismutase (SOD), were significantly elevated in SIERF.F4-OE fruits.
In addition, phenylalanine ammonia-lyase (PAL) activity was higher in SIERF.F4-OE fruits than in ‘AC’ fruits.
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These results suggest that SIERF.F4 enhances resistance to B. cinerea in S. lycopersicum fruits by regulating

reactive oxygen homeostasis and defense enzyme activity. This study provides novel insights into the func-

tion of SIERF.F4 in fruit disease resistance.
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F i ( Solanum lycopersicum L.) &4 8Kk
ZRE TR, 1999-2019 4E ], 4xBki%
T £ 26 it e 3 AR 27%, 7 R 3 I 2 66%7
2021-2022 4E 2 BRF A it 1.8 420, WOk T
R 500 J7 /AT (FAO, 2024 4F ), JE4a k.0
Pelb 7=z —o SR, T il B 52 B K A 4
( Botrytis cinerea ) 124, SHOKFMWR &4, K
H | TRAER, R RIRE R HE
TRIRAAR . TEAEYIT, A A AR R IS T |
%% ( Fragaria ananassa Duch.) ™. #%j ( Vitis
vinifera L.) ¥, &KX ( Cucumis sativus L.) "', &
¥ (Hibiscus syriacus L.) ™ #1 H % ( Rosa chi-
nensis Jacq. ) ¥ %) 152 ARl 586 4N & 1) 1 400
ZMAE, B AR R K BN 1 2 T R 1ot
100 4Zj%ﬁ[1o-12]o

ERF ( Ethylene response factor ) J& #4544
()5 sk, J& T APETALA2/ERF ( AP2/ERF)
W REE, FETRHADFEWKE:
ERF ( 4 i oofb4s &8 H ) . DREB (/K
RICHESS G ) . AP2 (APETALA2) #il RAV
(5 ABI3/VP #15% ), LK Soloists ( 420
BH ) M, ERF IR HIH GCC & (AGC-
CGCC) X —R-FHIHIRFS, 4% PR ( Patho-
genesis related proteins, PRs) 3K )5 3+ X 1
HPPORIE S g i RIEs, AL, oo &
BT N AR 1 2 A R Y S Bl IX
BT, Fii SIERF83 il SIERF109 jiiid5 SIGCC2
FEH ) GCC-box Juff4h 4, Hasmxt ik i it i
B, sk B ( Hypersensitive response,
HR) 225 A I ol AR I BB AR s g, 38
TR JRyFRIRFE, 31X S A P X B s [ o] 1) B L By
ML 2 — 3 H A AT AR X R R ) HR A
PEBE# K He ROS ( Reactive oxidative species ) 1)
7. ROS R 25 B Bt Y 1o Ak 19 78 3 85 s
ZHi LA, H ROS PR 5 ik B i 5 E 1 3R
BE 240 i 5 B E A 56RO 2, FE T8 ( Solanum
tuberosum L. ) 5 B 9% # ( Phytophthora infes-

tans ) HAE"YS L P FIKFE ( Oryza sativa L.) 74
Jam HR™ i 8, BMEMAE T A M (0,7)
AT RE AT AN MUY HR A B3 6 % . Doke™
IRFSE % B, % SOD B AFEYIR N AT LA O,
Pl HR 19 & 4= . e, ERF 85K+ fig il
i ROS A i} 8 4 6] /¢ 48] 8 61 9 e 4, Ouyang
S g h, ULER SIERF.A1. SIERF.A3,
SIERF.B4 5% SIERF.C3 H: [ 1) 33k n] LU # H,0,
TR, B IRXT  2 6 ) SRR 2 i

TP E R O, 7 A ) — R A HA 5
Y, fEAIRR FEA . O dEAR
(H,0,) FIBL A4 ('0,) 2P ROS ff L) 14
MRS AR K, Wl DE RSS2 T2 5%
1R, ROS (14 P 7= A 2 4 4 57 18 2 40 3005 1) —
ATEARES, PR N A —EE AR % T
PEAIEPR RS, U ALEE PR Y LRI LA
H, &Y (POD). I &k A W
(CAT) . BHEYIEfLH (SOD) . HUik I ik
AR (APX) DL e H KA R B (GSH-R)
SRR I T BT O 4 il P
R FEITER, MY RS 4R AN ROS 1Y7=4:
5T S MRS, A R 0E M J A
WRLEGEBG, dErimamEfas. AR
FU B SA A T A DRI AR 0 o YR B s I T e
(S, BEV /D ROS 51 A4 i 45", #F5E
W, ROS Al i A 38 i 9 1 Bt S Ak e
SRARARN I JFUA A2 %, POD BE#SHG H,0, i
WK A S CAT BB T2 D ae 2 H,0, 1 Bk,
[ X O, L B — 2 PIIH BRAVE o A [ AT ) -
AR HEAE RS, SOD iEME 28 ki A a0,
Wang %57 (g iF 55 % LPLE ALl (POD. CAT I
SOD ) i 4 Y 4 i J2& ZE R B AL ( Capsicum arnu-
um L.) KB R I E %5 N . Tenhaken %2
A CAT AR ROS 48 % 515E i 41 il IRFE
TEF MY, @il s POD, CAT il SOD
T T B R A A At 5 R A AR R

AT R 5% 2 B0, 3 i % S 78 21 30 3 A7 K



212 W) Bl 2 2 4R %43 %
BRI S, SIERF.F4 3L By Fik & FiEt, ST ARG
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/%, SIERF.F4 5SIERF.A1. SIERF.A3. SIERF.B4 #
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‘AC’ ( Solanum lycopersicumcv. ‘Ailsa Craig’ ) ,
M T IR %A B T, A SIERF.F4-OE %% 3 X 3
il SR S S AE v R A g s DURE ) Pl B bR A . F
SRS H R FACHRCR Fe, R HG I R O HE AT 3R 1T B
(75% W KGWEe ), BWAMTHTHTEZ

¥y % 35 # 4K pCAMBIA1300-221-35S 1
[ B2 e DU ) Pl Bl &5 R A1 5 4 ol R S
FARME, O A 76 TR R W T L Al B R R R
PR G (B SR . ACCC36028) .
12 RE#HUBRIHEE

M Plant TF DB ¥(#i# /% ( https:/planttfdb.gao-
lab.org/ ) F#XFE i ERF ZGF N A LR T, 8
1 iTOL ( https://itol.embl.de/ ) 1E£E Mk, #4175
SEWR Y A LX), I 4B #3% (Neighbor-joining )

(1) BB By ity g

P& O A 21 B TSR S5 RNA, I Ui sk
cDNA. Ll cDNA Jik#y, FIHER R L9
1 SIERF.F411y4 K cDNA, 3| H3% 1, PCR#
J¥ M. 95 °C At 3 ming 95 °C ZEE 15, 60 °C
Bk 15s; 72 C M 1 min, ILAER 35K,
Jii 72 °C #EfH 5 min,

3 B RR i 1 9 VOB BamH 1 Al Sac 1, X
pCAMBIA1300-221-35S FiRi AT REY] . J i ik &
MR FRK 50 yL: BamH 1 #1 Sac 14 1 L,
10xCut smart 5 pL, ik 20 uL, H,O 23 pL.
P LR UIR R T 37 C XMW E 3 ho B4
&, H 1% WS ie iR iUk A TR, VIR BBy
Bt AT B 1mD S I AS D e i

FH T, 444 5 iy i B S ok g4, fy
2 ikl pCAMBIA1300-SIERF.F4, X & ¥ B 41
BRI AT RIGFF R ek, PRk K 3 R4 R
T PCRYE, R ARDT .

(2) 5 B DA et BH PR AR AR ) 2

AR AL B A VR AR K2 3~4 7 B i)
KA F AR B, $2HLDNA, @& R Ptk
#AT PCR Y L (% 1), PCRY 5% WG i
T TR AR EE R L TR AG B, PR B8 PH PR A 35t 4% e Ak L )y
()T AR RN . SCAF 2 i PCR Lz s F§
AR A PR A BR 28 | 19 9Ot 1R & Hieff
gPCR SYBR Green Master Mix 17,

1.4 REFHBEIER BLEMEMR LI

SRSZHEFRATFHYE 3 mm IR 3 mm [T LA

x1 519F5
Table 1 Primer sequences used in this study
CIL/ER 7 F1¥Fs) (57 —37)

Primer name Primer sequence (5" —3")
SIERF.F4-F AGAGGATCCATGGCTGTGAAAGATA
SIERF.F4-R AATTCGAGCTCTTAAACTTCCATAGGT
Actin-F CCTCAGCACATTCCAGCAG
Actin-R CCACCAAACTTCTCCATCCC

qPCR-SIERF.F4-F
gPCR-SIERF.F4-R
Hyg-F
Hyg-R

GAGTCATCCAGCGGAGAAACGG
GACACCTCCACGTCCACCTTCA
CTTGACATTGGGGAGTTTAGCGAGA
CCCTTATCTGGGAACTACTCACACA



https://planttfdb.gao-lab.org/
https://planttfdb.gao-lab.org/
https://planttfdb.gao-lab.org/
https://itol.embl.de/

55 2

Wi 8255 s sk IH 7 SIERF.F4 753 il SR SCHRAH SR 2590 v (4 D RE 23 BT 213

PSR SR T 3 A5 T, FEA DR Rl 5 pL
B FRIER . B MG R E FEEHEN, F
24 °C., 90% ~ 95% RH EE FIF ek, DL “AC™ Jat
YERXTIRAL, 4307 SIERF.F4 33 335 % i 5 52 %t IR
A APIE, IR KRN BE A . X B4
Fh 3 20 B A A B R] S AR AT BEE, B
ALFE 90 AN BE A . BEHUEE A K E A ) 0, 24,
48, 72 196 h J& F i S S0 fd 58 Ak 1) 2 4L kAT
HRE, B 10 BT —REE, WARKERAET
-80 C &M, HTABIE M E . a5 i AR
b2 SR 113 = RN W1

FRBEITA (em®) = 3.14 x (JEHEE#/2) °

BIFE (%) = (CRPAE) [ CREF %) x100

(1) SFESCIEPE A A G AT i e

O, /= i 3R 7 5 % Zhang % Rl # 3
SEPTrk, REIES. SRR ALE . 50 mmoliL
) pHE R 7.8 1Y PBS ¥, 1 mol/L )£k iR 52 iz
W, 17 mmol/L X 2 FEOR R W , 7 mmol/L
M o-ZEhe, FH KNO, diIfEdrifEfi 2, O, /" tE iR
47> nmol-min~-g™' .

H,0, A i 2 1R a4 il Zhao 457
M7, ROVIR RS . 100 umol/L Y H,O,- N i
W, 10% M U S AkER-ER R %, 0.25 mol/L 11
WK, 2 mol/lL BIRRER, F H,0, 2 ilAnifE ik,
H,O, & it Hii ky umol/g .

MDA & & 1 Il 72 2 % Heath fil Packer™ fi
Tk, JFRSIE . RVAKR RS 500 L 10%
() TCA ¥ Wi 1 500 pL 6.7 g/L i 8% 48 [ L % g
(TBA) %, T 95 C /K 20 min, SRIGFEVK L
W, 0 5% 532 nm T 600 nm b G AE Y AE
ft, MDA {4 ymol/g.

(2) S0 b B R 2K TN 2R i 24 T 1
)

POD 5 P:i 5 2 % FRER#HEY F Trevisan 21
78, JER & . L 25 mmol/L A1 K i %
WAERIEY), RWARZR TS 25 ul B4R BOR
30 pL 0.5 mol/LH,O, # ik, 5% 470 nm AW (A
AR AL, DLRE S IO BE AR AR (A 3 i 0.01 9 —A4
YRS (U), POD JRH:7 2k Ulg.

CAT i Ml 5 2 % Patra 25" ) & Havir Fl
McHale" )5 i, RSB M. [ R AL

200 pL 20 mmol/L H,0, % i , 40 ul fif 2 B ,
05k 240 nm AMOGIE R AR fL , AR B i (AR
1£.0.01 3 1 U, CAT iE¥EHA R Ulg.

SOD 7% 1l %2 J5 1% 2 IR Stewart il Bewley™
L% Toivonen F11 Sweeney™ 1751, WA R 4D
. 50 mmollL, PBSZ& M iFE W (pH{E=7.8),
130 mmol/L MET ¥ ¥ , 750 pmol/L NBT ¥ ¥ ,
100 pmol/L EDTA-Na, %, 20 pmol/L #% 8 & i
W, 33 pL AEHRIBUR, 105% 560 nm ik SGAE ) AR
1k, LIkl A i e (NBT) Sk if 5 4 50% K
1U, SOD &5 Ulg.

PAL i P 5 2 B8 Assis 2599 [ 07 1 o R
AZ A7 . 50 mmol/L. pH B 8.8 WIS iz Al
20 mmol/L L-2R N AR, 25 pL B2 UK, i
5% 290 nm AEWBIE A AL, PAL S M LA A /N
IR OGIE 4L 0.01 2 1 U, PAL I&HEBAAJy Ulg.
1.5 SitsHh

K H Excel 2019 Fil GraphPad Prism 10 % {4
AT B B AER], R SPSS 26.0 #4417
GEiT oo L ST BEA ¢ RG IR VA AT T A R R
ARV R IER R AR 2R B, i
S AN [R) A ) T] 25 55 %) . 38 Pk A T PR PR 26y 22
3 (P<0.05) .

2 ERE5HH

2.1 SIERF.F4 SRR 5 bk Xt Rt ity &

AW L (1), SIERF.F4 5 SIERF.A1,
SIERF.B4, SIERF.C3 il SIERF.A3 E. 5 % = 1 ]
P, SIERF.A1. SIERF.B4. SIERF.C3 #iI SIERF.
A3 T B B AT I ] 0 45 2 a0 UK A 4 e A T
ot AT LA 3R i SIERF.F4 25 1 76 3 il b v X
KA 2 AR A8 AT RE HAT LAY IR T DR
2.2 SIERF.F4 EREFiEEX oI

T IR SIERF.F4 J&:15 % K% 8AS, 1
W AC T it Fr 76 32 3] K 8 4 f 2 4L J5 SIERF.
Fai ekt mE 2/, 53 EAMLt,
SIERF.F4 W3R /K1 K A fA= Y 5 e 3 .
2.3 SIERF.F4 3 RIEHBEMEMRMNEE
231 PCR%E

RN R TS PCRY 514, LA
ARG S A Bk DNA VR XTI, xf st G 56 e e
1) 2 nfi AT AR AT W A R bR TR . Gl 3 TR,
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Fig. 1 Phylogenetic tree analysis of Solanum lycoper-
sicum SIERF.F4

SIERF.F4 i Rk A sr ¥k & ( SIERF.F4-OE-
1. SIERF.F4-OE-2) T nifias 2Ptk
2.3.2 RT-gPCR %7

H TR R IR o SIERF.F4 357K,
I 52 i 9% )l 2 B PCR #6048 bk i A SIERF.
F43LH Ry Rk, mE 4w, 5 AC ML,
SIERF.F4 i3 33K W A~ bk 3= h SIERF.F4 3£ 3
WE M. ik & SIERF.F4-OE-1 v SIERF.

c
o
2
IH &
K s
%3
=2
=3
[0
x

*: P<0.05.
2 IREEHRELRE SIERF.FARFRIZER
Fig. 2 Expression patterns of SIERF.F4 after Botrytis
cinerea infection

xR YRS

Control B. cinerea infection

15000 bp —

1000 bp
500 bp

M: DL 2000 Marker; N: FI#:xf 8 ( JR4E IR ) o 1
SIERF.F4-OE-1; 3. 4. SIERF.F4-OE-2,

M: DL 2000 Marker; N: negative control; 1, 2: SIERF.F4-OE-1;
3, 4: SIERF. F4-OE-2.

B 3 pCAMBIA1300-221-355-SIERF.F4 E AT R i% #E 4% PCR
¥
Fig. 3 PCR identification of pPCAMBIA1300-SIERF.F4
overexpressed plants

F4 )Rk “AC™ FHEM 1.8 1%, T RBHR

SIERF.F4-OE-2 J& ‘AC’ Hikk# 3.6 fi%.

24 SIERF.F43RIEM R IGRIHFEE IR Z M
WK 5 iR, 0~24 h R SRR 05 0 R A

K, BFRE 48 h 45 1 X HF 4R B0 A gk Bk

W%, ‘AC’ 1 SIERF.F4-OE 7 jili J 52 44 [ifi % %
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SIERF. F4

AHXT Rk
Relative expression
N

‘AC’ itk idkik-2
‘Ailsa craig’ Over-expressed-1 Over-expressed-2

RN FHFRREREE (P<0.05), TH,
Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences
(P<0.05). Same below.

B4 FHEFEEKRIZEEHEESE PCR N
Fig. 4 Real-time fluorescence quantitative PCR detection
of transgenic plants
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Hours post inoculation / h
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BE B A RE K, e BE R AR Wi AR K, K BUIR R
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FER XA R IR A 224 B, 3R 72 h
Ja HBLAKR R, 96 h i S S AR i T i M EE
(Kl 5: A). 5 ‘AC’ Ml Lk, SIERF.F4-OE-1 fI
SIERF.F4-OE-2 i ik T it R SLAE RN 72 h J5 i)
o B 1A AR B AR T A R AL, ALK s,
A% S AC M LR E2S (K 5: B, C).
DL 45 )4 2B SIERF.F4 W TF [i] 15 7 i S 5
X R A A AL BT

2.5 SIERF.F4it3kix3RERE ROS AR EN
MDA & £/

i 6 frs, EEERN KA A S CACT L
(1) Oy 77 = HU A H,0, 7 it #8 2 SE T i S5 B AR 1Y
B, 7 72 hak BN e S g, SR, SIERF.F4
1 FRIRFE AR LAY O, 77 A A A HL0, & i (19748
fba# 5 ‘AC’ A —5, 2 LRk, 74

CI'AC
B OE-1

o
o

E3 OE-2

Lesion area / cm?

Tl I 1)

Hours post inoculation / h

@)

100 1

50

KIRH
Disease incidence / %

(B) M&RHmE (C)

Fig. 5 Phenotype (A), lesion area (B) and incidence rate (C) of SIERF.F4-overexpressed Solanum lycopersicum fruits
after inoculation with Botrytis cinerea
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Fig. 6 Changes in O,  (A), H,O, (B) and MDA (C) produc-
tion in AC and SIERF.F4 -overexpressed Solanum lycoper-
sicum fruits after inoculation with Botrytis cinerea

PSSP e 0, oy DR P 26 24 FNEE 72 /)
Bl SIERF.F4 it Rk FHMF TN Oy A R T
MG 72 h i E KT CACT R, Hih SIERF.
F4-OE-1 521 O, 7= i R 4% “AC” 435Ik 5%,
SIERF.F4-OE-2 J: 52 () O, 7= Az i &4 “AC™ 434l
7% (K 6: A)., SIERF.F4 i35k i R 5210
H,O, & & TH: M 5 48 h i I (X T ‘AC™ 5z,
Hh SIERF.F4-OE-1 fil SIERF.F4-OE-2 % 5L 1
H,O, # % ‘AC” ¥k 5% (&1 6: B).
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