HRL R 5 K 57 e 8 iR SR Rl B =7 AF 52 B
BREL TR R H R R R K
H o B 5L 18 BR 7 5

FAIV a3 RMOMEN B T IO R ZI12H S5 DNA AF LD

AP Al 5 K OVBR B 75 YAk 2 W ' ~ DIk 52 1 H ik

Evaluation of the DNA methylation and sensitivity comparison of
environmental contaminants based on different gene expression profiles of
three Daphnia magna strains

2022 % 1 H 20 H & H

2021 £ 3 HET

BEHE LA®WSE HiE
47-206606 N S Ik



R

H X

=11
>

1.1 % 5=

1.2 BHY

o2 ® M IR Bk O S AT i 5E

2.1 AV aZREICBIA2 b FMEOKZEDEWVCET2INETCORE

2.2 Daphnia J& O % # MIZ 31T D58 A5 7240 & 5512 DNA AF U b IZB 353 &

2.3 W E R R BN 2\ Daphnia J& & % L Z 9 & 8= Mk 22 DR
K] i B (2 BE 3B 5

FI3IE AA IV a3 RROBELFRAOLE E DNA A F b O FEAf

3.1 fF%E B =
3.2 EBRGIk
3.2.1 JBEWOIEREE T KM
3.2.2 KT —XOEE FHIE
3.2.3 Cytochrome oxidase 1 (COI) B 51| 1§ # & B £5 757 1%
3.2.4 RNA-sequencing ® % B # /E
3.2.5 B 6 15 BLA #i# A7 (Differentially Expressed Genes: DEGs)
3.2.6 ®& &5 O DNA B H D CpG 83k O F M % i 58
3.2.7 FAIVa~D DNA AF AL B3 # o 52 5
3.2.8 U7 /L% AL PCR(E & PCR)
3.3 i R &FE L
33.1 AAIV a3 ZHOEBIERORS ERAEM (R-HSKE, &
&, L2 50 IR RU T DNA @MIJ i
3.3.2 RNA-sequencing (Z&5% R #t D& s F& Bl #H O
3.3.3 DNA AFNALFENT ORI R ET DB R OB E (BB & O R KM ik s
CpG fHI DR 3R )
3.3.4 DNA AF AL FEH OAAIVa~0 5 M 22 O R
3.3.5 DNA AF LAk B2 Al otélafa%%fﬁ;@@ﬁmmﬁ‘ﬁ
3.3.6 AAIV a2 #flliEH W E R PCRIZBITAV T M O&E R 7B
BOREOWE
3.4 FIEDOEED

MWRENEG T RAMITICESAAIV aR M ORE B2 E
2k D ME O g
4.1 #F9E B 0y =
4.2 FBR I
4.2.1 Gene Ontology enrichment fi# 47
4.2.2 V7 /L4 A2L PCR(E & PCR)
423 ¥FUEHEZEONE
4.2.4 XFF—BiEMHOR E
4.2.5 2VEE Pk B E R B
4.2.6 #t Gt R
4.3 FEREEE



4.3.1 RAEEEBRA BB LB &S T O (Gene Ontology enrichment)
4.3.2 7 & PCR I2J% RNA-sequencing i F D& ik

4.3.3 FF UM D DI RE O H E

4.3.4 2VEE KB FRUBR (215 R ) O 32 MR B

G
51 AbFsEOELD
5.2 ABFI AR O B AR BB B F 5 B~ O & BRI B T D

e
P

51 STk
A e
Appendix

it 8%



H1E. i
1.1 % 5
ZEOAFHEEHOHEICBWC, ALFWEDERER~DORBELIM I 57

WAEFEERBR AL ASIN TS, R AEYREIT, iﬁgﬁ@é?%(@eiﬁ%), — R
HEE (HBRES), RHEE (ESE)0 3 AVBERFIHINDGZERZ W, T
OB E T, EHEEA /\i‘éimi OECD DT ANTARTA B WS, R BR
EEEW TR T — 21X, (LFEWHE T —ZDOF B % B OH E 2L E
THA A A ©&%% (OECD, 1981%@%&3@9%%‘ RECI, AKAERERO— RIE &
FHEL TV ag® Daphnia magna (A AITV 0 a) BT T NVEWELTZT ANTART A
> No. 202 (TG202, OECD, 2004) O B 2388 2 2l &Shv b,

FAIV AT A E KR O T & OB E K OB IZKOF ADF B A PEAT
THZENRDLY, AREEFICBI2EFHEREREOZELLRESME T T
AADH G LD 70— T T20R — K THo, BEETICT AV AT —
Ty X, TUTTRBRICHE I WA A AITralcik, B0 08 BUR RS 0
MZRY, FAABIZ R IR DR & 72 R OAFTE D] LI TS (Fields et al., 2015;
Bekker et al., 2018), % 2 B CTFELB I 7560, A IV ad K R 1358 £ W 7 iE
\6:}:}:‘&%@”, BB RRA e HWEBE O EWE x5 B oS
(JEZ M) IGEVWDRHRE IR TS, ZNICHEHLLT, BRIETIERE OB EIXsh
TV, BRICH WD R M ICE > TIE, A U E T 4 e 3 % 5F A 23 5 72 2 7] BE 4

MBHHZLENB A IND,
7f7r“/“‘/:z+%/LF"ﬁ ‘mﬁ‘zﬁ'rﬁ@# TR T AR A T, R ST HEA - A
BEMEEZRZATHASEAICH, MR TI00EREOENREIN WD, ZD-9, E

725 DR RS B ?é%éléfi LTWDRRICE, —RICEMINTWHEE T
PR BB EFE DN BB REBAEICR S S 2SN DA RBER O HRLT, éz%%
BRBERDISELTHRHBIN TV LB BRHENZ TN AT EEL 2 ICm e
# z 5N5 (Persoone et al., 2009) .

B, AR oRMEMEAMICBIE M E R EICEZEZS ST
BRI AHE T, AL E ~ OIS BB s OB & OELZE T 55 (Latta
et al., 2012; Lyu et al., 2019), £/, BB TR B &L 610 2 L LT, LA S
DERSCKE, BEEFEDOS L B (Weston et al., 2013; Major et al., 2020; Medina
et al., 2007; Whitehead et al., 2017; Yamagishi et al., 2020) < & i 51| ~D L 19
BB R TR B ZH 35 DNA AF AL EANAMEMIFE DO =R T 4y
il ##1 (Vandegehuchte and Janssen, 2014) OfE (K IZ3 15572 52 MR (2B #3258
ELTRBEIN TS,

AR L7391, F/LE RS =37 4y 7§l #HIE, Wbk F W E o

ﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁ“ﬁ%)@f 372, ZORRVPBLEFRBEEOLEALLTHNDZLITIYEE
M B R E T, 207D, AL FEME I TORZ M DOAN =X L% IVE I
R CTELY— L ELT, MiEMNZRER TR BT F15 THD RNA-sequencing
(RNA-seq) o~ A7 7 L AN — MBI H &3 TW%, Daphnia J& O 3 % [# % %t 4212
AR FRBMNT PIEEZBEALEINETORITHZE CIEGEMNIEE 2 Eickik),
SO EW BT TOMZ I EDH LN L TODHE R E X5 I,
EEZMEEZDOFEREMELT, FEBRE FHOEREOENELTNDLIIEEZH LN
LTWo, ZTRHOBEF LR CRB I TWAEIIS, FFEW E Ik 32 = M &5 &
B FREEICHAEENHLDRD, %%Fﬁf%ﬁﬁgﬁ)i@éhh% ZEE T o1k
FWEL, ISR ENELD A EE Ti?b)&)é Tob, KM TREAENRR
LA FREEZH O THIEICIY, Mz MICRTEZI SE I FYWE 2 FANIZ
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R TEHDOTIT RV EE Z26ND,

1.2 BB

ZITARMIE T, ETAAIV a0 3 ZfEENRI, BEEAET FICBT5E K%
P 7 ELT RNA-seq #FE 52 LIkY, HERMOMBH LB E T RBEHE
th# 4 5ZkE L7, W e 3 & # (NIES & #t, England % #%, Clone 5 % #t) 1%, €4
ZFNHEKR, AFVR, 3—oy K EIZBWTAERMERRICHE A SN Tn5, Odaetal.
(2006, 2007) 2LV, NIES 2%t & Clone 5 & OMIIZHIZx 32 48 h-ECso fE 12
3.9 £ DFE WA, £72 NIES R & England 5B ORNIIZ T = /X BT IZx 25 48
h-ECso 12 2.5 5 DEWRHHZENHBH L TW5D,

FAIVaDFRME TIE, TNETICHE AR F R B M OE VDR RE SN TND,
Fz, ZHME TT I/ LAREKD DNA AFNVALE R R 725 E I TS, 207, B
o+ I B G A THD DNA AF AL DB FRBEIEICE E L TWAZENED
DN, WH OB EMEIZOWTITZHALNIZEIN TV,

WICEBIR T RBEORKEEZLEZLIL, LLTFTD 22O TEREZIT ST,

1. AV a0 RrFEHEICBITr28EE F R EICEZG ZEZILTWAEKIZ, DNA
AF AL DB+ R BEHIE 2B E L WD REME 2R FET5

2. RAEMTRIRIEOHDEIET B T2 A KRR EL, TORELH
ETHCFWHEERETHILT, RMEEI SR MEER S TOND %
HET 5



52 ® M gEaE I O BE A7 F 48
21 AAIPUafmEICB T 2L TFHEOREZMEDOENVIZEAT 2 I ET
D W

¥l BEOYERTHEIHPALELIC, TAIVanRFEITIL, EAFERA ML FE,
WKL ERE, xR O RE A MZOW T W BTk 55 B E WA
BLZ<HEINTND, ez, AL OFE B IR K EZDHAONTAL Y E I
FILVEVEUME THhH 7= /X N TR 72 /F 2 (0da et al., 2006; 2007), P&
FEICEREZZBIEEILELDICIEAIRIVLAR 34-Voanr =0y, w754
(Barata et al., 2002; OECD, 1997; Toumi et al., 2015) X I FbTWb, £z, 2tk
WK L E R = RARA N CTHLEVKA EENLHE 925 48 FEfE % O Balf vk [H
EIRE (48 h-ECso) R MM Tl 3 25L, R ELZ S SR I LW A Hl Nt F
RAVREH L TEELGETD, 22T, BEXMOOEONDIR M EETOR LY
BELHIZTEICEEDZ (K 2-1), £ 2-1 TIE, & LR ZHEORKZE2H H 5B
IZH W2 48 h-ECso @7 — 42, A U BB B TS R 7200, 2t il 4
DR ORBRAE L2 AL THEBELTWADD, Z0 2 S 1235 S TEEF SC ik
ZRES2ODICHELUTIR /R LI, £ 2-1 1TBWT, B & IZ0HESNDEELE LIk IZB WD
T, DRIV LRLT NVHARNI 78T 100 2B XD AN RSN, —FH, BEHD
SFEINDLBRIZBWTYH, & RENOH Al E TR LW E CRZMEZEPR S Sh
TEY, ZOHF THARIVAZE L TEHR KT 100 572 E O EEZNnHRE S Twn
Do BB IWCHETEIORF UM EHBEICBIAZRZ KT LORBREE B2k LEEA T
I, ML TSR M (WF e BT Z8) IR B K SRR ERED L7/ B 7 B X
I ZE NI EE 260D, TRICHLBE DL, BZMEEZF R ILTVEENHT
ElE, A SR T ERIIH N RL DT TR, R T E0AEY R B K
HEHE L TCWD A REME AR IB LTV D,



F2-1. AV oM lE KL ERBRICBITS R D 48h-ECso D kb

AT D 48 h-

BE A7 SCHR 0 43 FH S 1 X R Y E 51 1 3T HER
ECso Dtk
e UCua O F Bk s Baird and Barata,
D3RI 2 DR R B B T FE i S IR L > 193 1998; Haap et al.,
W5 2009
TIVE AR 173 Toumi et al., 2013
i 18.3 Baird et al., 1991
V2 Vi
VANV EE T 16 Baird et al., 1991
Uy A
N7 a s 2.8 Baird et al., 1991
BALFRIT A 2.1 Baird et al., 1991
B L TSR Bt Ol BR i R Baird et al., 1990,
234 TR CRl R B B T3 i = IRV L 3-100 1991, 1998; Haap et
QLAY al., 2009
~ W 11.9 Baird et al., 1991
il 4.5 Barata et al., 2000
T )X HNT 4.1 Oda et al., 2007
3,4-v7mn7y = Baird et al., 1991;
2.1—-3.5
V% Oda et al., 2007
vV YT .
F 2.1 Baird et al., 1991
TIVH AR 2 Toumi et al., 2013
~7FF 1.3 Toumi et al., 2015

2.2 Daphnia J& ® R MEMIZH T 2 B0 MHE: §512 DNA 2 F LI T 25 #
& Bl

FIRE A OFE KK CRZMEAZFIERITHERO 1 2LLTEFLRTWHE R
FIZRFEEICRIL T, 8 | ECITHRBECRE, ABEREK A RAEDREICBITIHE
Bl EFEI LT, ZOB MM EIL, KL TR B LELIEAAIV aRZz0E&EET
&% Daphnia pulex (X2 3) DFRAHE TH#HE I TW5D, il 2 1L, Orsini et al.
(2018) K> Becker et al. (2018) %, ¥ 7228 BUE Ji O %k ] C&E{n 1 % Bl & 218 ##
BT LT2L A, TORBOMBMAIZE VR HLILEMELTWND, ZDIENITH,
WREY OERSEESE O /L7 B (Chaturvedi et al., 2021; Keith et al., 2016;
Wang et al., 2016), ZNICMA T =T 4w Z7Effi O1->ThDH DNA AF LAk
MT LR EBRFICBVWTRKEM TRRLIZIEEHLNIIR->TND
(Asselman et al., 2015; Hearn et al., 2021) , DNA AF L {biZ, & fs 7ot —%—1H
WA TDE, BBERN O A ZMEL mRNA O/ RE TERTDHILET, Bis %
BLENW /D SE5 86 FRBLOA A CTho, I TiX, DNA AF L{bicks
B TREBEEOH BN LTMEKRZHEICOERELEZILZZEN N> TND
(Vandenbussche et al., 2020), D — T, A4 IV aTix L L7=E5IZ DNA AF



AL LB AR R BLE DR Z=0NME 2 ITHLNICENTWHALD O, DNA AF Lk Lik
53 B & OB HE M IR ST,

FAIT BT DH DNA AF AL ICE 355 BT :,’c FAIY Al DNA AF L1k
FLEA] 5-THF V% 14 B MRE LRI, 55 EE B O DNA AT AL B 3
L BZENS Dro TS (Athanasio et al., 2018), 5-7 L F V2L ->T DNA AF
IAL BE D3> T 58, DNA AF NALIZE DR B G B nbZ L2k, Z20&E 6 13
HENER TS, ZAHME CRAENRRDEL T O BLHEHIZ DNA AF UL 23
HELTWAEES, 5-THLUF O UEBRBLIRICKRB &N EH TA30E90%3 1145
ZLIZEY DNA AFVALHIE O F e 2GR 528 TEDH, D, 5-TH I F U
I, IV a3lZB T DNA AF b LB TR B EORBRFRMEEZED ETH Y
—VIZRNEHEE 2 HND,

2.3 MR 2 EAs R BRI 2 7= Daphnia J& % %M OALE2WE O K%M 2E
O K g B2 B T D

A T RABEEZHEBEN RN T2F 1 THD RNA-seq o~ 177 LA FkEEH
WTC, R ICBITLFWE ~D &% M 2 OJF A R B 24T > T %35 il &2 58
T5, TDOHARK 7232 5] £ LT, Lyu et al. (2019) (%, ¥ AV 7Y > a (Daphnia
similoides) \Z8\F 5, MM ~DOMMEEZFFORBLERXR CT—RICHEHINS R MK
(THO9 & TH14) Z %} 412, RNA-seq T ICEV B E ~DILE BB T DI B & %%
B CHEL TS, ZNICIDRMEB THREENPRESBE RS> TR E OB R T
B (REICIZIANET AT, FEAHICE S 7286 1) Ll E L0
M AR LT 5, Latta et al. (2012) 1%, ISP ozt 810, M 28 > %k L
PR WR M Z, ~A 77 b AZHWTHE$TH524LT, FRMTRBEEOR LD
AR (BRI A im0 &R EICE 5 328 s 1) &3 o B i
P& oRIB L CW5, £72, Chain et al. (2019) (%, ISP a3z 21, BRI TWD
BT NLER B LR S TE RSN TOARWE T O I L= % # %, RNA-seq f#HT
T TH2ZET, B RS ORKEDO TN, INVEFA S IV AT7=2T7—8BED
2 R AR AS BB FREOBHEENERWIEEZHLNICLEZ, Z2NHD Tk D LX)
ZNETD Daphnia BIZHBTLEBEAFWTIROT 7o —F L, HOPUOFEEWE T3 T
LI ZME DB L TV DR Z X FRIC, TORKZ M2 OR[N f# 725 1 % 5L R
W FEEHWT, Ez itk lE 43%5%3%%0)&? PEEIRIB LTV,



BI3E A AI Va3 imoOBE T RBEOLE S DNA A F vk o FEAfl
3.1 R E Y & B

FAIVaDFZ B TIE, &7 /LD DNA AF AL FE Ol % D& F D DNA A
FNUALEIZE RO DLZENE OB SCHR TH LTS TS (Asselman et al.,
2015; Athanasio et al., 2018; Hearn et al., 2021), iz + 7o —X—H@EIZBIT5
DNA AFNWALIZZE DB AR TR BLEZHI 35, 20720, RMEIZEITH DNA AF L
BEDOEWT, RHEE CHRBSINTVWLIEBLEFRAZOEVORKO 1 DTIERND
MmEZEZLND, EZTH 3 BT, BRAAAIVVaIRMOBRLE FHREAEITEVE
FIEEZLTWDRAIZ DNA AF VAL BEE L TWH A BB YE AR GE T 522 H &L
7=,

FPUE, R HRELTAAIVa 3 RHED RNA-seq 0O LNDHME N 28 & 1 5%
BERELEL, FRMCTEMLB T RABDPREIKELRIELETFHEZREL, TOHF T
H DNA AF AL LS8 A FF BLH# O ETWAD AT REME O | v CpG fE ik (M 2L il
Bz by vkl 7 =0 %<& e DNA HIR) 2 7 0t — ¥ — IR0 E il 5+ &4
H L7z, IRIZDNA AF AR ERI O 5-TH L F U 2IV0ralligig $5281ck0, &
BILT-8 s FORBEN EFH TN EINERIELT,

3.2 EBRFGIE
3.2.1 RMBEHOIE® L fEF LM

kPG E LT A A IV 3 (Daphnia magna) D % #i 1%, NIES % #t & England & #E,
Clone 5 R D 3 K&z, 1. NIES K #t : USEPA 7O E SN R #H T, HAD
GLP i A& 7k B g BE CF 2E 6 B D 2 <3 Fl LT\ %, 2. England & #t : 9 E BR 52 )T
MOFEPEINTZRM T, TIFI—my/XTHEHASNDZTEBZL 0 Clone A £ #t ThHD, 3.
Clone 5 5% #t : b % 4 & FF Al b 20 B 48 22 DR I S 72 R 8 T, England % %6 & [F £E 12
PRI Clone A R #t THD, WTNDRME, BB FEFTIZT 15 4F L Lok
A B NS TE, fE S 1%, M4 £54# (pH 7.5—8.5, #E % 250 mg/L-CaCO3)1 L
(2 35 IR EOMEAKZ AL, BIZ 3 BIKEFEZZIT TS, 2, LA HIE, B8 16
Ry, 5 1) 8 IR [A] T, KR A 20£2° C TR > TW5, 51X, Chlorella sp. (5.0X 108
cells/mL/day) # 1 mL, yeast-cerophyll-trout chow (YCT)% ImL, % 1 L &—F—I(C
AL,

3.22 KT — 2 O WAs ik

NIES % #t, England & #t, Clone 5 R D 3 R Akt G, L1424 KR LLN A
e 2 HEEAED 2 SO EBEBICBILE# T —2 (K&, g E &, kB )
ERAG L, AR, St T2 EOBHMBEEEZAr — L ETRELZE, £0
E %7 —X%H 12, Imagel] software (Abramoff et al., 2005) Z W\ C, BHTAF 1D
EOMHTRETEERELERLTCEIAILEZ (K 3-128), KREOEFRIZL, KITH%E
@ Cambronero and Orsini (2018) & &L=, AR ZE O o7-B B IX, £43IY
YADFRE S IEEEICE o TEIITN TV AE A 03HY, LR EE D DHEIEMRE &)1
TERWEHI B L7c7od Th D, izl | & o FH IS, RS sz B8 (FDU-2200,
EYELA) Z# JH Wiz, A 1% 24 B¢ [H i 8 K O 5. 1 8H & O FF |l TiX, & F K™
(XS205DUV, SANYO) O#l] & K5 FE (0.01 mg) TiE, 1 PEFOTITE B TERWED,
B RO 24 K [l E AR Z SO LI L72b D& 1 o 7L UTRHAlZ FE i L7z,
W B [ £ DFHRINE, 3 R AR T, AFENTHHAE% 8 H B ETOM L [ 5k A 3 HI
L7z, it 24 % 8 H HETICLZE B I, A% 8 HEZBXHEL O K TREF 11k
FO, M7 B E L TEF TERLRDTED TH D,
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3-1. KB ICBIFIAAIV anhkEDOERERTIALTRLTHD
(Cambronero and Orsini, 2018 DK & FE % 1V)

3.2.3 Cytochrome oxidase I (COI) Bl ZI{§E ) @ B3 )5 15

FAIV A 3 ZRHOZRFEABREALNIIT LD, Aozt 45 k1
THHSNDZENZ Wb RY7 DNA i) EICFETE TS COL fEIRA A R # T
B HZEELT-, £, 2 Ml A Y7L EL T, DNeasy Blood & Tissue Kit(Qiagen)
A LT, DNA ZfiH L7z, ®IiZ, L7 DNA 2% 7 /1L T, Folmer et al.
(1994) N2 T25 COI Sk 25 B A ICHIE T 57 7 (4~ —& EXTaq (Takara) & 3
M B 58 L CH W, Thermal Cycler Dice (Takara) (ZX-> T, YL FO7Fas/ I AT
PCRZFfE L72:94CT60 ), WV T 94 CT IS %30 A7/, 58CT308, 72°C
T30 F, HME L7 PCR EEW L, COI fEHIR 23 RAYICH IR S TWD0y, THn—2 7
NERWEEKKENIEICEVMBER L, LT, Fr B0 E s T&7- PCR EWY
IZ FASMAC Corp IZEFEL T, oA —iEicky —r 224252, COI fHIK DM
FEBRFIE RE2SFTM TG L, RO COL BFIE H]IZOVWTIEL, (National
Center for Biotechnology Information (NCBI)IZ accession number % 2F T{E # %
B~k L72 (OL518111 [NIES]; OL518107 [England]; OL518110 [Clone 5]),

3.2.4 RNA-sequencing O 5 B # /F

FAIVaD 3 RO 2 Wi EAENS 10 EERLZNELT T 7 el &%
ROV T NEIE 3 DH E L7z, Total RNA Ol 1121, RNeasy Mini Kit (Qiagen)
Z MWz, i H L7 RNA (X Tapestation (Agilent Technology Inc.) {ZTC, RNA & £ (>
140 ng/pL) BIOHLE (> 8.5) 2R L, 2N OEBR M H 50 7o 2
DOFRMEMIZLIEbOEMEH Lz, Z2ETO —# O 2 Thlt ] L7z Total RNA 2
T B cDNA FA 7 ZVDIERR TR 1%, v/rdz itk it Lic, ZELTEHNRE
X, 7 b L7z Total RNA 725 mRNA OB AR LT, Tz AnT,
TruSeq Stranded Total RNA LT Sample Prep Kit (Gold) Z#H\ T, cDNA 7477V %
ERL L7=, 4 ¢cDNA 747 ZVU% NovaSeq™ 6000 % f1 L C, 101 bp paired-end (2T
L Bl H 2 AT LT,

3.2.5 B R B AL ®B AT (Differentially Expressed Genes: DEGs)

HISAT2 ver. 2.2.0 (Kim et al., 2019) Zffi § L T, RNA-seq 2>H 53 LAV M 5 Bl 1)
HaAAIVra KITHRMOZRELHICvwyE 7 LT, HTseq ver. 0.11.3 (Anders
et al., 2015) ZH T, vw B 7 INTE R NG, FEE T OEE TR B &% “read
count” L TCHEMNT L7z, #3547 “read count” % R software /Xy —3 ® edgeR ver.
3.28.1 (Robinson et al., 2009) Z A W TCKIZ/ R TR/ EDOERILEZIT o7-, “read

10



count”’ X Trimmed Mean of M value (TMM) EICEVIERLL, £ T, Count Per
Million (CPM) 2% 0.5 % T [H] 245 1| *F‘aébfi fiR AT OO AE E MBS W] BE M 28 R
7o, fRHT R LT, BB LB E s T OEFKIL, FDR < 0.05 7> fold change
(RAME OFELLL) >2 D2 DOFEMFITH T iié Ein L TH LT,

3.2.6 Xt 45+ @ DNA B H @ CpG i8Ik O f M % fife 38

NCBI O%7 ) LFHE WD, & & s 1O DNA FHIE # 2B E Liz, £ O/ FE
WaEHEIT, CpG fHIEk DA % GENETYX software ver. 10 (Genetyx inc.) Zfi F LT
fEMT L7, — M AYIZ, DNA AFAblE, B+ oA F o7 et —2—Hk o
CpG THIIZATF VEN I T 52 THRAR R BLAH #2888 Cho, 207D
CpG fEHINZM KR TH6 51, Kl FOT T —F—EHIIZIRE THLERNHILN,
FAIVAaDBINERICT 0T —Z —HEOE RITRN, ZZT, HFERFICBTD
BRI E a—T 7S B 5000 bp 27 RE—X—fHREKE L, 0B,
CpG fE 1k /& # 1%, Gardiner-Garden and Frommer (1987) (2%, DNA B8 H @ 4
OB EDON, ST =0 OEF &N 50% % 225 200 HiH %k DL E ORI
L7z,

327 AA4 IV a~d DNA A F AL L EA O & 8

DNA AF/ALICL DB TR B & ~OR B LM 75720, DNA #H KO DNA
AFNVEEBILEERNEZA T2 FME 5- 7%&%3}‘/%%%\:9“/: W 5 L7 B
DBIETHRBAEOEALEZHB LIz, TOOIZ, 5-THF U RNAAIV e aizxtL
T, DNA AF /LR FEASI SR ZTRELFRNICHEETOILERNSHD, £22°C, 5-7H
VFUUH RO — %N (DNA %%Mhﬁﬁiﬁsﬂ% LA D5 1) DB AT D780
NIES 5% #t & England R #t D 2 e 4 %F R A2 2 7 7k P 5 3Bk (OECD TG202) & 3
i ETEF DR B MR L, Bk OB % 1% Lindeman et al. (2019) 2%
%2, Control, 12.8, 32, 80, 200, 500 mg/L ® 6 ¥ & X THEM L7, ZOfE B rbE H
SNDI /N5 B R E (LOEC) BLUEE 52 2R £ (NOEC) 2b &2 7 H [ O iR & il Bk T
LIV AY RV E W R #E (Short-term Juvenile Hormone Activity
Screening Assay using Daphnia magna: JHASA) IZHEHL L C, 2 @ Emicxf LT 5-7H%
VFUVE T EEBETLHIIECLY, STV T UV DOREEHIE DO B MR L
Too ARMFFETENME L7 JHASA ORBSEIFEEZLL FOFE 3-1 ([2FLdT-,

# 3-1. KHFFEICEBITH JHASA OB 5 4
kR AE R M Daphnia magna @ NIES 5% #t & England & #t
AR E 5-7TH T T
B B M4 55 i
IR U KR X I2D% n=10
A R 1 7 H fH

R A 50mL/flE {4 /4% &

o £ & sl (5% 108 cells/mL) 50 o L/E{&/H, YCT 50 u L/#E {&/H
ot 2k 16L:8D

R E 20°C £2°CLLN

1 14 thn 2 08 i B AR DN, PEAT & & 2 T2 E % O AR

#a 7K 2\ LLE

BlLETHH R, PEFEK
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3.2.8 U7 /%A L PCR (& PCR)

DNA AF AL EH THD 5-TH L F P D DNA AF AL EDOR) B2 MR T 5
e, 5-THUF VL DOBEHBEZOBREFHRAEOEEHAB L, S-THTF OB
T 8 (K 2T 95728, NIES 5% %t & England 52 %t o 2 ¥ 5 8 1K 2 % 8212 3.2.7 Tk
ELZIBRBRRECTT HMOBREZITo7, 7ok, STEKEZ 17 LEeLT, BoiRLE
3V UIVEAEBELE, VT E 2.0 mL DRI a—F% vyl Fa—7 12 AN, 5 mm
DY Na=7e—RALLHZ, Micro Smash MS-100 (TOMY) (2 CHE %L 72, Total RNA
1% 700 pL @ QIAzol reagent THi I L724% (2, miRNeasy Mini Kit ZH W Tk R L7,
K& L72 RNA #1213, miRNeasy Mini Kit £ J& ® DNA Y)W 3 T2 DNase 721)
TIEBRELENRD -T2 DNA D EITIFEE T 5, ZOMEIZHE £415 DNA X PCR K
IZ mRNA LRI CEIICHEIESNDZE TR RICK LS TLES72®, TURBO™ DNase
(Thermo Fisher) Zfl W TR BIZHR EL7Z, DNA BREZIT oKV T %
NanoDropTM ND-1000 Spectrometer (2T, RNA 72 (> 100 ng/puL) &4l £ (260/280/
>1.8) MR LIz, MER%, £ Y7 L5500 ng O RNAZEYH LT, AMV Reverse
Transcriptase XL (Takara) (T8 5 528 T, cDNA G L7z, &7 unn
A A L7- ¢cDNA % Light Cycler 480 Real-Time PCR System (Roche) IZC/E & PCR %
Fhe L7z, PCR X, 95°CC 300 &, 95°CC 10 % 50 [F], 64CT 10 ®, 72C T 10 ¥
DN OTar T ATE L, & BEIE TR &L ESILT57290I1C, 18srRNA D&
CFHRAEETKEERFREELRLICEZMEIO R8RS FRBEELL TR L,
2B, ©E PCR ICAHWES B FOTI4~—1%, R LT DHE RS D mRNA DOF
B A NCBI bR L, ZDORFIE H A4S &I primer3 ver. 0.4.0. (Untergasser et
al.,, 2012) ZH W CTFIA4~—EF Z{ERR LTz, SDIT, fER LT TA4~— D Fs B 1T
NCBI ® BLAST e CTHEZR L=, & & PCRICH W7 T4~ —EHI 1 HITE A-11Z
FLOT,

3.3 R LB
330 A IV a3 RHuOEBEEHROIG RS (2B PRE, Wik
EE, L) &I F=> KU 7 DNA BAIE #

3-2A 02, ®KBLELTE 3 R THD NIES &2 & England SR #t, Clone 5 SR #t D4
A EOR#EERLIE, ¥ 3-2B,C L0, FREERBEIZBNT, KEOREIEBZITRD
F91Z72 572 :Clone 5 % #t <England % #t <NIES &, 2 ¥ v Oz 8 & IIZEI L T
H, KK &—EH LT Clone 5 %t <England & #t <NIES &2 #t DA &72>7= (X 3-2D),
— 5T, %24 UANOMEAEOHEEE &ICE LT, RAEMICHERZEITRD)-
7o (¥ 3-2B), iR BN CIE, MEOEEMNFFBIZIERLES TV RN
(Martinez, 2012), R R OF TH, FFICHIBEE EO IO R BN REFHIZHONT
X, ROV 24 BN OFEERCTIERKICLDEVRRNRDSTZEE IDND,
2 kS CHER CELRMMOMEDEEFEEZT 1 DOERELT, Bl OB A
BExbbH, AR RE T, A RREE R ICEBEEENRBINTND, £
TTCHL 8 HIEOBL R A2 Ri=L2A, R THEZREITRD)-7- (K 3-2F),
BREICELTX, A% 24 WL 2 HOEBELL R MENHST-ZEMND, B B[\
BOFHWHTHL 8 HHICBWTHOHRREICENDLZENTFEIND, —F T, ki
DEDFIKELTEFHAILZ: 8 H M OB B BUTIL R DRV END, Kk DEIZ
VR B B LA D Rk B dil B b A N B LT\ b EE 2 b6hD, Ihar R T
DNA ®—# T 5 486 bp ® COI Ofc F| D AHE (22 Tld, NIES 52 # & England 5%
FEAILFE2IZ— L TEY, Clone 5 R#t DA 1 3 F O E M HEFR ST, 3 R # D COI
Bl 51 D H A5 R 20D, 260 3 R AITEAT IR 23308 W R TIERWNEE 2 b,
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NIES (2-week-old) England (2-week-old) Clone5 (2-week-old)

B) C)
2B EEDEFR f#24BFMABREOEER
37 a n =15, Mean + SE 08 n=15 Mean*SE
—~ b £ a b
= c €06 = c
E 2. ~
g <
ey
=y 204
[ (0]
2 1 ;‘ 0.2
3 S
(@] o]
o 0 0
D) oEgE#omgEs B EguBEtonREs
0.8 n =15, Mean £ SE 12 - n= 3,aMean *SE
~ a a =10] 2 a
© 0.6 - — = T
£3 b 53T 81
o3 + o >
o.= 04 =5 67
=2 =
>S 55 4]
S gv 0.2 © e 5 |
0 0
F) Bt B E1 4%
6 n=4, Mean £ SD
3 a a a
g 5 1 T =2
©
o= 47
= <
=8 3]
> L o
£ 2
3 11
0

ONIES mEngland O Cloneb

3-2. AAIV A3 RMOIEET —HX OB A 2 B E AR &A% 24 Ry R E KT
ITo7 it & (Mean®=SE), (A) & (B) TR K, (C) (D)l E &, (B)IX, £ FhTo
SEFBBEMECOMEZ ., (A)-(D)IZBis=7— "— L cii# Lz —~5
DiEME, Tukey’s HDS test I2XV 3 ZM AL LTZFRIZ p <0.05 L7 dbDE R LI,

13



3.3.2 RNA-sequencing |2 X 2 & % #t O B % BE H OE W

FAIVaDE ZHICBITHLMBERN2EE FRAERE KT 5700, @ 6HEF &
A FICEB D 2 8 E K 2% 512 RNA-seq fiEHT #3Ffi L7=, RNA-seq H&ELNTZ
Y —RFEEDOE R 1EWMITE A2 [TFLDTZ, RNA-seq DEBRFE RS, ZHEM T
BN TWBE T AT LR R, 3 AR AR T 724 BE ORI ENS
FHAZHE 725 Tz (FDR p<0.05), ZiLHD AR F O H T, NIES K #t L Clone 5 K
fil T 657 #{x ¥, Clone 5 % #t & England 5% #t [#] T 108 & {5 1, England & NIES %
BT 724 BT ORBENABICRLSoTWe, oF0, BEZLHL TWBIE T O
SR W3 5L, England &t & Clone 5 & #8133 Bl O 17 23EL TWT, NIES % #t
& England R #IE, BE OB DKL R L TWDLIENSND, 2O 3 B 8 &
GFDOFTH3IRMALLELIZEXIS, CORMELBLTHLREBABENR L->TUV T2 63
AR T2 X BB /T A — R T &R L7 25, NIES R#E Tl 2 Rk &
LCEMEBEFRBEBERNPRESERDIEN o7 (K 3-3), 2OXIIZ, R TR
R AERLZZLFAAIVaZF TR, E®RE THHIV a THHEBAINTND
(Orsini et al., 2018; Becker et al., 2018), 4 [EIH 72 3 B #E D722 TlX, NIES &t
& England R #E O O BEH M ICKVBHERE VR 72ZEMD, BIEOERIZIZO
2 RN > THT = 72,

Color Key

_ hierarchical clustering

-1 0 1

DEGs

England
Clone5
NIES

3-3. AAIVa 3 KA D DEGs De—h~vy T LWEE 772X — AT OFfE R, 3 %

e CTHEM L7 RNA-seq OFEMNT#E KBS 047 DEGs (3 R #H TH B 2 %5 U

72> FDR p-value <0.05) Zxt £ 1C L7z, /£ LD “Color key” DX, & B s 1 DF

E OB O R/NEEBHR T (B 2L, EaRLEDORBETHRIEENLREINILE
BWT D), £o, 77AF— T O Ri%, e—b~xy 7 EEITR LT,
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3.33 DNA X F AL OX R L+ 2B FOEE (I EORHEMLEE
CpG FEHI D 5K )

AL R OM M A BEEICE 2%, NIES Z# & England R & Ll L 72 BT,
NIES % #t C England Z#t & 0 & B & 10 520 L& Wil s+, %72 England
HRHMTNIES RME Y bEBEN 10F LU EmvwBzFEZzTh b L7z,
TZENLOBMEBFOFTYE, DNAAT LN EZDVHED CpGHEEKE, = —F
4 v 7 B 5000 bp (AA IV aicB A eE—F —fHEE L TIRE
L7 DNA #ilk) Ic&0EEF2 ) X MeLle (£ 3-2), 22k, KFRICKT
% CpG fHIk @ & #F 1L, Gardiner-Garden and Frommer (1987) D ¥#E L [E U CG
A D 50%LL D 200 bp ® DNA ik & L7z, & 3-2 TiX, L6 4%FEHE
TOEIEF 1T NIES R THRABNFHENICHVELE T, E0o 5 KB LUE
% TIX England R# CHREMICHBEN G VWERBFHELTWVWD, 2%V, E
MmH 4FEHETOBEML AL, England R IC BT DNA A FL{bic K Y B 15
FHRAREIEZE TV L2 ARBEDOHL2EBLEFTHY, Lo 5FHUKROEE
F X NIES T DNA A F /LD AN DN LB Th 5, KR THRIE
DENo> BB T OBKEICEHB 35 &, NIES R# TlE chymotrypsin 1 like X2
transmembrane protease serine 9 like ® X 9 7 {E L EEFR ICB o 5 BIis O R &
<, K 3-2BCD THERSINAERECHBEREOEICHLHELGELTWD Z N
Z %2 b ivbH., — F, England % # T 1%, lactosylceramide 4-alpha-
galactosyltransferase-like X° glucose dehydrogenase [FAD quinone] like 72 & @ FEAX
HICEADLL BB TFREEDNZ VREDMHERE T,
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7% 3-2. NIES & & England SR #t TR B DR &0 o772 10 B s+ DI Bl E & DNA BLFI H @ CpG island DA ML

¥& Bl &

o o 7% Bl b CpG fE ik »
B ID B % B2 "
B AT BAs 14 NIFS anland H E:Ione 5% (NIES/England) ¥
LOC116931 vacuolar protein sorting-associated protein
625 26C-like 13.9 0.1 0.1 209.5 1
LOC116922 chymotrypsin 1 like 1791. 27.2 74.3 65.9 1
711 8
|6702C116932 mucin-5AC-like 1.4 0.1 0.1 20.5 1
LOC11691
2;)0(: 6919 transmembrane protease serine 9-like 19.3 1.7 1.6 11.5 1
LOC116931 . .
895 prostaglandin G/H synthase 2-like 1.7 20.0 9.6 11.5 2
LOC116920 posta_cros:omal sheath WW domain-binding 01 295 9 191.1 0.0004 5
911 protein-like
LOC116926 lactosylceramide 4-a|pha- 01 49 24 0.0134 1
060 galactosyltransferase-like
LOC116924 . . . .
362 glycine-rich protein 1-like 0.7 23.2 29.4 0.0293 1
LOC116928 . .
942 glucose dehydrogenase [FAD quinone] like 1.6 29.9 47.6 0.0521 1
LOC116923 L .
449 prisilkin-39-like 0.1 2.1 3.4 0.0541 2
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334DNA A FNALILEARIOA A IV a~DmtEEEOHER

E B PCRIZHAWDY TNV ERHIETIH-0, 5-THF VU BNAAIV a3l LT,
DNA AF VAL EZSIESEZTREZHONICTILERNDHD, TODITET,
NIES 5% it & England SR #t D 2 Rt x5t Rl @tk ilE ik B E R B2 £ o2& &L72,
E B PCREAITHV T IVOREDT=DIZ, 5-THFF U NAAIV o alcxk LT, DNA
AF ML EZGIEREZTREZHONICTILERD D, TOTDICHE L7 NIES
F & England R AL D 2 R ICB T2 M IEK AL ERBE O RE2E 3-3 I2FLDT,
i R KD 48 h-ECso DOfE 1%, BEAE T HRfE © 230.1+98.4 (Lindeman et al.,2019),
310+11 (Athanasio et al., 2010) L[R2 JE TH 7=, T ATHF 9L Tlix, 2D 48 h-ECs9 D
P ff s LT AME B vk BLE R BRI 5 NOEC I2BWT, & 15 D DNA AF /L
L DA F 25 & 292238 B LT\ % (Athanasio et al., 2018), £ZC, 4 [A] &
Jiti U 7= APk i Pk B E A BR 12351 D NOEC & LOEC il /7=t Z2A5 2 B T— &L T,
ZNFH 20 mg/L, 80 mg/L &72o7-, ZDH5H NOEC @ 20 mg/L ik E g LL T
NIES %% 0 2 3 i 5 {4 265 212 JHASA ([CHEHLL T 7 H BIBgE#E L7-, JHASA TlI,
5-THF UKL~ mMELL T2 B EAEOKRELEMF D 2 DOHBE B JE
LT, 20 2 SDOHBICEEIHRVWREOBRERELZROLZIEZEHELEL,
JHASA ZFEMLIZMAE R, WTHOREX TOHREICEABEREZ/NITR OGN oT
(Xl 3-4, Dunnett’s test THIBE X EXRX ELLEL), 2D — 5 T, EA TR & E
FEX D 20 mg/L Txt BX AR LA B IC# A Lz (4 3-5),

# 3-3. KRMITBITD 5-7 P F VD@ P L E BB O R R

NIES England
48 h-ECso 251 mg/L 153 mg/L
LOEC (i 1K 52 %8 % i) 80 mg/L 80 mg/L
NOEC (52 2 2 [T ) 20 mg/L 20 mg/L

Ik

ctrl  1.25 mg/LL5.00 mg/L 20.0 mg/L
5-THLFIVRE

3.4, 5-7HUF V7 HEBRERRICBITAKE (¥ £SD, n=15),

body length (mm)

% B
5,

et 30 ek
« 20

15

§10 [ﬂ
o)

g0

Z ctrl  1.25 mg/LL5.00 mg/L.20.0 mg/L

5-PTHIFOVRE
3-5.5-7HF VT A MR EE R BRI T DPEA B (S £ SD, n=15) *** 3%k IR
XL TR F R A B 22 %R (¥**%: p < 0.001, Dunnett ‘s test)
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3.3.5 DNA X FLLBAEANIC X 2 86 175 Bl & O 21k O fif id

LEDORREND, 5-TH L F UV BERE LEMFEICEEZ RITSI 20 5 &R E 2N
5.0 mg/L THHZEN -T2, 12720, 32 mg/L THIF HOAEFITEE N R)h-7-2 8,
F72,20.0 mg/L THIR BT ERR)Do72END, B B EZ2H N T570
DAFIV T 2 ﬁﬁﬁ“%/ww\@ 5-THWUFUUMETE R, THASA O % i B LA
r<, 1.25,5.00, 20.00 mg/L @ 3 /;;% KEUL7, K 3-6 12 5-THV L F VU ag G LIIF
® NIES %t & England 5% #t (& LB RAEEZRLE, K36 D L4507
770%, arta— il s 1 }:Lfﬁﬁ w‘: GAPDH (f# §5 % (2B 57 28 {5 +) & ACTIN
(B # ICB 5 286 1) O/ RETHD. 2 2OERTFORABEOKREEZL D
&, GAPDH D BHAIRERX OV TN OIS 2EN/NEL, R EXMIZBITHZ )
HAh v, arba— LB s X, UBEOX—F o EE ORI B s A EL
BH A WD), HEREOEW GAPDH #WN{EMEa bo— Lz L
THWAZLICLZ, K 3-6 HOTF 8 DOFI71%, F—Fyb@Eia &Lz 10 #&is+
(£ 3-2) D T, & PCRIZEDFF R ARG IR 38 TE72 4 DDB IR 1 (serine 9,
postacrosomal, glucose, prostaglandin) D5 R ThHD, 725, VD 6 BEIn 12OV T
I%, PCR #& T D PCR EY O HE h #R I 1T A — I RA L IR T AT EICE 7o
TN ZEMD, BRI BE N R TER o LW Lz, $F R ICHIE S 4
DD — 7‘/FL{E—T—0)V\? NIES F# # 2BV T postacrosomal & prostaglandin 1%, 5-
THFOUBRBICIVREBEN LR TOEm A RO, BKBYIZ postacrosomal
TIX NIES RMICB TG XK ND 5-THUF LU D 5.0 mg/L FTORE X I
T, RAICHEBEN LA L, 20 mg/L & E X TR ISH A T 5 m 8 o, X4 3-
55020 mg/L R E X CIHEMFHA~DEBERDLST22 80 %#IJU?L/C 5T F V%
20 mg/L BE LA, DNA AF UL E LA OB ICIVER TR BL &N L
7D TIHRWNEZE X BIND, 2D 2 DOBAS T OF A IV 2T BITHHE B 1L B 7203,
A ICBITOHEEZS B 2T 5L, postacrosomal 1%, ¥ 1 TR IZEB T DK K
JEEFICR BT D8 F THAZENS D> TS (Wu et al., 2007), FEAHICARDH
Z B THLIAFIV AZEBWT, K FIERICEE T 2034 ADEAITE O L
MDA =ZALEE ZBND, ZDICDEHORFTELT, Bl 2L, 5-THFF U0
RNVEAMNERER DLW E 2 3G LIRS, SRV BMIR GRS LT
F A DFERLNEATLONEEETHILICEY, ZOB R T H#H 0)*73‘575)@1:%%‘
IWWTCWSHATREMENE 2BND, O — DD prostaglandin 1%, KIEF O ~EEH T
XFRUBOOLAE RSN AEBIEEME LS b Tnd, X 3-6 235, NIES +-ff0>xﬂ’n’
X CITIZEAE BB 72 WIZHE 5T, 20.0 mg/L O 5-7TH U F VU iEEE X Tl
FHN EH LU CODME M DR TE72728, DNA AF LA B 512 2575 Bl 1@75:%2@
R REtE, BLL, 5-T TV O~ R EEA~DISEZELT, BHIZHEIL &N LA L
TWHARIREEMED B 26D,

E® PCR #EEL-E2TOEME FIZHKBELT, MUBREXICBITL 7 v/l o
FUEDIXLDENKREL, MEICEIDA B EDMT EIWT = Lol 5-THFF

VNCEDEBEE TR EOEALEZ IEMHICHETE T510E, Ao X2 E2 M5
LT, EREOKEZRETOILERNOHLIEN ol
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NIES_GAPDH

0.1 0.25
0.09

0.08 0.2
0.07

0.06 0.15
0.05

0.04 0.1
0.03

0.02 0.05
0.01
]

NIES_ACTIN

JW%%%

NIES_Ctrl NIES_1.25 NIES_5.00 NIES_20.0

NIES_Ctrl  NIES_1.25 NIES_5.00 NIES_20.0
England_GAPDH England_ACTIN
0.14 12
0.12 1
0.1 08
0.08
06
0.06
004 0.4
0.02 0.2 I |
o ]
Eng_Ctl  Eng_125 Eng_500 Eng_20.0 Eng_Ctl  Eng_125 Eng 500  Eng_20.0
NIES_serine9 NIES-postacrosomal
16 0.004
12 ] 0.003
T I
=]
g s & 0.002
g g
4 % % 0.001
. %_ 0
NIES_Ctrl NIES_1.25 NIES_5.00 NIES_20.0 NIES_Ctrl  NIES_1.25 NIES_500 NIES_20.0
England_serine9 England-postacrosomal
16
12
5 z
a8
8 )
. 2]
Eng_Ctrl Eng_1.25 Eng_5.00 Eng_20.0
NIES-prostaglandin
6
5
' 4
504 S
o g3
go03 S
Q o
)
1
0
NIES_Ctrl NIES_1.25 NIES_5.00 NIES_20.0
England_glucose England-prostaglandin
16 - 60
14 4 50
12 4
40
e oy q =
5551 §
% 8 A 2 30
Q 6 Q
=20
4 4
2] 10
0 0 ——
Eng_Ctrl Eng_1.25 Eng_5.00 Eng_20.0 Eng_Ctd Eng_1.25 Eng_5.00 Eng_20.0

3-6. 5-THLFUUIRBICLAELE FRBEEL L, 7T, NIES R &
England & ® 2 8 fin {8 & % H Wiz, &% RZHMITBWT, Control K & 5-THFFT
IR FEIRE X LEOE IR I B &% Dunnett’ test [ THE 217 o7,
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336 AAI Va2l iEsHOVEEEPCRICBIT DY I AR OEKE 3 E
=D R E O E

INETOERE PCR TEH I NHORBEEDENRENSTLIEND, 5 HDE
# PCR EROKBE LY LIF57-018, Yo7 VB OBBLEDIZLOXELELIETND
K ZE DL LT, ZZONDFE RO T, —FB A EMENFHWEEZLNDIDIL,
PINELTEAAIV a2 B EICE ENSIBE BT OROEETHS (M 3-7 %
), AAIvracid, MEBEAEDOEB CHMMWICER ENREKEH T8 71
(Nay 4 BART EREIENDB R OFI B o s T RE R E) O ENH LT
> TW% (Sumiya et al., 2018) , ZHETE & PCR ICHWTE 7o 7L, A E
FNTWDEEKEZITRWERET X LZERATWZT2D, T A OIELE-SEC
JRORBLNEELTOL A EENRE ZOND, 2O REMEZRIET 572D, K 3-6 T
HWEBEFOFND 4 DOBIRF 2% RIZ, NIES R0 2 B EEICHITS, §
B IR E ENDME K (embryo+), B B H O ZELY R W7 il (& (embryo-), 2 1
B 2 DE B L7 (embryo_only) @ 3 fiJH T & PCR & Jii L7z,

3-7. AAIVa0GE HEOF FETICE ENOMOE o 2R TH -7,

RIZE BB TR BEDOREELI R R LK 3-8 [ZR LI, v a— VBB O
GAPDH |Z3J% embryo-TlX, 2 B KNSR AZRVERZETEBENLR I 0.23%
N5 0.11%IZAE T L7z, — 4 T, ACTIN TiX, MO AR DOFRE B & B HDH-0Z 14 B0 R
W72 embryo- CIEE BV R DS/ NS EBbNT=n, fiRELTUIRES AT 2 #
B fE AR 7L (embryo+) TIELDEN —F /M &Aoo,

3-8 D2 DDF—=FyNEAE T DB, serine 9 T, MOF I ENKEL, K%
BOBRSZETEFFRED 0.63%00 0.23%I2I 2 b, —J7 T, postacrosomal T
X, MOFBBE N otc, DFY, BB FICL--THOA ENERE B & IR
THGEEEITRVWIGENHLI LNy hoTz, £72, postacrosomal TiX, [FIU 2 1M
@& ct, IMAERVER W 2 3 i fE R ER 25 A7 2 3 i E AR O3 Bl & 1I5E WD H -
et 2 AR B R OAEY A E I THF Bl & 23 K &R D Al g A
RS,
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GAPDH ACTIN

0.3 0.5 -
0.25 | . : 04 1

2| // 0a |
0.15 1 7 7

0.1 1 / 02 ; // //
0.05 A 0.1 - /

; % ) % )
embryo+ embryo- embryo_only embryo+ embryo- embryo_only
serine9

3 postacrosomal

2.5 1 = 25
7

2 4 // 2 I

1.5 / 515 I
o
11 I / g
.

0.5 1 0.5

0 7’

embryo+ embryo- embryo_only embryo+ embryo- embryo_only

3-8. & PCROFER, KB a1+ FIZEE IR E EN5M K (embryo+; N =
2, Mean*=SD), B B H DR & VR W72 f# K (embryo-; N = 2, Mean*=SD), 2 # fii
MHESTZR D Z (embryo_only; N=1)D 3 T IVDOBIREFHBEEEZRLTHD,

34 FEIEOE LD

B3 ETHE, RHME TR BE LR FHEEDOFIKIZ, DNA AF VLA L TW
720Ny DNA AF AL EI O E A2 E B PCR THEML-, & PCR #E M L-E D
A5 1T, DNA AFNUALILEANICLE B F R EO LA OHEmIEANTZLOD,
HEMIZ72<, DNA AF AL EANCIVE LG R A EN EH LB R I3
Nhnolc, HEREA DRGNS TEREK O 1 DL T, A4IV a2l T DNA
AF AL HIH SN TOWDE R TN D WAl REE N TFoNnd, TOE B IL, 43IV
DT )LD DNA AF AL 1%FREE L, o F % (Fl 21332 TiX 7 %E
£ (Alves et al., 2021)) kb L THE < (Athanasio et al., 2018), & & {x 1 BL ¥ H1 12 A
FIVEEDBFI ML TWS A EEME MR VWL TH D,

Flo, BEFRBEEOABER EANEONRNST-E 1 DORKELT, 7L
MORELOENRKEL, REXMBIEOEMBRILLE DT ARSI ERETONS, ¥
CINEOIESSEDFR R ER DD, EE PCRICHWAAAIV 2o 2 8 i 4K 9>
LR EZE VR W=EZ A, GAPDH X0 serine 9 TIX, o 7V DXL E DN LB A 1 2
ONAHZEMW Iy oTz, — 5T, postacrosomal DEHIITIRIZEDIEBLOE BN/ ThH,
RO T2 HEE A CORRENELRIBREF21HLH70, B A K TITRIFEIN
FIII R F I OENE B L TCWAAREELNH S, Lo TH 4 = CTEMiL/ZE & PCR
WA WL AIV a2 B EE O 7 iX, BRI % OO REZRETHE
T, MIZEAF B OB T T, 2 B ERMOEY FEHN 2B M AR 25247T,
P TN EM AL LT,

F7o, 5% O FIEL T, Athanasio et al. (2018) IZ/R &L TV 5D DNA AF LA L&
FNZED DNA AF AL EE DD L TWDER 75128 H L TWZET, DNA AF L1k
DEBNHONZRDLWEMENRE 2OND, 22T, B TR EO L7 PHEE CX
7B As FREICOWTE, XA YL T Ay = AFIEICRY, BRI JE i A1) o
SNDOAFNVIEDGFEEHBER LUK ERNHLHEE 261D,
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W4T WEEBENRERLGFRBMBATICESS I A IV a2 KMo BREE BRI
WIE T D M O g
4.1 WFFEE Y & BEE

FAIVaREDE KD Daphnia J& %3502, F5 € OLF W E T3 T 5% K
M OB M 2123 B UEBEAF SCHR I, R M O 2 I3 EER FORE &
DI THIER IENTVDLIENRBINTWD, ZZTH 4 BT, BEFOMS
TIR—F WIS, R TRABEORLLIE R FICESX, ZOB KB FICE
AL FEE NS, IR R EZE2 SR T E 2 F AN ICIB R TN TE
DAL T HZEEBRIELT,

ZDTEHIT, FTEFE 3 ECTEMLIAAIV 2 3 Z2HM D RNA-Seq (2L % #E
TR ZENPRELERS>TWEEBE FREICKL, #EMAT D 1 > Gene Ontology
enrichment fi##7 (GO fRAT) ZF i 252 LT, R R B 728 s 1 B O 4 (R ) B g
EHEE LTz, WRIZ, HEESNTAKRBEORMKZE2MAE 7570, FTFUEFH EOF
FF—BEEOREEZIT -T2, TLTHREZIC, TOMEZLETAILEHE 2T
DM E KL ERBRZEE 75281280, £ R M TILFEME ~DEZEICENELD
DINERRGE LT,

4.2 EBRGIE
4.2.1 Gene Ontology enrichment fi# #7

RNA-seq THAONTZ, BB CTHRE ENE LB R FHOLEKRKELHEE 757
DITHEHE AT L LT I S1L5D Gene Ontology enrichment fi##T (GO fiEAT) ZFfE L
72. GO fi##T 1%, R software ® GOseq ver. 1.44.0 (Young et al., 2021) I C{T»72, A
FIVrad@inf ID (ZiF GO f# T TH /1 &d GO term &4 F LB ST NS T
WHDITTiEZ2W, 22T, eggNOGmapper (v2) (Cantalapiedra et al., 2021) ZH \C,
FAIV Az G LB O GO term 1§ #IZ NCBI /b TEOAAIV U ao 4|
BFOT =22/ TFHIEICED, GO MATICKL ERAAIVranlis+ ID & GO
term Bt OSWIEIE T — XA HE L, 20T —XE T, KB CTHEE L7 RNA-
seq ICEV BB PR INTZLE R FICXHLT, RMEEICB TR AL ERE - 1PBE
THEIE DE VY GO term % R software D /Xy —T D12 THD GOseq ([T LVAFENT %
Fehw Uiz, B H Sz GO term O A E M IOV T, FDRIZEDVE H XN 54 GO term
D p<0.01 ZIAELLI,

422 VY7 L% A A PCR (& PCR)

RNA-Seq THOLIE, RHFICIIT DK B A5 1 O BLE 7 DK BE O R GIE 3 LUV
DR R B COHEFF SN DDOMNERFET D728, =& PCR %5 3 & 3.2.8 |[Zitd# L
T EERBRICHE M Lz, 7 LT, NIES % # & England R &% %I, A%
24 R [ AR G O AR (0 vk B E R BRI Lo R ) & 2 o M fE R (RNA-
sequencing [t L= (Kflin) D 2 2O BB OB EEZH W, HEREERK OV T
JAZH WD E AR EE, A% 24 I R W E AT 30 DB/ 70, 2 0 i 5 L/
P TNNELT, FREBEM T3 UV T O ELLE, & 2 EOE & PCR DIEHD
SWERFT O END, 2 @Y T ITHONTE, 2 @BEBMEAEOTFETICE END
JRICED s TR BEOR B LW B TH0, WEEEKOE REFICKENE Thi
VMEMA 2B ATE, 7ok, & PCRICIVEONT-EMRE FREEOY 7LV OIEHK L
{75791, 18SIRNA v bu— LiEfs +ELTH W, & PCRICH W& &5
FTOTIA~—FHRER A3 ITFELDT,
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423 ¥ FUEREOE

FF DM E L, Cauchie et al. (2002) 25 E(TLT, H WD 71 2 i il K
L, OO WAMHBELIE®RIC, IR EEZNE L, W@ RLEY T L%
0.5N-HCI |2 6 WL E RIS EEHZETH T IVHF DOIRT VG ERELT, &0 5y
BEC HClZBREL, BHiK CHoT, Beolo¥ 7% 100°CD 0.5N-NaOH & i &
HLHIET, Yo7 ficE Ehs2 o "7 E &R E LT, NaOH (2B L Th, HCLE A kR
M AKICEDWEEHE2IT o7, 2OLTHRINTZT I, 2 F U0 REHR THD
Yatalase % 1 mg, B -N-acetylglucosaminidase # 1 pL, Buffer 2L T 50 mM-sodium
acetate ZMZ T, V7NV HF OXF U 2ZDH &K THD N-acetylglucosamine (247
i U7z, 47 fi# ZhL7= N-acetylglucosamine % Reissig etal. (1955)IZfifi-> Tl BB E &L
T, ¥ FrEZzilBbolc, ¥F U BE2HBEEE THILHILICLY, FF 8 4 3 (chitin
content/dry weight) Z% H L7=,

424 XFF—EiHEHO R E

XF IS —BIEMHEOREIX, Qi et al. (2018) & & 2Lz, 1 o7 Licix 2 i@ i
Kz SEKRH W, Zo% 7 V% 1.5 ml @ phosphate-buffered saline 1 T L7z
%, 1= 043 BfE (10000 rpm, 30 4y, 2°C) L, D B AR 2T —BiEEOH E ¥
LT L, T —BIE MO E (21X, chitinase assay kit (Sigma-Aldrich)
2R, FyhOTuba IR ->T, 30 S HOFF T —BIG AL A E &ICIVREL
oo Fo, Yoo vioxFFr—BiEE s EH L =D I o2 RIE EDOE
B AT o712, & & 21%, Bradford protein assay (Bio-Rad) ZfEH L, v g 7 /L7
CHKRDENTERAZ T —RELTE R ERICIVERE L, B OXT S —
BIEMEEZH RV E BECTEDHZETERI Lz, T —BIE MO B ALIE, Units mg-
protein’! hour! (Units: ¥ F F —ERXFF o 20 3+52LI12LK->T, 1 uL @ N-
acetylglucosamine 23 HH SN D &) ICHFE L TR R LT,

4.2.5 2Pk E Pk B E B

OECD OHARZ A No. 202(OECD, 2004) [CHEHL L T3 i L7z, BAKBY 21X, xF
PR X (Control X)BI 5 2O EXIZ, £tk 24 R R OF R A2 20 fE#E, 1
KGO mLE—I—)H720 5 HIET D, 4 BRI T TIRE L=, AMEiEkLER
BrR OB R 4-1 ([TEEDT L FWHE L 48 FERHIEE LKA T, e —7
—ZE DT HT 15 - TH, HEDEKR TEXRWE A, £ ORIl k21 HE S
N Lz b= E Ikt T2 Z EORIE THhoD 48 h-ECso OHEE 7 151X,
4.2.6 OFEEFHEATICELD 2, 7ok, BB EOMRIALLL T, 43IV 2 3 2O 7
A VT LMK T D 24 h-ECso bR Oz, BALFWEORERZEIRE LR 4-2 ITFEED
7=,
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# 4-1. RWF5E CHE N U7 2 ilE vk PR3 3K Bk 0 3 Bk 5

X G Fl - R AR Daphnia magna ® NIES % #t & England % #%, Clone 5 % #t
R B M4 55 #h

At 5 (8 (A £ 20 EARFER X (5 K Kaw, 4 5ar)

7 B ) A 48 IR [H

DI SN 16L:8D

T 20C£2°CLLAN

1 14 fin A% 24 TRF R A i OO 8 1K

#HLoK 7L

Bl H W% Pk BH. 3

# 4-2. BPEE UK E BRI T WIe S b W O 1R R T

CAS Bl T B2 X
b5y  %&7%  (DMF) HAL
o fd Control 1 2 3 4 5

TN R 35367
. 3.5 gl 0 0.1 03 1 3 10 pg/L
F 7 83121
as 180 Gl 0 0.05 0.16 05 16 5 ng/L
20-E R =¥ 5289-
yiygy‘/ 24 Gl 0 0.6 09 1.5 2 3 mg/L
—“ Wik b 1327- HE
%,f“ﬂ: 53.3 0 0.625 1.25 2.5 5 10 mg/L
7‘4\\ -

, 15263 HE
TV T 529 0 10 30 100 300 600 pug/L
F =AY 56092
‘j /A 21-0 0 1 - - - - mg/L
“ruLlg 7778-
ﬁU@A i 5000 0 0.1 03 09 27 81 mglL

4.2.6 G fEAT

WRFFEAT 21X, R software ver. 4.0.2 ZH W=, 2Pk EK R ZERERIZEITD ECso
IZ, the drc package ver. 3.0-1 (Ritz et al., 2015) ® 2 /RTA—=X DOV AT 47 0] IF
EHWT, XEREVOHELE, ARSCHBEESED 3 RMOBMEOLEKIZIL,
Tukey’s HSD O B\t @M EEZH W, T+ —BIEHEZE DO 2 RO LI,
Student’s t-test ICEVH EZEZMR LI, A EKEIL 5%ELT,

43 RER LB
43.1 Bz THOBEHRLZ S &IZ LI-HEMYT (Gene Ontology enrichment)

%2 W CHEMLZ RNA-seq DFERZ2H LI, RHMHE TR ENRKEIER>TNT
BEFHOERBEORMEZLETHZL2HELT, HEEMTo 1 >DTHS GO
B AT 2 E M L7=, GO f##HT 1L NIES % # & England BH D 2 B A LB M R LLT,
FEBLEOLN NIES R T2 50 ERmWiER FREZLEICEM L, X 4-1ABC 12,
NIES Zft TR FEB L TVl &3t R &L GO fight T J1E&hd GO term % 3
IO LTS RAE R L, 4-1A ® Molecular Function T, chitin synthase
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activity D HBA B 72 (p<0.01) A K RE O fF # (GO term) &L THE HH STz, chitin
synthase activity 1%, B ZIZHHESNDXTF U MREBNICEHETHEKHKE TCHLZ LN
5o TUWNA, 4-1B @ Biological Process (23 T% Molecular Function &[A] U<,
cell wall chitin metabolic process, cell wall chitin biosynthetic process, cuticle chitin
metabolic process, cuticle chitin biosynthetic process, and chitin biosynthetic process
(p<0.01) IS, FF LRI TDH GO term WA E KR H Sz, £z, 4-1C
@ Cellular Component (2 DWW TIX, cell septum DHNBH EITH S (p<0.01),
cell septum (ZXTFRTVI L RXTF U HEOWE N ERESN, TOKIEDT
RTHRHLPIZEN TN DT TIERWDS, Ml Ja 43 KR (AR 2 X 5% &l &
o LN o Tuvh (The UniProt Consortium, 2021), Sz 3 fEIEO GO
term @ THFKFIZ Molecular Function 3 X O Biological Process @i 3 TlX, England
Rt LB LT NIES BT, FF-REICHESTLIEE FRHOERIELAEICLH
WIERHBI LT, Eo T, BEELE T TR EDERERICHLENVDRHLZENTHL
7
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A) Molecular Functions

chitin synthase activity = ®
myosin Il heavy chain binding -
acetylglucosaminyltransferase activity - @
myosin Il light chain binding =
myosin ll binding -

UDP-xylose transmembrane transporter activity = *

GO term

UDP-N-acetylglucosamine transmembrane transporter activity = *
adenosine deaminase activity = *
aspartic endopeptidase activity, intramembrane cleaving - *
aspartic-type peptidase activity = *
aspartic-type endopeptidase activity = *
1'5 2..0 2.5
-log10 (p value)

B) Biological Processes Count

cell wall polysaccharide metabolic process - o . 2
cell wall polysaccharide biosynthetic process - ®
cell wall chitin metabolic process - @ + 1
cell wall chitin biosynthetic process - =]
cellular component macromolecule biosynthetic process = °
£ cell wall organization or biogenesis = ®
) .
‘o" cell wall macromolecule metabolic process = ° Hits {%}
o cell wall macromolecule biosynthetic process = ® 50
cell wall bicgenesis - L
glucosamine-containing compound biosynthetic process - @ 40
cuticle chitin metabolic process = @ a0
cuticle chitin biosynthetic process - @
chitin blosynthetic process - @ 20
' ' ' ' '
21 22 23 24 25
-log10 (p value)
-
C) Cellular Component
cell septum - @
Mre11 complex =
lumenal side of endoplasmic reticulum membrane -
integral component of lumenal side of endoplasmic reticulum membrane =
£
o Integral component of cytoplasmic side of endoplasmic reticulum membrane -
o UTP-C complex = *
0]

CURI complex= *
retromer, cargo-selective complex - *
gamma-secretase COmp'eX =
cytoplasmic side of endoplasmic reticulum membrane -*
10 15 20 25
-log10 (p value)

4-1. GO enrichment fi# #T O #% B, England & #t &b =T NIES & #t THE &K
TVOCEBEL 2HEU E)ORB LB ES 23 RICEM L, -loglo p EA 2.0 L
= GO term A E 72 GO term & 7%, GO term (£ 3 FEFH T/ F 4, (A)IX
“Molecular Functions”, (B){%“Biological Process”, (C){%“Cellular Component” %
R, K F A O “Count” X, GO term |27 /T —arENTERA LT Bz~ OB %
KEXTARL, “Hits 7134 GO term (ZJ@ T 58 5 T DI 754 F O TF
D GO term IZ7 /7 —arySNH B LB EE T OE A EZ% TR LTINS,
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4.3.2 £ PCR IZ X 5 RNA-sequencing fi& 5 & # i

RNA-seq [ZJV GO s F R BAF RO E ML+ 5720, & & PCR ZFE i
L7z, BREELTZH B IXWRIZZE TS 2 DOHEHE ThD,
D% & s 123175 NIES % # & England 5% & 0 3 BLEH 17 O 1 7,
@RNA-Seq (THE U7z 2 38 fin 1 4 &R il Pk PE & 5 BRI ik U7z 24 5 R Rl i Tl (s
¥ F& BUH 16 12 72 372V I A R GEE

ZD 2 OOHEAE ZMRAETH720IICET, NIES R # & England R # &2 bl L7ZFEIZ,
FEHLED 30 FLUL LOBIn T & 10 Bin F@®E L2 (K 4-3), Bin T 28 E 58,
RNA-seq CTHHH SN 7z#Efz T REON, TMM IE AL (TMM OFEM 72 5 EITHE 3 D
BAR T BT ISR L) %R OFBLED 126 722V IB B 7 BEIE EENR W20,
FEAT DX RS L LTz, RIT, 20 10 BARFZ2E & PCR T2 7L KimELT,
RNA-seq ZF i Lic o 7O K s Tho 2 8 e & oM il vk B E BRI W7ol
Kl THLHAER 24 BEHARMEAE O 2 SORKBEROY TV THRIAETHILELT,

BELL 10 BiaFON, BENREENTEL T IM~—2/ER TE Qo7
asialoglycoprotein receptor 1-like %< 9 B 1x 1 D JE & PCR O fE R IZ-DW\ T, NIES
R TE B L TN 4 B %X 4-2 12, England R TE I LTV 5 BB
F %X 4-3 \[ZRrLT=, 4-2 o, 4 B D6 3 @15 1 (zinc metalloproteinase
nas-8-like, chymotrypsin-1I-like, chitin synthase CHS-2-like transcript variant X2
(CHS2LX2)) T >\, 4-3 b, 5 Bl DH5b 3 #1is 1 (alpha- (1, 3)-
fucosyltransferase C-like, lactosylceramide 4-alpha-galactosyltransferase-like, and
phytanoyl-CoA dioxygenase peroxisomal-like) \Z- D\ T, B2 Dk KB IZH VT
FHE [ D FE BLAE 7] S RNA-Seq &—E L7z, —F T, fthd 3 DOEIR T (zinc finger
RNA-binding protein-like, DBH-like monooxygenase protein 2 homolog,
carboxypeptidase B-like) D55, zinc finger RNA-binding protein-like 1%, 2 1 i {F {4
TlX RNA-seq £[AI UL, NIES ZHE TR BLL TWAM [ RS TE2D, A% 24
i A Y {8 R C i 2 i & 1330 12 England R TR B L T\ e, £, K 17 O
HED 1| DELTHMBARFIZB TR EMICE G T252L08 RSN TEHY (The
UniProt Consortium, 2021), G K R I B &N EH T 50BN E WV, Lo T
ARBARTFIE, REBERBTRIAENREKENMTIEML T ROTITRVMNEE ZBND,
DBH-like monooxygenase protein 2 homolog Tl%, 2 DDR#H TR EIXFEE Th
72, carboxypeptidase B-like Tl%, RNA-seq (ZF S DFE BLH 7 Lifi iz L, NIES &%
TRBEENE VM ICHoT2, 20 2 DOBEIsF T, WIFnbAE% 24 B R R
BRIV TIVHOELSENREL, BEFEREDNENTIIRNLOD, Ak 24
IRF ] AR il D KO 72 8 AR ) W By B 1T W TR Bl & N M A (B I ) B AL T ICE B L
RTWEAE F TERWNEE 2BND, £, E 8 PCR I W 2 DORLE B DY
YTNDIY, At 24 W ARG O TV TIEBLR O M AR 25 ZENTE RN
&b, 2 Wil LR U TA R 24 FEF ARG o 7V TELDEN KR ELeo72 1]
KD 1 DOTIERVES ZBND,
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7 4-3. RNA-seq O E#LE 2V —REIZHB\ T, NIES & #t & England &t THEIZ
RBFEDRKENSTZ 10 Eis+

B ix F 1D B s F 4 Bz EiaE (V-8 FH
%) @ ke

NIES Engla Clon

nd e
LOC11692 zinc metalloproteinase nas-8-like 655.3 981 1.43 66.8
0322 8 ' ’ 3
LOC11692 chymotrypsin-1-like 1791. 65.9

27.1 4.2
2711 79 719 74.29 0
LOCI11 ialogl tei tor 1-lik 47.
OC11693 asialoglycoprotein receptor 1-like 5561 116 153 7.9
4333 7
LOC11692 chitin synthase CHS-2-like 30.7
3222 transcript variant X2 38.06 1.24 0.94 .8

(CHS2LX2)

LOCI11 inc fi RNA-bindi in- 25.4
0C11693 Z.1nc inger binding protein 1993 154 2.8 5
6238 like 5

L 11692 DBH-lik in 2 1 . 1515,
OC1169 ike monooxygenase protein 41.36 059 515 0.04
5711 homolog 79 65
LOC11692 Ipha-(1, 3)-f It fi C-
alpha- (1, 3) -fucosyltransferase 1.73 50.99 3821 0.03
6051 like
LOC11692 lactosyl ide 4-alpha-
actosy‘ceramice -a'pa .13 52.27 39.20 0.02
6060 galactosyltransferase-like
LOC11692 h 1-CoA di
OC11692  phytanoyl-CoA dioxygenase 1.34 6429 84.53 0.02
0978 peroxisomal-like
L 11692 i B-lik
8;)4C9 692 carboxypeptidase B-like 1.04 93.52 57.51 0.0l

a RNA-seq O ONTBE FRIABOAEV—RFNE % edgeR CTERILLTEHZEDOY—FR
BEa2HRR,
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zinc metalloproteinase nas-8-

5 like chymotrypsin-1-like
* 5 =
c
[
= G
2 * l @ 4
9} 4 *
o o~ )
o< Sz ’7
(>]<_) Z 37 X Z 3
[a oF
o = o X
59 l S 0
o g 2 9 g_’m 2 o
o o
> 0=
IS | =
< 1 % 1
o o
0 0
< 24-h-old 2-week-old < 24-h-old 2-week-old
chitin synthase CHS-2-like zinc finger RNA-binding
g » franscriptvariant X2 2 protein-like
* QL‘
s 5
S 54 =
g I 8
534 5%
X xZ
(O] Z T () o
() % o L Q=1 o
[ 3 c
TR o R
o4 O
g=2 Eh
8 3
L | 5
2 2
0 0
< 24-h-old 2-week-old < 24-h-old 2-week-old

ONIES mEngland
4-2. RNA-Seq IZBWTNIES ZFMTEFEHLTND 4 B FE2XRELIDE &
PCR ([CX2 R BB ORE R, > 7L 1X NIES % # & England 2 # @ 2 # i B L OVE
% 24 B[ AR5 OE K 246 H (Mean=SE; n=3), NIES % #: & England & #t O & {5
TR B E O EF A B 21X Student’s t-test [ZXVRE L= (*: p < 0.05),
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DBH-like monooxygenase alpha-(13)-fucosyltransferase

6« Protein 2homolog 4 C-like
1 *
S 5
S 54 2
7] 0 i
‘- g _°
a4 T o<
52 ok
(] Dh: 3 L = 2
< S0
() o] C»OO
o o
OS2 ¢ o=
= = 1 «
£ s
0 0
< 24-h-old 2-week-old < 24-h-old 2-week-old
lactosylceramide 4-alpha- .
galactosyltransferase-like phytanoyl C.OA dlox_ygenase
4% 160 - peroxisomal-like
* *
s 5
b =
o [%)]
g _° . &
o< 5T
52 $3
14 oF
252 © = 80
SR )
o%® c Q3
— o3
[P 0=
= S
E 1 + % 40 o
T L
(&)
x [0 *
0 0
< 24-h-old 2-week-old < 24-h-old 2-week-old

carboxypeptidase B-like
O =

*

L

(e}

(/18S rRNA)

w

Relative gene expression

oLl i

< 24-h-old 2-week-old
ONIES mEngland
4-3. & 4-3 O, England ZHM CTHEFEBHL TS 5 BIx 25t R ELIZE & PCR
(LD H BB DR R, 7 VI NIES & #t & England SR8 D 2 M s B8 L OV % 24
I [ % ¥ii5 O {8 A %4 i (Mean = SE; n=3), NIES % #t & England % # O & fx + 3 81
D 7= % Student’s t-test ICXVFRE L7Z, *: p <0.05,

& PCR 12XV RNA-seq DOfi R A IESNTZ6 I+ D T, CHS2LX2 1% F
VAR (CHS) L THX TR ENRE R oM AN TRIB I TEY
(Zhang et al., 2021), GO f@tr THON=FF R BT 5 GO term Ot & — £
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LT, NIES R #t THEI B & WG RPRAES T, B B TIE CHS IZBLT, fEH
KGOS 2 A (CHS-1 & CHS-2) DAF1E DR 4L TV 5D (Merzendorfer et
al., 2003), A IV A THER SN TWDHDIE CHS-2 DA THDH, BLEETIZ NCBI T
/\Fa'ﬂéﬂfb\éﬁﬁ\V/:r@?%ﬁgﬁﬂﬁ Wi, 2 CHS-2 (21X CHS2LX2 LIAIZ,
CHS-2-like (CHS2L), chitin synthase CHS-2-like transcript variant X1 (CHS2LX1),
chitin synthase CHS-2-like transcript variant X5 (CHS2LX5) DEt 4 DDOT7 AV 74—
ANFTET 5, RNA-seq CTHLNZ, ZTRNOHDOTAYT7+— 208 IE T HRBEEZFR 4-4
IR LTz, 4 DOTAY 74 —LDOW, CHS2L DR BLEIL 3 R EbICHRDBKREL, 5
VEBASDFELERRENTAY T =L THLIIER THRINLD, BB EICKERER
W= oTe, — 5, CHS2LX1 & CHS2LX2 1%, NIES SR8 O% Bl &AMl 2 SRt &
LT, ZORBEDE WD, ITFTUHMEENITEWEG ZEILTWD Al FE M
NH5b,

7 4-4. RNA-sequencing T¥ vt 7 &4/ 4 Chitin synthase-2 74 Y7 4+ — ADiE
s+ 56 Bl &
. f % AT RBE (VK% NIES/England
NIES England Clone 5 D3E B

chitin synthase chs-2- 100

like, transcript variant 38.06 1.24 0.94 30.78
X2 (CHS2LX2)

chitin synthase chs-2- 68.27
like (CHS2L)

chitin synthase chs-2- 81.83
like, transcript variant 34.50 6.34 4.61 5.44
X1 (CHS2LX1)

chitin synthase chs-2- 65.79

like, transcript variant 7.75 15.31 12.46 0.51
X5 (CHSLXS)

a) MFEVEIX CHS2LX2 @ mRNA B F| &g L7ofE RER LTS,

351.98 316.22 361.28 1.11

433 FF URHBICE D D HEREORE

INBHD CHS2 DT AV 74— AL, FF A MRICEETHIENE<OR R THBL
TUW5M (Arakane et al., 2005; Cruz et al., 2000; Lu et al., 2019; Shi et al., 2016),
FAIDV B NTEX T A RICE 5 T 200 X BRI TRV, 20728,
NGB THRIABEOEN, ITURBOWEOZEITKBMINTWDENER 5T
W, FFUORBICEHBETIARBELLTFFUEAREFTF T —PIEMEERHK T
W E Lz,

NIES R DX T & A &EiX England R L TH BEIZE o7 (X 4-4), F
FUERAREDRMEIL, E & PCR ICEIVIRFESILIZ CHS2LX2 DB AR 1 5 Bl & D&
WE—E L7=ZE 5, NIES R # Tl CHS2LX1 & CHS2LX2 O E B BRICIFF oA
BREE N NEL, FTUEA BRI RSO TIHRWNEE Z6ND,

BRI BTAFF UG8 2100, STFLOEMESHED 2 DORKPEELTE
VD, ZNZTNORKELEICHIXT T U RBREXT U NMEBERZOXTFF—EBD 2 FH
DEEFRIEVEDNRT L AZEVR T 5 FH &R E T 5 (Song et al., 2018), ED7=®H, 2
FEE OB ZIEME ORI E 2R 720, Bl & OFF oA kB 3% Ol & J7 15 1358 38 B
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IZ&Y (Zhang et al., 2013), B E THZLITH Ko7, LML, IFUEH &N
NIES ZHE TEWIEND, TORMICHLBELRLIXFTFUERIEHELE W ENTEIN
Do Flo, ¥TFUAERBRIEHEIT, MAOKRKERHE~OHEERNRBINTWNDLHTED
(Zhang et al., 2021), %f 2 EOEPE T — X O G TH Oz, NIES RO F BMMAE
OHL IR B N R IV (K 3-2) 2251, NIES R # TFF U AMIEE N E W EE R
bewé

— 5, R OXTF— IR IR E FIESMIS L TEY, fTloxy MIIOHlE
L7c#fE F, NIES ZRft Cra WG EZ R A 702800 ho7 (4 4-5), FFF—EH#HS
XTF DR IEIT, W ICHAORKE D 1 > THY (Schmid et al., 2021), FF 5
HENZ WD, MEOEDXTF U S IEELE WML ERHDHEE XN, 2O LI
EEEEM%,NIES R TEFTEAENEHWVICHLEDLLT, IF U0 MIGEHED & WS
RihhotEBZ 2605,

FFrEE=E
8 =
i T
£56 *
2'55_
c =
o
05\4-
£ T 3.
£%52.
\_/1.
0

ONIES EEngland

X 4-4 WL EE Y ZVOFTF G H & (Mean£SE; n=3), ¥ 7 /L% NIES & #t &
England %% @ 2 ¥ s B8 (K 2 o, 3R E COMFFHA BEELZRT
(Student’s-test, p < 0.05),

*FF—EEH

(&)

-
L

N

chitinase activity
(Units/mg-protein. h)
N w

(=Y

ONIES EEngland

4-5. ZoX7E &1 BRI Y 7-00xF F—BiEME & (Mean=SE; n=3), 7L
I% NIES & #t & England 6% @ 2 38 #in 8 14K 2 ] W7o, ** X R H COREFHAEE
7= %77 (Student’s-test, p < 0.05),
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4.3.4 2Rk L E BRI o T oD G 2 M L R

IHETICH Eﬂt%%ﬁﬁ*%ﬁ % NIES % # (% England R #E LB LT, FF A K
ﬁ%?%ODL{z:%%%fﬁit TR, FTFUERFELEWIENHBH Lz, Bl f B o stk 3%
ERIZIX, —EEOXFTFUEHENLETHY, HAEAOFF U5 E2NK T I5L,
FTLWA B BIES DN T, REEMEEF L, ICEDLIENRIB I T
% (Song et al., 2018; Fotakis et al., 2020; Schmid et al., 2021), £ 2 H K iiij DA
IV ao@EE OB EIZBLE 24 B THY (Sumiya et al., 2016), 2l vk
PHL & BB Ol §2 R (W 0 48 W[ I 72K et 2 BHIM 21T, DT, £tk 24 K
MR (0 B ) O K I b W E & 48 W[ #5480 IF ik L E R B IC B W T,
FTFUoEMEACRELLSG S, SF U568 EDHR % NIES R# & England 5% #

T, ZOREZHICEWVRELLIENTHRIND, 2T, 2 EOXF & L E A,
CINR A (DFB) ET 7N Auy (TFB) 2 W C, &k il vk FE 5 3 B & 55 i
THIET, K RFOEZHEITENDELDINERIELEZ (K 4-6), ZOHE R, DFB ©
48 h-ECso D ’+%£Faﬁf‘j<%fﬁérbs‘$w_<i‘% 4-5),3 [EIRBRLTHE LI 48 h-
ECso D - Tt % &, NIES & % & England A O T 14 £ LL |, NIES & ft &
Clone 5 2 DOM TIX 7.6 5L EDENA L=, — 5T, TFB @ 48 h-ECso D 1%
WT O R THRMEDN 2 FLLNICILE ST, DFB 13X T & i & & 55 B 1)
W E T DI T AR ERETH5ZEMNH B L TV (Douris et al., 2016;
Grigoraki et al., 2017), —J TFB TIX DFB LRI LY ANLT LT RICETHF T
A ERCYBEENLEIERLERN, FF A MM EICBITLEMRMEAE T TV E
72 5> Tld 72 (Tassou et al., 2011) . =D 7=, DFB 12t X TR M DK = E =N
DIRNINEL T oo R BE 1T 26720 A8, TEB 13 F & ik B E 1B W ast M’E
BOVERNDALEFEf STV 5 (Tassou et al., 2011), B A2, FF AT
HToHDUDP-N-TEF /LT apI okl EST T 7 — JZO)BﬂiVEFﬁ#/TBﬁ
I TW5 (Miyamoto et al., 1993), L7z, ¥ F U & B FIZBITHERHE T ICONT
%, DFB &13# 720, ﬂe%//\ﬁlz@%?‘%%tﬁﬁzﬁﬁ P 9201 TIEARWI ENRIB I
TW5 (Gangishetti et al., 2009), ©FV, TFB FFRFUAKREEMEHREZALTHD
DD, FF LA EEBH&EVEH%L/L%@EK@H #VE) 2 DFB X0 K&\ enraEh
%, TFB O &M B sk B ¢id, DFB kﬂb<ﬂ??‘/é\7ﬁ%@%b\ NIES % #t Tl 1
PE N2 b, TFB OFF L& EJZBEﬂ“:T’EFH ;D%ﬁ%ﬁi‘%l%@:éhk&%z%
%, DFB &L R THRMEND/ NI o72D BYEOREIZIY, T UG KL E
YERDR5LIpol=T=d B 26N 5,

AL CTIEX T2 & AL E A LLAM S, T A3 o b i il 580 8% 4 245 9 i 5z AR
JVELELT20-EREXF UV, MR R ELET AL FMELLC L i,
=aF T EFALAVCZBEOT AT AR TH AR DO ER THDLHINZ
v RN SO AN T AT DN EARE T DA )~ ATt G A il vk
ERBREZERLZ, WThOLEME BT, ZHM D 48 h-ECso DE WL 3
LN ERY, RERBEZMEOZEIIRBOONLR -T2, iz, R EORIEICH WD
no . r7aifig U5 (OECD 2004; ISO6341, 2012) (ZOWTIE, & & D 24 h-ECso
DOMEITF AN (0.6-2.1 mg/L) IZIEY, ZHED 2 FLLNER-T,
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4-6. KAL) E T D2 M vk BH 5 ER R 0 R B S Hi R CRE i 1A% E R

F0E il 1300 Pk P 55 32 ) , NIES S%2 #%, England & #t, Clone 5 52 #t @ 3 Rt OfE R &2 %

NENR U, 777 O RARIE, 50%EKLE ROTA 2R LTWD, Z7abfigh

U BT At KL ERBR ORI EORIEDT-DICEMmM LT, V7 L_ AR

TINR A DI, REREZE BT o728 6 1%, & R B O E RS #h it 2R
L7z,
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# 4-5. ZALFEWE O BMEBEK L ER RS HSI =& R D ECso DEED,

===y 48 h-ECso+ Standard deviation HAfT ECso Dkt AR
NIES England Clone 5 (NIES/England)  [Al#X
TN 18.10+7.43 2.39+1.82 ng/L 14.16 3
N 1.2840.58 **
VO =N ok
TN 1.54+0.61 0.78+£0.26  0.82+0.32 pg/L 1.98 2
AuY
20-bR e 3.83 1.43 1.66 mg/L 2.67 1
/a0
Ve
=it 4.48 2.87 4.77 mg/L 1.56 1
=5
TINE T 87.24 50.50 39.90 ug/L 2.18 1
AF)~A L ML w7l Max — 1
D conc.: 1
mg/L
/4= N3 1.11 1.08 0.92 mg/L 1.03 1
VIDLVN

**: Tukey’s HSD test, p <0.01,

R CREREZMEZENAE LT DFB I, T2 A R ICE N EEA 2RO L0
B L TFY (Douris et al., 2016; Grigoraki et al., 2017), ¥ T & B4R FTSHEHZLETRESE
Wi fZ 255 %6 T DT LN — R D H A0 B L TR S 40T 4 (Macken et al., 2015; Merzendorfer
etal., 2012; Zhang et al., 2006) ., [X] 4-4 LG 3 O[] 3-5 1280, ¥ F U EHEEXF T —F
TEMEEBEMERHDHEE 2 HID 2 DOBAIG T (CHS2LX2 & chitinase 10 like) IZ-2V T, DFB B
TR L DT B EA~ DL E & PCR IZEVfER LT, IP 2~ DFB BREREREIL, TRl
PR B A F2hE L= B O IR E Td D 100 ng/L D 10 43D 1 TS 10ng/L &, Z D - HjlE
D 5ng/L D2 PERELT, BRFEREZIRIUZERIL, SECHEETIROARISE S TR
KT 35720, AFREOEKZ Y TN e DB NHLT-DThD, 41X, DFB 1Zxf9 %
S MED E VY England SRHE ClI A MMk BHLE R D HAKIR EED 100 ng/L TH, 5%D K
FEORBENLONT T2, ZNL0VBSHITIRWR B CREE 7528 TAEFREED Y 7V Eh
L7z, K RELTNIES ##i& England B2t DOEBLDOZRHICIBWNTH, CHS2LX2, chitinase 10
like £61Z, DFB IREEIC I DB TR B EO A EREIT AL -7 (X 4-7) . DFB (3%
CVEELDI ST, CHS2LX2 OFRBLEME T T 5L TRLIR, fEHREL T DFB &
IR L Chl a3 EICBILIT RO 72, DFB (3% F A kEE#E D mRNA Tldrel,
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FIEREN T2 BN EEER T 52803537025 T (Grigoraki et al., 2017) , D7, DFB
ZIRFEL Th mRNA O & (FBHLE) ITELR LR -ToEE Z BD,

AR BLEICT 5 DFB OB B SN2 >7-b DD, DFB Z g U7 (8 42 SR
B LT2L2A, KL EZ S SE LI Z<OEIR TARERD L ZFHF KL TWDIEN TG>T
(4] 4-8) , Dourisetal. (2016) TiX, ko 1 FiTHD Plutella xylostella DHEHEILDFF A Rk
BER D /7T 7 MZEY DFB ~ORESMED B3 5282 RLTD, ZORATHSELFIC XD
AAFIETHEREALT. DFB \ZKI T DS MED RS, T A IR ER T OR B EDE
NERFNTHDHEEZBND, 5B OMEEL T, DFB (x4 2 OB ZD RN Z S5
(ZFARIL CWIZIE, DFB AR LI RFIC R BUEE) T 585 1A IR ARFE L TOKIAEMERR,
FAIV A THENL SN TCOWDEEER B D /v I B0 )7 TN REER WD ZEIZLY
CHS2LX2 HDREZMEAD R R DI BIR T HERED KARIZEY, BRI B B L D
BEEMEZFEA L O E DB D, F72 DFB DI FEHE DIEA XA mRNA Tld/ali#
FOLE, T VERICBIT BB 7R BLE Ce< BRI HEL HIEL TOLLERH D,
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[X] 4-7. NIES & #t& England &2 3517 %5, DFB M#2I125% CHSZLX2 & chitinase 10 like B/x
TIREEDOZA, 45 RH T MIX (Control) £Hb~T DFB BREE X DB R T3 H BEITA E AL
RS2 72 (Dunnett’ test) ,
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England Clone5

4-8. 7 o A TRVl K B E TR T IR OB PR E O T, Ml vk B E R A
1Tl ez, HRFOBEON, WEUKILENEETODEEEZ AWT, BMEEIC TRE L,
CARE A

51 AWEOE LD

AHFFETIE, RNA-seq (L~ THRRDAAIV 2D 3 R OE T ERE N2 M8/
IRBAR TR BUE WA LR U, AT AE RS0, R CRE T REENKEI Ao

TUWZBB FREZXIRIZ, LLTO 2 SORGEEEFEM LT, 2, & RICBITHEE T
HEDEWT DNA AT ARIZEAFE BLHIEHBERE D B 5L QD AT REMEZRRGIE L 72, 35 1, Hne
FEHT (AR TIEL GO T2 FEMIL72) ITRY, R CTRRDAREREAHEEL, T OREREIZES
DO FENDIEZ MR EZE 5| SR I E AR TE WD REEL T,

F7°, BB TRIABEORKAEICKT D DNA AT LD EZH T, RNA-seq DO R D
BRI B A 28 R ESF72 5TV NIES %ftd England SRfia x5 E LT, FEBLED D 10
FLL LAY, 3o fn 17— 4 — T CpG fEI A & T n & %152, DNA AT L1k
PLEROREIC LB FREEN LR E MR L, fERELT, SR%SREL- 10 Eis
FOHPT, FEHEENHBIZ LA LB E 7137, ZRHOBE 12DV T DNA AFLEIZE
R TR BIDHIE S COD RTREMEII RS2 oTe, AAIV i, 7/ A2 R0D DNA AT
JALEE DML O AT VL 720IKL, 1.03— LS1%FEE THHIENHALNIZESI TS (Kvist et
al., 2018) . DV, M AMFEIZ A~ B AR F-BLH UL TODAF VI RIREYIT A T2 a]
REPEDY @2, DNA AT /UAKIZ L TREADHIEHI N TODIBIEFOEL MO EYTELD )72
DDIRNEEZ NS, BB OMEEL T, A3V a28B1F5 DNA AF ALICE D s FE
il #1245 E L T O<IZEE, Athanasio et al. (2018) SBBNZL TV, KB fs 175 CpG fEIkZ 8
BFF-> TN, 728530 DNA AT IUALE DN B W BIE TR S ICE HL QO ERH D,

WIT, BARTHBEO R ZEIESULFWE OB TlIE, $TRALEEE 1D
FEREMEAT D, NIES R & England R4 T, FTUHENIERHHZEVHIBA L, BIRIIZ
1%, ¥T BB E R T CHS2LX2 OFBLEDY NIES A TREVWEITT72<, CHS2LX2 15
TREEMOFTF AR IV A RSN BRI RE T T O E A &0, R IZxFF & iR
THXF T —BIEMEIN TN TNIES R TEWIEND -T2, EBIC, FFUAMEERTHS
V7N A (DFB) & TRkl PR F B A T o 72 R, Rl 48 h-ECso fEHIZ 10
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ELLEDZENRDY, FF G REED EV NIES FRift TR MRV Z AV L7z, LsL, RIC
XF A MREROT 7L Xay (TFB) T, RFEE O EENFEA L ELRD T,
ZOFRIZOWTIE, TFB OFEMIZR A = X LNy B Tesh, BURTIERIN 285 E T&E T
720 73, TFB & DFB OAFE I DiENR0FF & Al L O RS DE W ANFIK Tl e &z
HID, UL ETHEONTAE RS, T U EMROINNT, HEE ST A B AR RE DN gz M bh i
(WK LI 5 2 2 BN BN > TRY, 2B02, ZOMRRICER T b5
B OFEMILAEA A =X L0 AL TOD5E IR T, B FRBLED R ZENGIT Y
B O MR CE LR R CTETz, A% OMFFEEL T, AR CIRELIZ KM
TR AZ I SEZ TP E AR T 5 FED, EOLRbFMER, EDIH7 R

BRICE B LS ICHEH A CXADONELVIFEICL QUM ER D, FOT-DIT1E, IF A%
MR8 s CHS2LX2 I3BAG- 5% FARHLISMNTS, B2 1T IRAC OF AID /3 ERITE T
BN TWDHRRRFICEE T 285 FRECH A B L, AWFFETFiEOE A& AR L T
BENRHD,

5.2 ARWZERURO BARBREE R T ~ORBE BRREFICBIT 2 EE

AWFFETIE, ﬁzL‘V/n@-éft;J:@ﬂﬁ%% 5D MEDE NI IR R A2 B W5 21T -
720 RN BIT DL FEDE OBEZEDOENT, BB RIGENEZSEFRITIRKTHY, Zh

oﬂl:%%E@iﬁ“ﬂ”‘iﬂfz‘%d\pwﬁiﬁ WRFHHL CLEI RN DD, (LFWEDE

A ELGHE 21213, b E O AR E MR ROITEH &2/ SL TV E
WD, FATHIEIR LOARMIED D, B0 R CRlBRRE RO KESRRDZEDNRINTT0
R ROIZS X EWOTITE, ARRFERBRICH VI RERHEHRE T HENEEL,
UL, ARWFZE5 %%ﬂtn’ijﬂ\t T, IV HOWTRED R a3 52 LI
LU, 228722 50F, SEATHIZE THLMISN TV B IS, (LW E OFEIEIC K-> CRIER DR
PEDFINIZEALT D720 T D (Baird et al., 1990; 1991) , F7=, FEEE CTHLMNISNTNDED
2, BBEREOEWICEDS ) LEBNEREL, SHIZIIMEFEWE ORZEICHEWRAELD
(Yamagishi et al., 2020), LW\ S72HRNAA IV a THAELD AIREMERH D, A4 I adik
RETE I, R Z LI AT TR BB K SO 2 AT REZR B KB EE 7o & MR 72 5720, 4
BRI BE TR B A — 322813 LV, 20728, ISR oo BB B[R U R 6
ZEATL T, MBS OB RUEOEWRH L0, TERIZFURTEL THERF 2281
HLEEZHND,

LLEDZEND, BURTTELZELLT, BB CTHW D RO AR T 52 H
BCHDHEEZOND, BARKIIIE, ZOZENE DIHIRMER AN =K LD E 5T DIk

ZHEDREOOD, b LUATMEO O ZFRNIRE T D LEHIT, RFITI > TEZ D G
AW EREC BT DR T — 2 ORI HIITEE THOLERDHD, ZOIH72 R DR
AR T DR, AL CIREE T DM E TR B EA R TR 2281, fEA
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TERAN =X LA E N T DR AR T2 DICE D iR S D,

RBRZIC, BARBRREFHRIZBTLHELL T, [ HAREROFHAIFI ., HRREELD
WAEEN ST AT T T NRHEDOTRARMDNLS B ARREORIEZMND | ZE0HITH
NTWD, YART T T NIRER DI EDTZDITIE, Fox ORERATEZ XA T WE D
BB~ DR EIRBLNOAOME A IELSERET 2L 612, kR BT DAL SOm E R
A2 H R B2 S HEEN Y O T VLU COR M FEDR DA A IV an - /LR
IELSBEL TR ZEED TOSILEN DY | LD R THO AN FED RPN LOEDEE R D,
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1T912H720, <D F 2 28 - hEEELE,

BEHBOILARABEHEZIL, FEEOEIZBELTHRE FHLNEICELT, |
IRV ELEICRE S BIIRDBE R EZEE, FATOHLIR LN Z L LTI
FHIADDLIINTHE 2 il B2 L CIHEEELZ, B4R E 2 8 ol 5 M 20852 20,
MRELIZELUT, EMFICETIRKESBILRDIBE R EZ A, X ~OH R
DIEFITIREVE L/, WEEFR S UEH B, 82D M1 5, EBR O
SIF A R DELZICELETIHFICELORMEZEWTIEX, MBI I WAHE 2
FERERLOMORVATREZZ<HZTHWT, EFITHMIZRVEL, B E NS
HEIE BAZIE, RWFZE O UL IZE W, T FELGR b DT 7=y 7 ETIHEFITE
KOMEBEHZTHEEL, UE OB ICHLHE O F R OMRICE->THEIEL
7o 2 AR, WFZE 1 CHRE I CTh, Z<OXEETE W AREMEIIEEOEREICE
SHEALH L BT xS,

i) A4 Fn =2 BF 28 B2, AFRL P OE Xy RO WG 7550 BV IR BE 0D is Xk
WEDETTEICTHEL CWEEEXELE, EBRA E RN EXLEIET
IZEZCHEE, IEFITOLEmro7=TTd, RUSE R E AL, & Uizt vIE R
WL DT V=T #HBIEEEL, FERICEBRE TORELE 28 — > ¥ J I E
LLHIGELTTRFED, REHVNTEN-72TT, B ANIE, BIOWFZEE DD 58 45 B 2
EICHEDLLT, EFICH T IR THRICESTHEE, BEKETRVWEFN—3
VER O TR EEDDIENTEELLE, MFRITLHAAL, HBFEHESANEDONNDY
7 &% IR TTHWR BB 4y R BT ifF 22 2 OB AR IR U WL E T,

[ 37 B BE AF Z8 Ar CUk, AR ZETE B LAMICO B ER Al 4F &, SRV R RIS NS
HTHWEENT TR WREBRKRE T REITOZENTIELL, HINEITEVET,

ZLT, INETOEFEEZZL AT S oM BITRER B LET,
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Appendix
# A-1.

E &8 PCRICAWEE &R FOTTA~—FF1E &

BAis 4

5° Primer (5°-37)

3’ Primer (5°-3°)

vacuolar protein sorting-associated
protein 26C-like

chymotrypsin 1 like

mucin-5AC-like

transmembrane protease serine 9-
like

prostaglandin G/H synthase 2-like

postacrosomal sheath WW domain-
binding protein-like
lactosylceramide 4-alpha-
galactosyltransferase-like

glycine-rich protein 1-like

glucose dehydrogenase [FAD
quinone] like

prisilkin-39-like
ACTIN

GAPDH

TTCCACGGCTCTT
TACTTGC
AAACTACCCCAGG
GACAGG
ACAGACGGGCTAT
AACGCTT
CATTCTGTTCGCC
TACTACGC
CATTCTGTTCGCC
TACTACGC
GTTCGCAGCTACT
CCTTTCG
AACGGTGTCATGG
CTTTTCC
CTGTAGAAGCCAC
CCAAACC
TAACCCCTTCCCT
GTTTCCC
AAGGGAACGAAA
GCCAAAGG
GGTATGTGCAAGG
CTGGATT
GGGGACAGACGTT
TCCTGTA

CCAGGTGGTTGTC
TTCGAAC
AACCCTTGGCATC
CCCAAAA
TGGGTTACGCAGG
ATCTTGT
TTTGTCCAGGCCG
TAAATGTG
TTTGTCCAGGCCG
TAAATGTG
GGGCAGCGTAACC
ATAAGTG
CAGGACCGAGGCT
CATGTAT
CGTTCACAACAGC
TTGGACA
GTGTCTAGGTCAT
TGGGGCT
GCTGATCCGCCAA
TGTTTGA
GGTGTGGTGCCAG
ATCTTTT
AAGGGGTCATTGA
CAGCAAC
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X A2, FAIV a3 K TIENE LT RNA-sequencing #f £ O 2

Samp Clone Clone Clone Engla Engla Engla

le 5 5 5 nd nd nd NIES NIES NIES

Acces

sion DRX29 DRX29 DRX29 DRX29 DRX29 DRX29 DRX29 DRX29 DRX29
numb 7489 7490 7491 7486 7487 7488 7483 7484 7485
er

Total 43,33 50,36 49,08 63,96 56,16 52,86 62,84 53,21 58,16
reads 7,228 7,670 1,394 3,624 2,664 8,624 4,094 3,450 2,494
Total

Read

Bases

(bp)

GCH

A = 48.57 48.27 4897 48.86 49.69 57.74 53.40 49.02 49.00
(%)

Uniq

437G 508G 496G 646G 5.67G 534G 635G 537G 587G

uely
63 63 63 64 60 22 37 59 60
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#£ A-3. €= PCRIZHWEE BB FOTI4~v—1EHDELD

PCR £ % PCR 5§ g

AR T4 DESIE A (o) O Primer (5°-3’) 3’ Primer (5°-3°)
CGCTCTGAATC TGTCCGACCGTGA
185 rRNA 7 117.46 AAGGGTGTT AGAGAGT
zinc
metalloprote 122 120.02 CCTACGTCATCT AATGTAGTCGCTT
inase nas-8- CCAGCAGT TGGGTGC
like
chymotrypsi 20 109.13 ACCAGGCTGCT ACCAGCCGTTAAA
n-1-like CTTTTGTTG ATGTGGG
chitin
synthase. ACCCAGTGAGG ATCATGTGGTGGG
CHS-2-'11ke 132 109.97 ATCTGTTGG CTTTCTC
transcript
variant X2
zinc finger
RNA- GTCCCTCGTTG TCAACATGTGCAA
binding o8 103.85 TCAGGGTAG AACAGCAGTA
protein-like
DBH-like
monooxygen 150 12725 ATGGCATCGAC CCAGTTGAGGCGG
ase protein 2 TATCCCAGC AAATTACC
homolog
alpha- (1, 3)
CGACGTGACAT GCTGGCGTTCATG

fucosyltrans 150 120.02 GAAGCGAAT AAATTGC
ferase C-
like
lactosylcera
mide 4-
alpha- 112 110.58 GGGCAGCAGTG CAAAGCTGGGCCG
galactosyltr TAATCCATG TTATGTC
ansferase-
like
phytanoyl-
CoA
dioxygenase 144 1235 TTGAGGTTGTT TGTCTGGGCGAAA

. GGGTGGACT TCAAACG
peroxisomal
-like
carboxypept 145 119.14 TGCCAGTAATG GCAGATCCTCCCT
idase B-like AACCCCGAT CATTCCA
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