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b [ Rl B e A B, AR AR T S AR I R R S S &) AR N R S, T
510650

e [ BB k2, 651100049

TR VE RGO B, T AR I 524088

HE: H % (Ipomoea batatas)Z T ZRAH), KB EH MR 2 T EHF FH, 5 FE2HE LT (Cvlas
Sormicarius)ty RE g, EBHF DL FIRAELR T RALIBIELF T2ENL., ATEAT R4 248
HE At T E87 (G8N Ay % TR B 5 EARE X £, IR AL 24 he)G8THrt Fu AR VAT 4 1 40
SH, A ARAT T 1395401 1764 2 7R, &5 & THR RiftAdb 55 F AN FEREZ, FFRIET S0k 8L
FEER M. BB QB F . HRPARRTFTARHZFLREAOF LA DTk ke HEAR, B3
AE ZNALAFFHEBEX, KA HF DTy TS R RAERIE L, T HF e TFH

Fr B AR K R AR F R F.
KRR M 7 ERT, R T A AR

H 2 (Ipomoea batatas) & tH 5 & E R A
REVEAEYD, & &0, EEm. 4R ARG a a4t
SEEEH IR, SEREE L 12 i (Loebenstein%
2009) . & E A H MR T AR A ORI L 5K (A
5 00077 1iky), g 1 [X A 1 B 2 11 H 2 7 1 (Zhang
262009; Yang252017; FAO 2020). 4R #&H 5 /7
SRR, TR . TS HMXUHZENR
H (Cylas formicarius) N ¥ 1 HUESNE R (G K
2011, HE NG FZ@EE M fr . i fk
RETXANFHE, IFAZBEMENGS, ™HEE
W H i, SRR AT E T ERNFERER
(Reddy 2015; Johnsonf1Gurr 2016),

UL AR, XA AL 5 AE i 23 1 BLE B 5
ARIE, Wi RESAEYE(Zhang%52017;
Miller2017) Jz H 5 0= BlE A= P a2 18]
A BAE FH(Nguyens§2016). 438 S H & B d
Yok, MY Bas — R0 755 B EPT
i )z N (Howe FllJander 2008). {EF8 4775 5 54 [ 4
i, BRERERESHFERBE MK XK1
WMYC. MYB. WRKY% KA, LS80 Fif
2[RI 2 1A Sk 18 42 iy 48 1 . (Erb AT Reymond 2019).
BeAh, IR R, M2 et B R B 5 AT
TR TR M WAL S DL B e gk — 2

P, HARIE MY 5818 1 U0 X Le 1k A5 015
KIEB)H S P RS, MR (Kalske %
2019; Meents%$2019). H FiIA XAEYH0 AL )
W7t 2 B p A AR A, o H 2 i B b H L
RIERD, FEED T HURAE YN RS TT
[ (Anyanga%:2017; Chen%$2016; MeentsZ5$2019).
R 2 /N G R ot 5 R ) 0 B BB S 4 AL
AR = . BN R —faFH e
T 1 DT 2 A 7 g™ B T L, O U it
FERRZALZBIE . AR AR BRI
MM By slig AR B is gy, R, o | S Pk
R B U 248« /N R PO et H oG i Ak [
ThRe BT 78 A0 N A A 21 2

B — AARNA 7 (RN A-seq) A1 38 £ 70 Hr i
ARHIGIN, A5 PR 2k ke U A8 R AR o 45 21
T R, BIAE AR 5t O 2k R 4 A5 2 ) AT 42
N, R SRR BRI FTEE R 22 e FIRR AR (Wang 55
2009; Ward%5$2012). RNA-seqii R B4 I B
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%€ B RUICE W a 260 T 1 58 R R B 5
(TassoneZ52017; Miiller5$2019; Xi%2019). HHr,
O RIE S R H A T HERAE
VERD B i ARG 5B 5 A DG T R Y SRk /K P AR 4k,
e 1 AR A H 2 0 K A ) DR 5 A H
AH 5 35 PR % 0 48 (Firon252013; WangZ52015; 5
BA%E2017; Ji%%2017, 2019). i< T/ G B EUE B
B AH IR S AT FUAE AR ILARGE

AR L T2014~20174F 1 18] 5 282 6 vk
5 58 I [) H S R TR T ()T AR AR AR,
65 NG8T) AT % e, R T HE AR
RSP R R . T RIEH 20 A O3
BRI, A0S BT BA K F S 56 A4 L3R AT 2 P4 LR 2% 1
T R N S g R AT IR P S, 6 A R
Z MR /NG U G I B FNERAR 147 AN [R] ief
i) p AUAS R AU B FR R LA, i — 2B 00 E T
G87HE I I (A FIEL AR T OC &R . BT otk AT
XFG8THE /NG FHL 4 hifg i i FATHUAR HEAT T 4 5%
Moy, JH /NG B A O 5 DR e A
EPUHRE PP AR AR

1 R57HEE

1.1 #HRHES

H# [Ipomoea batatas (L.) Lam.] i Fh] 287
(‘Guangshu 877, G87)H1)" AR KA L
Bi sk 2B et o K BB B H 4, o
e T v B R A7 B A p A A el 2 A = A () 8%
7, BV N A T A Ve ok LI EAE30 emff
RIEIE R, B TR A KRR = (ER28°C, 6/
W98 ot I/16 hARIE) A8 E 51 R 3~4 ) AN
3 R T [ R A e e A A el e
1.2 HEPMKBREAFR

HZ /NG W (Cylas formicarius Fab., ¥§3# H,
B RN S T AR K R RO B H
b 0 5 M A3 /N G RS S (1) T S8 A Py e O
ek, BT N @ dlmFRZE b R el T 87 i
Pl S AR %, 157516 28°C, 1R 60%, 17778
BT AR UG BN R AR i
NGB E (A, EE). HEYR
(B AR) I |, deHE45 HiES H RN /NG B 4y

BT — R TE 5 7R L (RF 10 H) B PETAF 4k il 2%
SSCEAR10 0, B FEIR R R IR 5 b s 2
LR AREE24 h, L E28°C, WEJE60%.
1.3 NEHERRHELNE
1.3.1 NREREHERRLIE

53 Pk 3z FH 8] 5] — kR UGR 5N AR I (13T
i H PR 124N, R H Z YR 1 0 Ay
SRV — KN Z)5 em>2.5 emx0.5 em [ 5 {4
Bl B EL6H ) I B T 685 9% ML rp 47 /N %
BA AR B iR 5, SR IR MCE 10 R S Tse L
WAL EE24 hit)/ NG W S RITE/ N R HELES. 6,
9. 12 15018 hikf s H 2 PR (4% 35 12 B2 (i
MBOBATG T FEOHEAR 0 B T e =
15 77 ML A %) FEZH (Mock)
132 NRERREAHEMN L E

a3 PRI A K = A R R 3~4 JE % HLOK
JINARLE ) 3 5 O 8512, T A T 347 £ B
2910 mm, Jf eI 4% 60 25 A T DA G 48,
B6 I Fr 43 i B T2 10 HULAk b B2 0 /N % B (R 6
AR FR LA 3EAT /N G B R B S, 43l
ENRHFEE2, 4. 6818 hit Giit M A w42 R
FoE (AU S 405 FRE 6 i 4 i BT 6N o B S
5532 ML AR ot & 2 (Mock)
133 NEERRIESHAEEMN FLE

43 Pk I FH 8] 3~4 J& s B K 35T 10 H il
RSOk, BEARBTIT K£920 em ¥ FL 2%, JE4EA
FKIHETE b IR RE 973 d, BEPRIE 2 v K/NH
IR SR F, 6N A% 12 cmx 16 em
IPETELF 4 26 45 (5 10 X CL HUL Ak Ab B () H 2 /18
FZEYD B R AT NG R g R A
NI, RN R EHEE2, 4. 6818 hat i F (I HRL
B (RIS RAT ST 6T APETLF
Y LR 4S5 M B 6 i VR xR 4L
14 HERHRS BTN EREL

ARF FH 8 S7. 0% FH IR0 PP AN A R A0 BT 8,
P BOIAR B N GO R AR N L
FHUR D ZAEN AR R (TR BB i B2 %
T %<2), B DL HORLEH AR o A p bk, Ho, 147
R L dE BLARZ01~2 mm g, 24 HUR LR B
1% %13~4 mm Ak .
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1.5 HERNARZE

ZME.ZN.A. Total RNA Kit I (Omega)ix 7 £
(R6827)FH ) S RNAFE L I T AR BN R L
AbPEA W) B R H 0 . BRORRE S OR RRZH A AR
[ ) ) 25 A R 7 5 F AR R A B ) RN A, {4 FH &
B AN AT L4y 96 1 BioSpec-nanoll iE RNA K
[ ¢ H.OD1H
1.6 HERNARFHES

/INGFR B 3 0] R ) B A e R
RNAZ A1 FI e BRI A48 J5, B H B R AR
BHEA R AR A5, J E)fE A Ultra RNAFE & ]
#1877 & (Ilumina) ¥ RN A-Seq 3 £, F1# FTllu-
mina HiSeq 2000~V & #4777 =AM & EW
HEAEM RS M 5 8 T3 s 4 2% 57 50 i, LA
#Ei% K4 % (False Discovery Rate, FDR)<0.05 H. %
IS EE>2 Ry B, FH Cuffdiffie 7 hh 2 5 04 4
(Different Expression Genes, DEGs)#f 1T % & . 1
H B A BN S 1topGO RER A0, 1 47 52 K] A 4
(Gene Ontology, GO) & fE 4 1. FEPH ThReid Bk
F DL R EGHE BE kAT NR (NCBIEETU R & AT 41),
Pfam (%5 9 K %), KOG/COG/eggnog (& A5 B
Z AR EE R %), Swiss-PROT (N T84 [ FyERE (1)
E AT VIR EE), KEGG (R #3E R 5 3E RAH B
B4 )MGO FEEAM). [EHKOBAS 2.0% 1}
Ky 72 5 375 H R (DEGs) (973 B AN 8 43 K (Xie
2:2011).,
1.7 LR E BPCRIGNE F FRIAKF

Z [ Promega Jx % 5 357 6 1 B 1 7 v
MMLV-RTase (Promega, M531A)¥ Total RNAIYSi 4%
S cDNA, {# FHKAPA SYBR Fast gPCR Kit Master
Mix (KAPA BIO)#ILightCycler 480%¢ ;& & PCR
X (Roche)BEAT S 92 ) 5 2 (QRT-PCR) ik 46 Ao il
SRS IR AR R D =AY ER, (FH
IbTUBYE NN S FEIN, FEMRIE — SRR
THEIERI I RIE & . AH G R 2 0E BT (19 51 Pt
RIFTR
1.8 ¥EHIT

1§ FHMicrosoft Excel 20105 4%} pr & #5453t
174511, 14 FISPSS Statistics 25.04% 1 #4%) £ ¥a
BEATT7 2253 BT (ANOVA), Fr A #udls DL A i 22

1 RN H s R R R IA 1 51 4
Table 1 The primers used for expression analysis of the

selected genes in sweetpotato

B K4 SIMIFEHI(S—3)
IbTUB F: GTGTTACCTGCTGCCTGAG
R: ACCGACCATGAAGAAGTGAAG
IbSAMT] F: GTGCTTCACATGAATGGAGGAA
R: GATTGTTGAGGCTGGTGTAGAG
IbSAMT?2 F: CTTCTTCCGCACCCTATCCA
R: GCCTCTACACCTCCAACCTAA
IbMYB74 F: CTGTGAAGCTGGATGATGGTT
R: GCAGGTCTTAATAGGTGTGGAA
IbSporamin F: GTAGTATCTGCCAACGCTGTAG
R: CGAGTTTGTCTCCAACCTTAGC
IPHHO3 F: CGCCGCAAGATTCAGGTT
R: GCTCCGAACACTCCGATTG
IbKTI2 F: CCTTATCTCCACCGCTCAACA
R: CGTCGTGTTCTCTGGCTCAA
IbCYP79D3 F: TCTTACCTCTCATGTGCTCTCG
R: CATCCACTACTCCGCAACCT
IbZEP F: CGGAGCACTTGTGGTTGAC
R: GATGACTACGAGAAGCGATGG
IbNAC59 F: CGTGCCGTCCTTCATATCC

R: AACTTCTTGACAACAGCCATTG

FRow, ZHEYE 2 AT 7 =R R e, 3T
ZANT, P<O.05SFRRE B EMZER . ffHMicrosoft
Excel 20108 4-1E &

2 SLIGZER

2.1 NEEAREGSTH FFRIRAREEZETL
AT HT 38 G B AL ) H S A R GRTHEAT /N G
R ERENALE, ROUHEMA LS5
WA EAFREENRERE. A THEANRTE
FOALI /N GOH B AR AR, AT 53 T I B3 ~4
W G8T A 2 B Fr (Mb 1 30) 5 397 e e 35 ) B AR
(Hb R 30 BT = N IR LI (K 1-A, CHIE). 25
K, HEIUMRAA DR PRI T, /E3816 hi)
T A KA S5 R, T AE6~15 hia] Bl A A K
R (E1-B); R 7R B A S A 16/ G H LA A B
N, TE2F14 hi RS A B S K, T 7E6 A8 hif) Hy
TSI K AR 2 (B 1-D); M 7 JE B AR 2% 116/
SR AN T, 204 hHu s R0 4 B2 i
126 h2 J5 HUR S A 22 A B (B 1-F), 3E sk
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Fig.1 Statistics on injure degrees of the storage roots and leaves in sweetpotato G87 under weevil feeding treatment at different times
AFIB: /NG A H Z H TP I AN [ B[] 28 R B e vh; CRID: /N G R 2 B Ak Fy 11 I S AN R I i) o5 s e it BN
F: NG B AR B AR SR (] 5 SR B Ge it o AR S 2 BEARR AN IR I ] 5 B Bofre 7 12 3% 72 7, BILP<0.05, A1

GUNEIE SRS

AR R 8RS BAR AT R AL oL — 2.
gi B RTA, PrA AR AL 3G i de S O A
B fa E RGN, HAAE /N R HHCR6 hy HR
AR I (40% L) 1), Tk e M R AR A7
FERCR IR RE AR AL AN S U6 hjE
TG KB e, MR ERLE N RIEU L
ZEL ARSI S A H4 hiG8T BRI R ERAR
VBN B S A R BOM 2% AF

2.2 NEEEIR G B ARG RB LB AR

N TR TRV AE R /N SR e S R R A
5, FATTA3 I I B T /N G HCE AR 3 o AR
WRBEAT T e A b

EH EI2-AR] 51, 7ER 7 HUE Ab PR 1 i S AH LR
gy, H ik B B (i T) 5 s B O
A M)Z (BT 3954 22 e B ], R s & i LA
1 0667, NHFERFI3294; 1] 7E HUAR H £ 4b 2 1) %
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Fig.2 Transcriptomic analysis in the leaves and storage roots of sweetpotato G87 by weevil feeding treatment
Az G87H Jy FERAR i /)N G A 11 22 57 B DR 5 JRL 20 A, MERZRMockonf IR, TER7R /N B AR B Be I A AR i B /N 52 FREICfr 22
Sk R E GO M 73 ik L(H I GO RYIE R B/ A7 GOVE R [ 3 [K %< 100%) -

SR LS B i, SRR B AR B (R T) B
AT R (HARM) Z [ 1 1764 22 e B ], Horhis 5‘
FURIER8TIAN, N IHIEEFZ054N; i 4t
FEAEZE R AL 3T3A4S, K fEmt i 5HR I EJ:
WIEF3234, BFESF FIAEERE21AS; iy 5HUR
AH RS B R R B, AR R BT SR R
FER21A, fErE N U TR B BE R 8 A . it
Jr 5 YR A A 0 22 R R DR il D T 0224
8034, 2 THLFIfFAEZ R AR, iREM Y
PR 5 22 3 SR O VR e Y .l EI2-B AT AT,
FE T H F FTHRAR #4 S 41 22 57 5 [ Unigenes {1 GOy
KEESITRY, M SPREE S 2 R IEFGO
FRAVHPL, E 2 EEmRKALEMNEiE 5K
(carbohydrate transport and metabolism). 2 FE 1]
#1312 548 (amino acid transport and metabolism).
JIg B %32 54Xt (lipid transport and metabolism).
AR 1) 1) 5% 12 54X (secondary metabolites
biosynthesis, transport and catabolism). %3 515
‘5% 5 (transcription and signal transduction)Z5: % /™
AN SRRy PRI o3 - X

DA EZE SR, A/ N R IR AR H G T
J RO P ECf w87 5 R 3 B A s K5 S 3R A,
M RS, DA R oA 3, oA
FHOCANE AT 5 A DI BRI T REAE H 2 B A B ok
HEEEER. A6, HEr AR bR e e 1)

VTR AR 2 T 3L A A Y 2R N, TR T e
TEAEZ AP LR e A RA I H NG R R
2.3 HEMWM /NG BERRHEXEREEENRIES T
R T IR H 2 e /N GO R A %
FH, TATING8TH Fr i #e s 2H ik B 7 54~ 548
AR A L By AR SC ( BE K IbCYP79D3
IbZEP. IbSporamin. IbMYB74. IbSAMTI, VLK1
MACIELEM Fr i s 1 22 S BERUBK T2, FFid5d
R 519 J e EPCREEFE R RIE . 45 B, R
IbKTI29F FoAth SANHE [R] 1) 2R IA 7K P AH Bk R A 28
%S FiARIA, HdbCYP79D3MIbSporaminif S
frﬂ”ﬁ;(ls AFIC), LEXT IR =306%; IbZEP.
IbMYB74RMIbSAMTI 115 S 72 B ¥ 7E3 4% LA _E(
3-B, DAIF), MiIbKTI2 5 53R IA(K3-E), X 5t
Jr i S o Bl — 8. RIS, AT NG TH
R 2 S5 AL B0 PR AR B T SANAH ORIE IR IDNACS 9.
IbHHO3. IbSAMT2. IbMYB74. IbKTI2V\J 14~
ANEFELEPAR A SR A 1) 22 S R K IbSAMT T, 384T T
FERFRTIE . G5 RN, 5XTHAHEL, IBNACSY,
IbHHO3 . IbSAMT2. IbMYB74. IPKTI2f)H K%
iE7KF FIF(E3-G, H-K), 2t A m245 0L |k,
M IbSAMT1Z 35 /K5 5% REZH AH b G 22 5= (BI3-L),
XY A o Bl — 3. LR BT I,
IbMYB741E 0 Jy AR v v] 3 15 3 3R 0K, 1 1D-
SAMTIRFUIbKTI2HE R R AE Hrp — AN RS B Rk
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Fig.3 Expression analysis of the selected genes from the leaves and storage roots transcriptomes in sweetpotato G87 under weevil

feeding treatment
A~L: i AT R/ G R HCRL (1 72 S i R 5 B PCRASIN, MR 7-Mock i, TFROR/N G HUE b3 IbTUBAE RN S B R v AR
Foak i, MU FRIBE A —. BRI S X AR Rk B AR 3 2 e, HIP<0.05,

FRRIE, Rt — B EORIE M AR b, B
B R R 2 R T e 2 2 S P R

PSR — IR T/ R T G8TH
ANBRAR B R < M) 52 35 [R R8I 8 5 PR AT e £ H
BV N R FR F AR R AR

3 g
R SRR K, M i X 2 R 7

HE T, T X AR 2B BN R R EAUR
EEXT/N GRS, H O E BB 0GR Rk
P 3 (K] o B At ST B S @

FEL I . 47 S BR B% 1) BE R R A R 4% 2 O L
Fif, HERARCEYEHE— R 5T
AR5 ULA 30 5 AL 5 18 e . (Howe fil Jander
2008; ErbAfiIReymond 2019). /N% FEL £ H 22 40 21
(4% 1) S 08 R B, HUCB R FE (AR AL R R AR AR AL
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HRLHA, B R RN BR AR 2 2 2 BN L R A
R, 2 R8BI R A Hh B e )RR R 15 5
A, FRATT A% BRI Dy /N G ECE e . 26 K]
FIE AT BN B o /N G R I R AR (1)
el My B33 71 395811 17642 5 36 [,
Hi%S BIHRIEIEFE S 51 0661 FIBT1AN,
A B £ L300 110 5 DR OG5 S K, &5 & A R
FRAN [F) L 2R A, 4 T S i 7 H 2/ 3 H L
A0 8 TR (115 3 3R 1 L, TR B R AN SRR
M. [FFGO%r 2 M UnigenesiE B o, X L5
SAF L, WIDNACS9. IPHHO3. IbMYB74.
IbSAMTIFIIDSAMT25%, T2 & T A YR s
A TR, VA A AU 4% RN S AR L
HEZE NGRS R EEH . S FiRiE
KIL, HZIDNAC# 361815 Sporamind& [K DAy v
4 URE 1 F (Chen%52016), DAL ot b &4
DMNT (4,8-dimethyl-1,3,7-nonatriene){F % K& 1AL
HEFETHE RS R N (Meents%2019) .
BAR A S 0 o B A B8 UEIDNAC B DMNTAY,
WHAH L BRI 1 22 3R I8, HH /N R R R AL
PRS2 B AFAE ) 3 1 i e SO AR L, B AR
it

217K R i (methyl salicylic acid, MeSA)
AU R G A E M (systemic acquired resistance,
SAR) KRB B(E 5 (Park552007) . /KRR
FH R 0 % Tl 25 TR SA M TTE A ) 93 U367 480 e o Hp
A% B EAE F (Chen%$2003; LinZ2013), 7EAHY
AW A i B, SAMTAMY AE 1AL SA 5 % 1t
[FIMeSA, [FII}, Bk 22 H IMeSAJR Al 5 4L
NSA, HET SRR 42 SAR, M S 4 bk
Z Y ML (Shulaev&51997) . 76 H 2 G870 B /)
G AT (1 7 S 2H 43 1 R M e S A i ik BT 1)
i, IBSAMTIRIBSAMT24Y HIAE H By Rl B AR b gk
75, XA HIMeSA T A R AT iE 5 /NG H
PUIEA K, WG R A H 7 AR HpAE AL 2
FE S HEMeSAR I 1, FHov] B th HARSAMTIAJE
HFERH . SAMTHR 2B ZE/NEHPLEH
RIEEZAER, frift— 2o,

TEAEY) HE B, B R0 7 (protease
inhibitors)if it FPuH 6 B B A2 BRE B0 = A

B, AR Kunitz 15 85 (3 B0 ) 77 4%
P HAE H (Ryan 2003; LeeZ5$1999). /NG HHUE 4k
HJE, H ¥ Kunitz [ 8 E B0 61 77 2 R IbK TI2AE
P B R IE, EIEATEM B i S
IbK TI2 4 5 [ Kunitz R fif 2% (4 i 40 1 1 i 8 2
EYR R FEGT M. 54h, HE I [ Spo-
raminth 2 A R B A0 EPE, TR SRR BT
B WA K ILSporamink IR 7E HLpl vh 25 il A 2%
ik, R TR F 5 3 R I (Yeh &5 1997; Wangss
2002) . A B S5 20 43 b AR TA R B AIE SETh Spo-
raminf{AEG8 T F FR 0TS JF m Rk, 1 ANE &b
PR PR (1 22 R L R 4 B, X 5 Wang 4§ (2002)
IR 2h R —3. HItnT WL, Sporaminly—Ff 8 %
MHZSREA, REF/NEFSEEERRT
I .

T S IS/ G PR B A B A S LA AT A,
e 5555 SAH R 5 N13%~18%. FT
ORI PR N B R R, BTN T £
ANEESE N PRI R IE . Hod, IDNACS59. IbH-
HO3. IbMYB74%E RITE R 3 S 9+ = K08, 18
M R IDMYB7 43 R E S S R . X WU
TR B SR B D A SURE v . R, RATD
AR I (10 %% S 20 53 A R RS 2 16 CYP79D 3
IPZEPWA %205 S It mRIE ML A, 1o Bl e T
S S B R N - BT 4 Tl 2R R K o A SR S e
B, W~ HE /NG PIME ] RS 2 R R s
VTR O A o X M 2 S 1 42 2[RRI 3 22 IR
BIEHE NG P RIE R EERH, MTEt—
20
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Transcriptomic analysis of the sweetpotato ‘Guangshu 87’ under the
feeding treatment by weevil
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Abstract: Sweetpotato ([pomoea batatas) is an important crop worldwide, but usually subject to infraction
from weevil (Cylas formicarius) in South China, the main producing area of sweetpotato. Given this situation,
it is worth to investigate the gene resources of weevil-resistance and resistance mechanism in sweetpotato. In
this study, based on the relationship between the weevil feeding time and injury degree of ‘Guangshu 87’ (G87),
a major sweetpotato cultivar in Guangdong Province, transcriptomic analyses in the leaves and storage roots of
G87 were conducted under feeding treatment by weevil for 4 h, then 1 395 and 1 176 of different expression
genes (DEGs) were obtained respectively, most of which belong to substance metabolism and transcription sig-
naling pathways. Besides, we selected and verified several potential sweetpotato weevil-resistance genes, relat-
ing to methyl salicylate metabolism, trypsin inhibitor, transcription regulatory factor and sweetpotato storage
protein, and some of them showed tissue-specific expression patterns. These results will contribute to the func-
tion research of the weevil-resistance genes from sweetpotato, make our data available for the understanding of
the molecular mechanism in sweetpotato resistance to weevil, and provide theory instructions for sweetpotato
insect-resistant molecular breeding and relevant agricultural technique application.
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