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Abstract Aphid is an agricultural pest and plant virus transmission vector, which has become a serious threat to
the development of agricultural production. In this study, we summarized the function of the immune system in
the host plant resistance to aphids in terms of physical barrier, allelopathic elements and gene regulation to eluci-
date the aphid resistance mechanisms. Some proposals were presented in this paper as follows: (1) Research
should consider the overall plant-aphid interactive dynamic system; (2) exploring the aphid resistance genes should
be based on the standards of effectiveness and persistence; (3) breeding new varieties should think over the aphid
effectors controlled by plant genes, and (4) NBS-LRR gene family may be involved in the anti-aphid immune re-
sponse. This paper would provide a new theoretical basis for further understanding the molecular mechanism of
the interaction between plant and aphid and the management of aphids using green and ecological method.

Key words aphid; immune response; gene regulation; physiological and molecular mechanism

U0 R — Pl R T RO A e SEAHER 1 R IO A de ) R 08 DR d ™ B 1 o i s R
EMHE AL HETAA 5 000 ZF0, 2 FREAR Bt RS A R R R AR )

WS EH: 2017 - 0623 fEITEMI: 201708 11
E£WAE: EERESV AR FIRE (2016 YFD0100204 — 31) 5 &k #8“ 9487 51 H (2014 - Z28) ; Wi V148 4~ 26 1 42 AR N F W 52 & I
(2014C32008) ; [1 5% [ SRBF 5 4x (31460521) s HFLLA AT ity b v 77 B ARH L 0T 5 00 H 148 (2016C02051 - 6~ 1) 3 # L
ARHETIE (2013TD05)
* WEMEE  E-mail:xlyu@zu. edu. cn



« 12 . 490 44 25 2018

THET KL 4. 2 fCAFRT 40 B o 5o 2 a6 i )
MR o AR TR B 2 L 5 i e
RAHITF =S, 15 I & R U o 1
PR RLTE 1. 5 AR . VP2 0f dORh e S
N T BB REY . BT ERE T oA et AN
TR TARKAIIRS o W e A T o 25 A I 1)
AR FEOUT A2 AP R AR

MR R 280 AR 2w R P
MTRE—E s iE ) e S 7R 5 — R
) EECE . DO R 2 R AR DAAE
ZABHAEY) EECE . BN, B8 Acyrihosi phon
pisum QRETEZFHEY) b Z5H . ik IF Myzus per-
sicae WW] DAZERELT 400 FiAEY) - O JLHAE R T
MAEY) BT LA 40 ANRHAEY . B TR
A A R AR A T B B B B o AT
DA AR R R SR R 2B M SR
FESTENNGS Ik =L AIIE R /SN Ea =)
[ 205 Jot L E BTG, A 2R AT T RE B 1 4R 3 5 — 37
FAEY W 2 AN M BT B B, A SR A
PEZ BB BOROL T b aF £ I, 308 B AT A

N B M Y B AR i A R, Bl B

FER I A Ll d P el it R 78 AN BEHET T A 1 B
5 » HURB T SR SR SR EUS AR

DAFE G FAEA)— W O A B R 58— B0l ¢
T ASBCAEAR ) 1 71 B 35 ) B R 0 A AR A
{14 o7 225 AL A58 56 0 1 A B L L TR 2 G A
A= 3 A RS S ARSI & N 0K 1| 1.3
B AEY) 5 0 B ) A AR AR — P A 21
Sy TR T ZE AT S [ A i R T A R
B BRI st A5 SR Ay FALEE . it 2k
(9 JLAF H o A A0 D AT P 2050 TR B L 3
S AR — BRI PR T S 2
MRS 25 SRR W] L B o A 45 00F sl A 25 77 26 O3 WA AN
O RSk R4 A 0 1 AR s B A ) R
H SR D B =2 [ 8 A A A = AL
Qb XA FRATTAE 73 KPR R R FT— Rl AR
FAPLHI PR T @B M . A SO AR 18 F R &R
SEAEPUIT i R P AR R HEAT T 2538, B T 3% Sk
PAEI AR IEXT A 5 P e R St AT T R .,

1 EYEERERGEEY—HFRXAEF
HHEEER

TEBUFH) 5 000 Z Ff g e v, BG40 45 w] LAk 3

Boa Ay R YR WS R A A TR
TGAPRFPSE . — et i s e R R i 5
PERIE AR A I 285 A e o [R] i oy A
Yoz G B BE S W] A AL, CLAEAL B B 1L
%L S Z4s . fE—Leta Y)W A AR Z
T EACB R A 45 AR . filtn, 22 XU F
Diuraphis noxia f172 X 8F Schizaphis graminum 5
B0tE FAEY IS TR T SR B R R
T8 2 A B0 A A 280 DA T 7 2 A% 38 IO
PN, OR[RIF 2 s 3 H &)y s nE g =
F S Mo e Sy i = T2 s RORHAR) 3 IAR 2D 1 B
LU H s AR BT TR A B R S A i R Ty =,
H LG AU AR 16 28 35 AR T TR A I R,
T ) B P IR HIT A4 40 D P 2 ) JBURE | 5 E B D A
PO RIE AR IUEY) EEE . DL pHL SR N
FPFIRE AR B 1 SO A S-S 1] AT 57 857 He e 3 )
B TAEAAS 058 OB A s U 2 5 A Y
R A

g e S e Y DA 9 5 SRR 1 L 7 T ARE I 24
Hate) B — B B 2 K K R e VA T b T A B
w5 B BORE e R MR VR T T A 2 Y AR S
PI935 5 0 A N et 200 i R 5 0 4 17 S 420
PREE T R i, TS 0 L RE AR R 11 Y R L OO
SRR AKCOIR 55 B R R VR I 430 . RIS e e T
AR T SEAE ) S0 5 38 2o T A1) 1 BB R e i 2
R 5 e AEL ) A TR 7 5% 43 TG R4 A 40 1 97 A I
I B A B T RS R A AT T
S ARLT A A0 G 1 2R W A4, 55007 TR -7 A
BT TE 32 Hh DT IR ) A L e S B S A )
AR EAE R

AR, B W0F B0 PR AN I g e BN S
WFFEES RN B SR SR 1R G (5 5 i B AT e G
AU Jones 1 Dangl #£ 1} T —>“zig-zag”
RRADR A R 5 95 I B Z [R1 9 ELAESY . Jones 4§
NINK - VRZ A R AR ] AR 23 (] 4 b 4o I T 2
T (R8O, R V30 » T AN SR B4R . R AR
SR IR RS T A BB AU T L S ) S Rt
Hfa R fE S B T R B BB U R A
WA T A 53 S B2 R GE» — bR 5 A =R
SZZAR (PRRS) | i) 13 5% 1 1 & (14 i A 0 o s it v
FOGH) 73§82 2, AT LLi% S PAMP (pathogen asso-
ciated molecular patterns) {5 i) 9% 2 v (PAMP-



44 55 2 1)

WA A R0 A B0 % 43 T B R F 5 a0

013.

triggered immunity, PTD 55— D] 2 A7 4y 3 1 45
-2 NS N A S WINTTR S Ky OATS e = Rk 0 3
i Ceffector-triggered immunity, ETD,

UgF R S AR ) 1) A A A AR R H ik
AHERE  F R ORSF 7315 PAMPs 3£ AH 1M,
Ffih AR ARA S 7 AR S SRy (PTD 700, g
HURT LI i 4% 338 55007 PR 1 N 2 32 08 DA i 410 7]
P, [ s 15 80 5 7 2 $i e 2807 PR ¥ ik 2 11 B Je e
(ETS), —SLg )/ H B ] G A 52 (K
R & M. R Z AR AT LIRS0 - JF fil & ETI,
{ERAE PR G O b S AR B A8 52 0L 2R 496 P RE B XL
TR BRI 2 il PTT AT ETI 5K 4%
PERTREAFAE R 4y S . 3 o0 M e e v 1Y)
ESRUEIONGY &2 [ESE Sl G b L7 N 3 o
FI9 BRSO 2 A 1) KPR el Y 3R 1T T R
WFFE AWM 82 A B SR DR B e Y Y 2 AT
HOUMETIFIIINRE. MAETH AT IR BN R AR
IgF onie i A 1 2 CO02., 75 v i o 3R TR Bk I 1Y

C002(MpC002) , 25 3B A bk b 1F i) S8 1 1
I AR M, T RNA T35 5 8 20 i b iy
C002 ik » 23 T B & ) FE T FIP T S8 5 11
WP 2RI AR NG i iR dsCo02 f 27 4K 45 i
R HFER K A UUBR G » 3 25 B A R AL T
B, kT AE Kk Bk e B IR R AT R
(jasmonic acid,JS) /K47 R (salicylic acid, SA)
AT A k5, sigma % GST Jz C002 3L Fik B L
BETE RIS AT RESs LA JA I SAFER{E 55
TR b R YRR 1 P G PR R, AR I e Y
A -SRI RON, B A AR A SR A -
HARRR IR s .
AR 522 ) 1 e R Sk 1L
ST IEAER A AON (R D, Kettles 8 A&k
B, Med7 55— BIA S oxt i e SO R A 25 XA
FIRONE IR~ Med7 25 T RERSF 0 F75 S 22 B B 1 B
I LD HAE AR i SRk B I A 1) S am

®1 PHYNER
Table 1 Aphid effector proteins
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Table 2 Plant tolerance factors in response to aphids

ik 7] LR ES HHHER T % 3R

Plant Aphid species Plant tolerance factor References
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2 MRBRBAFESHENXE

FF XA = R L, AR e R S AR B T LA
2 B~ W o = 1 11 3 SO /I W R e = K 7
TR U AETR AE KHE  AF  DL  EE Tok
BRI ) HERAPE 2 W Bl R o Rk
JEAE FHLY N F AT Ry 0 — PP F 5 1) 2% B A
ARSI A2 P D) 2 48 R 9 T T R A i R B
I WU 3 SR A R S i), I HLFNAE &) S )
PR B 1 R FELR A T
B RG] T 32 M T A Hs D Tl U
AN ek N 1T 3 O = e 71 e o 1 | <K o
SEAEPURAL L BT LU E A TR VE AR MELLIX 43
Ho RS A2 1 I R 14 28 /N T ) 32 B 2 45
WEEOLT 52V 2 5L R 1Y E R (AR )
237 5 NI U WA TR KA 3 ok, 6 A A1
LT T 32 P 5 P A ) S SOIR B 22 1) 7 i

R AR BENE Y B A I R W 5 S e
T IR H 1 MELSE 25 B X AR 4 AR FEES . X
VI 5538 2o 7 TG B I 4 1 1 DA % 235 S 9 e o o
BRI S A R S R R W R g . ARV
JIE 1) 7 Hil 07 2 %k e SR B — E o R VR DY . 7
PO RN AE 8 Artemisia annua R0 HUS 8 %

PEY IR H AT S A 1) 5 R A T 5 R, e B A AR
PrR R (E) -k Je i R A — R & iR (5 550
UNSRAR Y — o SO EL A2 L 1T Rl R T 0 U
T REMH M 25 325 - 7 O BT 2= 5 RO 1 4 3R A 3]
HErh R ST ROT Ho— B3R ) A B AR
ZH U B R AL

TEW) BT OE L B UK S A 85 B T B E R
MR YR A B+ L BEL L PR B BHLZE O A A
Wy ok A B R R DRy — 2 Bl 2 R X BF HL Y
BUE 9 AN 1 A B RS L 40 AOIRAAR | R % o 4 (R
S i, 3§ 46 Chrysanthemum mori folium
AR AR T JE R B AU IR BRAR P IR A
FORR AR RE S A S HU M I B R R FEIR IR Y
E) GPUEIE S BRE S BT 2R AT Al Ak
GIBTRAGHE — B R AR AR S X R R 4%
B L SR BRER W BRI R A S PR AS T WF
G GERRIAS [R) B o b B I B) I 86 %% R 22
S R B R SR R R R T B
P, R S5 LE WA AL B k AR N
EMEE DG B RE S ERKE i
K IR BV AR FT I N BE A RE VAR
AR5 1055 22 07 T 25 5 WF AT Bl B SE — AR A1 A
WE TR



44 55 2 1)

WA A R0 A B0 % 43 T B R F 5 a0

015.

REW 25 7 A — A S PE RO A 25 9 91 Tl 2 £k
HY YR AT R S R T Aok R AT
BEEZTANINAER KT (G OFST, Y3
P E 5B AR ER U R 1 7K T o 5 D)k
Ro. TEEHEJR Hemerocallis fHY) BT BE5E H, LA
Igf AR FE X 11 R 2 B A A5 4 B i R0 2 B I B
(TE RS BOME M 24 b 5 B -3-O- i 2
WE-T-O- B WE 1 5 00 o o0 A 2% B I 38 B o6,

R LD B 52 W R O R OB H NG R BT L
HARE & i 28 BT S R A
SETAFEF DU/ N FEAS [R50 4 L {55 AR
N5 08 A i 5 i B 0 5 A S e A7 A o e g s g
RIS o R SR P BT R R
KB B A A TR AR TP RS RS R
BRI R A O TN A B S 4
I S BB T

R3 EYMRTHYIERE

Table 3 Plant physical barrier resistance to aphids
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W LR BHLA% Hp A B BUAE HEfa P LTI 168
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Table 4 Plant allelochemicals to aphids
=205 YEH i=E7] PiS LoEp e S E= BTN
Allelochemical Effect(s) Plant Category Aphid species References
JEH AR A5 I AT EsL —
Flavonoid aglycones Growth inhibitor Cowpea, Hemerocallis L. Antibiosis Aphis fabae ’
A R PR Bk ki 61
Alkaloid Toxin Lupin Antibiosis Myzus persicae
SRR A A i) 551 B At YAV wF 11
Chlorogenic acid Growth inhibitor Lettuce Antibiosis Pemphigus bursarius
[N AR AR K& e, /NE AT ARAT i WF 62,112
Phenolics Growth inhibitor Barley, oat, wheat Antibiosis Rhopalosi phum padi ’
E [ {EE=R817 A A 551 KRBT INE £/ A=y e ERKE e
Non-protein amino acids Growth inhibitor Barley, faba bean, wheat Antibiosis Sitobion avenae
U e RS L e 2 Hed , B AT Bk Heka KB F 63

Wax sterols, esters, alkanes Repellent, deterrent Red raspberry
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