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Abstract: Aspergillus flavus (A. flavus)-mediated aflatoxin contamination in maize is a major global
economic and health concern. As A. flavus is an opportunistic seed pathogen, the identification of
factors contributing to kernel resistance will be of great importance in the development of novel
mitigation strategies. Using V3–V4 bacterial rRNA sequencing and seeds of A. flavus-resistant maize
breeding lines TZAR102 and MI82 and a susceptible line, SC212, we investigated kernel-specific
changes in bacterial endophytes during infection. A total of 81 bacterial genera belonging to 10 phyla
were detected. Bacteria belonging to the phylum Tenericutes comprised 86–99% of the detected
phyla, followed by Proteobacteria (14%) and others (<5%) that changed with treatments and/or
genotypes. Higher basal levels (without infection) of Streptomyces and Microbacterium in TZAR102
and increases in the abundance of Stenotrophomonas and Sphingomonas in MI82 following infection
may suggest their role in resistance. Functional profiling of bacteria using 16S rRNA sequencing
data revealed the presence of bacteria associated with the production of putative type II polyketides
and sesquiterpenoids in the resistant vs. susceptible lines. Future characterization of endophytes
predicted to possess antifungal/ anti-aflatoxigenic properties will aid in their development as effective
biocontrol agents or microbiome markers for maize aflatoxin resistance.

Keywords: Aspergillus flavus; microbiome; metagenomics; disease resistance; endophyte; aflatoxins;
mycotoxins; maize; plant-pathogen interaction

1. Introduction

Mycotoxin contamination in food and feed crops poses a serious threat to humankind
worldwide. Four fungal genera, Aspergillus, Fusarium, Penicillium, and Alternaria, are
major producers of mycotoxins in crop plants. Among them, Aspergillus flavus has the
greatest negative impact on crop losses and human/livestock health [1–3]. Oilseed crops
such as maize and peanut are crops commonly infected by A. flavus and subsequently
contaminated with carcinogenic aflatoxins and numerous other toxic secondary metabolites
(SMs). Other crops such as rice, tree nuts, figs, spices, and dried fruits are also prone to
aflatoxin contamination either pre- or post-harvest (reviewed in [4,5]). Computer models
of future climate change scenarios predict significant increases in aflatoxin contamination
due to environmental conditions more favorable for A. flavus growth and survival [6].

Maize is a major staple food and feed crop in the world. In 2018–2019, the global
acreage of maize was estimated to be about 197.2 million hectares, producing approximately
1.09 billion metric tons. While economic losses due to aflatoxin contamination of maize
varies from year to year and are hard to quantify, computer models of alterations in future
climatic conditions in the U.S. predict aflatoxin contamination could result in annual losses
to the corn industry ranging from $52.1 million to $1.6 billion USD [2]. Consumption of
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aflatoxin-contaminated foods and feeds can result in severe health impacts in humans
and livestock. Ingestion of food contaminated with aflatoxins over a long period can
result in chronic adverse health impacts such as liver cancer in adults and stunted growth
in children. In addition, A. flavus infection causes aspergillosis in individuals who are
immunocompromised (reviewed in [7]). Several aflatoxin mitigation strategies have been
developed. The most effective pre-harvest strategy implemented to date on a global scale
is the use of non-aflatoxigenic A. flavus biological control strains [7,8]. Despite years of
demonstrated significant reduction in aflatoxin levels in treated field crops, the application
of non-aflatoxigenic biocontrol formulations often does not result in reductions in aflatoxin
contamination below that set by regulatory agencies for allowable levels in foods and feed
commodities. For this reason, additional pre-harvest control strategies are being developed
to complement biocontrol including novel application strategies and formulations of non-
aflatoxigenic A. flavus biocontrol isolates [9], improved agronomic practices, conventional
and marker-assisted breeding, transgenic expression of natural or synthetic antifungal
genes, and RNAi-mediated host-induced gene silencing (HIGS) of critical fungal genes
required for pathogenesis and aflatoxin production [7,10]. As A. flavus is a kernel-specific
pathogen in maize, the identification of host kernel-specific endophytes with potential
anti-aflatoxigenic/antifungal properties will be of great resource towards the development
of additional biocontrol agents that do not produce other potentially toxic secondary
metabolites and potential interactions with indigenous soil microbes [11].

The host plant microbiome, in this regard, can play an important role in overall resis-
tance to pathogens. Several studies have demonstrated the role of host plant microbiome
in resistance against a wide variety of pathogens including fungi, bacteria, viruses, etc. in
addition to their positive influence against abiotic stress [12]. Beneficial microbes contribute
to host plant resistance by producing secondary metabolites that have direct antimicro-
bial properties against target pathogens/pests, or metabolites produced by endophytes
can modulate host plant defense-related pathways, thereby contributing to resistance (re-
viewed in [13,14]). Seed microbiomes likely to serve as the starting inoculum for the plant
microbiomes are crucial for plant health and resilience [15]. However, limited information
is available on the potential role of maize bacterial endophytes against mycotoxigenic
fungi. The bacterial endophyte Paenibacillus polymyxa, isolated from wild teosinte maize,
was highly potent in suppressing Fusarium graminearum growth in vitro and production of
the associated mycotoxin, deoxynivalenol (DON [16]). In another study, Bacillus velezensis
strains isolated from maize kernels demonstrated antagonistic activity against pathogenic
strains (measured by radial growth) of Talaromyces funiculosus, Penicillium oxalicum, and
Fusarium verticillioides [17]. Though some information is available on the role of maize
kernel-specific endophytes against Fusarium, no information is available on the potential
role of bacterial endophytes against A. flavus during seed infection.

An ongoing study by our group aimed at elucidating the mechanisms regulating
gene expression in maize kernels in response to A. flavus infection (using the same re-
sistant TZAR102 and MI82 maize lines used in the present study) showed the presence
of a small percentage of transcripts of bacterial origin. A closer inspection of the data
revealed that bacterial genera initially thought to be contaminants in the resistant but not
susceptible maize genotypes represent known endophytes with demonstrated antimicro-
bial/antipathogenic properties. We hypothesized that specific endophytes in the kernels of
the resistant maize genotypes may contribute to overall kernel resistance against A. flavus
and aflatoxin accumulation during kernel infection. Aflatoxin-resistant TZAR102 was
developed by United States Department of Agriculture—Agricultural Research Service
(USDA-ARS) in collaboration with the International Institute of Tropical Agriculture, Nige-
ria [18], using a moderately resistant U.S. line MI82 [19] and an African line 1386 as parents.
As little is known with respect to the temporal (early and late infection stages) changes in
the maize kernel bacterial endophyte community structure and abundance in response
to A. flavus infection, we used a bacterial 16S rRNA gene sequencing approach of DNA
isolated from kernels to identify any significant differences in microbial community struc-
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ture in the resistant (TZAR102 and MI82) vs. susceptible (SC212) lines following A. flavus
infection. Our results indicate distinct shifts in community structure and abundance of
the kernel bacterial endophytes upon A. flavus infection between aflatoxin-resistant and
-susceptible maize genotypes.

2. Results

After stringent quality sequence curation, a total of 9,000,000 sequences were parsed
and 8,857,967 sequences were mapped to zero-radius operational taxonomic units (zOTUs).
A total of 5,164,472 sequences were identified within the Bacteria and Archaea domains
and were utilized for final microbiota analyses. The average reads per sample was 114,766.
For alpha and beta diversity analysis, the samples were rarefied to 100,000 sequences. The
data were evaluated in a multivariate manner to determine the changes between different
treatment groups.

2.1. Significant Differences Observed in Bacterial Phyla between Resistant and Susceptible Lines

Overall, a total of 10 different phyla were detected among all samples. At day 0, in
both resistant lines TZAR102 and MI82, bacteria belonging to the phylum Tenericutes were
the predominant ones (≥99%) in comparison to the susceptible line SC212 (86%). The
percentage of Proteobacteria was much higher (14%) in SC212 at this time point compared
to the resistant lines (0.2%; Figure 1). Detailed percentages of bacterial phyla in different
treatment groups are presented in Table S1. At day 3, both in the mock and infected kernels
of SC212, Tenericutes comprised 96–99% of the bacterial community. There was a significant
increase (from 0.2% to 3%) in Proteobacteria in SC212 in response to A. flavus infection (vs.
mock control). In the mock kernels of TZAR102 and MI82 at day 3, Tenericutes contributed
to 96–98% of the bacterial community and a higher (vs. SC212) percentage of Proteobacteria
(1.3–2.5%) was observed, which decreased significantly in response to fungal infection
at this time point. The other bacterial phyla detected in this study were typically below
0.1% abundance in all maize genotypes except for the phyla Firmicutes, Bacteroidetes, and
Chloroflexi, which increased to 5.1%, 0.55%, and 0.21%, respectively, only in the infected
kernels of MI82 at day 7 (Figure 1).

2.2. Relatively Fewer Bacterial Genera Varied between Treatment Groups

Based on the relative abundance of target-specific genera identified, statistical com-
parisons were performed using ANOVA and post hoc pairwise comparisons were made
using Tukey’s test. We evaluated whether any specific genera were significantly different
between treatment groups. A total of 81 different bacterial genera were detected among
all samples. There were relatively fewer genera including Stenotrophomonas, Sphingomonas,
Streptomyces, Microbacterium, Buchnera, and Candidatus that were significantly different
between treatment groups (resistant vs. susceptible/mock vs. infected) (Table S2). At day
0, the relative abundances of both Streptomyces and Microbacterium in TZAR102 and of
Candidatus in both TZAR102 and MI82 were significantly higher than that observed in the
susceptible line SC212. At day 3, infected kernels of MI82 showed significant increases in
Stenotrophomonas and Sphingomonas abundance compared to the mock control samples of
the same line. While infected kernels of SC212 had a higher content of Buchnera than the
two resistant lines at day 3, Stenotrophomonas increased significantly in the infected kernels
of the resistant line MI82 compared to the susceptible line at day 7.

2.3. Hierarchal Clustering Shows Predominant Genera among Different Treatment Groups

To provide a visual overview combined with analysis, we utilized a dual hierarchal
dendrogram to display the data for the predominant genera (Figure 2), with clustering
related to the different groups. A higher relative abundance of bacterial genera was
represented by Candidatus, Pantoea, Stenotrophomonas, Bacillus, and Leclercia considering all
treatment groups.
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Figure 1. The mean relative abundance of prokaryote phyla in the kernels of A. flavus-susceptible 
and -resistant maize genotypes. S: SC212, susceptible genotype; T: TZAR102, resistant genotype; M: 
MI82, resistant genotype. Mock = mock control and I = A. flavus-infected. The data are mean ± stand-
ard error (SE) of 3 replicates, and each replicate consists of four seeds. 
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Figure 1. The mean relative abundance of prokaryote phyla in the kernels of A. flavus-susceptible and
-resistant maize genotypes. S: SC212, susceptible genotype; T: TZAR102, resistant genotype; M: MI82,
resistant genotype. Mock = mock control and I = A. flavus-infected. The data are mean ± standard
error (SE) of 3 replicates, and each replicate consists of four seeds.

2.4. Bacterial Diversity Varied with Fungal Infection in the Resistant and Susceptible Lines
2.4.1. Alpha Diversity of Samples

Alpha diversity is often used to evaluate how many different microbial species are
within a given sample or treatment group. Statistical comparisons of the observed op-
erational taxonomic units (OTUs) and Shannon Diversity Indices for each sample group
were conducted using Kruskal–Wallis pairwise comparisons (Figure 3). Based on the
number of observed OTUs within each line (SC212 (S), TZAR102 (T), and MI82 (M))], the
microbial diversity of the inoculated group on day 3 from the susceptible line (day 3-I-S)
was significantly greater (p < 0.05) than that found in the mock group from the susceptible
line collected on the same day (day 3-Mock-S; Figure 3).

Additionally, when comparing the number of observed OTUs in the mock and in-
oculated groups between susceptible and resistant lines, the microbial diversity of the
inoculated group on day 3 from the susceptible line (day 3-I-S) is significantly greater
(p < 0.05) than that found in the mock group from resistant line M (day 3-Mock-M) col-
lected on the same day (Figure S1).
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Figure 2. Dual hierarchal dendrogram evaluation of the taxonomic classification data, with each 
sample clustered on the X-axis labeled based on the treatment. Samples with more similar microbial 
populations are mathematically clustered closer together. The genera (consortium) are used for clus-
tering. Thus, the samples with a more similar consortium of genera cluster closer together, with the 
length of connecting lines (top of heatmap) related to the similarity and shorter lines between two 
samples indicating closely matched microbial consortiums. The heatmap displays the mean relative 
abundance (percentages) of the top 20 predominant genera for A. flavus-susceptible (S: SC212) and 
-resistant (T: TZAR102; M: MI82) maize genotypes. Mock = mock control and I = A. flavus-infected. 
The predominant genera are represented along the right Y-axis. The legend for the heatmap is pro-
vided in the upper left corner. The data are mean ± SE of 3 replicates, and each replicate consists of 
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Figure 2. Dual hierarchal dendrogram evaluation of the taxonomic classification data, with each sample clustered on the
X-axis labeled based on the treatment. Samples with more similar microbial populations are mathematically clustered
closer together. The genera (consortium) are used for clustering. Thus, the samples with a more similar consortium of
genera cluster closer together, with the length of connecting lines (top of heatmap) related to the similarity and shorter
lines between two samples indicating closely matched microbial consortiums. The heatmap displays the mean relative
abundance (percentages) of the top 20 predominant genera for A. flavus-susceptible (S: SC212) and -resistant (T: TZAR102;
M: MI82) maize genotypes. Mock = mock control and I = A. flavus-infected. The predominant genera are represented along
the right Y-axis. The legend for the heatmap is provided in the upper left corner. The data are mean ± SE of 3 replicates,
and each replicate consists of four seeds.

2.4.2. Beta Diversity of Samples

Beta diversity allows for a comparison of the communities of microbes, taking into
consideration both how many different microbes are in the sample and how these mi-
crobes are phylogenetically related. For a comparison of the overall microbial communities
among different samples, a beta-diversity analysis was performed using Principal Co-
ordinate Analysis (PCA; Figure 4A) and microbial community structure was analyzed
using weighted UniFrac distance matrices (Figure 4B,C). Principal coordinate analysis
plots helped to visualize the data in these matrices, and pairwise analysis of similarities
(ANOSIM) was utilized to determine if there were any significant differences between
the microbial communities. The highest PCA variations observed were 90.4% (PC1) and
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6.1% (PC2), suggesting a wide separation between different samples. The infected samples
of MI82-resistant line (day 7-I-M) were relatively clustered together in comparison to the
rest. A comparison of the weighted UniFrac distances within each genotype at day 3 and
day 7 showed significant differences only between day 7 mock and infected samples of
the susceptible line SC212 (Figure 4B), whereas a comparison of the weighted UniFrac
distances between susceptible (S) and resistant genotypes (T and M) at day 3 and day
7 showed a significant difference between resistant lines (TZAR102 and MI82) and the
susceptible line (SC212) only in the mock samples at day 7 (Figure 4C). A comparison of
the within-group weighted UniFrac distances did not show any difference (Figure S2).
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Linear discriminant analysis effect size (LEfSe) was used to identify potential biomark-
ers linked to aflatoxin resistance. Qiime2 taxonomic analysis was completed using the
greengenes 13_8 database. The relative abundance of taxonomic features was used as
input for the LEfSe analysis and was completed using the huttenhower galaxy server. Only
3 treatment groups (day 0-S, day 3-I-M, and day 7-Mock-S) were found to be significantly
different (LDA score > 2.0; p < 0.05) following the pairwise Wilcoxon test (Figure S3). The
bacterial phyla associated with the resistant line, MI82 samples (day 3-I-M), were repre-
sented by Rickettsiales, Proteobacteria, Mitochondria, Alphaproteobacteria, and Enterobacteriales.

2.5. Predicted KEGG Pathways Were Highly Abundant in the Resistant Lines

To determine if any correlations exist between bacterial communities associated with
resistant maize genotypes and the possible functional biological roles with respect to
resistance mechanisms that they may impart to the plant host, functional profiling of
microbial communities was performed. The Kyoto Encyclopedia of Genes and Genomes
(KEGG) pathways that were significantly different among treatment groups were puta-
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tively involved in the biosynthesis of type II polyketides, sesquiterpenoids, and neuroactive
ligand–receptors in the resistant and susceptible lines (Figure 5 and Figure S4). Both resis-
tant lines showed significantly higher representation of bacteria harboring these pathways
in comparison to the susceptible line at the basal level, i.e., in the absence of any fungal in-
fection.
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Figure 4. The profile of endophytic bacteria in different samples: (A) principal coordinate analysis
(PCA), (B) comparison of weighted UniFrac distances within each genotype at day 3 and day 7, and
(C) comparison of weighted UniFrac distances between maize A. flavus-susceptible (S) and -resistant
genotypes (T and M) at day 3 and day 7. S: SC212, susceptible genotype; T: TZAR102, resistant
genotype; M: MI82, resistant genotype. Mock = mock control and I = A. flavus-infected. Uppercase
“A” and “B” above the bars have been used to compare significant difference (p < 0.05) among
treatments. The data are mean ± SE of 3 replicates, and each replicate consists of four seeds.
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Figure 5. Kyoto Encyclopedia of Genes and Genomes (KEGG) modules found to be significantly different (p < 0.05)
between treatment groups after Bonferroni test correction: (A) biosynthesis of the type II polyketide backbone and
(B) sesquiterpenoid biosynthesis. Note: The expression of each KEGG module is significantly reduced between Day0-T
(Green) and all other treatment groups. S: SC212, susceptible genotype; T: TZAR102, resistant genotype; M: MI82, resistant
genotype. Mock = mock control and I = A. flavus-infected. The data are mean ± SE of 3 replicates, and each replicate consists
of four seeds.
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3. Discussion

Beneficial microbes (bacteria, fungi, viruses, etc.) in host plants contribute to host
resistance against various pathogens, pests, and abiotic stress (reviewed in [12,20]). Their
relative abundance varies with crop species, tissue type, stressors, and developmental
stages. As endophytes reside inside the plant cells and can colonize at the appropriate
cell/tissue types, they may provide additional advantages over traditional biocontrol
agents with respect to efficacy in controlling pathogens and pests at the infection sites.
Maize is an important food and feed crop grown worldwide. Rampant use of synthetic
chemicals for disease control in plants and gradual development of resistance against these
chemicals are greatly alarming. Future use of endophytes as potential biocontrol agents
against target pathogen(s) requires the identification of specific endophyte candidates
associated with a disease resistance trait followed by their functional characterization.
Maize is susceptible to A. flavus infection and aflatoxin contamination, leading to signifi-
cant adverse health and economic impacts. An earlier study by our group using the same
A. flavus-resistant maize lines (as in the current study) detected the presence of bacterial
transcripts from known endophytes in the infected kernels. The current study was un-
dertaken to understand how the kernel microbiome responds to A. flavus infection in a
temporal manner and if there are any potential microbial markers that may be associated
with aflatoxin resistance in the resistant lines.

The predominant maize kernel bacteria identified in our current study belong to the
phyla Tenericutes that comprised 96–99% of the bacterial population among all genotypes.
This was followed by Proteobacteria, which varied widely between 1.3–14% among different
treatment groups, and the remaining phyla represented below 0.1% (Figure 1 and Table
S2). The relative abundance of the bacterial phyla in maize kernels in this study are in
line with earlier observations [21], but our work shows significant increases in bacterial
endophytes belonging to the phyla Firmicutes, Bacteroidetes, and Chloroflexi in the resistant
line (MI82) in response to A. flavus infection. This may indicate a potential role of these
phyla in the defense response against A. flavus. Our previous study showed that fungal
load and aflatoxin production were significantly lower in the resistant lines at early (day
3) and late (day 7) infection stages [22]. Specifically, the MI82 line showed less fungal
colonization on the seed surface and accumulated the lowest amount of aflatoxins both
at the early and late infection stages [22]. At the genus level, the bacterial genera that
showed significant differences in abundance among different treatment groups (resistant
vs. susceptible/mock vs. inoculated) belonged to Stenotrophomonas, Sphingomonas, Strep-
tomyces, Microbacterium, Buchnera, and Candidatus (Table S1). Many of these genera have
been shown to be highly effective against diverse plant pathogens. As maize kernels
were surface sterilized prior to the experiment, it can be assumed that the bacterial gen-
era identified in this study are likely to be endophytes. A higher abundance (in absence
of the pathogen) of specific endophytes such as Streptomyces and Microbacterium (at day
0) might also indicate the active production of antimicrobials in the kernels of resistant
lines derived from these beneficial bacteria. Bioactive compounds such as 6-prenylindole,
3-acetonylidene-7-prenylindolin-2-one, kakadumycin A, and ehinodermycin isolated from
Streptomyces have been experimentally validated for their antimicrobial properties against
fungal (e.g., Fusarium sp.) and bacterial (e.g., Staphylococcus sp.) pathogens [20,23,24]. High
endoglucanase activity in Microbacterium has been attributed to its antimicrobial properties
besides other plant growth-promoting effects of this genus [25,26]. It will be interesting to
see if any of these compounds can be detected in the kernels of resistant lines using sophis-
ticated analytical methods such as liquid chromatography–mass spectrometry (LC–MS) in
the future. Among the different treatment groups, infected kernels of the resistant line MI82
showed a significant increase in the population of Sphingomonas both at day 3 and day 7 or
the relative abundance of Stenotrophomonas at day 3 compared to mock or infected kernels
of the susceptible line SC212, respectively (Table S2). Both these bacterial endophytes have
been reported to demonstrate antimicrobial properties, including antifungal activity in
diverse plant species [27,28]. Stenotrophomonas maltophilia isolated from the medicinal plant
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Fagonia indica showed higher amounts of total flavonoids, antioxidant capacity, and antimi-
crobial activities against fungal and bacterial pathogens [29]. In rice (Oryza sativa L.), it was
demonstrated that Sphingomonas melonis (S. melonis) accumulated in the disease-resistant
rice seeds and was transmitted to next generations [30]. Further investigation showed
that anthranilic acid produced by S. melonis interfered with the sigma factor (RpoS) of the
seed-borne pathogen Burkholderia plantarii, leading to the impairment of virulence factor
biosynthesis of the pathogen. The presence of these two endophytes may also highlight a
temporal response to disease agents in the resistant lines, with Stenotrophomonas being an
early responder and Sphingomonas being both an early and late responder during kernel
infection. Interestingly, in the current study, representatives of the genera Stenotrophomonas
and Sphingomonas were present in all genotypes, but their population increased signifi-
cantly following fungal infection in the MI82 line only. This might indicate a role of the host
plant’s genetic background in the regulation of levels of beneficial bacterial populations
during pathogen infection [31] or recruitment of more efficacious strains of different or
the same genera in resistant compared to susceptible lines. Significant shifts in the overall
microbial community structure or composition in the resistant vs. susceptible maize lines
were only observed in specific treatment groups (Figures 3 and 4 and Figure S1). Principle
coordinate analysis of samples originating from different treatments in the current study
showed that infected kernels of the resistant line MI82 at day 7 were relatively clustered
together than the rest (Figure 4A). The data presented here might also indicate the role of
specific bacteria belonging to phyla such as Proteobacteria, Alphaproteobacteria, and Enter-
obacteriales in A. flavus resistance (Could these be potential biomarkers?), as evident in the
infected kernels of MI82 at the early infection stage (day 3-I-M) (Figure S3). The kernels
accumulated significantly lower aflatoxins (vs. SC212) at this time point [22]. Among
the two different resistant lines though, MI82 had more specific trends in relation to rel-
ative abundance of putative beneficial bacteria while aflatoxin resistance in the resistant
TZAR102 line may primarily be due to other host-associated factors [22].

Endophytes (bacteria and fungi) act as reservoirs of naturally occurring metabolites
with diverse functions including their role in overall plant health and productivity [20]. In
silico functional analysis of bacterial communities that showed significantly higher levels
of relative abundance in resistant maize lines compared to the susceptible line suggests
that antifungal activity may be associated with metabolites such as type II polyketides
and sesquiterpenoids as well as the production of proteins demonstrating homology to
neuroactive ligand–receptors and pancreatic secretion. Polyketides and sesquiterpenoids
from beneficial microbes are well known for their antimicrobial properties [32,33]. The role
of polyketides in mycotoxin control has been reported in maize [16]. A type II polyketide,
fusaricidin, isolated from the maize kernel endophyte Paenibacillus polymyxa showed anti-
fungal activities against Fusarium graminearum and reduced production of the mycotoxin
deoxynivalenol (DON). Our data also show the presence of Paenibacillus in all the geno-
types, though no significant differences were observed in Paenibacillus populations between
the resistant and susceptible lines used in this study. This may suggest that the levels of
resistance to A. flavus and aflatoxin contamination observed in the maize-resistant lines [22]
were due to genotype-specific endophytic profiles that may include bacterial genera such
as Streptomyces and Microbacterium (Table S2) capable of producing type II polyketides
and sesquiterpenoids with antimicrobial properties [23,34]. In addition to polyketides
derived from endophytic bacteria, polyketides produced by endophytic fungi have also
demonstrated antimicrobial activities against fungal pathogens. Extracts from Amazonian
plant endophytic fungal strains of Talaromyces identified antimicrobial compounds such as
polyketides, steroids, anhydrides, and phenolics [35]. In vitro antimicrobial evaluation of
these compounds demonstrated the antifungal properties of specific polyketides. Though
not documented for their potential role in antimicrobial resistance or beneficial roles in
plants, proteins were identified demonstrating homology to neuroactive ligand–receptors
and in pancreatic secretion (Figure S4) that have been implicated in stress adaptation in
mammals that consume corn as food [36]. Further genomic and metabolomic functional
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studies will be required for these two classes of genes as well as others identified in our
in-silico analyses to better determine if they are in fact involved in host plant resistance
to pathogens.

Future functional characterization of potential bacterial endophytes such as
Stenotrophomonas and Sphingomonas for anti-A. flavus and anti-aflatoxigenic properties
either through isolation from infected kernels of resistant lines or already available strains
from the same genus will assist in the development of novel biocontrol agents targeting
A. flavus. It will be useful to examine if specific microbiome-related genera associated with
aflatoxin resistance in the resistant maize lines can be transferred through breeding to
susceptible genotypes that do not carry these beneficial endophytes naturally. In addition,
candidate biocontrol endophytes can also be examined for efficacy following seed or foliar
application of susceptible genotypes in the field and if vertical transfer (seed to seed) of
beneficial endophytes is possible in A. flavus-susceptible maize genotypes. Furthermore,
the use of maize cultivars with seed endophytes perhaps may not only confer resistance to
A. flavus infection but also improve protection against other abiotic and biotic stresses.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Maize Kernel Inoculation and Incubation

Maize kernels that were undamaged and were uniform in size were collected from the
A. flavus-susceptible genotype SC212 and resistant genotypes TZAR102 (highly resistant)
and MI82 (moderately resistant) [37] and were used in the kernel screening assay (KSA [38])
as reported earlier [18]. The resistant lines used in this study were characterized earlier for
significantly lower surface growth of fungal mycelia and lower accumulation of aflatoxin
than the susceptible line. Maize kernels were surface sterilized using 70% ethanol followed
by air drying and stored under sterile conditions prior to the start of experiments. A highly
pathogenic and high aflatoxin-producing A. flavus AF13 strain (isolate SRRC 1532 [39]) was
grown on V8 agar medium for 7 days at 30 ◦C under illumination, and the spores were
collected for kernel inoculation. Surface-sterilized kernels were placed in a sterile 300 mL
beaker that contained 100 mL of spore suspension (4 × 106 spores/mL) and continuously
stirred for 3 min. After removing any excess inoculum, the kernels were placed in plastic
caps that were arranged in trays containing moist filter paper on the bottom. The filter
paper was kept moist by adding sterile ddH2O during the course of the experiment in order
to maintain high relative humidity. Kernels inoculated with A. flavus or water (control,
“mock-inoculated”) were placed inside trays (with lids on top). The trays were placed in
an incubator in the dark at 31 ◦C. The kernels were collected at day 0, day 3, and day 7
post-inoculation. The samples were flash frozen using liquid N and stored at −80 ◦C prior
to further processing using a Geno/Grinder (Metuchen, NJ, USA). Each treatment had
three biological replicates, and each biological replicate consisted of four kernels.

4.2. Genomic DNA Extraction, PCR Amplification, and 16S rRNA Sequencing

Genomic DNA (gDNA) was extracted from ground maize kernel samples using the
DNeasy PowerFood Microbial Kit (Qiagen, Valencia, CA, USA) following manufacturer’s
protocol and stored at −20 ◦C. The extracted DNA were then used to set up PCRs. The 16S
rRNA primer pair, 341F CCTACGGGNGGCWGCAG and 785R GACTACHVGGGTATC-
TAATCC [40], was utilized to evaluate the microbial ecology of each sample with methods
via the bTEFAP® DNA analysis service with peptide nucleic acid (PNA) blocking [41]. Am-
plicon sequencing using next generation technology (bTEFAP®) was originally described
by Dowd et al. [42] and has been utilized in describing a wide range of environmental and
gut microbiomes [43–47]. A reengineered version of bTEFAP® has become one of the most
widely published methods for evaluating microbiota and has been adapted to current next
generation sequencing (NGS) technologies such as the Ion S5, Illumina’s MiSeq, HiSeq,
and NovaSeq platforms as well as the PacBio Sequel.

Each sample underwent 35 cycle PCR using the HotStarTaq Plus Master Mix Kit
(Qiagen, Valencia, CA, USA) under the following conditions: 95 ◦C for 5 min; followed
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by 35 cycles of 95 ◦C for 30 s, 75 ◦C for 10 s, 53 ◦C for 40 s, and 72 ◦C for 1 min; and
after which a final elongation step at 72 ◦C for 10 min was performed. Following PCR,
all amplicon products from different samples were mixed in equal concentrations and
purified using calibrated Solid Phase Reversible Immobilization (SPRI) beads (Bulldog Bio,
Inc., Portsmouth, NH, USA). The samples were sequenced utilizing the Illumina MiSeq
(Illumina Inc., San Diego, CA, USA) chemistry following manufacturer’s protocols.

4.3. Data Processing

The metagenomic sequence reads were summarized and analyzed using the MR
DNA ribosomal and functional gene analysis pipeline (MR DNA, Shallowater, TX, USA;
www.mrdnalab.com, accessed on 12 March 2021). The MR DNA workflow utilized the
Qiime2 microbiome bioinformatics pipeline [48] for the microbiome data analysis. This
workflow is based on (i) quality assessment and filtering of reads through removing of short
sequences <150 bp and ambiguous base calls using a maximum expected error threshold
of 1.0; (ii) classifying unique sequences after removing sequencing or PCR point errors
and chimera sequences; (iii) dereplication, whereby all identical sequences were combined
into unique sequence reads; and (iv) assignment of the zero-radius operational taxonomic
unit (zOTU). Final zOTUs were taxonomically classified using BLASTn against a curated
database derived from National Center for Biotechnology Information (NCBI; www.ncbi.
nlm.nih.gov, accessed on 12 March 2021) and compiled into each taxonomic level.

By using zOTU abundance tables, beta diversity was estimated using principal coor-
dinate analysis, and Weighted UniFrac distances and the Shannon Diversity Index were
used for alpha diversity [49,50]. Additionally, the dual hierarchical dendogram was used
to display the abundance pattern of most representative bacterial communities among
treatments [51]. Linear discriminant analysis effect size (LEfSe) was applied for identifi-
cation of any differentially abundant families among treatments for potential biomarker
discovery [52]. The relative abundance of taxonomic features classified using the green-
genes 13_8 database was used as input for LEfSe analysis using the huttenhower server
(https://huttenhower.sph.harvard.edu/galaxy/, accessed on 12 March 2021). The default
LDA effect size alpha value (p = 0.05) and default LDA score (2.0) were used to identify
significant differences between groups. Functional profiling of microbial communities
was predicted using the Phylogenetic Investigation of Communities by Reconstruction
of Unobserved States (PICRUSt) algorithm [53]. Closed reference OTUs were clustered
using the greengenes 13_8 database. The resulting “.biom” file was used as input into
PICRUSt (http://huttenhower.sph.harvard.edu/galaxy/, accessed on 12 March 2021). The
input OTU table was then normalized, and final metagenome functional predictions were
made using the Kyoto Encyclopedia of Genes and Genomes (KEGG) database [54,55] as a
functional reference.

4.4. Statistical Analysis

Statistical analysis was performed using three statistical programs including XLSTAT
(Addinsoft, New York, NY, USA), NCSS (NCSS, Kaysville, UT, USA), and “R” (https:
//www.R-project.org, accessed on 12 March 2021). Alpha and beta diversity analysis was
conducted as described previously [42,43,56–58] using Qiime 2 [48]. Significance reported
for any analysis is defined as p < 0.05.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/10
.3390/ijms22073747/s1.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization: R.M., J.W.C. and K.R.; experiments: R.M.; data analysis
and interpretation: S.L.K. and R.M.; writing—original draft preparation: R.M.; writing—review and
editing: J.W.C., S.L.K. and K.R.; supervision: K.R. and J.W.C. All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Agri-
cultural Research Service (CRIS No. 6054-42000-025-00D).

www.mrdnalab.com
www.mrdnalab.com
www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov
www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov
https://huttenhower.sph.harvard.edu/galaxy/
http://huttenhower.sph.harvard.edu/galaxy/
https://www.R-project.org
https://www.R-project.org
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ijms22073747/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ijms22073747/s1


Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 3747 13 of 15

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The authors declare that the data and material are available
upon request.

Acknowledgments: The authors acknowledge David Ambrogio for setting up the kernel screening
assays and Mary Lovisa’s help with sample processing.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Ismaiel, A.; Papenbrock, J. Mycotoxins: Producing fungi and mechanisms of phytotoxicity. Agriculture 2015, 5, 492–537. [CrossRef]
2. Mitchell, N.; Bowers, E.; Hurburgh, C.; Wu, F. Potential economic losses to the USA corn industry from aflatoxin contamination.

Food Addit. Contam. 2016, 33, 540–550. [CrossRef]
3. Umesha, S.; Manukumar, H.M.G.; Chandrasekhar, B.; Shivakumara, P.; Shiva Kumar, J.; Raghava, S.; Avinash, P.; Shirin, M.;

Bharathi, T.R.; Rajini, S.B.; et al. Aflatoxins and food pathogens: Impact of biologically active aflatoxins and their control strategies.
J. Sci. Food Agric. 2017, 97, 1698–1707. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Mahato, D.K.; Lee, K.E.; Kamle, M.; Devi, S.; Dewangan, K.N.; Kumar, P.; Kang, S.G. Aflatoxins in food and feed: An overview on
prevalence, detection and control strategies. Front. Microbiol. 2019, 10, 2266. [CrossRef]

5. Martinez-Miranda, M.M.; Rosero-Moreano, M.; Taborda-Ocampo, G. Occurrence, dietary exposure and risk assessment of
aflatoxins in arepa, bread and rice. Food Control 2019, 98, 359–366. [CrossRef]

6. Moretti, A.; Pascale, M.; Logrieco, A.F. Mycotoxin risks under a climate change scenario in Europe. Trends Food Sci. Technol.
2019, 84, 38–40. [CrossRef]

7. Ojiambo, P.S.; Battilani, P.; Cary, J.W.; Blum, B.H.; Carbone, I. Cultural and genetic approaches to manage aflatoxin contamination:
Recent insights provide opportunities for improved control. Phytopathology 2018, 108, 1024–1037. [CrossRef]

8. Lagogianni, C.S.; Tsitsigiannis, D.I. Effective biopesticides and biostimulants to reduce aflatoxins in maize fields. Front. Microbiol.
2019, 10, 2645. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Accinelli, C.; Abbas, H.K.; Little, N.S.; Kotowicz, J.K.; Mencarelli, M.; Shier, W.T. A liquid bioplastic formulation for film coating
of agronomic seeds. Crop Protect. 2016, 89, 123–128. [CrossRef]

10. Soni, P.; Gangurde, S.S.; Ortega-Beltran, A.; Kumar, R.; Parmar, S.; Sudini, H.K.; Lei, Y.; Ni, X.; Huai, D.; Fountain, J.C.; et al.
Functional biology and molecular mechanisms of host-pathogen interactions for aflatoxin contamination in groundnut (Arachis
hypogaea L.) and maize (Zea mays L.). Front. Microbiol. 2020, 11, 227.

11. Drott, M.T.; Debenport, T.; Higgins, S.A.; Buckley, D.H.; Milgroom, M.G. Fitness cost of aflatoxin production in Aspergillus flavus
when competing with soil microbes could maintain balancing selection. mBio 2019, 10, e02782-18. [CrossRef]

12. Liu, H.; Brettell, L.E.; Qiu, Z.; Singh, B.K. Microbiome-mediated stress resistance in plants. Trends Plant Sci. 2020, 25, 733–743.
[CrossRef]

13. Morelli, M.; Bahar, O.; Papadopoulou, K.K.; Hopkins, D.L.; Obradovic, A. Role of endophytes in plant health and defense against
pathogens. Front. Plant Sci. 2020, 11, 1312. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Trivedi, P.; Leach, J.E.; Tringe, S.G.; Sa, T.; Singh, B.K. Plant-microbiome interactions: From community assembly to plant health.
Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 2020, 18, 607–621. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Nelson, E.B. The seed microbiome: Origins, interactions, and impacts. Plant Soil 2018, 422, 7–34. [CrossRef]
16. Mousa, W.K.; Shearer, C.R.; Limay-Rios, V.; Zhou, T.; Raizada, M.N. Bacterial endophytes from wild maize suppress Fusarium

graminearum in modern maize and inhibit mycotoxin accumulation. Front. Plant Sci. 2015, 6, 805. [CrossRef]
17. Yang, F.; Zhang, R.; Wu, X.; Xu, T.; Ahmad, S.; Zhang, X.; Zhao, J.; Liu, Y. An endophytic strain of the genus Bacillus isolated from

the seeds of maize (Zea mays L.) has antagonistic activity against maize pathogenic strains. Microb. Pathog. 2020, 142, 104074.
[CrossRef]

18. Menkir, A.; Brown, R.L.; Bandyopadhyay, R.; Cleveland, T.E. Registration of six tropical maize germplasm lines with resistance to
aflatoxin contamination. J. Plant Regist. 2008, 2, 246–250. [CrossRef]

19. Maupin, L.M.; Clements, M.J.; White, D.G. Evaluation of the MI82 corn line as a source of resistance to aflatoxin in grain and use
of BGYF as a selection tool. Plant Dis. 2003, 87, 1059–1066. [CrossRef]

20. Fadiji, A.E.; Babalola, O.O. Elucidating mechanisms of endophytes used in plant protection and other bioactivities with
multifunctional prospects. Front. Bioeng. Biotechnol. 2020, 8, 467. [CrossRef]

21. Bodhankar, S.; Grover, M.; Hemanth, S.; Reddy, G.; Rasul, S.; Yadav, S.K.; Desai, S.; Mallappa, M.; Mandapaka, M.; Srinivasarao,
C. Maize seed endophytic bacteria: Dominance of antagonistic, lytic enzyme-producing Bacillus spp. 3 Biotech 2017, 7, 1–13.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Majumdar, R.; Minocha, R.; Lebar, M.D.; Rajasekaran, K.; Long, S.; Carter-Wientjes, C.; Minocha, S.; Cary, J.W. Contribution of
maize polyamine and amino acid metabolism toward resistance against Aspergillus flavus infection and aflatoxin production.
Front. Plant Sci. 2019, 10, 692. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Risdian, C.; Mozef, T.; Wink, J. Biosynthesis of polyketides in Streptomyces. Microorganisms 2019, 7, 124. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture5030492
http://doi.org/10.1080/19440049.2016.1138545
http://doi.org/10.1002/jsfa.8144
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27859342
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2019.02266
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2018.11.046
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2018.03.008
http://doi.org/10.1094/PHYTO-04-18-0134-RVW
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2019.02645
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31824451
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.2016.07.010
http://doi.org/10.1128/mBio.02782-18
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tplants.2020.03.014
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2020.01312
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32983202
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41579-020-0412-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32788714
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-017-3289-7
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2015.00805
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.micpath.2020.104074
http://doi.org/10.3198/jpr2008.01.0028crg
http://doi.org/10.1094/PDIS.2003.87.9.1059
http://doi.org/10.3389/fbioe.2020.00467
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13205-017-0860-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28688037
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2019.00692
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31178889
http://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms7050124
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31064143


Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 3747 14 of 15

24. Peng, F.; Zhang, M.Y.; Hou, S.Y.; Chen, J.; Wu, Y.Y.; Zhang, Y.X. Insights into Streptomyces spp. isolated from the rhizospheric soil
of Panax notoginseng: Isolation, antimicrobial activity and biosynthetic potential for polyketides and non-ribosomal peptides.
BMC Microbiol. 2020, 20, 1–16. [CrossRef]

25. Mohamad, O.A.; Li, L.; Ma, J.B.; Hatab, S.; Xu, L.; Guo, J.W.; Rasulov, B.A.; Liu, Y.H.; Hedlund, B.P.; Li, W.J. Evaluation of the
antimicrobial activity of endophytic bacterial populations from Chinese traditional medicinal plant licorice and characterization
of the bioactive secondary metabolites produced by Bacillus atrophaeus against Verticillium dahliae. Front. Microbiol. 2018, 9, 924.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Ek-Ramos, M.J.; Gomez-Flores, R.; Orozco-Flores, A.A.; Rodriguez-Padilla, C.; Gonzalez-Ochoa, G.; Tamez-Guerra, P. Bioactive
products from plant-endophytic Gram-positive bacteria. Front. Microbiol. 2019, 10, 463. [CrossRef]

27. Etminani, F.; Harighi, B. Isolation and identification of endophytic bacteria with plant growth promoting activity and biocontrol
potential from wild pistachio trees. Plant Pathol. J. 2018, 34, 208. [CrossRef]

28. Pacifico, D.; Squartini, A.; Crucitti, D.; Barizza, E.; Lo Schiavo, F.; Muresu, R.; Carimi, F.; Zottini, M. The role of the endophytic
microbiome in the grapevine response to environmental triggers. Front. Plant Sci. 2019, 10, 1256. [CrossRef]

29. Rahman, L.; Shinwari, Z.K.; Iqrar, I.; Rahman, L.; Tanveer, F. An assessment on the role of endophytic microbes in the therapeutic
potential of Fagonia indica. Ann. Clin. Microbiol. Antimicrob. 2017, 16, 1–12. [CrossRef]

30. Matsumoto, H.; Fan, X.; Wang, Y.; Kusstatscher, P.; Duan, J.; Wu, S.; Chen, S.; Qiao, K.; Wang, Y.; Ma, B.; et al. Bacterial seed
endophyte shapes disease resistance in rice. Nat. Plants 2021, 7, 1–13. [CrossRef]

31. Tiwari, P.; Bae, H. Horizontal gene transfer and endophytes: An implication for the acquisition of novel traits. Plants 2020, 9, 305.
[CrossRef]

32. Mousa, W.K.; Raizada, M.N. The diversity of anti-microbial secondary metabolites produced by fungal endophytes: An interdis-
ciplinary perspective. Front. Microbiol. 2013, 4, 65. [CrossRef]

33. Lugtenberg, B.J.; Caradus, J.R.; Johnson, L.J. Fungal endophytes for sustainable crop production. FEMS Microbiol. Ecol.
2016, 92, fiw194. [CrossRef]

34. Singh, M.; Kumar, A.; Singh, R.; Pandey, K.D. Endophytic bacteria: A new source of bioactive compounds. 3 Biotech 2017, 7, 1–14.
[CrossRef]

35. Da Silva, P.H.; Souza, M.P.D.; Bianco, E.A.; da Silva, S.R.; Soares, L.N.; Costa, E.V.; Silva, F.; Barison, A.; Forim, M.R.;
Cass, Q.B.; et al. Antifungal polyketides and other compounds from Amazonian endophytic Talaromyces fungi. J. Braz. Chem. Soc.
2018, 29, 622–630. [CrossRef]

36. Lee, J.; Jo, D.G.; Park, D.; Chung, H.Y.; Mattson, M.P. Adaptive cellular stress pathways as therapeutic targets of dietary
phytochemicals: Focus on the nervous system. Pharmacol. Rev. 2014, 66, 815–868. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Brown, R.; Williams, W.; Windham, G.; Menkir, A.; Chen, Z.-Y. Evaluation of African-bred maize germplasm lines for resistance
to aflatoxin accumulation. Agronomy 2016, 6, 24. [CrossRef]

38. Rajasekaran, K.; Sickler, C.M.; Brown, R.L.; Cary, J.W.; Bhatnagar, D. Evaluation of resistance to aflatoxin contamination in kernels
of maize genotypes using a GFP-expressing Aspergillus flavus strain. World Mycotoxin J. 2013, 6, 151–158. [CrossRef]

39. Cotty, P.J. Virulence and cultural characteristics of two Aspergillus flavus strains pathogenic on cotton. Phytopathology
1989, 79, 808–814. [CrossRef]

40. Thijs, S.; Op De Beeck, M.; Beckers, B.; Truyens, S.; Stevens, V.; Van Hamme, J.D.; Weyens, N.; Vangronsveld, J. Comparative
evaluation of four bacteria-specific primer pairs for 16S rRNA gene surveys. Front. Microbiol. 2017, 8, 494. [CrossRef]

41. Fitzpatrick, C.R.; Lu-Irving, P.; Copeland, J.; Guttman, D.S.; Wang, P.W.; Baltrus, D.A.; Dlugosch, K.M.; Johnson, M.T. Chloroplast
sequence variation and the efficacy of peptide nucleic acids for blocking host amplification in plant microbiome studies. Microbiome
2018, 6, 1–10. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

42. Dowd, S.E.; Callaway, T.R.; Wolcott, R.D.; Sun, Y.; McKeehan, T.; Hagevoort, R.G.; Edrington, T.S. Evaluation of the bacterial
diversity in the feces of cattle using 16S rDNA bacterial tag-encoded FLX amplicon pyrosequencing (bTEFAP). BMC Microbiol.
2008, 8, 1–8. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Dowd, S.E.; Sun, Y.; Wolcott, R.D.; Domingo, A.; Carroll, J.A. Bacterial tag-encoded FLX amplicon pyrosequencing (bTEFAP)
for microbiome studies: Bacterial diversity in the ileum of newly weaned Salmonella-infected pigs. Foodborne Pathog. Dis.
2008, 5, 459–472. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Callaway, T.R.; Dowd, S.E.; Edrington, T.S.; Anderson, R.C.; Krueger, N.; Bauer, N.; Kononoff, P.J.; Nisbet, D.J. Evaluation of
bacterial diversity in the rumen and feces of cattle fed different levels of dried distillers grains plus solubles using bacterial
tag-encoded FLX amplicon pyrosequencing. J. Anim. Sci. 2010, 88, 3977–3983. [CrossRef]

45. Almonacid, D.E.; Kraal, L.; Ossandon, F.J.; Budovskaya, Y.V.; Cardenas, J.P.; Bik, E.M.; Goddard, A.D.; Richman, J.; Apte, Z.S.
16S rRNA gene sequencing and healthy reference ranges for 28 clinically relevant microbial taxa from the human gut microbiome.
PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0176555. [CrossRef]

46. Jacob, J.H.; Hussein, E.I.; Shakhatreh, M.A.K.; Cornelison, C.T. Microbial community analysis of the hypersaline water of the
Dead Sea using high-throughput amplicon sequencing. MicrobiologyOpen 2017, 6, e00500. [CrossRef]

47. Hussien, E.; Juhmani, A.S.; AlMasri, R.; Al-Horani, F.; Al-Saghir, M. Metagenomic analysis of microbial community associated
with coral mucus from the Gulf of Aqaba. Helyon 2019, 5, e02876. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1186/s12866-020-01832-5
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2018.00924
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29867835
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2019.00463
http://doi.org/10.5423/PPJ.OA.07.2017.0158
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2019.01256
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12941-017-0228-7
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41477-020-00826-5
http://doi.org/10.3390/plants9030305
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2013.00065
http://doi.org/10.1093/femsec/fiw194
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13205-017-0942-z
http://doi.org/10.21577/0103-5053.20170176
http://doi.org/10.1124/pr.113.007757
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24958636
http://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy6020024
http://doi.org/10.3920/WMJ2012.1497
http://doi.org/10.1094/Phyto-79-808
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2017.00494
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40168-018-0534-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30121081
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2180-8-125
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18652685
http://doi.org/10.1089/fpd.2008.0107
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18713063
http://doi.org/10.2527/jas.2010-2900
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0176555
http://doi.org/10.1002/mbo3.500
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2019.e02876


Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 3747 15 of 15

48. Bolyen, E.; Rideout, J.R.; Dillon, M.R.; Bokulich, N.A.; Abnet, C.C.; Al-Ghalith, G.A.; Alexander, H.; Alm, E.J.; Arumugam, M.;
Asnicar, F.; et al. Reproducible, interactive, scalable and extensible microbiome data science using QIIME 2. Nat. Biotechnol.
2019, 37, 852–857. [CrossRef]

49. Lin, S.W.; Freedman, N.D.; Shi, J.; Gail, M.H.; Vogtmann, E.; Yu, G.; Klepac-Ceraj, V.; Paster, B.J.; Dye, B.A.; Wang, G.Q.; et al.
Beta-diversity metrics of the upper digestive tract microbiome are associated with body mass index. Obesity 2015, 23, 862–869.
[CrossRef]

50. Schlatter, D.C.; Paul, N.C.; Shah, D.H.; Schillinger, W.F.; Bary, A.I.; Sharratt, B.; Paulitz, T.C. Biosolids and tillage practices
influence soil bacterial communities in dryland wheat. Microb. Ecol. 2019, 78, 737–752. [CrossRef]

51. Cephas, K.D.; Kim, J.; Mathai, R.A.; Barry, K.A.; Dowd, S.E.; Meline, B.S.; Swanson, K.S. Comparative analysis of salivary
bacterial microbiome diversity in edentulous infants and their mothers or primary care givers using pyrosequencing. PLoS ONE
2011, 6, e23503. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

52. Segata, N.; Izard, J.; Waldron, L.; Gevers, D.; Miropolsky, L.; Garrett, W.S.; Huttenhower, C. Metagenomic biomarker discovery
and explanation. Genome Biol. 2011, 12, 1–18. [CrossRef]

53. Langille, M.G.; Zaneveld, J.; Caporaso, J.G.; McDonald, D.; Knights, D.; Reyes, J.A.; Clemente, J.C.; Burkepile, D.E.; Thurber,
R.L.V.; Knight, R.; et al. Predictive functional profiling of microbial communities using 16S rRNA marker gene sequences.
Nat. Biotechnol. 2013, 31, 814–821. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Kanehisa, M.; Goto, S. KEGG: Kyoto encyclopedia of genes and genomes. Nucleic Acids Res. 2000, 28, 27–30. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
55. Kanehisa, M.; Sato, Y.; Kawashima, M.; Furumichi, M.; Tanabe, M. KEGG as a reference resource for gene and protein annotation.

Nucleic Acids Res. 2016, 44, D457–D462. [CrossRef]
56. Edgar, R.C. Search and clustering orders of magnitude faster than BLAST. Bioinformatics 2010, 26, 2460–2461. [CrossRef]
57. Eren, A.M.; Zozaya, M.; Taylor, C.M.; Dowd, S.E.; Martin, D.H.; Ferris, M.J. Exploring the diversity of Gardnerella vaginalis in

the genitourinary tract microbiota of monogamous couples through subtle nucleotide variation. PLoS ONE 2011, 6, e26732.
[CrossRef]

58. Swanson, K.S.; Dowd, S.E.; Suchodolski, J.S.; Middelbos, I.S.; Vester, B.M.; Barry, K.A.; Nelson, K.E.; Torralba, M.; Henrissat, B.;
Coutinho, P.M.; et al. Phylogenetic and gene-centric metagenomics of the canine intestinal microbiome reveals similarities with
humans and mice. ISME J. 2011, 5, 639–649. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1038/s41587-019-0209-9
http://doi.org/10.1002/oby.21020
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00248-019-01339-1
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0023503
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21853142
http://doi.org/10.1186/gb-2011-12-6-r60
http://doi.org/10.1038/nbt.2676
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23975157
http://doi.org/10.1093/nar/28.1.27
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10592173
http://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkv1070
http://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btq461
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0026732
http://doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2010.162

	Introduction 
	Results 
	Significant Differences Observed in Bacterial Phyla between Resistant and Susceptible Lines 
	Relatively Fewer Bacterial Genera Varied between Treatment Groups 
	Hierarchal Clustering Shows Predominant Genera among Different Treatment Groups 
	Bacterial Diversity Varied with Fungal Infection in the Resistant and Susceptible Lines 
	Alpha Diversity of Samples 
	Beta Diversity of Samples 

	Predicted KEGG Pathways Were Highly Abundant in the Resistant Lines 

	Discussion 
	Materials and Methods 
	Maize Kernel Inoculation and Incubation 
	Genomic DNA Extraction, PCR Amplification, and 16S rRNA Sequencing 
	Data Processing 
	Statistical Analysis 

	References

