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AL AYE T CAD1 MR E RS
CrylAc.Cry2Aa B AR &

[ Ll S 1 RN S /N 1 S S SO SR
VAL TARFRAGHPERFR/ FERFRELAER L EE R Ha F R 432000; 24 R
KFPHYHFHEARF R/ R FTRAN AL T R THLESGENI S FEERE, HI KX 430070; 7 M
R ER/GVHES, TR TN 5114005 CF BRLHFEAREARI/ A ASFARESZRT,
P 1R 4550005 A Rk K F AL R F %, 3 d KT 410128

. [ Hi) e R KRR R > — 45858 1 (cadherin, CAD) J&—JS B 1% Bt 2 UK 15214 7R 4045 — (b IR A5 55 6
FI3E ( CsCADT) B3R I W% CsCAD1 21445 CrylAc Fl Cry2Aa B FAMISE S RE ST, [ 746 ) FIH PCR HiR TEfE CsCAD1 3
A B B pET-28a-( +)-CsCAD1 T Fokr e A JFA% FA Wtk BL21(DE3) WP, IPTG 5 R:3kik, BB AL Ni HoEA
glifk)5 SDS-PAGE HLIKAEI , FlH western blot #il ligand blot BEARTHTHE CrylAc Hil Cry2Aa EAMEE G HES) . [45HR ] EHE
RN EFIB MR BL21 b — 120 44 ku A, R R BRI, SDS-PAGE W R B 47 B —, HALBE 54T,
Ni HEEMENr ik iZ B 08 A5 #T Ligand blot 2047, 8558 8K CsCAD1 BALE AT LA CrylAc M Cry2Aa EEASES, [4
] CsCAD1 FE AT LAY CrylAc #l Cry2Aa FEAZS & B EM Cry J A2, TR 25 16 B T CrylAc F1 Cry2Aa & X
ZARIE R DL

KR AR FER A Rk mASSE

Prokaryotic expression of the cadherin gene in Chilo suppressalis
and binding analysis with Cry1Ac and Cry2Aa proteins
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Abstract: [ Aim] Chilo suppressalis is one of the most important insect pests in rice, and is sensitive to Bt insecticidal proteins through
its cadherin (CAD) receptor. To clarify the role of the receptor in toxicity, the binding ability of CsCADI protein to CrylAc and
Cry2Aa was clarified. [ Method] The CsCAD1 gene fragment was cloned by PCR. The constructed pET-28a-(+) CsCADI recombinant
plasmid was transferred into the prokaryotic expression strain BL.21 ( DE3) and the protein was induced by IPTG. The binding ability
of the recombinant protein to CrylAc and Cry2Aa was analyzed by western blot and ligand blot. [ Result] The recombinant vector could
express a 44 ku protein in the BL21 strain, which indicated that the prokaryotic expression vector was successfully constructed. SDS-
PAGE showed a single protein band, indicating purity. Ligand blot results showed that CsCAD1 recombinant protein could bind to
CrylAc and Cry2Aa. [ Conclusion] The CsCADI protein can bind to CrylAc and Cry2Aa proteins, and proved to be a potential Cry
protein receptor. These results may help to elucidate the mechanism of CrylAc and Cry2Aa proteins on C. suppressalis.
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TARYE Chilo suppressalis ( Walker ) J2& 7K A v 2
L XK 3 CE KA R (Qiu et al. ,2017)
KIALIR AR R By 6 — B LA AR 245 0 32 {3 R
SR AL 27 AR 2 A5 AR P A BT 2 (W]
NI 10 H N (TR 75 7555,2013)
e, S RVE R BTIA T B2 A 5% (E W 55
2004) . FEIEPRIHT RO A B IR AR SR AL TR
%, BN 2 — BB Y AT AR 2 1 R B
G A HUE T AR (Tang et al.,2018) o AH]
W BN BEACRE I35 2= 4 27 F0FF 187 ( Bacillus thuringien-
sis, Bt) MR SMEIEE S ALAEY AT L
XPAREE T HUR R RAFRIBIARCR (Hu et al. ,2018)

Bt FEAL A A A2 B Cry 82 FR RIS O H
Ay N AL FE I 25 H ( Bravo et al. ,2011), Cry
XSS H F R E L C A VF24H0E (Hu e
al.,2018) , Cry HEFHH RELIBUS 1 Je e B B AL
N TEBURE bl 8 PR TR B0
AR Cry S iz 2= IR, 5P b B A0 iR
2% [l 4% (brush border membrane vesicle, BBMV ) I |-

SRR AR S &, T — RN B EAR

FH A5 o 7 200 e A e A0 L A T S B AR S T (Ju-
rat-Fuentes & Crickmore ,2017) . HEIZ AR 2 PR
YRR AL FIAE 5 5 A (Melo et al.,2016)
AR S 2 R E RS E, S EEE A
A, ST AL, 51 A 20 5 T 24, SRR SE T
(Bravo et al.,2004) ;{7 55 SEEIF | Cry A5
ZHHE 1 (cadherin, CAD) AHEAE R #0% T 6 Mg™
O ERER 3 S e g e S5 € 1 DR 1A P 2 = A
(Zhang et al. ,2005) , Jurat-Fuentes & Adang (2006 )
PEN T ALAVE S AL AR AR, Tt 2k
PR Cry SRS 2R S G2 Cry RER R
T TERHTHE ( Tanaka et al. ,2013) ., HRETEAFZ Cry
HHZEEARREE, WA H CAD Ak
it Bk 1 1 7R 13 A1 ABC 7% 32 2K 111 %5 ( Bravo et al.,
2011; Pardo-Lopez et al.,2013; Pigott & Ellar,2007;
Qiu et al. ,2017; Soberon et al. ,2018) ,

CAD J2—JMOMT55 2 1 (1 20 i 2 1 5 AR
FI PR AL AN 58 5 oAb id A rh ke 3 B A
FH I RETRE AR M5 ML BT N A5 518 328 42 (Angst
et al.,2001), Vadlamudi et al. (1993) B IR AEAHEL R
ik Manduca sexta L.HP %P1 CAD J2& CrylAb FEH Y%
BHEH, W, AR R B AUREFZEE Cry

HEHAHEAENT VP2 R A CAD 7B Cry R
SEA IR ER AR BIESE, AR £1 48 1 Pectinophora
gossypiella (Saunders ) FIEKYN FE K Ostrinia nubilalis
( Hiibner ) ( Flannagan et al., 2005; Morin et al.,
2003) , BEAh,CAD RIZRAE R 38 CAD 5 Cry FHY
BB EAE R A E S B B A 50 (Hu e
al., 2018 ), % 3K #i 4 W Helicoverpa armigera
(Hiibner) 1Y) CAD £ 5 Hi 4% UG Cryl Ac 8 H A5
FEHTIEAJE (Wang et al. ,2016) .

ANFERY Cry 85 F0 AN A Y B e B e S, B
iR —2 i B it B 22 51 (Park et al. ,2014;
Ren et al. ,2016) . 5%} CrylAc BUBRAYHRES HUG R A0
It i3t CRISPR/ Cas9 K& [H 4 £ AR Rk HaCad F
A, A48 X CrylAc BUbERE N 549 1%, {H 2 Cry2Ab
(M TG 1 25 B8 ( Wang et al.,2016) . Cry 2
TEA R A2 R P [RIRE RE RS 5 AN [R) RO 4l B AL T e
N, 7E CrylAc SEFVERT ¥ 4% MsCAD 1) TnH5 4
MIBEE T PKA/AC 18 % 5| S B JE T SO, fEL2
CF1 Ziffir CrylAc JEARIRTE PKA/AC %, i 25|
TP T (Soberon et al. ,2018) , CAD 5 Cry FEH
A EAERE B H B JURP 28 1A [ T 224 ( Stevens
et al.,2017) o PRI, AFRIZERN Cry SRR
B CAD HARRZEHATHARBISE

0 A I 45 R 3 BT, A RNAG T0ER — AL e
CAD1 HER 5 , —ACIEXT T Cry 2 Y BUSHE R 5
M AL CAD1 /& Cry2A Hl CrylC Y W 7E 32 1K
(Zhang et al. ,2017) , ASWFFTHELIEA Fak ARG
—AkIE CAD1 A, A Ligand blot A/ —fLIE
CAD1 %15 CrylAc Fil Cry2Aa & FARIES S HE ST, 9
AIUE —AGEE CAD FYZIRE, N it — 0 B AL iR 5
FHEL CADL Y Cry 85 2RI AESR AL IS S04 1
HF - MI5EE B 2 R HLERAERT
1 #BEFE
1.1 #ilEHR

AR HOy AR R AR = N
e 20 AR 1 ZARIE 4l BN T ARDRME S | iR
WRLL 10% BEREK o B3R 400 R (27+1) °C D6
16 L : 8 D, AHXEAEE (65+10) %,

1.2 EEH

TaqDNA R4 W (Takara 23 A g ISR SR) &
(Axygen /A ¥l) peasy-T1 & F1 Trans BL21 (DE3)
TR (N A R A VTG (Fer-
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mentas 2\ F) ) T4 DNA i% 4% ( Promega A H]) (10%
SDS-PAGE #EREBC | T F A9 TEMED F1 Tris-base (2
DU EAE Y HOARAT FRA R]) AR 4 2 K (NC B
(Bio-rad 23 F]) , ECL i /] & ( Thermo Scientific 2%
A]) JGLRY CrylAc Fl Cry2Aa 2 (3 — Jg A\ A
Envirologix Inc.) , Trans1-T1 &2 40 N A SL 56 2
147, PBS \PBST 2% i ik Fl 25 1 4l AL s r i FH B9 T
clusion bingding buffer A< 5% 565 % Bl il , Hax {711y
R oAt

1.3 BEZRERENHESEE

FRYE O & R W AL IE CAD1 3£ ] 7 51 ( Gen-
Bank: DQ821523.2) , 2K H Primer3web 7E£R L1455+
P51, 1IE 514 5'-TGGGGATCCATGGTAGCGGA-
CAGCAGCCTGG-3", ]2 [7] 514 5'-TCCCTCGAGTAGC-
CGGAATTGCTTGTTGGTGAAC-3 3 T AH T4 H fit 5t
[N v e SRR Bk A L, 26 1E 1) R 18] 5 |9 h 43 s
T Notl F1 Xhol BEHI 55 ( FRIZFR) . DL ALIE
il cDNA RAIEST PCR 9748 PCR ¥ G A R Ny
20 pL: B FUEG 19045 0.4 L, A4 1 WL, RNase-free
Water 12.8 pL,LA TagDNA A7 0.2 L, LA Buffer
2.0 wL,dNTP 3.2 pL, PCR W 51495 °CFivieth: 3
min ;95 CZEME 30 5,55 CiE Kk 30 5,72 “C4E{H 2 min,
35 MIEFR;72 C A SEM 10 min, PCR F2¥)28 1% 3
PSR RS HL Pk Rl 24k, 342 3 peasy-T1 24k I, 5%
fE3) Trans1-T1 JBRAZ AN, 1537 5 HRICH 1 5 7
e AR T A TARABRA R FI ,

Notl F1 Xhol M) &4 CsCAD1 [ peasy-T1 %k
1A, 48 193 e W8 s e Dk 2l Ak I e i 01 7= 4, H
T4 DNA i FEfitHE 122 [R) BE 20 o AU I B Y pET-
28a-(+) ﬁﬁi,%ﬂ:@] Trans1-T1 EZ%?SQHH@, eIy =
PRI B m X A Ty 5
14 BHEAMNBSRIEMEE

W B TE i Y pET-28a-( +) -CsCAD1 41 FkL
1 wL A 100 pL Trans BL21 82 40 4, A
800 wL Y LB AL FE3E 37 CHR% % 1 h,4000 g
B0 2 min J5, 3 LG, B 100 pL BV EBEDTIE
o), e T & 50 mg - L' RIP%E: K (Kana) 1Y LB
FAR,37 CHRIES IR, % 2 KiEAT PCR Bk,
BC10 pL BseBE IR AY T, T 10 mL Kana W AER
FREEY KIGFE 2 Dy (55 0.5 ~0.8 B, il IPTG
BLWRE N 1.0 mmol - L', T 37 CHKLLIHESF 4 h, LU
AINIPTG 7 FAEABAMERT IR, 450G, BUx sk

IKEERE, 12000 g B0 1 min, & E3&, 1B UTHENN 100
pL 1xSDS % #hif S 2 B 1A, 100 C /KA 5 min ffi 2
ARV, BT -20 CUKFRIRAE . ZJ5#E4T SDS-PAGE
LKA
1.5 BREBM NI HEFEMEgEL

T AbiE CAD J& i A 201k, 5 H 10
mL %A 8 mol + L' JREN Binding buffer S R M
B, A1 IR £ 1Y Binding buffer # BT IE, 7840 1R
5] SRR AR 4 °C 12000 g B0 15 min, HU I
WAE R AR . RN I AR, ST, 5
PSR R S 2T 70 456, S5 10 mL Bind-
ing Buffer YEMRAR R, 15 HAS ] i 12 AR KR T Bind-
ing Buffer BC il AN Rk BE AP (pH I8 2 7.9) ,
MBI B 8 IR, N IR i Al fb
HECHE 10 L AEARES #5147 SDS-PAGE FLIUKAGIN
1.6 Cry EEHEEFIF

FH PBS 2% th 1A fi# CrylAc ., Cry2Aa B & 1T
H, DA LI AR (A (BSA) R MARERR 1, SR HI406
FEEET A A o 2 -0 0t W B, T 47 1)
Cry 1 E-80 CIRAT
1.7 BHBIE B CsCAD1 5 CrylAc,.Cry2Aa &S
I

¥alifbJ5 1) CsCAD1 & 2 NC B, &%
5% MR- PBST 7E 3 F 341 2 h a5l 2
SHAEHRE S 2.1 pg i CrylAc Cry2Aa [ PBST H1,
37 CWEE 2 h; FH PBST Pk NC B 6 UK, BHK 5 min;
SRJ5 5 CrylAc Cry2Aa BT (1 = 3500) ¥ F2 h, F
FH PBST ¥k NC B 6 UK, B:K 5 min; ZJ5 B
FALYIREFRICHY 40 (1 = 3500) 55 2 h, 7 NC [
T, 2R H ECL & &t i, WAl BOnsR 4553

2 ZRESH
2.1 CsCAD1 ZERRFESRIER AWK

WHF A H 40 FORL CAD1—pET-28a-( +) Y BL21
FARIET T 5 308, 8 B A9 1T SDS-PAGE £
W, IELAARIN IPTG #4775 A B PEXT BRI t5,
ZERPaT LIRS, HE A —2F i 44 Ku 2240
MEE AR (B 1A) T i 5 B i Boa i
DNAman BT 4 8 (53T B A5, 0125
H 8 Rk

W2k BT B B 8 F1 4 Ni dE4lifb )5, SDS-
PAGE HLJK /R H AR B— (&1 1B) RISl BT
Al TG %2 Ligand blot 73475 Cry 8RS 55555,
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Fig.1 The prokaryotic expression and purification of

10

C. suppressalis CAD1

A “ALSRE CAD1 HEFBEAZERIE . M, HE AR ES , AN PTG
WRMEEN, 2,IPTC WM EEN , #i kI A8 e
B: Ll CADI A Malifl, 1~4 S350 R BRI AL A

A The prokaryotic expression of C. suppressalis CAD1. M, Protein

standard. 1, Total protein induced without IPTG. 2, Total protein

induced by IPTG. The arrow showed the location of the induced
protein; B: The purification of C. suppressalis CADI.

1~4, Purified proteins with different amounts.

2.2 CsCAD1 EZHE5 CrylAc.Cry2Aa &S

T CsCAD1 & HER 5 CrylAc,Cry2Aa
EHLEE 4T T Ligand blot 5256, J6/E NC B [ %)
M1 CsCAD1 25 4, ¥ 25 R 4R 5 4.2 A1 pg 1
CrylAc 3 Cry2Aa 315 NC JEZ &, 505 5
CrylAc ¥ Cry2Aa FUPLIRES & AR i A T i
PRCH Zh S — s & e T R, 258
FH, CrylAc 1 Cry2Aa H FP¥RENS S CsCAD1 A
gh4G I HBEE CrylAc F Cry2Aa S H SN, Cs-
CADI HEH 5 = HE G AT (K 2) , RUITEZ
fhi CAD A S Cry LA AE S, CADI
HEH SR CrylAc 1 Cry2Aa 25 AV TEZAA
3 itig

Cry HHASE AU BBMV & A MEE S 2
RV BTEME R SR, )2 Cry A% HURE S 04 G
(Bravo et al. ,2004) , 2 F NN Cry 8 HAVEFIALE]
1 CAD fEASS GRS S Gy ARG,
CAD R IWEIRA R ZIRE A TEAF R
P E AR Cry 3R RS & a2k, 30 A —
BHRAENZAEEGEAS Y Cy MGG, CHGE
CAD Fll APN 2 ALK CrylAd BER NG S HEH
(Qiu et al.,2017) , ABFFIESE CrylAc Fl Cry2Aa 85

F AT A AR iR 7 9 BBMVs 454, e 5 5% %
iKY CsCAD1 LA, X AT HEJE CrylAc Fil Cry2Aa
IR AR AR A EZEHLH]

M 1 2
ke 3 o M 1 2 3
250 -~ = 250
130 - 128 o
100 == 100 ==
70 = 70 -
SO PN e i 50 sl
35 ~ 35
25 :;“ 25 :;‘
10 S 10 S
A B
B2 Z{LE CAD1 5 CrylAc.Cry2Aa B H
H&E&

Fig.2 Binding reaction of C. suppressalis CAD1 with
CrylAc and Cry2Aa protein
A AL CAD1 25 CrylAc B AW A M A AR
1~3fKUCH ERER 4 2 1 1 pg 9 CrylAc F A, B: Z{LHE CADI
S Cry2Aa AWM G M BRI ;
1~3 fRUCH EARER 4 2 F1 1 g 9 Cry2Aa 3B H
A Binding reaction of C. suppressalis CAD1 and the CrylAc protein.
M, Protein Standard. 1~3, CrylAc toxin of 4 , 2 and 1 pg,
respectively; B: Binding reaction of C. suppressalis CAD1 and
the Cry2Aa protein. M, Protein Standard. 1~3, CrylAc
toxin of 4 , 2 and 1 pg, respectively.

CAD SEQL T H i b B M, AR Al CAD 1R
NES SR IIREIF AR X CAER T BEH H
HARGH H B HP A5 255 UE (Park et al. ,2014) , —
L H B HUA ) CAD 285 E h CrylA Y
SR AR L LTS L ISR Spodoptera exigua
Hiibner NP F K I AE ( Flannagan et al. ,2005; Morin
et al. ,2003; Wang et al. ,2016) ., HTERHEYFOFEE
PEFN Cry TEHERZHEME AR R CAD B H R
22K (Ren et al. ,2016; Stevens et al. ,2017) , =
ik CAD 25 1 GEE R CrylCa 521K (Gong et al.,
2015; Ren et al.,2016) KM, FEKUTERH: 80% CAD %
HIFEA L FEOLNS CrylCa AYRUBMERRAIL 50% , F A EH
SRR IAR PV A A2 LAY CrylCa 256 B A S A2 1k
(Gong et al.,2015; Ren et al.,2016), ik HvCAD
( Heliothis virescens CAD) FI4IMIRT 5 CrylA FEHS5 5,
{HARES CrylFa %54 (Jurat-Fuentes & Adang, 2006
Soberon et al.,2018) , AH)Z, A #if CrylA Fl CrylFa
TE H. virescens W I i I ELA JL[R] (9 45 & 0005, JF H
CrylAc HTPERY Heliothis virescens 5 CrylFa fAE3C HAT
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PE(Gould et al.,1995; Soberon et al. ,2018) ., G-I
FHW],HvCAD J& CrylA KA E CrylFa A1
ME—Z 1 L HHUEAT AR 5 CAD AR HAZE &
H BY5E85 [ (Jurat-Fuentes & Adang,2006; Soberon
et al.,2018) ., /N WK Plutella xylostella (L.) & N
CrylAc HISIREZ 1A ABCC2 A J&: CAD 25 1H, CAD
MEFERBIEH], H CAD 7E Bt /E AL Y 2
BE i H R A 2 1A [8] T 224K ( Stevens et al.,
2017) , /MK ML Alphitobius diaperinus ( Panzer ) {4 PN —
A~ 185 ku AdCadl 2 HH4EE A Cry3Bb I HZIA,
ULER AdCad1 FEP FEUVIVE AT Cry3Bb AU i
FE(R(Hua et al.,2014) , AGH HE H 1, CAD #75%
MR Aedes Aegypti (L.) CryllAa X} H:4h HURBEPE,
DU cAD FE R S BT Cryl1Aa 19 BB IR A
(Lee et al.,2015; Rodriguez-Almazan et al. ,2012; Zhang
et al.,2015) . WX B, X LIV HZEL Anopheles gambiae
Giles 1K 2 4~ CAD HEH 1, AgCadl FEFAAE Cryl1Ba
MM, AgCad2 ZEFTFT AESE Cryl1Ba HYZHAESZ K (Hua
et al.,2013) . [FRE, S ISR UER CAD FED A
SN Cry4Ba FOFEME, M ULER CAD FEF S 804 B X}
Cryl1Aa FEPREE & B9 PTE ( Rodriguez-Almazan et al.
2012; Soberon et al. ,2018) . AHIZ, 454 SeCAD HHfifi
BAHGHINT Cryl Ac RBUENE (HEIFEC T X CrylC &
HIUE(Ren et al. ,2016; Soberon et al.,2018) ,
VFZ B A Cry 8 B9 A/E HIPL A AT B
FEAEW 25 5 | A TR AT 98 B> W b ) B4 15
AREE LN A Cry 8 H 473 BB A ( Fabrick &
Wu,2015) , XF LI CAD 4 H 5 i 58 A& 8L,
siRNA T4 CAD1 5§ CAD2 3N 5 — Ak &) du 2L A
RFET R AR A6 5, R W] CADT 5 CAD2 FE )
ik 5 Cry2A Fl CrylC 8 FIE AR A P 1Y B 1
HK (Zhang et al. ,2017) , AWF5ELE R E— P UESE
CAD1 A5 CrylAc 1 Cry2Aa AL S, &
EANETERZRE o AR Cry B E A4S
& A B TE R AR AT ST S AL

S 30k
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