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FEE: [ 869|389 % Geet ¥ Empoasca flavescens #5445 & EfMLP B B 69 o F 4542 R A XA A
FEee, [ FE) AT Gersisl F a4 PCR £ 43E1F 4 & EMMLP L B 69 4K cDNA /37
AT A 13 B F 497 ;qRT-PCR A&i] EfMLP & B & 5 4 vH 8 R B A B B (9P .1 -5 #55 &
Fodn FACHEHE R R ) AT TR, R R R ALR (ARBE g 5 Ak (v i IR I il I Aokl 32 ) P e KA
T ;B 4R kA A RNAL S5k 7 2k vh 3 5 85 22 &k EfMLP2 = EfMLPA | % ) & 547 EfMLP 2 B
MBS R ety B E R, [SR]KRF 4 54t EIMLP KX B A K cDNA 53], 5 514 %
4 EMLP1 ( GenBank % %% % . ORS504428 ), EfMLP2 ( GenBank % % 5. OR504429), EfMLP3
(GenBank % 35 . OR504430) #= EfMLP4( GenBank % 3% . OR504431),iX 4 % EfMLP A B 4 5%
B EA O-B4EELI5 & T R H6 & G 45 #3% (mucin domain, MD) iz MR 25 ETEY
BRE L A7), L P EIMLP3 fo EIMLP4 ¢4 2 K88 5 7 & A 4% 7 69 2 LT i 45 4-3% (chitin binding
domain, CBD) , %KX A 5474 R A&, EMMLP 4 52| AR E 695 X L, & T dAr R FE 4 MLP
R ZERE R Ry LA AR KM, R T it 5 L oh sk e An X . EfMLP1 Fe EfMLP2 f£ %
SRt A A R, R e TR, R R R P 3 A S & Rk, W EfMLP3 e EfMLP4 89 &k 12
I B R R EFRE K E B A TR R I RS S AN 3 Tk 2], 5 499% dsGFP
BB B A, 4R dsEfMLP2 Fo dsEfMLPA =T 2 3 A 2k #p4) 5 Gk vt 3K ) EfMLP2 #= EfMLP4 ¢4
AEFT , FTREERKR DG 5EF, [£R)EMLP £ DG RA TR EZNA
&, T A KL T RNAIL 69 vt 38 By ia HOR 09 e dw .
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the transcriptome data of E. flavescens, the full-length cDNA sequences of four EfMLP genes were cloned
by PCR and analyzed by bioinformatics. qRT-PCR was used to detect the expression levels of EfMLP
genes across different developmental stages (egg, 1st —5th instar nymphs, and newly emerged female
and male adults) , and in different tissues ( integument, fat body, salivary gland, gut, ovary, and testis)
of the newly emerged adults. EfMLP2 and EfMLP4 in the 5th instar nymph were silenced by RNAi
through feeding method, and the survival rates of E. flavescens after silencing the EfMLP genes by RNAi
were determined by bioassay. [ Results] The full-length ¢cDNA sequences of four EfMLP genes of E.
flavescens were obtained, and named EfMLP1, EfMLP2, EfMLP3 and EfMLP4 with the GenBank
accession numbers of OR504428, OR504429, OR504430 and OR504431, respectively. The obtained
four EfMLPs all contain highly repetitive tandem repeat sequences, which are rich in O-linked
glycosylation sites, forming the mucin domain (MD). Among them, both EfMLP3 and EfMLP4 contain a
conserved type-2 chitin binding domain (CBD). Phylogenetic analysis result revealed that EfMLPs were
divided into two different branches belonging to two different MLP types, which showed no correlation
with insect taxonomy, but might be considered to be related to their functions. EfMLP1 and EfMLP2
exhibited specifically high expression in the newly emerged female and male adults and the salivary glands
of the newly emerged adults. In contrast, the expression of EfMLP3 and EfMLP4 was identified in various
developmental stages, including egg, nymphal and adult stages, as well as in diverse tissues such as the
fat body of the newly emerged adult. Inhibition of the expression of EfMLP2 and EfMLP4 in E. flavescens
by feeding dsEfMLP2 and dsEfMLP4 significantly reduced the survival rate of E. flavescens compared with
the control group fed with dsGFP. [ Conclusion] EfMLPs play an important role in the feeding of E.
flavescens and can be used as a potential target in control of this pest insect based on RNAI strategies.

Key words: FEmpoasca flavescens; gene cloning; RNA
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B BN #E 2 H ( mucin-like protein, MLP) f%) A%,

AT USROG B (FRLE R 5 ) AR &S 45 UK 3

U] A SO M Trichoplusia ni (%) ] £ [ rp Bl 45
SE R, BT 2R 7 A 4 5 N R R 1 MUC2
FHACL T #% A 44 ( Wang and Granados, 1997a, 1997b;
XIS, 2011) o ZE AR TR FREN, B
At BE Y O-F O 2 Ak A7 sUE BORS 28 11 45 1 B
(mucin domain, MD) ( Fass and Thornton, 2023) ,1%
SERBRY P v I AR | 22 % R RN I 2 IR 1Y) % 2 L
191 LA v, EL3E 8 55 AR ) = v 2 AR DL Y ER B B A
J¥% ( Dhanisha et al., 2018) . MLP 8 & A 73K 23
TR s 45 & A B 28 ( Perez-Vilar and Hill, 1999;
Hegedus et al., 2009; Fass and Thornton, 2023 ) , H
RO 7 81 R A2 DX 7R (] UL 1 R[] 50K 2
SHEENEEVA A S ESINTE 2 2 (A el SINk o g R P
R B B AR 23, 72 Pl 21 ORI ) R T T i
— JRBECARY BT, W LA R 1IEA FH AR H
2 5HNGES 1L, sk A geiwd
JEZE A RURG SR H P R IR I A 1 AREERE ) R
P LA, AR T SSRGS S EA
JE I8 %2 (Fass and Thornton, 2023), B M [AIFE&

(A TAHF) (Perez-Vilar and Hill, 1999; Hegedus
et al., 2009) . KHEE 1A FE O-IOBE LA AT LAY
AH P J5T X6 7K i T I ik 140 B A 1, R 40 L A 2 Y
EHEE AR M E LT ZE (Loukas et al.,
2000; Cummings, 2009; Schjoldager and Clausen,
2012) , [RJ I ORAP AR B S0 52 7 A= 1) A AT e AR
(Tellam et al., 1999; Rose and Voynow, 2006) , A
U, MLP 75 & BB 5 AR FIHRHO 0 7 AR o /]
RERA —EMIIRE.

FHTX T B HL MLP G005 (14 48 5 K22 3 h 2l
HAEPTEA S IR BUZ R8T, AR AR |
MG, RS A T 2 8 b T H
FXH H /N2 Plutella xylostella ( Sarauer et al.,
2003) EH SR Uk Spodoptera exigua ( 7 855, 2008 ;
224 2010) | fENT R WK Mamestra configurata ( Shi
et al., 2004) A329 9 ( Wang and Granados, 1997a,
1997h) | ¥ % B Helicoverpa armigera ( Fang et al.,
2009 ) F5 S AL Aedes aegypti( Wu et al., 2019 ) 55
ERWFERI i bR MLP 2340k SO kL
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14575 8% ( Trichoplusia ni granulosis virus, TnGV ) B{KE
JEVP R IR & Serratia marcescens 25 43 3 1) Enhancin
HETHAL , S B B IR, (2 3 He b 7555 1) 2%
e MR AR OCHIE 5T 7S, MLP J2 M 0 iR 53 A 400
) E O R AR . SRR SR B8 Drosophila
melanogaster 775 75 32t F HH DA Ve Y& IR v 0 96 HE SR g
Ji Uit 4= By, FHOR A 3 S i i B A2 A0 5L BR 55 119 5% i)
NI i 473 2%, %4 o vl 46 7€ T T 70 i B MILP
( Monier and Courtier-Orgogozo, 2022) ., MLP #%iAk
Sty KBl Nilaparvata lugens F1 JK K &\ Laodelphax
striatellus T 1) T 220 A, 5 B FLAE KRS 1 ifE AT
Wt , HS AR Y 748 B8 AR OC (Huang et al., 2016,
2018, 2019; Liu et al., 2016) . Miao Z5£(2018) £
T K Sogatella furcifera KRR H & P MLP H7E
W AR R S M T, I KL 5 A W 75 5 B A
FHSC . £ BT, MLP W] 68 2 Kl o 22 20 1 (KR
MEWE ) , 2 5 B i 7 A sl AE 155 5 B AR A i
T, R E s MILP (9 565 AT R 3 AR BRI TE Y
BRI ST B A S LAY

ZE/Ngg 8 Empocsca flavescens 3 Jg@ T2 38 H
( Hemiptera ) -1} ( Cicadellidae ) , 23 E 2% Fd & 4=
e o F T E R H L — (A, 2022)
T B AN R FEROR BB RE 5
PMERTIR A4 o IRTEA/ NG WE B B 15 FEAR
HRARE , DNTITAT SBCHE 28 255 /)N o - WLATE 24 1 1 e 2 o
BBl 45 Tl 9 A ) &, H i, /g it ) MLP
W A, W0 oA I SCHR I, 7E GenBank £ 4i8 42
WAL B S B R B, Xt MLP [ 5% i J8 25 1 o
HARFA /NI WA B IR BT AL AR , ASBIF ST 0] i g MLP
(0 g B 3 PR EfMLPY — 4 k4T va B 45 K7 91 o3
Bt , K HAN R & & B Be A PAL AN TR ZH 2 35k
22 M, Ik RNAL BE5Y EfMLP2 Fil EfMLPA 1§
AR KRB HIPER, LU R F R MLP JF I 4 €2,
B B AR SR 2 AR

1 HRS %

1.1 #ulEH

RIS E T P2 /NG Bl P R PR PR RS B
FI VA8 B0 T P X b 3P R 2K R (30° 147
40. 812"N, 120°7'54.552"E) , RAE MBIt 43 ShF2s
Bl g HBURR A5 10N TR h AT 1 5%, 35
BEAAF B E VIR (26 £ 1) C AL 65% =
5% ,JCJHIY] 141 10D, HIBT i 28 BOAE S 00 2 25 1R B

%I 48 h DL b,

ik B P SRR T B R T B2, SRR
INEFIRRR B, AT USCER 1 -5 i By A0 2] e A
JHEERAS R I ROAEAS o TR N4 i
(1) PBS S i T oK b, R Sl A gt 1) 400 P Ak s R
(24 h ) F4 BIAARE 87 W i T8 B LA
K& LLEAES 08T 1.5 mL Jg RNA BB
T, B AR HIG R T -80 T
1.2 A RNA $2EUE ¢cDNA &5

L1 W A /5, {8 ] Ultrapure RNA
Kit(DNase [ ) (FEAHal, ZM) 20 &, 2 MUl
R PRI WA B RNA . RNA 528 e 1 4
G I 1% T v IR R TR 00 R R A 1R A
G5 , RNA S ARAE T - 80 Cae o Middie s i sk
R F & PrimeScript™ st Strand ¢DNA Synthesis Kit
(TaKaRa, K3% ) Ui B 55 M cDNA 55 1 8%, 7 T
-20 C4 M
1.3 EfMLP EE =&

R AR 2 56 2 I A5 18 5 /) e - W 2 S5 20 B i
JE AR R A B O B UK AR 1 EAMILP LD Y
%) F B, @13 RT-PCR #1 SMART-RACE-PCR 7 A 3
17 B e A K 1Y, e 43045 4 2% EMLP JE [
M4+ cDNA J#%1), {#i FH Primer Premier 5.0 {4
(PREMIER Biosoft, California ) 47 /% %1 43 #71 31 11
S (R 1), BT A BRA YR A A 65 |
Y3t 5¢ mUR SER I F A

DI SMART™ RACE ¢DNA Amplification Kit
( Clontech , California ) &% 3'#11 5'cDNA %5 1 4% Jyfi
B, AT 1 SEFNEE 2 48474, BRI W A& & F1 PCR
PSS X 45 (2017) Jris ek, 3154
KPG8 AR BT 5 1), S0k 7 91 58
PE. PCR RIAZ (50 ul): eDNA B04R 1 ull, I
TG4 (10 mmol/L) 45 1 L, PCR i PrimeSTAR
Max DNA Polymerase (TaKaRa, Ki%) 25 uL, /K
%50 pL, RIVFETF: 98 C 10s;55°C 5,72 C
25 s, 35 MEM ;72 C 10 min, T B9 PCR F=y 48
190 B REWHEE M B VKA 25 2 , 28 B AN A B AE PR
BA PR FIHEAT I e 2l Ak B Dy, AR 46 00 1 45 SR BF
£ e NA A A I L TaTTo
1.4 FIEYEEESTHT

T JefdTFH DNAMAN S X 28 B2 1R e 91 33647 43
BRI A B BE R 37 5 i P 310 A 3 3 7 80 R
Bt A7 PF 4z, i 1 ORFfinder T. B 3k (https: //
www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/orffinder/ ) % &2 3£ 2 A8 JT i
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B EAE AT I , 3 FLARYE DNA J7 91045 3 28R 7
H, fdi [l Compute pl/Mw tool [ 3k ( https: // web.
expasy. org/compute_pi/ ) 7| & FL R 19 0 T B &
5 ( Bjellqvist et al., 1994 ; Gasteiger et al., 2005)
i Fi] SignalP 6.0 [} (https: // services. healthtech.
dtu. dk/services/SignalP-6. 0/ ) ¥ & IL /R IF 4 1 19 1F
SR E 5 2 AT T ( Nielsen et al., 2019) . fii ]
DeepTMHMM [ 3% ( https: // dtu. biolib. com/
DeepTMHMM ) Xt 24 55 B8 17 4] 1) 55 JEE DX 3 4 152 300
(Hallgren et al., 2022) , {#i F] SecretomeP 2. 0 [ %4
( https: // services. healthtech. dtu. dk/services/
SecretomeP-2. 0/) Xf E 25 8t 43 W4 2 (1 3 47
(Bendtsen et al., 2004 ), f#i J PROSITE [ %%
(https ; // prosite. expasy. org/ ) ¥f 2 JE R 7 41| 1) 235 #4)
RN 2 R AR X R AT I ( Sigrist et al., 2002,
2005) . {#iFf] ProtParam tool 347 3 (https: // web.
expasy. org/ protparam/ ) Xf &S & FR & E AT 0 M
( Gasteiger et al., 2005) . ffi ff] Cell-PLoc 2.0 (http: //
www. csbio. sjtu. edu. en/bioinf/ Cell-PLoc-2/) Tl i
ZH 1 %€ H57 ( Chou and Shen, 2008 ), fifi i NetNGlyc
1.0 (https: // services. healthtech. dtu. dk/services/
NetNGlye-1.0/) W%t 2 FEW2 Fr 41 N BERAL A7 i i
T ( Gupta and Brunak et al., 2002). ffi
NetOGlyc 4.0 3% (https: // services. healthtech. dtu.
dk/services/NetOGlyc-4. 0/) ( Steentoft et al., 2013)
PL & YinOYang 1.2 [ 3§ ( https: // services.
healthtech. dtu. dk/services/YinOYang-1. 2/) ( Gupta
and Brunak et al., 2002) %} 2 L2 751 O-BEpE L (L
AR O-I50 M Bk 5 22 XA T 3, i /] BLAST
25 4% T H (https: // blast. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/Blast.
cgi) HATIF N30T, A RARBUT 51, L P 51 Z [6] 1Y)
[F] P54 (Johnson et al., 2008 ) . T2 HLMR 751, {7
FH MEGA 11 %2k 1 ClustalW XF H 550 J5 , I I6: 3 g
TOaR 7 9, 8 R Ok B DR 1 X, ] e AL AR
(maximum likelihood ) 47 R GEHEALRT (4 22, IF H.
P 1 000 ¥R 1Y bootstraps #E47 464 ( Tamura et al.,
2013),
1.5 EfMLP ERFKZRIESH

PL1. 2 955 iy cDNA S Bk, fii ] Primer
Premier 5.0 #f4i% 1t RT-qPCR Fr 25191 (F 1),
1M EAMLP 3 (K 75 2% /N g it Wi W] % & B B A4
Pk B S SR IK B S Ve, R T TB Green®
PremixEx Taq™ Il ( Tli RNaseH Plus) ( TaKaRa,
i) 1) & 7 S8 I 52 O 5 & PCR Y Step One Plus

(ABI, California) b 34740, SR &R (20 pl)
TB Green 10 pL, 1ESZ M54 (10 mmol/L) 4% 0. 8
uL, ROX 0.4 L, ¢DNA 2 uL, ddH,0 6 wL. i
.95 C 30s;95C5s, 60 C 60 s, 40 4~
Mo DL EfTubulin /E R NZE I (Paim et al., 2012)
TAIRERILE 3 W EYF MR ESE . R 27
FAXS 5 & Wk 3F A B R ) & Gk & ( Livak and
Schmittgen, 2001) , A [F] % & B B # 4H ZURF S P 1Y
FEIR 535 LA G I I B ) B PR SRR B AR 1 TR
1.6 EfMLP E[H dsRNA &5 1 RNAi 547

BT BRI GFP (X HR) 1) cDNA 22)351]
it I 6 Ay dsRNA A B9 (1), B 17
RiboMAX™ Express RNAi System ( Promega, Wisconsin )
RN E VLS dsEMLP2 , dsEfMLPA 1l dsGFP,
JAGH I JoT £ R B i 5 o

ABFFEAE R Ty AT H B9 BE A A9 RNAG 4b
PR Parafilm J55Je 3 3Rk (HE 85, 2021) 9
SRCRT e Ay ) MR T T 5% T T REME O AR
W, dsRNA YL E g 300 ng/ L, LA dsGFP fE
BT RA, 45 B 1Y Buffer 3 S 25 1 00 IR
H(CK) . TEFRE M —BUN I /NG 1 5 75
M, 30 S8 1A NMEERA L 2800 1 h YU RS 26 A
TN, DI i 20 A B 0 HE T aE AR &
B ORI IRRE 6 T  , W Gl AR, e B 2 T/
FORESFSEN 11 9) . R AP E 6
AT R 2 T A, T TR RNAG i i A 08K
HORFETG g0t LU dsGFP 125 /g i i
YER XTI, 43l TR s 12, 24, 48 172 h isf 4k
/NI HZ2 IR 1.5 57k IEAT qRT-PCR A H
PrRAER I RIA B . BOEAFTG 3R (% ) = (AhFEZ X
FENE 2/ 28 U BRAL U TR 32 < 100,
1.7 HESH

ffi ] Graphpad Prism 7.0 Fcf:] 14, $odfs 4b 22
500k DPS B Ak R 48 (Ji R X, 2020)
TR ¢ RGr IRV 20 BT T 2R A () 1) 22 S I 3 1k el )
BN T7 22 0 M7 \Tukey & HSD 3& 5047 3 2170 K LA
AR 22 S i, 2R WA MK P <
0.05,

2 #R

2.1 EfMLP EREWEIERIBLIST
HAAG 4 556 WSS/ NaR - I EFMLP JE[K]
cDNA 2K ¥, 430l Heaw 4 & EfMLP1 ( GenBank
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Table 1 Primer information used in this study

514 S5 -3) it
Primers Primer sequences Use
EfMLP1-3’ 1. TCAAGTGAGGAAACAACAGTTGT 2. GATTCAAGTGAATCTTCAACAACAAC RACE
EfMLP1-5' 1: TCAGATTCATCTCGTGATACAACTGT 2: AGTTGACTCACTAGTGCTGCTAGAC
EfMLP2-3’ 1: TTGTATCAGCAAAAGGATGGTGAAAG 2. CAAATATGGGATAATCCAGATTACCTG
EfMLP2-5' 1. TGATTCTGAAACGACAGTCGTGGT 2: CACTTGAGTCTTCAGATGATGATTCT
EfMLP3-3’ 1: TGGTGGCCAGCAACCTGGTGGATTTAC 2; CCAGGGCCCATCGGCAGGATACCCAG
EfMLP3-5' 1: ATTGTGCCATTAGGACAAAGGAAATC 2; CCTTGGCTTCCAGGGAATCCTCCGG
EfMLP4-3’ 1: GGTGCTGGATACACAAAATACGACT 2: TCAAGTCAGCCAGAACCCAACCAGCC
EfMLP4-5' 1: TAGTGAAGAAGTAGTTTGAGTGTTAC 2: GAATTTTTTACAGTCACCTTTAACCT
UPM CTAATACGACTCACTATAGGGCAAGCAGTGGTATCAACGCAGAGT
EfMLP1 F: ATGAATCTGATTCAAGTGAATC R: GTACTTGATTCACTGAATCAG 2K cDNA 3§ 1
EfMLP2 F: GAGATGAATCTGATTCAAGTGA R: GCCTTAGTCTGAAATGCTGG Amplification of full-length
EfMLP3 F: CAAGATGACGCAGCTCCACAA R: CGATTATCTTCTGTAAGGAG ¢DNA sequence
EfMLP4 F: GCTGATGACGTCGCGATGGCTCG R: TCATCGATGTCCCAGCTCGTT
qEfMLP1 F: CCACAGAGTCTGAAGATTCCACCAC R: TCTGAAACGACAGTTGTGGTTGAGG qRT-PCR
qEMLP2 F: CGCAAAGTGTTCCCTACCC R: ATGCTGGAGTCCGACGATAAG
qE{MLP3 F: AACCTCTTTCAGATGCGACC R: TGGGGCAGAGTTACAGTCG
qEfMLP4 F: ACAAAGTTCCAGCACAACGG R: TAAAGGCTTTGCGGTTGTGG
EfTubulin F: GTGGTGCCAGGAGGTGACTT R: ACCCTCTCCGACGTACCAGT
dSEMLE? F: TAATACGACTCACTATAGGG R: TAATACGACTCACTATAGGG —

AGATAGTTATGGCTCTTTTCCCTG GGCTTGTATGATTTTGAGTCGG
JsEMLP4 F: TAATACGACTCACTATAGGG R: TAATACGACTCACTATAGGG

GCCTGTAAACCCTGCCTCTG TACTACTGGATGTGCTATTGGACC
dsGFP F. TAATACGACTCACTATAGGG R: TAATACGACTCACTATAGGG

AGAATGGTGAGCAAGGGCGAGGAGC

AGATTACTTGTACAGCTCGTCCATGC

TRILFEmR TT Bsh 17X 518 R ECT 1 F12 9 RRE 1 s 2 83 154, The underline position represents the T7 promoter region ;

the numerals 1 and 2 before primer sequences indicate the primers in the 1st and 2nd rounds of amplification, respectively.

Bk 5. OR504428 ), EfMLP2 ( GenBank % g 5.
OR504429) , EfMLP3 ( GenBank %555 : OR504430)
1 EfMLPA ( GenBank %55 . OR504431) , ¢cDNA 4
K 3.3 ~6.1 kb, Hi EMMLP4 ) cDNA K31 25,
TOUI 4 IF AR BEAE 4 6 033 bp , Mg ft 2 010 >k
i 5 foc 6 0 S EfMLP3 T30 () FF i 1) 132 4E 4 3 024
bp, 4ifih1 007 NEEEMR . EMMLPA A 4> F i fe Kk,
k1 208.6 kD; EfMLP3 [#f5:/IN, 4 97.5 kD, Fi i 1)
PG ZEHL H4rHh 4.64, 5,12, 5.03 Fl14.7,3K0] 4
A~ EMMLP ¥ )& TR P 8 1 it . WPk 2 B R 7 7 5]
T L 50% DL Rtk S R R LA 22 SR | I8 R
F,FFG MLP [P SHRE . T EIMLP Y545 22 v 78
YR AL, BInT BE AR . EIMLP3 & T 51H) 57
SRS 1A 21 aa WIS 5 KD 751, 0 b
()R %1 i MTQLHKILYITAAFSIYIAKA; EfMLP4 %
FFSEA 17 aa W55 IKGm 57751, 4 bt 1) 5 51
5y MTSRWLVLCACAVLVQT, 4 N HEREE (3R 4

A5 RELE R, [ i) EfMLP1 F1 EfMLP2 28 (A5 31 19
NN-score #424 0.6 DL, Pk, Fe 15 I EMMLP3
H1 EMLPA S 28 W50 E 1, 8 T 0 W B RG FE AR
1M EfMLPL A1 EfMLP2 AN 355 IKFE 41, 4500 T >
JEEZE A RURGRE B 11, (AN HEBR 38 o 28 L8R 11 49
Wigttis 2| A4 (Zheng and Ge, 2022) .
2.2 MD M FNFAERF 5

MLP J& T &5, B w0 O-Ib
Al A A5 T2 B MD 45 # 35 ( Fass and Thornton,
2023) o L5 BT A AR W], EAMLPT 1) 2 2 iR 7
I EA 2 ASmEE O-BBEILAL MD 25445, Jy MD1
(55 440 - 673 i E LR ) A1 MD2 (%5 813 —1 256 1if
RBIEMR) , 5 225 PR (30.7% ) TR &R (25.5% ) .
EfMLP2 [a] S50 ) 1 4> B2 O-BRpEILAL Y MD (5
220 - 466 3/ 2 HEMR ) , 22 % TR AN I3 2 MR 1Y) % & 73 Jil)
S 34.0% FN126.7% . EfMLP3 &A1 N8 % 23.5%
IR MD (25 647 — 1 004 i 2 £:i2 ) . EfMLPA4
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WSR3 4~ MD, 435115 MD1 (55 255 - 341 {i;
LR ) . MD2 (55 441 - 833 i 2 FE R ) Fil MD3 (55
1702 -1 837 {3 MR) , Hh 2 &8RS Rk Z, i
W E]31.0% , 39.4% F136.8% . B EMLP2 4 Fi
MIE] N BB AL A 25 40, EIMLPL T %) 1 A4S 7655
814 fif ZFER M N A FL AL A7 25, IMLP3 Tl 2] 2
ANTESS 577 F1 586 i & R MR 1Y N A 3L AL A7 55,
EfMLP4 JLFF 2] 5 A4~ N ORI A0 A7 5, 53590 76 26
118, 266, 442, 1 701 F11 882 (v &I,

MLP 385 A AH 7] 5% 55 B AR ) R R & )7
G, AR WG 4 4> EIMLP ¥ & 3 T & & )7 51,
EfMLP1 4 3 Bt sRBC 8 & 7 91 53 0 9 Be TTTS
ETTESSTTT .10 Ef SSSTSES L) K 6 Bt SSESSTSTT
TTT (EE . EMMLP2 i MD H kBl 1 BrE A 3
K5 31l TEQSSSTSESTSETSTTTVVSESSSEDSS
EfMLP3 44 11 Br GPQGPSAQFPGQ [ 5 & ¥ 41
EfMLP4 () MD2 A 8 Bt QQSSSSG (1 & & J7 41,
MD3 H A 14 B QPGQPGQPG B P41, R HE

EMLp3  (——— ()
evrr4  HOEOER O
Have1 HONERO-O—OmEmO-
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HaMLP2 _-

AT AR B MLP [ 2 5 78 7 51 FRAE 4, iE & B
EfMLP1 F1 EIMLP2 I fe7E 45 s Bt GLN &8 IX,
FE ¥ QQQQPQSLKI 7¢ EfMLP1 (¥ 2 Bf GLN &
XA E R 6 A 3 IR, T A TE EIMLP2 (1)
GLN HAEXhELE 3 K, EMLP il T HZA W
GLY ‘& & X, i X Il N ¥ 5] GSQGGAPGFG H & 5
Ko AT UL 4 A~ EIMLP (935 & 47 MD S5 8438, A7 7
MLP %54 B 8 &2 P4 (H B2 P F K = A4 e
JE RN 5 B A AE — i (1 25 5k
2.3 MLP fj CBD #4315

XFoEbE Y 4 > EIMLP 17 LT Bi4h & Y fig sk
( chitin-binding domain, CBD) Ji i (& 1), H
EfMLP1 1 EfMLP2 >k % %23 CBD Z5#44%, EMLP3
MR EA 1 AMRSFRY 2 8 CBD S5k 5L, L
TR 45 A U fe BUPR SF IXOB KRR 45
CX,sCX,CX,CX,,CX,C, EfMLP4 &4 10 MESFY 2
B CBD Z5 #3800, R R 4549y CX; CX,CX 5y, CX,,
CXs_11Co

' {55 kSignal peptides
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- HhiHE E 45 Mucin domain (MD)
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Fig. 1

Structure of EfMLPs from Empocsca flavescens and MLPs from other insects based on amino acid sequence

T ERIEY AP GenBank 555 Protein origin species and GenBank accession numbers; EfMLP1 —4 . Z5/Nagkif#i Empocsca flavescens, OR504428
OR504429, OR504430, OR504431; TniMLP1, TniMLP2. #3407k Trichoplusia ni, AAC47557, XP_026747627; HaMLP1, HaMLP2. #74% it
Helicoverpa armigera, ABW98670, XP_049693344; DmMLP1 - 3. B & J g Drosophila melanogaster, NP_524024, NP _996054, NP _652552;
McMLP1, McMLP2 . f545 7 1% Mamestra configurata, AAL17912, ACN52067 ; CcMLP: ZFFifg Cephus cinctus, XP_015595092 ; LmMLP; V.3 Kig
Locusta migratoria, QKV49919; AeMLP. [X] L% Anopheles gambiae, AAC08530; AsMLP. i [C3Z L Anopheles stephensi, AEY77529; SeMLP .
YOI Schistocerca gregaria, XP_049861009; NIMLP: #j K&\ Nilaparvata lugens, AQL58581; LsMLP; JK K&\ Laodelphax striatellus, UUG47375;
SIMLP; {75 K&\ Sogatella furcifera, AQP26312. |8 2 [fi], The same for Fig. 2.
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2.4 RHZEXRE

AR/INERI I Ry SO0k A B SR R A,
FFR ] MLP 2 2 1R ¥ 91 — BOHk: 3 888 (I8 T
40% ) o FRGEHEALI (18] 2) B, MLP 2 3L 7R 5 571
AR N A 2 A ] 1) 22 S A R, i /N L
Ky SO e S AP A ) MLP 8 43 B[] (4 53 52
LB FHIRCR R A MLP 2880 32 25 5 5 B ALy 4
A TCAH I, A I AT e 5 HZh R r Ak AR G,
i EMLP1 il EAMLP2 54 & EVAF  [7) JRE S 55 , 1%
KRBT CBD Z5H 5, 2280w i 38 o W i 2
B R 2R . 1T EfMLP3 F1 EMLPA. 5 4 44t
HaMLP1 ( ABW98670) ( Fang et al., 2009; XI|/NE
& 2011) YN KIS Locusta migratoria( Zhao et al.,
2020) RS DmMLP3 25 (4 [/ PR, %08 8
HZ8E A CBD S5, wk e B s Al 8 1
(insect intestinal mucin, IMM ) 2 BBl K A B 22 4H 43

E{MLP3 OR504430

EfMLP4 OR504431
TniMLP1 AACA7557
HaMLP1 ABW98670
DmMLP3 NP_652552
McMLP1 AALL7912
CeMLP XP_015595092
LmMLP QKV49919
McMLP2 ACN52067
EMLP1 OR504428
HaMLP2 XP_049693344
DmMLP2 NP_996054
E{MLP2 OR504429
AgMLP AACO8530
AsMLP AEY77529
TniMLP2 XP_026747627
SgMLP XP_049861009
DmMLP1 NP_524024
NIMLP AQL58581
LsMLP UUG47375
70 SIMLP AQP26312

B2 R RAR A T 5 TR LR 91 0 2 /N
-9 EMLP e HoAth B L MLP (9 3R 48 % A
Fig. 2 Phylogenetic tree of EfMLPs from Empocsca

Sflavescens and MLPs from other insects constructed
by maximum likelihood method based on
amino acid sequence

PR IRORIBAEREES . The scale bar indicates the genetic distance.

2.5 ZHNGEIThE EfMLP B F 5B 2 RIA 4
EfMLP1 F1 EfMLP2 7E55 4k J5 ik B L, 4 R
WITE 3 i g e ik ik B fe v, 55 0 RN R B A
Fb , 00 PR 1l L 2 B R 4 S v i ik, HLA 3P
Al AL b Y 3R 5K o B3 T 2P A R R Y
(P<0.05) (K 3: A, B); EfMLP3 TEA [ K & B
(B AR AT, 76 5 I HURI) 1 A i Al o v
(M 22ik B = TP Rk & (P <0.05) ,7E 1 -

4 {7 HORIA) P A s v ) 23 o B AR O h
(P <0.05) (|83 C) ;1M EfMLP4 7E 1 -5 {45
3Kt = T I RN AT B A B i e (R 3
D).

EfMLP1 1 EfMLP2 7E 55 /NS 0 W (14 497 381 4k B
A5 U B AR ALY R R AR, B (ST e YR A
MRk 7R HA L ZURRE B8 7 A ORGSR B S
FIREMAL(E 4: A, B) . EfMLP3 il EfMLP4 [)3%
IRAECARBL, 70 M AR A BE g s 4 i 38 v Tz
ik, HRB RN AR G LU o & Hop
EfMLP3 e Jg A b 3 15 it e sy , A BV R v 38 5K
Y 4 4%, T EMLPA WIAERRE 325k e (81 4
C, D),

2.6 RNAi %8

AWFFERAFHT 4 SRR R )8 T IR AR
] g MLP 280 KR4 2.5 5 Al 45 5 00 1) e B 2
RIvh ik 22 5200 Ry B 3 () EMLP2 F EfMLPA 47
RNAI J5 22 525, qRT-PCR A I 2% L 3% W, 1) i
dsEfMLP2 1 dsEfMLPA R 43 5145 S0 il 25 /NG - e
5 WF KN EfMLP2 7l EfMLPA (33K (B S: A,
B). 5 M X (M dsGFP) AH L, 18 1R
dsEfMLP2 24, 48 F172 h I} EfMLP2 {)33k 535
WETFHE68.1% , 60.9% F198.2% (P <0.05) (&
5. A) AW dsMfMLPA 24, 48 F1172 h it EfMLP4 ()
Tk BB B T 41.7% , 98.3% F1 98.0%
(P<0.05)(El5: B),

AN LI KW (8] 5. C)  7EmIIE 24, 48 il
96 h i dsEMLP2 4b B4 B 8 IE A7 16 2R 4 5k
61.5% , 39.1% F119.6% , i dsEfMLPA b FRLH (1H:
EAFIE R AR 50. 0% , 42.0% F133.3% , KT
B X HE 2H (1R M dsGFP) YRS IEAF TG %, S5 %
B,k RNAL ] EfMLP2 F1 EfMLP4 33k Y0] i
RS /NG IR R A7

3 i

N T 2B BETE A /INeR i B MLP (14 D5 e H:
TEIT ot Wi 75 2 15 A B IO FH 05 3, ASBIF 5 e B 4
T 4 Z R /NG MLP 2t 61K, 30 51 i 44
N EfMLPY -4 38 T HAERS 2 R e PR RO Rk L
IR T HAE S/ N WA (K B i R P A
o MEANME CLBES R R, By EfMLP 25 £
TE4R L 51, ¥ 0] BE 2 W8 B 4K Sh. EfMLP3 Al
EMMLP4 5354045 1 421 117 aa (9155 ik, TCES IR
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Fig. 3 Expression levels of EfMLP genes in Empoasca flavescens at different developmental stages
A: EfMLP1; B: EfMLP2; C. EfMLP3; D EfMLP4. E. Ui Egg; N1 —=N5: 235 1 =5 {335 81 1st —5th instar nymphs, respectively; F: %] /L
J{ H Newly emerged female adult; M. ®]3P4LHERL B Newly emerged male adult. [ FpEdE MEI0E £ Frifiin ; 7 AR FREFRR LN R R BEEAR
[Al % & BB la] 22 53 .3 (P <0.05, Tukey [& HSD 3% ), Data in the figure are mean + SE. Different letters above bars indicate significant difference in

the gene expression level among different developmental stages (P <0.05, Tukey’s HSD method).

gER R o T EIMLPL 1 EIMLP2 R 45
F T T (H L SURR R 2 5A  R H A e R
SRR . R E A Parafilm 55275 )
AN LC-MS/MS 52 B A% 7N - i 7K R I Y 2 1 11 R
G, S E R BOK R MR W P &% A EIMLP2 il
EfMLP4 (2 ik BL (R &3 ) , FAT15H Zheng Fll Ge
(2022) Z5 B AR W AT — 3, TAh H e A7 ok ik &
UFHE R AE LM IR E S 5 KT R fE
AT, R EAMLP1 1 EfMLP2 2 e 3 v m e i % i
20 B P LR A S 0 W B AR A, AT 2 45 e 5
AW Z R EA A 2P
YGRS o ARG H ) EAMLP B 8%
IR ER AR, LY & A 20 1 A m B O-FE3L ki
HE & 22588 AR U 2 R AR FE ) MD S5 458,
HFoh&H mEEE PR ERT . A%EIN
Ry SR ik MLP 1 MD () 5 & J 41 A TTQAPT (&
215 k), Ht SRR g MLP () & ¥ 5N
TTTQAPTTT(FE & 7 (k) , BIE R0 & E 75 N
PTTTK( E & 26 ), K IL5E#7 MLP ()8 & ¥
I 2 N AFLIRIT S (RTREN 4 ~ 8 4>) , 1 HLAE

2544 | i B R 4 22 YR ( Wang and Granados, 1997b;
ik BE 4F, 2008;
2022) , fEABIFE D AFE iR AR EMLPL th
SSSTSES( &4 10 k) (EfMLP4 f#) MD2 1 QQSSSSG
(FEX 8 k) HI MD3 1 QPGQPGQPG (HEE 14 1K) Y
3BEEFH, WA 11~ 13 DEIER I HEE T,
an EfMLP1 tf 2 By & P41 TTTSETTESSTIT( &
9 ¥X) .SSESSTSTTTTT( & & 6 ¥k ) Al EfMLP3 H ) &
2751 GPQGPSAQFPGQ(H A 11 1), 45 R HHjA
i —3, P A B B E G RK w5 Z AR
&, ARG T EIMLP2 th & 29 SRR N B2 )7
FI(EE 3R o URWA 238 R/ NI MLP 11y
HETPHNBA (27 DR ) )y IR R HER
PR AN A 2 ~ 11 ¥R (Sarauver et al., 2003) , 5
HACHME L MLP (%) 2 5L 18 )7 5 F¢ AiE (MD 4544
0 A, sk EE A (2008 ) 7E Fi S A Mk MLP 38 547 1
AR R & Z R ASN & £ X, 1% X 3 N 5 51
DDDKPGCNGNCPE ®E & ik 12 ¥, XI|/NR 4 (2011)
FERRES B MLP s 2 90 T H 2 - K & AR & 4
X, 7EASHT 58 f EfMLP1 F1 EfMLP2 % ¥ T GLN &

Monier and Courtier-Orgogozo ,
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Fig. 4 Expression levels of EfMLP genes in different tissues of the newly emerged adults of Empoasca flavescens
A EMLP1; B: EfMLP2; C. EfMLP3; D: EfMLPA. SG. Mg i Salivary gland; IN; {A&EE Integument; FB: JEH5{A Fatty body: Gut: if; TE: ¥
Hi Testis: OV BRI Ovary. FIhE R P08 = bRiflis ; B B [6) 5 R R R B R R A i 7E AR 2H 1 R) 22 5 [ % (P <0. 05, Tukey [G HSD #)
Data in the figure are mean + SE. Different letters above bars indicate significant difference in the gene expression level among different tissues (P <0.05,
Tukey’ s HSD method) .

A W dsGFP M dsEMLP2 B W dsGFP M dsEfMLPA C & dsGFP -e-dsEfMLP2 -a-dsEfMLP4
1.2r s S = kS 1.2 ns o % ko 120
i) i) g
z 1.0} z O < = 100
= £ 08 = £ 08 w2 80
X' X' ol
® £ 067 & E 06} 52 60
= =& s
= 2 o04} = L 04t B g 40
-E o L. = o YU 3] 1 1
Z .z ®E t
= 0.2t = 21 S 20
= 0 . 0 .
12 24 48 72 12 24 48 72 12 24 36 48 60 72 84 96 108120
AW TA] () TN ] (h) MR (h)
Time post feeding Time post feeding Time post feeding

S RIS NGITBES 50 dsRNA JG EMLP2(A) A EMLPA(B) HHIRS 3 RERIB EA7T % C)
Fig. 5 Relative expression levels of EfMLP2 (A) and EfMLP4 (B) and corrected survival rates (C)
after feeding the Sth instar nymphs of Empoasca flavescens with dsRNA
dsGFP: WIS R Negative control. [P Ry - 3MH + HRufiis s 1 b 251 ns 430 FR PHLE ] 22 53 1.3 (P < 0. 05) MR .3 (P >0.05) (1 46
) o Data in the figure are mean + SE. Asterisk and ns above bars indicate significant difference (P <0.05) and no significant difference (P >0.05),

respectively, between two groups (i-test).

X EMLP3 A3 T GLY B4EIX, HIfF ey MR, HPHA D e A 5 22 i o, 2 Bt
A, PA b E AR DO B RGE , HAE R R, &8 AT SURIEHSA CBD S5, OB HESIY + MLP (1
B FEAVE I MLP JP 50 b AF7E B P 5 2 S B BB N RULT BS54 5%, X L8 CBD 451
G BN THEEFI R E R, AR B 6 ~ 10 MRSF I D2 IR Sk 2 A A BT 7 i
SCRIENREFR A fr it — 22 ST RIERRGIE I A 18] B, DAAESF ]

MLP B R B Uk 2 1 IMM 2 iE e e e BUIREE A AOARE R, A B 7 B B 45 #4191 B A
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(Shen and Jacobs-Lorena, 1999; Wang and Granados,
2001) o ARPEFEACI SR (18] 2) , HE— 200 H7 T k4L
W) MLP ZUEERR PP 91 4584 vh MD 2548 4ol | 20
MR e 5 X CBD 25 My S S5 2 1, 45 & kAR A 19 2
BT, Al R AL T ) MLP i i AR JJE 2 75 35 47 CBD
SE Iy S P RN AN ] 9 26 B, EAMLPL 1 EfMLP2
TEMER R s S M v KR8 , HOR &7 CBD 2544 4k,
54 REL L TREL K A ke TR T
B VB AR Y AF 58 45 2R (Huang et al., 2016,
2018 ; Liu et al., 2016; Miao et al., 2018 ) —%{,
I FATTAE I EMLPL 1 EAMLP2 B A7 2 55 W i 45 T2
BT 4, EfMLP3 #l EfMLP4 th 5 &4 1
110 A4~ CBD 4543k, Z5H9 38050 11 4~ CBD &5
e T WA LT g G (B 1) RSFIX ¥
435 2R CX,5CXCX,CX,,CX, C F1 CX,; CX,CX,5 4, CX,,
CXs_yy €, 15 7K EEA5 (2008 ) HE By SR /N
THSRERE Ik RS 45 00 Ik 119 CBD 45 kg a8 10 {8 <7 ) 51 4%
% CX13-15CX5CX9CX12CX7C Z**@%Z]K—ﬁ[o }J\@ 1
Wl Z LA AE CBD 5493801 MLP 2 (1, ok &
MD Z5kg 31 CBD 2544 3 i 5 i Ay A BoAT — 3L
PG PR 7 PE. 40 kY S0 B K ToiMLPL, A #% 1R
HaMLP1 &4 5 /> CBD Z5F 5, 54 I &4 6 1>
CBD 5438, ¥ 50 A 6 MD 55 46 35 194 3, {HL 2 32 FF
I CeMLP f4 4 4~ CBD 254 38 A1 4% 1 72 1 McMLP2
[ 3 4~ CBD S5 A3k A 75 MD S5 44038 Y #1194
K LmMLP (4 3 4~ CBD g5#18A 1 ~7F MD Iy
#B, 2 NESPE (Wang and Granados, 1997b; Shi et
al., 2004 ; Fang et al., 2009 ; X|/NEEE, 20115 Zhao
et al., 2020) ,MLP {JIyRE S HATTFRY S ARG
Bt 52 R ST o

EAMLP & PR 7 A A ) 2508 52 B0 o1 1) Jd ey B
ZppRE . A CBD S5 s AY 8 1 b H O &
EfMLP1 F1 EfMLP2 7¢I 5% 5 %) 3% 525 5 5 M Al o
AICE3: A, B), ATREIZ X RhE P10 M e BN 22,
EfMLP1 F1 EfMLP2 1525 /)N I W (1 e Y i v o 57
Fik(E4: A, B), 57e# CaEl HE CEUPAYZHEA
FeiA#E ( Huang et al., 2016, 2018; Liu et al.,
2016 ; Miao et al., 2018 ) #H [, K LRSI H AT RES: 5
TR IE AT A AR, AHELAC EfMLPL
FEMLP2 75 53 ] JL-F- Jo R ik, A7 CBD &5 44 I Y
EfMLP3 1 EfMLP4 2 7 %f i 1Y EfMLP3 #1 EfMLP4
TERAN R B BB I 2], 5 RS ik MLP 3235
BRI, AT LSS AR 1 5T 2 it R 108 o A i o 3
FIREEAT B B A AE ] (22 4E, 2010) (&1 3: C,

D) ; EfMLP3 FlI EfMLPA 7525 /N Wi rp 2 2 | [
i SN OSSN MR ARE A D AN v 24 S
JTZRB(E 4. C, D), 548 FHERA I Ky £
I R IS A CBD g5 44 5511 MLP & FHALE T
TR A Bl £ R B Ay v 23K T HC A ZH LR A 3 11
258 (Wang and Granados, 1997b; Z=32%E . 2010;
XU/NEEAE, 2011) A —2, S50 a] -5 4 b sk i
BERAK,

P R A B T 2 3/ JOER W VBT o e VR
B, VIR LA SR AU S M i B RN RAE A
PR IRE , B 58 U VR ke BR TR A ) 2 21
M ( Tjallingii, 2006 ; Will and Vilcinskas, 2015; %7
B4, 2022) , RNAL $] MLP Rk 56 H T KA
PRI KRG A TNL B AF 0GR NEE 1 KT
R, TN ARDR b B A7 SRR B 3 25 S (T
i, 2018) . RNAi $ilii] MLP 35 J5 #4546 K am HEFh
THUrEK G ASDT |- 5 EFERLUN, Mi7E TNT |- A7
5345 % I 25 5 (Huang et al., 2018) , AHF5T
Hh S AR IR VA JE AT RNAL S04 EfMLP2 F1 EfMLPA
TG A/ Nt A T AR 55 T 2 B
RTERR(ES: C), HMM(2018) NN HF L
AVRIHE REE AP T TNT LA T 0Dk A9 4 0 %8 22
S T HUCE N TRk s i e 2 o IR 4 BEL A3/ 0
AT T FAT A B WA 28 N T AR SR AR S
) A 175 23 R e A A T ][] 87— AR B B AR, i
HEAT RNAT I J5 A7 175 23R e K A7 175 I ) i — 20
F AR, AT SR AT A MLP J2 il Ty B 118 5K
SR T, B RV T ORI A 1% 238 55 22 0 T 5200 1Y)
Tyits i — 2R

RNAi J&—fhiid dsRNA S 5 ko S vk ol H
FREEDR IR HA, |12 I H] T ik R T e gt b 1 3
B AR IR O AU ( Liu et al., 2020) , AHF5E 8
I BEP SEREROR 345 4 2% MLP JEP 51, RNA +
YA/ NG EMLP2 F1 EfMLPA J5 , i B ST 5
R, AL, EMLP 75255 /NS i i IRCRr v 4y
FERIMAE, TR RNAL A s 34 F A o
AP TERERR
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