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Effects of ventral eversible gland secretions of American cotton bollworm
Helicoverpa zea caterpillars on anti-herbivore responses in tomato
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Abstract: To explore the effect of secretions from the ventral eversible gland (VEG) of American cot-
ton bollworm Helicoverpa zea caterpillars on plant anti-herbivore responses, tomato plants were used as
the experimental materials and three plant damage treatments were set to compare the differences of cat-
erpillar weight gain, defensive key enzymes of polyphenol oxidase (PPO ), inhibition rate of trypsin pro-
teinase inhibitors (TPI) and relative gene (proteinase inhibitor II, PIN2) expressions in tomato leaflets
including undamaged, mechanical wounding with application of phosphate buffer saline (PBS) and me-
chanical wounding with application of VEG secretions in the greenhouse of Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity, University Park. The results showed that the application of VEG secretions significantly decreased

caterpillar weight gain with 4.27 mg, which was significantly lower than caterpillars that fed on leaflets
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which were undamaged and mechanical wounding with application of PBS, respectively; the applica-

tion of VEG secretions significantly increased the accumulation of PPO with 109.16 U/mg and inhibi-

tion rate of TPI with 27.48% and up-regulated the expression of PIN2 in tomato leaflets; which were

11.83 or 1.17 times higher than that in tomato leaflets undamaged or mechanically wounded with appli-

cation of PBS. Taken together, VEG secretions of H. zea caterpillars were capable to accumulate plant

defense related key enzymes, up-regulate plant defense related genes, significantly trigger plant anti-her-

bivore defenses and retard the subsequent caterpillars.
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E S E R KGR FACAFE I U Rk o 72
YR T — SR EE e PR R (S
% ,2015; Erb & Reymond, 2019; Pan et al., 2019a) .
P B % SN W b R 23 XA ) 18 B — R 91 1Y)
BB AD5 , (R Bh 2 1 B 53 A 40 3 0 381 0 BB ) A
WA (Schaller, 2008 ; Hilker & Meiners, 2010 ; Bric-
chi et al.,2013) . Az BHE 1k R dUCE
TR W A A5 5 W BT, 23 5 Sl AH R %) 77 8 5
)i (Walling, 2009 ; Hogenhout & Bos,2011) . A AT
Ve SR SO 25 THFE F B BE & BEIR, i LA IE#
X 43 B R AL O AN e e SAE ) H B R
(TR B , A AT 1] T AR AR B A A 2 ) B A e it (%
kA e 4 ik, 2005 ; Erb & Reymond ,2019) .

L HL T MV A s M AL ) L A X 3 S U
1R AU 1 () F 25 5 W o, WA I JLAR 1Y)
WF5E 4 & (Felton & Tumlinson, 2008 ; Acevedo et al.,
2015) . Reymond et al.(2004) F1 Wu et al. (2007) #ff
FEFRWIMEY RE I 53 % B RO Sy 3 AT LA £ %67
i 155, IR AR (R B A B 7, T D AR ]
I, Frankliniella occidentalis BUE % J5 W) & i B
R A A BT i 2 e T LA O A B
i A G PR R4, 2018) ; Halitschke et al. (2003 ) 11
Maffei et al.(2004) W52 WA Py it o U3 B 1 10
A3 WA v R A8 PRI R DX ) B i B T LA 3471
MRAZ BB B O WY MY 2 A S Aok
5 A ) 5 A DG BE PR 1y e ik i b, fifHL P AR AR
SE B A 2 sl TR P 546, 2017) , Bl R AU
Tz BRI BEAL, e A KRB
(Wang et al., 2017) . % i %8 1L i (polyphenol oxi-
dase, PPO) F1Ji% £ [ it 111 il 551 (trypsin proteinase in-
hibitors, TPI) | {Z FEFE TAEYIAR N, & 2K F1 1R (jas-
monic acid, JA) {55 7% SiBR M E L W), fEAHY)
FICAEAE £ B R AR AR Ty TR 8 A
(Cao et al.,2014 ;4% {2 PH%5,2018;Pan et al.,2019a) ,
HoR i R 2 B I AR i 5 e i R R R

TH 1) TH AL, 520 B RO AR s SR
() 55 H, PR P 4 ) 52 % Y 4= F (Felton, 2005
Cao et al.,2014) . & [ F#41 ) 1 (proteinase inhibi-
tor 11, PIN2) & P 5 JA 5 5 34 A28 1) W 30 2 ik ik A
(Howe,2004) , RHIEG= I £ B 1o 3 RE IS5 5 PIN2
FEPA o Rk B R W DA 0 75 S bt L B A
RN bR RN Z —, MBS hi 2 S5 ER R
Leptinotarsa decemlineata W &% S M A e, %
it PIN2 BN ik 1 B, PPO 5 £ TPI
PR LT BEP R 2 SRR g A KR T
[%(Chung & Felton,2011) ; 7£ /N2 I B |- W58 i € 1]
PR R TG 5 L /N22 1 4 vh PPO I 1 A TPI 4 i 2 44 (i
LI, W A AF 3 A e 4 R G (Cao et al.,
2014),

figfi B B A 1 S s ok b g R
14 T 13 0 TS SR s o 3 P MR A LA B i A T
ShEH R (ventral eversible gland, VEG) 43 44 (Muss-
er et al., 2006; Schaller, 2008; Zebelo & Malffei,
2012) . 1T VEG YR B A REM K 2= T SER AL,
B e Y AR, VEG FT AR R i S 2
fif Hh IEHR IR B BB A i 7 20 A K VEG 43
L7/ R N R T 7/ R v UV B = s Y
(Bhonwong et al., 2009; Zebelo & Maffei, 2012) , 4
YA SRz 3] 3k 6 - A ) v B PRl I A A S Al
I 14 B 480 B2 v #% J7 (Acevedo et al., 2015) . g
VEG 45 FIYE I J7 28, Zebelo & Maffei (2012) 4
B 1) VEG 43 WA A] RE & A1 RE 5 1R HE W B )
N A5 3 R EDE Tz R i IE A M . B AR
VEG 73 W) 5 40 (75 ST SOV A5 G (Zebelo &
Maffei, 2012; Zebelo et al., 2014) , {H )& VEG 534
V5 A B A S Iy T T A b o IR R Al i R
HAER R H ARG BB AR, Befl I Ay EAEY 1Y
B E R R FE A Z (Pan et al., 2014; /N5
85,2017) . AW VEG 43 WX WP T vk i 52
M) , AR5 AR FHAE AR ) B3 A S 1 T 2 2 AR & Ak
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7t — 2 N RS L Helicoverpa zea Z S ATIIFSE ,
e o AT AR AR 5 WU 5 U Pk PBS 2%
MR AL AT 5 R TR VEG 439 3 Fpab 21, 5
B 3 AL Bt i R 5 SE AR S B &)y s (A 4
g, %) L 3 A [l b R it it e 2 A 4 G S
PPO FI TPy 2R, L 3 RO [RIALFEZR Sifint A e
B AEAH OC LR PIN2 A SRk 1 928 4k, LIRIR A
9% VEG - tEAi ) 5 B B b i /R 4 At
HISARHE

1 Rl57%E

1.1 ##

At B RS - SN AR S H NI T 38 Bl Rehr
P AL T 5E T R Al B2 |, gl U TR
RHIEA TR ML, DR A&l B3 TR R 25°C AH R B
(65+1)% JGJEM 16 L:8 DI A T M54 i 77, 75
K 2 5 g U TSR . A FCA Better
Boy, Bl 38 [ M. fh Wy 47 Il K

TR S A RS - A IR AR 6 Na-Xof F R
P - LG 20 R T R Eh R 26 ARG (mERR , 36
Sigma-Aldrich 23 7 ; R LA MM Be i, 22 [ Alfa Ae-
sar 3 Hl 5 i 72 i cDNA S S50 &, 52 [ Applied
Biosystems /\ F) ; FastStart Universal SYBR Green
Master Mix, 7% [£] Roche Applied Science 2 7] ; GoT-
aq” Green Master Mix , 3% [E Promega /A ) ; H & {5
¥ L E o, BEE, 35 [ Scotts 23 F o
SpectraMax 190 £ i bR 1% , 3¢ E Molecular De-
vices 2~ f) ; GenoGrinder 2000 #F BE #1 , & [ SPEX
SamplePrep /A A ; 7500 Fast Real-Time PCR System,
3% [ Applied Biosystems 23 7 ; SZ51 344K W {57, H
7 Olympus 2 7 3 B a3k , 92 VWR Corp 2
Al 1-36VLYGIRAE W 74 , 5C [ Percival 23 7]

1.2 &
1.2.1 £ MAFE & 4 S VEGH sk 64 4] &

Rt FLAE R 10 Sk R/N—Z A L PR S 1L S 18 %)
o, K ERCE 20 min, R G SR ), R IR
— L B ARSI R [ e AR b, FF VEG R
S 7E BT T 100 pL B IR A Sl it B
YR VE e LRI EE VEG 438, 10 3k 4 210
££ 5 WL VEG 77 , £t T34 44 0.1 mol/L pH 7.0
PBS ZZ i1 20 uL 9 1.5 mL EGLAF T, O 1ANBES
ISR 25 MR o
122 EARH R4 RIKE T AL6gm 2

RIT 2017 4 9 HAEN F52 4 e WM 37 K2

WA T o AR el 11 H OGR4 T, B BIRE K
B 12 m, B5 1 8 m, A 5 3.4 m, HIOGIRZE K IR
BE R 25°C, HARHRIE N (65+1)% ,6JH11 4 16 L:8 D,
FEEAR 13 e AL A TR RN 3 BL AP 1,10 dJ5 8
BR Z R, B R ZE T B L RR R A T
T R/N—2 KR E T HOGIRE KM R 7%
il 20 d 5 B3Rk 2 it 1 it 2 @ BRLARAR , B U 34— 3K,
HA 4 Jr ot eI R 3 n e, LSS 4 Rt oy
AT AR WU 5 VR TR PBS 22 vl FIHLAR
PIIFIRAR VEG 43004 3 R B, AR BEE 5T 101K
AT AL BE < 0 7 AS RSO Ar] Ak 3 5 MLAR 5 497 )5 i
PBS 2% il Ab 28 : 1 1A~ 2R 5587 £ 1 em 1 30 uL %
W25 W Sk A B Feont e 3 I DK EE AR 2 1 em
AT 1A A2 2498 0.6 mm /ML, FE57 BI44% 0.1 mol/L
pH 7.0 PBS ZZ /11 20 pL; HLARAS 03 )5 Tk K VEG 43
WAL : B 1SR BT A 1 em 9 30 pL BB VR A5
SLAEAR R T A R KR AR ARG 1 em A04T 14>
B2 0.6 mm/NL |, IFr BPTR$E 1125 pL VEG
SRIBIRE S . AbPEA8 h)F , BY T AR A BT A b B
A B L A E A 1 mL 1% BRI
30 mL SRR, B SRR AT Sk 4 HB IS
FRAS He 2 04 By BRI HARHE B 4 d )5, Fri Aok
SRR TSR A R E R I, ARG N
=435 AR T - PR
123 FRRAEF vt A 0 X 4B E e m 2

e ni v A AR S o A B A R 1.2.2,
AbFE A8 e , 4300 A B b A BT AT A BRI ) 2
B BTHCS0 mg i ZH 4T, A 2 mL B0 A, @
BB O A A D R, BUR S & T -80°C K
Fe O, FH T B0 G B RS R A D

PPO Vi P A 2 - g A Ab 38153 391 B 50 mg ¥ ¥
(I 202, P EE DL f5 B T B0, ml 20
BN 62.5 mg 2 2 I ML BE B 1Y 0.1 mol/L
pH 7.0 BRI 2% phifk 1.25 mL, 5840 E 4], Tk L
5 min, T4°C .11 000 g F &L 10 min, A MEEM,
PR MARIL S pL EIEWCE T 96 fLak T, LAAS I
FE it Ry Xof B RS FL TP R FTINAS 3 mmol/L pH 7.0
MINHERZ Y 0.1 mol/L WM ¥ 22 /i 200 uL, 2531R S
J&i 96 FLAR LA Z DI RERE AR T, 7F 450 nm
I E OGE, AR AR Sk, PPOTEE DL
it gl AU FE T, B U/mg.

TP A I 2 - B AR AL BRI S0 mg ¥R AT
A2, BB ES 5 & T 0, O E
I 62.5 mg 5 05 M e i A 1.6 mg CaCl, Y
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0.046 mol/L pH 7.0 Tris-£h iR 2% ¥ 1.25 mL, 7847
TRA1, Frk E#E 10 min, T 4°C (11 000 g T &0
10 min, B HME WA I 10 pL ISR E
T 96 FLAR P, LAAS A & Sk xof B, AL 43
A 0.046 mol/L Tris-#hFRZ% thifk 80 wL A1 TAEUR B 1Y
JHREE IR 10 uL, &35 F & 10 minJ5 , [0 B4
FLIIR AW 35 A % 2 mmol/L pH 7.0 Na-X H
AR o 5 - LK 2 1R R Eh R R 19 0.046 mol/L Tris-
ERBRZE WP 100 uL, FTEAMR AT K 96 FLAR LA £
IREREFR Y T, 76 247 nm PR 2 WOGAE , £ Fh
AEFRE AL 6 UK . TAEMREE AR A UK 1 mg
AR H BEA #5211 mL 7Y 1 mmol/L Tris-£5 g 2% i
W . TP = (1-FF 5 IO 6T BRI S B ) >
100%.
124 FRREAREHR R FPIN2EAR AR £ A F

Z i v A B F A I R A B VA ] 1.2.2,
ARBR 24 i, 4390 A EERR AL ER AT A A B )3
B FBTEC 100 mg M 2H4H A 2 mL 25045, i
WK B A AR A P R U S T80 CYkAR
HORAE, 25 o EEFPALBIER 100 mg v ZR I 214
2: [ Chung et al.(2013) 77 ML 30T 4141 RNA , %
HE 7R 7 i cDNA S s i ) & 1 B B A 7 s 7 5
cDNA F-20°C vKA 1 O- A7 o 7 i b7 180 4H O 5E
PIN2 (1) ¢ 5% 51 91 77 51 (F/R: 5'-GGATTTAGCG-
GACTTCCTTCTG-3"/5"-ATGCCA-AGGCTTGTAC -
TAGAGAATG-3") FINFH 2 B K iz R 514
¥ %1 (F/R:5'-GCCAAGATCCAGGACAAGGA-3'/5'-
GCTGCTTTCCGGCGAAA-3")Z M Pan etal.(2019b),

¥4 I8 GoTaq" Green Master Mix #2415 B fifi FH 7500
Fast Real-Time PCR System #1735 i 2%t % 1 PCR
Pih . 25 uL ¥ 4K R : GoTug® Green Master Mix
12.5 pL B 5 19145 1 uL cDNA A4 2 uL, ik
E25uL, ¥R . 94°CHIAEME 3 min; 94°C AR
1 min, 55°CiE K 1 min, 72°C ZEf# 3 min, 3 301K ;
72°CHEAH 10 min; 4°CARAFIHFIR IR . BEFhAbBEE
2 AR EAEERB(E (cycle threshold, C,) A 155k
FbR7E2ZE M4 22213 (Livak & Schmittgen, 2001)
S3ATT 3 AP [A] L BR 3 I 7 v PIN2 PR AH X 2%
KT, PIN2 BN Rk i i 45 SR 01T log, 446t .
1.3 HuRSH

I HCHE R F SPSS19.0 -t AT Bl g it bz
FH Duncan [GRT &2 M 25 1L 725 5 W 2 PEAS 6

2 BERE5HM

2.1 VEG#i#3tEiMiasd REER I

HUEE 3 P b R i T SE AR S e 4 A AR R
Z A 2 5 (F,,=1.09, P=0.35) ; BUE A4
PUB IR 10 I 143 Bk PBS 22 vl s AL A 452 403 I U4k K
VEG /I i A 4 dJi , S PIARES 4l LAY 4
T A 14.55.11.43 Fl18.13 mg, =& Z A 57
% (F,,7=50.57,P<0.001) ; SEYHARAL 4y dU A H 3 fin
918 10.99.7.77 f14.27 mg, =FH Z 8] 2% 5 W%
(F,,=59.93,P<0.001, % 1), Hip & At &t
SR UNARES R4 AR S i i 22, B LA
PG VR K VEG 43I 3 At e 0 SE P AR 5t 4l

IREI I b

F1 BETELEEHEMFREMNRR RS HNEELENE

Table 1 Weight gain of Helicoverpa zea caterpillars fed on tomato leaflets with different treatments

sl AEFRFTAE (mg) AL PEJE A (mg) RE A (mg)
Treatment Weight before treatment Weight after treatment Weight gain
F 44 Undamaged 3.56+0.12 a 14.55+0.60 ¢ 10.99+0.56 ¢
HUBRAR 35 94K PBS 2% vhif 3.66+0.20 a 11.43£0.45 b 7.7740.44 b
Mechanical wounding with PBS buffer
BUBAR 35 34K VEG 734 3.86+0.08 a 8.13£0.22 a 4.27+0.23 a

Mechanical wounding with VEG secretion

B B E R . RPN [R) 7Bk 2R 78 28 Duncan [GGf B 22 K6 5678 P<0.05 /K F-22 53 . 3 . Data are mean=

SE. Different letters in the same column indicate significant difference at P<0.05 level by Duncan’s new multiple range test.

2.2 VEGZ i3t #&7n B < i E 1A 20
A5 AU 3 )5 TR K PBS 22 thif A H LA 4

P JE R IR VEG 4314 3 Ak 2 73t i 7w 975 40 5

HEREF PPO I 1 (F, ,=155.39, P<0.001, [&] 1-A) F1 TPI

IR (F,,,=26.04, P<0.001, 8] 1-B) 2 [a] i &5
BUBAR 3 J5 U 3K VEG 4314 1) 36 it F i PPO 1
Pt =, UG 035 Ve 4K PBS 2% ohif 1 3 i - A v
PPO G VER Z , AR A5 40 19 3 Al it v v PPO T 1
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1%, 20 %14 109.16 .38.30 F115.43 U/mg, 3 Ff kb3
F o e ef TPTA 1 %5 PPO i ke S5 A ), HILAK
P15 )5 R K VEG 23 W69 1) 7 i it v TP A ] 2%

e, WL 07 5 14 1k PBS 22wk 1) 3 i i
TP IR 2, KRG E i b TP 2
K, 5350 27.48% 13.42% F14.79%.

e
=)

150‘ A g\g 7 B
7 - c
= 4 30 A
#H S 1007 L
~— £ o
o =
o E =g 20 b
g B A
& 8 504 b =8
é 5 g 104 4
. . CelE ,
R HUEBIE AU )E K HUEHGE SR
Undamaged  ¥3KPBS Y,%*fk}/EG Undamaged  ¥&3KPBS f;’]%}}kVEG
Z U ZMR U
Mechanical Mechanical Mechanical Mechanical
wounding wounding wounding wounding
with PBS with VEG with PBS with VEG
buffer secretion buffer secretion
Kb Treatment

1 AEAEEFMM B C#EE PPOEIE(A)F TPI HIHIZE(B)
Fig. 1 Activity of defensive key enzymes PPO (A) and inhibition rate of TPI (B) in tomato leaflets with different treatments
P P s R P S B bR iR . AN ) - B3R 28 Duncan FGBT 52 M 25 10K 56 78 P<0.05 7K F-25 5+ i % . Data are mean+SE.

Different letters on the bars indicate significant difference at P<0.05 level by Duncan’s new multiple range test.

2.3 VEG9in3t&in PIN2 B E B RiZ =AM

RA 7 AU 5 VR TR PBS 22 il FHL A
Y3 J5 UK VEG 2349 3 Fl kb R 3 75t i R 0 85 40 AH
K FE R PIN2 A 3238 5 2 (A A7 7F I 3% 22 57 (Fo0=
305.76,P<0.001, & 2) , H A LA 47 5 U 4K VEG
AU R BT PIN2 3R B AR ek R
3 2 AR5 AL 05 J5 TR 4K PBS 22 vl itk i) 7
A Y 11.83 5 A1 1.17 4%

5 6
i 2
k22
z = a
) ; .
REis W E VI e
Undamaged ¥ RFKPBS  RIKVEG
S PaRliL)|

Mechanical Mechanical
wounding  wounding
with PBS  with VEG

buffer

KbF Treatment

B2 FEAEBEAM A PIN2 EE AN RiLE

Fig. 2 Relative expressions of PIN2 gene in tomato leaflets

secretion

with different treatments
P B S S A bR R . AN R B3R 78 42 Duncan
PR 2 22 TR K B0 7 P<0.05 /K F-22 57 3% . Data are mean
SE. Different letters on the bars indicate significant difference

at P<0.05 level by Duncan’s new multiple range test.

3 itig

AR EER BN, 5T 2 AL HAH L, BB AL
WG 5 R K VEG 20 W 25 it 0 SE N A 428
oy AR I AU A 5 R K VEG 43 i
Fe i B B A S S PPO T 14 FI TP SR L K
B AR SCHE DR PIN2 A ek it 38 T, RIS
Fi4S Hu 4 L VEG 73 W) vh & A REAS 175 T B i Bt 1R
5 6 52 7 R 384 %2 IR F- . PPO I TPL & JA 15 5 148
AR PR SR T, 7R OO A £ 1 B ORI [ A A
1277 i 195 6 5 B £ {6, (Pan et al., 2019a,b) . HLIK
403 J5 UK VEG 43 W9 11 25 i - v PPO 3 H:F
TP 22 0 35 7 vm , SRR Y JA 55 i A bk 56
PHARES L4 HU) VEG 20 W30S (TR AR A3t 45
2005). 47F FAEYONEE RO ES S SR
() B AEBILTR , LB A AR N — R 90 B AR 2 1 A
LA T R & |, o PPO I il 1 45 S A 40
U B R R BELIE B R3O B SR E
()4 115 (Felton et al., 1989) , TPI fiE 454 B H Y 1Y
AR BH 1 B SO AR 4 20 23 2 SR e, o
HH B AR B 1 R R AR R s SR A Ak e TR
K, K AT 2ZMH (Wang et al., 2017; Pan et al.,
2019a) . PR AL 0 5 T K VEG 43049 1)
Fe At i SE MRS gl R E G it i, TR
FERVE R 2 HES S B I R S L R
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Fe i R v Bl 4 G B T PPO i 4 A1 TPT 1 i 3 14
I, ECRLP hir 22 DA S Hugly o it AR AR TR [
(Chung & Felton, 2011) ; Mt it 5 ] & FH i )5 7N 22
Fi v PPO {75 1 TP A ] 5 Ja 25 3 o, 850 fi 49 sl %)
IINFZE B Al B P P ARG (Cao et al., 2014) 5 53l 53 77 3k
Spodoptera frugiperda W WEWR RES T H 5= K &
K F 19 TPL, HUES U PR 5 1 B 13 M e Y 174 71 % R T
Jo M B 4y A R N R R (Acevedo et
al.,2018).

VIR (5 T i i TEARES, —H
PAH I AR PR 105 , B AH DG 35 PR e TA T |-
A, (AR AR SRR R AT 1) 07 40 5 0 B 7
SR (05 ,2018) o ARBIFFESS A W BN 03
JEURER VEG 43 W) ik 1 AT 5 753t i v PIN2 R
(R Xt e 28 B A, PIN2 5E PR A Y B A 5 v, JA
G5B bR L, R USSR B VEG 434
A7 5 3 il A BT HL B 48 B W . 4i Korth & Dixon
(1997) K PRIN B K ik Manduca sexta W 1 1 B 4
REMR 44 5 PIN2 B K] (463K ; Tian et al. (2012) BF
FERWISEYNFRES L il T RV T 0 JA 5 5812
o S HED PIN2 BRI A A, (EH g el
A2V PIN2 JE [ 1 ; Zebelo & Maffei(2012) 4
B KA S. littoralis BUE ARG IV IS, LR I7 0
E N ST o B R A B R g R b
&5 IR S IA (G 5 53548 ; Zebelo et al.(2014) B
LA R WIEHSERIK S. exigua 1) VEG 53 BE
S T T30 97 R DX T A 49 5 (] e A 40 7 A 2
FAOCHY — R GRS ik & B, JF 72k Re |
KECHE RERKRAL B Y . e 4h, Maffei et al.
(2004)WFFE 25 S 22 B B H 1 I 40U 2175 A Y B
A 52 07 1) e PR

H |, VEG 70 WA 1A S AR Y B 48 52 8 77 T8I 1)
SN T B B, VEG F3- W4 ke =20 IS
PRI 53 AN R FR B A DL R OB AN [R) 25 =AY Y
L 1 VEG 43U (R 20 43 2 S UL R A i 35 7 2 4
[P NG RE A Rt — IR .
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