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FHE: Mildew resistance locus O (MLO)& & ZARM A 49— K& G Kk, HF 6935 R L G 8m i Rz E
FEHAMGLEZRF. —ANREANAMLOKLR 6 ae s K RE TR T T R E T i LA, mlo
NFaRRIEERR B P RIET 2. MY FOMLOTRATASATIN LRk, RT AS5HEME

B0 A A 8 AR, AR ERAEMAMLOZ OEA RS Eiedhit. RIXAIMLOZE G #4FIE. K. T T
L, NGB T M5 G B T AR £ 8 mlo T AR ARSAE BT A, S3EMLOL R 69 h k. Ve A MIZBF R B

FEAAM IR A AR ALIEF 6 FIASAT T k.
K HEIA): A MLOK @ ; &, mloFtk

AR, A E R IR AR TR K,
o TAREAEY . W ZHED KA BRI e &
Fldt ot . 55 B AP0 SRS B TR e A A
MGV AL ERIER . MR A
T, W IC R R DU A DG BE R 1 1 LB, R A 43
TAY T B R FE R A Bk p e B A
B EIG S EAME . BAT, O HRKEN SH
JRPTI AR CHE A, XX LT (R R 4548 . D) REANs
WIER AT TR N B 75 (Xia0%52005; Shens
2007; Dong%2017; Zou%52018), X LI K K H
BrEPUE SRR ERAL [ 8% AR (Tang5$2005; Chan-
dran%$2010; Riaz%52013),

FEIL 405, X ERB R PUIEAR K B mildew re-
sistance locus O (MLO) & H#ET 7 KEWFF, TN
N FHIAE T 0% B R . FreislebenflLein (1942)
T o X 52815548 A B R FF (Hordeum vulgare) i Fh
‘Haisa’, KIL 1 25— MPUKZE BB ARARHG KA
3 B (Blumeria graminis)it) R Kmlo. 19974, K
P IIMLOZE A B D v, it Pt U R B, &
i — PRV R A I B, W K 2 Fh A i A
R, IR R A DIREE R RAL G, stk B2
B tE R mlo L IR, T4 1 KZEH0 2k i (1) R
(Biischges%:1997; Panstruga 2005). L\F4 7+ (Arabi-
dopsis thaliana). /N2 (Triticum aestivum). 7KHE
(Oryza sativa)SAEY) B IES 3 B 3] T MLOZK R

B, HAEZFEY) HIESE T MLOKEH 25 Ak
I AH SR IR R B[R], 9 W KFE HYMLO- 3 i (Sola-
num lycopersicum) SIMLOIFIUFE TrAtMLO2. At-
MLOG. AtMLO123X EEFE [ () 58 2 A] LA AE ) 5K
19555 IR ) 13 5T (Consonni%%2006; Pavan’s:
2011), AT 512 7 AT B i B S AN, AT T
BONRGHRERNFI I . MLOKGERF R T 55
TS5 B8 R ) AR A6, AN 8] I 5078 1 25k R
FIRZ HALIIRE . AXXAMLOE A MRRIE. &
K. DIRESFHAT TSN, B4 T mloTRAZARIIFFE
KMBUEALE], HXTMLOKE R EE YR B Fh A 1
N B S IR REAT TR
1 MLOERE R
MLO—A> B EZ (W EY R A B K, BT
TEJEAZ AR BERERI B T 35 oKk R % R B A 1)
A1E (Biischges%$1997; Consonni%$2006; Panstruga
2005), fEKZ2 /N IKFE. FK(Zea mays) 5.1
HEYI R T Bl KEZ(Glycine max)s N
(Cucumis sativus)ZE X HEY)HHAIRIEGRD) .

ks 2018-04-09  f&FE  2018-07-10
®/EY PEMHE S AR BME A FRHE T H (201605F1201606) .
] ¢ 3t 5 TR A= 0 A A i K6 19(20162X08010003-
009) R 5% M 48 & 2 QBT B N A 55 32 T H (B RHE A A
(2016)4003 51,
* B AEE (dgzhao@gzu.edu.cn),
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Table 1 Reported MLO gene family in plant species

il FR K 22 ik
b T4 e
Arabidopsis thaliana T 15 Chen52006
Brachypodium distachyon iy 12 Ablazov I Tombuloglu 2015
Medicago truncatula PR fE 16 Deshmukh#:2017
Glycine max Ke 39 Deshmukh42014
Cicer arietinum JEE I S 14 Deshmukh%42017
Cajanus cajan N 18 Deshmukh42016
Phaseolus vulgaris e 20 Deshmukh#:2016
Citrullus lanatus IS 14 Tovieno%:2015
Cucumis melo EAPIN 16 Tovieno%:2015
Cucurbita pepo PHHH R 18 Tovieno%:2015
Cucumis sativus w5 )TN 14 Zhou%:2013
Hordeum vulgare K& 11 International Barley Genome
Sequencing Consortium 2012
Triticum aestivuml INGE 7 Konishi%2010
Zea mays ok 13 Devoto252003
Oryza sativa IKFE 12 Liuf1Zhu 2008
Solanum lycopersicum il 16 Chen%:2014
Nicotiana benthamiana A AR 26 BombarelyZ5:2012
Nicotiana tabacum FoR s G 15 AppianoZ£2015
Solanum tuberosum R 13 Appiano%$2015
Gossypium raimondii TSR A 22 WangZ:2016
Gossypium arboreum ST AR 17 WangZ:2016
Gossypium hirsutum [t Hh A 38 WangZ:2016
Vitis vinifera %) 17 FeechanZ:2008
Malus pumila SRR 28 Pessina%2014
Prunus persica Bk 21 Pessina%$2014
Fragaria vesca BAE 23 Pessina%2014

2 MLOZEB4¥FE

CAW LR, MLOS e Tl -, B
SEIE (R TN 5 [ 45 #4935k (transmembrane domain, TM),
NI AL T-4HR 4R, CoAR i b2 A Y (Devoto5:1999),
TECHT & — M5 3R 455 45 14938 (calmodulin-bind-
ing domain, CaMBD) (Devoto%$2003; Elliott&
2005). H 25 K T A0 L E 2 S5 3R G R
H 18 Bk 32 44(G-protein coupled receptors, GPCRs)#
ANAR{LL(TempleFlJones 2007).
2.1 MLOZEBRRTFAR

Elliott5(2005) XL F 7+ K& /N KFE.
T KA/ SL A 4 B 38 ANMLO 2 [ 1) 24 2k
BR Y HVIEAT T ARSI A, I 30/ 28 BE PR ik Jik
BARSFE. RN ERAMLOSE H KR4,
RIIX 30N PR AT 2 FE R R PR 57 ML $1)92% (Zheng S5
2016), 42 (Solanum tuberosum) . Wl (Nicotiana

tabacum) ¥ (Solanum melongena)=s HAth i RHE
PIMLO 5 [ 1% L6 21 FEFR B A5t R 51 (Appiano
££2015). XA FPRNI338 S MLOE FI Y51 7>
ML, FTAMLOSE H #AFAE DR 51 1) 2 IR L 7, Ul
WA [FIMLOZ RE R 04k 55 8 2 7 A % (B 1) XF
TR YIMLOZ R B 7T RN, 1X 30 ZEIR 1)
PRSP, SR (Malus pumila) IMLOE (A H
14~30 N IEFR IR T, BT (Prunus persica)f23~30
N, Bigj(Fragaria vesca) 18~30N(Pessina%52014).
EIiES (201 7)0 2 22 &8 1) 711" MLOE F R 51 25
FEAT o0 M, RIRAN R IIMLOEE A & —
MK E AN A EIR I ILE T 41, 52N HE R
FAETIANMLOSE [ o 2 A ORAF M, HEIX B LR ST (1)
AR T A 0] g &MLOW = E IR 741
2.2 MLOZEHRIZEHaE,

X —HIWANMLOE A — MEWFRA 1
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Fig.1 Conserved amino acids in embryophyte MLO proteins
TEFTA B A FEIMLOEE [ R AR 57 PE>90% 1 Z SE IR 4k, >95% K1 A 4T £, 51 [ Kusch(2016) J-B& A7 245l «

7-TMER H, {HI2 8RR 2 19 78 K IIMLO 2 [ 11
P5 IS5 M IR I AR TAS, FF HARSF YA & S il
YIKIMLO® H Z A A EE SR 2 57, IR HEY)
MLOZE [ ()55 JE 5 A 45/ T 54, T s S5 — i
G 4~8/N 5 [ 45 H38,(Chen52014) . 75 — FHAT HR TL
(Brachypodium distachyon)#, 11/ ™MLO H#B E
A TN i 25 ¥4 18, (Ablazov Al Tombuloglu 2015), i
AKE (Manihot esculenta) MLO A4 4~8/ (B 2845
2013), B FK(Riciuns communis) MLOE HH 6~71
(F25452014), ¥ RMLOE H 47 3~84, Bk TMLO
HHAA~8), FEAEMLOE H A 2~81~(Pessina%s
2014), K& MLO% 44 4~101(Deshmukh®:2014),
K. (Cajanus cajan) MLO%E HH 6~10/, 3£ 5
(Phaseolus vulgaris) MLOZE H £ 7~10{~(Deshmukh
£52016), 5 5 18 KK (Gossypium raimondii) MLO
HEA4-8D, WMAHR(G. arboreum) MLOEHH
2~84, Bl HbAR(G. hirsutum) MLOZ 1 2~84
(WangZ£2016), ¥ JAMLOE [ ) 55 Ik 45 f  5 =
Z R, WIAN(CsMLO10)3]94N(CsMLO07) A

& DA, RAHMLOME A 1 IR 45
PSR R ARSI, HEMLOE — M EEZAE
JIE 435 ) AR ) S S B R I 45 ) 338 ) 47 A\ (Zhou
£2013). ARIMLO H ) CA i B A LR T
F A R K 1 2 5 (Devoto&52003), K M31%]
12N R HERAGE

WFFL R MMLO SR F 78 £ C AR S (1) 67 B & —
AMRSE I CaMBD, 47 £110~35 & 2 R 5% 5 (Kim
4:2002a, b). Ca’ 7E it 8 S S 1 FE b &
FEER AR, IR 20T S R IR 52 2090 5 1 1R G
i 4 AR P Ca® 7R T R (Xu Al Heath 1998; Blume
252000), FHIHERE P EENCa  HEEN, (£
545 5 A% i 42 R 4% H ELE B (Yang flPoovaiah
2003). HAETCA%E H K. Kig. “FERN
B PERETE (Medicago truncatula). K., 5%
Z MY IMLOE 1 4B 4 % CaMBD (AblazovAll
Tombuloglu 2015; Deshmukh%52016, 2017; Interna-
tional Barley Genome Sequencing Consortium 2012;
Liufl1Zhu 2008). Kim#IHwang (2012) % Hl45 18 &
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PLCa* #1977 5 B (Capsicum annuum)
CaMLO2% H ffJCaMBD4f &5 .

A MLOSE H Clig i 75 55 AR AR 57 PR 45
P8, BKE5HIIRT (peptide domain T), &5 {5 ) 22
AR TR = IR YR E, M K4 #4314, 5 D/E-F-S/T-F
TRSFEE P, 3X AN PR 57 45 R 38T e S5 R 0 Bk
J93 BBUBVE A 9% (Feechan%5:2008; Panstruga 2005).
2.3 MLOZE HAIGPCRSHHIE

FEYIMLOR [ 1 3 4 45 M FE 41 e 2 32 5 3))
Y IGPCRsE AAH LI TempleflJones 2007), GPCRs
FEIRSZ AR SR DL fod s 5 2 AR B G il R
U RGN AR R 2 FH (BockaertRIPin 1999). fH
PIMLO H 5 — P A MO 7 5 = SRR G H R A%
i 5 1 7-TM £ H (BrzostowskiFflKimmel 2001).
Kim%%(2002a)ilk B 57 J5 = R A G H i alll B 7E
MLOLj e slmlo Pt i A KIEAE R . FIFE, X
BT FFMLO4AIMLO 11 1) AF 78t & BIMLOZE 1 1)
It 5 GPCRs T 7 (Chen%$2009), 4R 1M Lorek2s
(2013) ¥ 58 3 AL B IF Atmio 291 F 1) B i Bt
PERZ 2 7 = RARGHE A GBAIGY I EE 175
3 MLOEBREH ST EIEN
3.1 MLOERAREH 72

MLOZ ALEA FEFE -3 O ~F, FEREALIE
t, MLOE H F i 73 A+ 5K, AH 2 A A
T 25 RIFA T2 5, ZHEWTRZEB A
TANTE K (JiwanZ$2013; ZhouZ2013; Acevedo-
Garcia25$2014), E 7KL 4. 5. 65 &8
I Z jif (Feechan®$2008; Devoto%$2003; Deshmukh
Z52014; Pessinad52014), Kusch%$(2016)%1 22/
AP RN 338 N MLO SR H 31T 7 KK, 45
RBMLOE A K NI k. Frfd 1
PIIMLOE &3 /3 M AEI~IV 73 X |, fEV~VILS)
Y WA R EYPIMLOE H . i ET
A LA R iR, g e N A FIV
XHIMLOE H o X7 MY B A5 Bk
A SHIMLOER B T 238V 3¢ b, T 5 A
Vb 5 E R A R MLO 2 A WAL T 2851V 43 B 1
(Kusch%$2016). &2, Z5 B3 BAERMLO%
A R T 55 VAT EE TV /) b L (BergZ2017; Ap-
piano%2015), X734 1 A ECK I A —
MRS B Y ik 3 7 (Panstruga2%:2005) .

3.2 MLOEEZRIEHEN

Devoto55(2003) 45 H MLOZE R i I I8 2
b e AR YA R . Tovieno5(2015)38
i AL o AT R s T REML OFE R 5 R
o rbil B R s R EAEH, (A —2MLOX
BORAEIEES TN . @S9 FHEYMLOE H
5 A 20 B A B0 B~ T A A R - AR IMILO
FHE A PR B 2 SR e, P 2 MLO
T] e & Tk 10 45 R (AppianoZE2015) . 7EXLT-I
TP, MLOKE R ()% 8 5 3k DR 20 K/ R G g 4
Hde 2 B BB IEA R, R EY R AR A
TRSRIAHSCNME o X AR th MLOJE PR 4505 i 1
I BT 38V~ VLG SCH s AaE i, 1A 2t A ik
A 5 rp 2 DR AH DD 435 1) 45 2R (Kusch552016) . 932
75 FEWE 5.(Cicer arietinum) " MLOZE [ 1 3FE[H]
NCFRARANEE (ka)/ [F] LT (ks) 73 B 245 F A7~ IX
PSP Rl ML OV 4K A2 7£ 58 ZU 1 e £ R 24T (1)
(Deshmukh%$2015). Z=# J@FIMLOE [ H%H K
LA R FFMLO3FIMLOYHE H [ [FlHE K, I BB
HEIMLOBER S KA 1 AN [RIFE BE B8 5K (=) & 55
2018).
4 MLOEREKIINEE
4.1 BE¥REREFEER

H BT CEAEEY) T R IWAR 22 MLOKE R 505 i
T, B RZHMLOE B I ThRETI AR A . WEFER
W, MLOXE R 52 1tk 1) 28 5l A AR A 5 5% 1 8 B
AR e, 1KLL R SRR A IR R 1. 19924F, 1
e e RFE AL T mloZE [RITE 8 5 B I AE
Fl(Jorgensen 1992). K& 7> 1AW EGH K JE,
AfF 98 d [ AR 10 A AR S AL DRIV UBR B R, I
A ii(Bai%52008). UL F 7+ (ConsonniZ52006).
i (Appiano%52014). B E 4 (Rosa multiflora) (Qiu
£52015). i F(Bracuto%:2017). /NZ(Acevedo-
Garcia%52016). &7z (Petunia hybrida) (Jiang%s
2016)5FHEHY) TR FA B AR E MLOFE R RAZ g
% 5| RO ERY R ) IS BT, AT RS BT R
7 2 FHMLO & H 1= A\ 77 EAE Y40 ffl (Panstruga
2005; PanstrugaflSchulze-Lefert 2003), [A 1, MLO
HE DRI PR 5k % B AR 2 3 B R s TR 7R AN e
N AEY) 41 o BE (Panstruga 2005).

MLO & E A7 T 40 i 55 L, {H 2 78 Bk 1 12
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AP FE P MLOSE [ 2 72 i B b 58 70 AT, 38T
AT M0 B AR AL AL R 7 (Bhat%52005) . F|
FH 2 £0,9% % 35 H (yellow fluorescent protein, YFP)fx
IEMLOE A, RIAEAEF AMIEIE N T, K2
FIMLOEE 157 T 3 57 41 B 1 J& L, 6 P R A e
AT R T E A, R AR S, MLO&E
s SR AE B 5 i F 7 (Bhat452005). MLOZEH
X VR 7 6 S R 5 A FH O B B N A7 (1758 E Bt
438 #% (Underwood flISomerville 2008), 5 —>il
P& HH 28 fil & i FAPEN1T/ROR2 A &, 1% 1 76
P FEV I8 Hid B P R P A H (Collins%52003), Jf: H.
MLOFIROR2 % [ 2 [A) 4775 EL#2 1) HAE % & (Pans-
truga 2005). HHIL/K fREEPEN2FIABCH: 15 /APEN3
S5 78 A @, XA A B AR5 Wk
HL T 7 & (LipkaZ%2005; SteinZ52006). 452 3|
FIRY I B AR e, AR G 2R T UK & & A B-
] SR 4T it BE 55 ) ) IR (Skou 1982; Skou%s
1984), FIR B 12 Ue K 32 mlo G A8 R BT AR (1) 240 it
B [ 55 7 P 5 A T A B B AR 7R 1 22K (Stolzen-
burgZ5:1984), Ak, MLOKE R 544495 18 2 )3 AH
e HE R L6 IA, HEW ML OXE PRILE R W) o 35 vh R 45
£ H (Humphry%$2010),
4.2 EYTEMELEPHMER

FHMLOZR G 3+ A 31 GUSHR & 2 A, K
R Z BB 3 EIIMLOME R #AE R T R &
2 E KK (ChenZE2006). %5 _EIAMLO73E A
RAF S SHAUEE IT 00 B MERRAK, JF BB b1
¥y 8 2 ik B AR K (Kessler252010) . 7E 18K 55 315k
BIZMAE AT, NTA (AtMLO7) 8 A 7E i R B AR AR R IX
FEWNR, ITELR & g o R /E F (Jones 55
2017). LA, AKFE R ILOsMLO1 25 R 24K
i 5 28 AV A Sk B2 ik J5 T AE K KA FH BT A4 75 (1)
(Yi%52014), [Kik, =0 251045 3 EFIMLO S [ 0]
REE W T A 32 A o 72 P L TR D RE IR — A D0
WA F. N TR HARMLOZ (2 75 76 4 5 4
PR B) A5 5 7 3 A oA 38 R HEAE L, DavisSE
(2017)iE3E MLOpro::gMLO-GUS# 4 3 58 i1 A [F]
MLOBERTEAL 3 B R R, 45 R RIAF 58
FIMLOTTRERR S5 T T A s AR K
4.3 FHEPRANES

BT U B EIAMLOARIAIMLO 11 3 R 58

Ao SR A W IR EEAS, flale fEc s,
R4 kA2 7 I A i, (HIX — 3R AT DL i 4
E IR . Atmlod T Atmlo 111 B2 25 (A 45 il
TR, T Atmlod Atmlo 1] 35835 ARAR (1) 45 1 72
JE I A IN(Chens52009) . T11% 7> 3 L5 AtM-
LO4MAtMLO115% % 5% 5 51l I AtMLO 1448LF- ¢
FZ 51X, BEATCE 2 Atmlo 1498 AF KL
JeAtmlod Atmloll Atmlol4=FEAFARHR AT W 5L 5]
S 25 R FEE 438 ) 2 8 (Chen52009; Bidzinskis
2014).
4.4 MLOEFEHH b IhEe

BIRZW T T AFRIMLOKER FRIL I 2HE
Fr 7V (ZhengZ52016; Deshmukh%5$2017), X LL4j
FIC— BN R IRAN ) 73 3 b (I MLOBEPRIEAN [F]
PR IE =22 R ECK, T HARZMLOKEH )
FRIE 2252 B %P A WA EEAE Py iE R 5208 (Nguyen
£52016; WangZ52016). K F7E 52 3| R 1 U
I 95 TR P04 G DA B ATURR A 45 I 32 22 () 2 o,
MLOZER IRk #2388, WHMLOZ Y | 1Y)
YU IFET- RS, LARAE DA EAE P 38 i R (Pif-
fanelli%$2002). B CaMLO2K: R (1314 52 3 i
7% 1% (abscisic acid, ABA)MI T 21055, @il
75 5 1) FE KT ER (virus-induced gene silencing, VIGS)
BB ) CaMLO25 #7547 I+ Hh 543 38 CaM-
LO2BERI#UE B T 1% 5 K2 — AN ABASE 5 (1 £ 1
T, B CaMLO2BER 5 F 5 8 A 5% (Lim Al
Lee 2013), {EfH JN(Cucumis melo)f K I T 14
MLOZE A, SE 9% )6 2 PCREE B /8 14N CmMLO
RERRIEFAEHL R T, W ENETREE
AN A AR R FEE R, HiX 14CmMLOEE R )
FIAEF S ha N R E B, 13N EERbE T~
LI I, 10ME SR MNE TR EIM, 440 7E
A R EIE, 12N EABAME FRILH
A, WHHERKHMLOEERNATRES 5 T AN H AR
A Wil i FE (Howlader 2017). B4h, CaMLO2%:
[R5 248 B R0 B 6 55 AR Y0 38 A 0% (Kim FlHwang
2012).
5 SEYBMHEIREEXEmlo
5.1 mloB) BRI KT

B 4 R MLOFERIA [R] T— MR IR R A, & A7
TEAS K206 10 973 1A R BB, 10 24 KFEMLOE
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(R RAZ N B mIoBE R, 3X AN TRAZ AR K0 95 B
RILH BRI L TP (Biischges1997). 40%
SERKemlo Kz S FPAE AR A2 77 B 1 R Th N2 38 B
X P EH MLOZE Rl 1] (1)) 3 b 14 2 FF A 1) (Lyngk-
jerflCarver 2000). Fr T K3, 1R ZAEY) AR K I
TRXRFEARKAERImloPi MR AL, IX L TEAR A
MLOFEAT BE R )28 A7 s AN [R], HAFAE 2 B PR 1)
B, fiN. BREFEERAEEZ ML (Baits
2008; Humphry%52011; Berg%:2015; FujimuraZs
2016), Xt T MLOKRZE AR FME T E G K
ERAZ, mloPt I AER Y h R AR L ) . FAE60
FHTARIE T B S (Pisum sativum) PsMLO13E KT
Re k2K RAR AR er 190 VR 8, 7E BP0 2k & A
FRfS33) T )72 N A (Harland 1948; Humphry252011;
Pavan%52011). S5HEFTFATUKZZ Hmlo ARk —F,
FHiliol-2 RN (SIMLOL R A RARD) R I ) i s
M (Bai%2008).

A Y5 B R AR A AEE DT RE TUR LR, MLO%E
DRIt A G tt, SR T AtMLO2 . AtMLOG6FIAtMLOI2
S KFEMLOWIFIEIE N . AtMLO2 (R PMR2%EIA))
(1) T-DNA i N3 PR bk RAE 215 bk R T
3NMLOFERI X EY) 5 Bk o 1 ELAE B 52 22 5+
AtMLO2RAE F BN, AIMLOG6RIAtMLO1 2%} (%3
I78 BBUR A 1O T R YK 2 (Vogel fliSomerville 2000).
TE A XA L PR AN SRR TR IR, T HAE
mloFEAAE B VR R LI KA 2 7 . BRI,
PRI R W 52 40 B T mlo 2 &AL & bt R s 1Y), R 72
FH T~ 1 32 20 A= N0 B R R R S, SO AT
PR UM . mlo2 mlo6 XU AZAR BTG M,
mlo2 mlo6 mlol2 =TT &R, KT KE
mlofE Pk 13 % (ConsonniZ5£2006) . MHENtMLOI
HMINIMLO2HE W AFE DI RETU R ILG, KX A~ Bk

[Al 73 S AE s M 5 kokubu” o ik #2252 2
S A TR PR B 7K T, A R R 7 S R () R
ARARATI I B, XU AR AR D 3 B 58 4= B (Fu-
jimura%52016). I8 AE A flimlo RALR 1 1 e iE 5
JR CsaMLOKE PRI FIFE R K0 9 17 f 5 DR % 5% K1
I3HT, KILCsaMLOSKE F1 4 5 Ja o 11 # A
1, 1 CsaMLO 1R CsaMLO11 K% R EAE FH (Berg
22017). F|F TALENsHICRISPR/Cas9F: A [ i
RAFINZZ3ATaMLO1 R JFEE R AT LA /N 3145 E
K e it AR A BELDAEP2H i)

— AN ECE AN MLOFE PR W] DA 53 4 =y R i Bt
(Acevedo-Garcia%$2017), 81 A B A\ Bk mi R
W TaMLO-Al. TaMLO-BIFMTaMLO-D1EIFE ]
/N2 3RAT AR 58 APt (Wang562014)
5.2 mloR) 3 1 RE

t T H A7 E AR R MLOKE K 1) Th B8 I8 A B A,
mloFRAZARLEGUI B P 10 B2 FH 547 76 — 22 1 X
. HRORRZ TR R BN, B Y P MLOFER
() FEAZ AN 22§20 2Ky i et K1, 38 ff il — 26
HAMERA . KREmloRBMAFAE H K WA 40 i
ST, RIS A 52 200 J5 o A= G, 2T B JR) 36
IR FEA B BE, AT 51 2 i 3 i e A8 B 1 R 4
(Wolter¥5:1993). HIF 5t & I 1 #3112 325 P
RURHIH PR A AE TS, 3 S A R BT L R PR TR
P BE(Piffanelli%$2002) . 5 Kk #mlot#kAHALL,
Atmlo2 FRZEARFEINH T L B JR2 A 2 DL %
EARR G o | R BRI UTR o mloRARR R
T HR P P B3 TR A A YRR o U 4 A EE AL 1

— AR, JRFAE A P4 B R A TR R R

MR 22 3218, T BURIR AT R I 2k 2% AT AE
(PiffanelliZ$2002; WolterZ:1993)., #R1f, 7EZHh
(Bai%£2008) A1/l & (Fujimura®$2016) HH 4R & Blmlo
P AR R B A R R AR ) Ho A R 2R B
Z 5o Wi .(Humphry552011) erl %A R SE R
(Pessina%$2016) mlox’?i%“%:iﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁfaﬁﬁ
T, X7 F R RIS R — PR R

MLO%.%ETUJ%*E%%?’E@XTE%\TLFﬂ
BT P, (AR BP0 R 22 H5 H At s I e T A
HAPURME. A8 7048 1K mlo TEAZAR XS - 55
AR B TR INRRURR, IX 50 TR AR B AR
PRI EE A 2R (Jaroschd51999) . Jim K X CH B 5T K
LI TR A Xof 27 AL 1 5 s 7 B B B URK, I L
FUARE 77 8 L TR R A Bl TR A R 52 0 1 A
Ine £ HTA), B )0 BR1 RHASE R 781 B X mlo 58 A8 A4 Fl B
A BRI R QLT 2 5 (Hofer?52015) .
Xt LR Frmlo2 mlo6 mlol2 = FRAFARSEFNAS [ 195
JR TR, 3 T R B L T AT 2 A 8k ) B A e
PEAAZ B BRAR, TR JEL S TR PRI 14 384 I (A cev-
edo-GarciaZ$2017).
5.3 mlofr SRR

TEAR Z2 A4 T AR B H ML OKE R 578 K )
U E R IR RL, AHmloidi 1) 5> 1AL H AT IE A
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TG . MmloRAGAEE IR KBS 1402 4F
1A L, A 7B AR &N TF, R EGIE B mlon]
REIPLIR AL .
5.3.1 @idiEiEEES

HAiA 1R 28 S BGE I TR R4 &
1 TE A ) B 9% S 8L R R 4% B B B (Poovaiah 55
2013; Yuan?$2017). fEMLOZE [ CK A — M
WEALSAX, MLOEAA 545 REAL S, 1E
N A RN g 4244 415 5 (SteinflSomer-
ville 2002). WA KB KFECaMEH 5MLOE H
[f1CaMBDZ5 4 )5 il LR siMLO 2 (A 13d 1, K&
MLOZE [ 585 1 25 [ 1) LA &0 K2 Ry i 1 58
AU T 7 1 (Kim252002), B 76 N2
BB, — 3 BAEHY 95 (Bhat552005) . X K22 ik 2 1
AN i F Ca™ 7] 35 2 4kl mlo 4t M (Bayles Fl Aist
1987). 4 P #hCa” 7K PALF- 7] LU MLOZE (4
[T Re Rmlo AR PRI PirE o i R AC RSt
i K RS A R 45 & | I A R I T KFEMLO
H H(LiufliZhu 2008), 7EERAH &I 7 MLOE H
5CaCaM 1 A 1) HAE(KimflHwang 2012), CaM
H I 5MLO [ CaMBD4; 4 &MLOE A 1 —
AN SEFFRAE, (H2 H BT EAE EMLOE [
CaM [P FE BB o
5.3.2 BT IEEmARLE

FIAAATN A mlobi i 3 B G EN R,
Rl mio i M 32 BLAE v LAAT 25000 BHL 1k 18 95 BN
2 F4iM, HAX KRR ST KE R LR
(KuschflIPanstruga 2017). A~ [GIFEY090FHh 1 3L 58 1%
AR ZE S, FLrP BERR T . K AR IS RN 2K I
Bl N5 FLRPUER % (Koga®:1980). A 7T 45
HmloHTHEAK I T2 YL 4T T 77 AR W 20 Fia T R 4
i BE VT FA A (StolzenburgZ5:1984) o mlo R AZAA ) —
AN RN RT L P AR FIE A 200 B o, A B A AT AT
JiR B 132 e il 3 LAt &% Fh 38 1R 26 1F R, 7R R
o T DA I ) 5 IS TR ) 43 5 TR P (Wolter
££1993),
5.3.3 BidiEE T iirEE

R Z2 1 50 R A 8% s 2000 ok SR ML O R i
W, KuhnZE(2017) 587 T 08 FFmlo2 mlo6
mlol 29 GARFER FURY A 5 22 SRk B IR, R IILVF
% BAEAE G 1) AR N, HL2RF R (jasmonic acid,
JA)/ )7 (ethylene, ETH)i 5 3 (K 4 K V- T i 15

S, Ui BHIA/ETHAS R e S AS PPl s . PMR4/
GSL5Xmlo2 RAZARFZ A — E WIS . mlo2
pmrd RAAR A I B R BRI TTAR (mlo2
H- AR ), E2 X 895 I Bt 14 A4S 2 (Consonni
2:2010). 5 KFror2 RARIEAL, BLFG Trpenl R
RIS 3 A mlo 247V . b4k, PEN2FIPEN3#( 2
57 akmnaEs EPiE, £mlo24 AT 7 1)
(Consonni%§2006). flrgF+Atmlo2 penl. Atmlo2
pen2lAtmlo2 pen3 XX TRAZARXS s i K Pk
H R ERKT, (HR G Atmlo2 pen2iEA H K
I 3R YU ARURN L 2 Y (ConsonniZ52006) . K ZBI-1
(BAX inhibitor 1) M. 54579 b 1= 4L K08, 72K Z
mlo4H i T JR 35 ek BI- 1 0] Pk 52 6F FR 0 o iUK
PEZ B AR RUKCSF, 1B 4H BT T 1 T Emlo btk
) 575 — N %8 5 Tl (Hiickelhoven 2003).
5.3.4 @ IEIEHERKE

FIABA. ETH. JA. /K#5l&(salicylic acid, SA)
EARMRLEME, JLF A MLOEER MR IE
52 3155 5 B HIH] (WangZ52016) . mlo2 mlo6 mlol2
RAGEA IS FEFL R SA, HZ1ESA, JABEETHS
F 52 B 5 ) ) AL AR FE A 2 A mlo 2t PR IK T
(Consonni%$2006). IEAh, mlo2 587 PR Bl #E 1Y K,
TN PUEE 2 A SRR AR S F . B,
CYP79B2/CYP79B3 4 fi5 A~ Th i TU 4 16 B i &
filg, J&iXLeH T ORI B S W-E 7 1,
CYP79B2/CYP79IB3 [ FAZWK AL T mlo 2 [K LA
W) 89 P (ConsonniZ£2010).
6 RE
6.1 mlo&TLIRIIIRTS

HAIRRAL mloTEARAR ) — N R, IFEF
FRAIARNE A = R 43 3 T2 R o BB AN R L)
mlo F SR IFALAA 2 B2 FEAR LU K32 7 it ol (Fresisle-
benMILein 1942). /N (Berg$2015). %i% (Hum-
phry%52011; Pavan®$2011; Sun%$2016a, b). 3E5
(Pessina®$2017). H* (Fujimurag2016)F13 jifi(Bai
SE2008)E Y HOR I T AR FImlo H SRR
ARAA, A E AR R AR b T R RT Y R ET A TR
FemloFEAAR 1) F- & K o

B AT T2 R BImlo T2 4R K5 AL 2
BRI IEAR . — U E T mlo R &Rk 2 tH
LT PR 2. 15 (EMS) 17522 177 2K 1] (Consonni&2006;
VogelfSomerville 2000). 81T 5 [7]175 5 HE K 41 5
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BB RAZ (TILLING) £ AR 7548 5 MLOKE PR R AL A
miEERME M S, BR—FEE RERA
RS I m Lo 9% 738 P TR DR AT R AR 4 B R 7 i
4, 8k i 7V (A i RAR N TaML O T[] 35
Kl(Al. Bl. D)= 1 — SRR A AP
P18 fi1(Acevedo-Garcia%:2017) .

H bR AE A A6 3% ML O R T BR Bt B 2 53 —
ANGFEAF T T BRI B VIGS
RUUTERMLOBEH, B [ SIMLO1. CaMLOIF!
CaMLO2& 51 5% 073 8 M 1) 5 (Rl (Bai%2008;
Zheng%:2013). VIGSHIHLABRNAIH AR LE/NZE A
— eI RORE A, WiSER . A . B R A
153 7 3 — B F| FH (Jiwan%$2013; Pessina®$2016).
Bt 3T R A s 1 5 TR 4 4 Rt/ AL A 0 R 0 0 v
33 7 N H . TALENsHAR © Ry S H T/ 234
TaMLO1 [R5 5 PR 1 [R] B 5842, @it Fr B e N 2%
B TaMLO-A1. TaMLO-BIF TaMLO-DI1 7] {§
TR BB 52 2 PitE (Wang%52014). FF H,
TE 10 5T H A H Fl CRISPR/Cas93K #EL [ 34N TaMLO
PLIRASHT AR /N2 . Nekrasova$(2017) %] H
CRISPR/Cas9# A4 SIMLOTFE R, BRig (101 F
PIRAF BT 8 995 110 2 ik DR 2 A LA

IR AR GF MU B T mlo 58 AR A m] L AR
% TR A I AN [R] R SR 58 U V23R A, AR R A [ 5k
B0 LR AT LAIE AN [F) 1R 7 325, L HE AR AR A
PAS . BRI PTBROR JE DA 2H G 45
6.2 MLOEE R R EE /o)

MLOBER A& — A Ve FE A R 3 11
BT E, AH R AR N 1 78 R AT SR A7 E
— U T L R 1 )

(1) bR 55 H R AR 57 X 3k, BIF 50 R IAMLO &
A — S g My S B R 2+ RSP 10, AR IX
e S R 1 BN A S B R 1 R AR 2218 BRMLO R 1 D fig
WA e o 8 I FH 2 R] [ A0 S5k R G 86 o8 AL A7)
AT RIS, AT DO AR BT AE RS X S, B
EE X RSP R AR AT 8 SRR

Q)FEEF ThEETUAR M M . 1R ZHEY) FMLOKE
RI# A 2 A EIEHE R, 3 BAAEAN PEBRETUR
FIBLR . PR, L6 R F MLOJE R 5845 61 ) 47097 4
B, 752275 56 B TE H b AE W0 Fh b XS B0k 9
TR M R FEAE FH IMLOFZE R AG JLAS, W R RE Al
WX JUANMLOFE R AR i, B A] 3R A3 58 A 5T FI 8

IR W RN RE, I A R AR
SETRAS, KA IREAE FH B2 R LL, B e X R
BAE A FIMLOZE R BT HI S R

(3)FAEMLOBER N H AR A () 5em . 7EEAT
MR ] 2 BT, 8 i B R R B E AR A A
MIMLOBEPRI N AR R R A, 4 #riX e %)
oS0 R A ) ) EE M, 8 v P B S S I
() ot B SR, T SR ML O DR 2% A AL A7 7
FAHREEINE . R A B R SN R AR,
H R P MLOFE R ke AL

DTEBEmlo PRI TE B AR 25 . T mlofy
SRR DU R BRI AL, AR L B AT
a PP IEE A R, BT AT BRI S
AT R AL % 58 R i 2 A I P MR R, 1
AL GUE R 5 E R, SRR, ATARYE mlo A HE AT
RIVRENE S T-hric FH T4 Bhik £, mT &2 kit
BRI RBEE, A, o )RR AT
P A2 A HAE o RSB R, HMLO
FERERBMRN, WG BHRERE, THEES
EREY T, A 2 R R mlotitk, R
A I — AN IE 5 MLOSER (A7 15 5 23 58 A Bl 36
IR R B 1
6.3 MLOEREM D FHIIEBAFRNRE

SR, TEXTMLOBE R I AR R, 2 56
TMLOZERAE B 53 F LB o] B A 75 T ff %
Bl (D)TEEA Bk AR G5 LT, IR MLO
E AR AEIEER IR A? MLOFER R )5,
JOF AR5 (R B 48 o, B AMLOZE (4 5PEN2 (Fl2E
TK AT ) 2 1) G o] A AR FH St YR 4 1 IG5 40 T R
B fiA? e ik T EIHAD R A2 5?2 Q)mlofBifH
BRI AT ABRIE T B RI%)? ~A4mlo
PUHEWILREA? Q)Y N4 L Fh (Fimlo S AR
B OR )R A2 MLOKR (A P A2 A AE 45 )X
BB R TR [ A A2 JRATT AN AT AE B AR R
Uk AR, 8 G AN R 2 (1) Y B2 33K 4 ) S ] i
B AR JLAF A AR R 1D I, A X L )
FATA BEIE EMLOSE A ERY 5 Ak w w BAE T
I Thfe, A B B R R R
BRI AR 4%
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Research progress of ML O proteins in plants
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Abstract: Mildew resistance locus O (MLO) is a plant-specific protein family, some of which are essential fac-
tors for the powdery mildew successfully infection. Loss-of-function mutation of one or more MLO genes can
confer the host plants durable broad-spectrum resistance to powdery mildew. mlo-based resistance has been
successfully employed in plant resistance breeding. Plant MLO proteins can be divided into 7 subfamilies. In
addition to the plant-powdery mildew interaction, MLOs from different subfamilies may have different func-
tions. This review introduces the characteristic, categorization and function of MLO proteins, as well as the fea-
tures and possible resistance mechanisms of mlo mutant. At last, we discuss the function mechanism of MLO
proteins, the utilization of MLO genes in the plant disease resistance breeding and the problems we should pay
attention to.
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