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Antimicrobial peptides and its application in the
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B ERZMA LA REFTEHAEDFARSIK . ZAY INBR 4 F K2 4 000 JE JR ¥, 58 FH &+ (pI 8.9~10.7) , #4
AR 4 M R S Ae 09 E B AR . KA AN AT AL AR FasE (100 °C, 15 min) . TTHUEY T, % FAZ A ML TE52 . R B
RRGEN KL T ERARAE T FEANFORRER TENAT HH AL 06 R 4 A TR R S O BR
Fao XFNGT HE M RF K AR IH B R KA JET RN S S R SR B R R R (B, S SR
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Abstract: Antimicrobial peptides are widely present in the organism, 22 %R 1 7 T 25 Wy B VA T . A TR 58 LB B B R TR
which are gene-encoded, ribosomal synthesized polypeptides. Anti- ORI L ER LY Lt Dy Al

microbial peptides have anti bacteria, fungi, viruses and other bio-
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logical functions. They are the important part of non-specific immune

function of organism. With the development of the rescarch on the 1 DL IR AT
antimicrobial peptides, they are expected to be excellent substitutes Hi M IEC BT T 2 700 £ # 4 [6 Sk FE
for antibiotics, fungicides. This review briefly introduces the classifi- AMPs, Fi 8 % 40 K0 T8 — AR HED L 4R 5T 1 Ik 1 ok
cation, mechanism and application in the control of fruits and vegeta- VERT 43 B S T Ik 3 W Ak O A 2K BT Bk L K ZE B
bles diseases of antimicrobial peptides, and prospects the problems B 1 T TR 7L 3 0 2K 1 ) B W B A2 R
[N IS P /K A /N
1.1 EHHAEEK
[ 1980 4F Hultmark 5507 P35 9 15 7 bk K % (Hya-
PLE K Cantimicrobial peptides, AMPs) J& 1 3& [H 25 £ . Lophoracecropia) i ik LI H 53 85 320 — FPL A IK— R #
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existing in the research and widely application.
Keywords: antimicrobial peptides; mechanism of action; fruit and

vegetable; diseases control
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9o A SHEAT A R B AR . B B R R I I R R Y
PHESFHURBR, & p- 9T 454, — A 3 3 4 X4 F I i
i, RPN R FEAE T 22 KT e — L 22 R
PETR 220k FURE LB EE N R AR B A R
1.1.3 WEMEARMITEK SRR W5 LW s
o3 B AR B E I R A B0 A K, 32 0 A 22 TR I e T A A o
VEF A0 355 HE W 0 3 AH DG 1) 40 B R — 8 A 2 JRL AR . i I
FR U KT LS B ORI A AR EE I T LA
0 S TR O AR W B A R 1 A
L14 W HaERMIUER B, T AR R drb oy
YKER LM E S H AR IE4% ~22%) P E k. AT
16 3o T R 240 i FE DA 7% B L TAT L 22 I ) R A T LA % — S
A, WERE R TR A H R AR AL PR AR T
R e S RN G 1R N i A U R S R Sl A
RHURDY
1.2 E¥HE R

Rt I8 TR Wit 2L 3 4 A 2l 4 2 IR P T A 4k
RIMAFPPURR . 3x 26 ik — AR A AN 7] Y e 51 5 25 4 . 0F HL
AR AR FEE S0 R R B R Wt
O T R R AE A £ R I IR
1.3 HEYHREK

TR YR VR A BT IR 32 2 AR B 7 AR . FLEE TE IR Nisin
e OE S e N T R R BT K, B ok FLRR BE R
(Streptococcus lactis) FFLERFLER H ( Lactococcuslactis) 4
B TR SE 3 Nisin (19 7k Ak 78 1 5045 1 15 g — b
KRBT T T2 B AR e . 53 8b B i VR Sy — b A
BUAE R W LGP A R R Tl R R LIRS
AU A G Bk T RN B T R BT AR A B R b — e
HY LR AR A BT B K R R R A A BTSN BTN
MR ARE T4y 815 8] T peptaibol ZEHT A K
14 HEEHEAERMEEIRERERK

AWy NPT IR ARG SR IO B T BB 26
BT I A= 57— R B A 2 ORI e R TR DR A AR
G Ok B Z2 IR E AR G 0k 7T A N T3 i i
JIK 7= 1 5 5 4 s AR L o 1 B A 2 R ) L M Ak B 1Y
FEF A, BE AT 3 AT E Py A, I PAF26M
Cecropins A F1 B4

BT AT 407 2 57 IR R BT AR AR W 2 A
BT M 0 KB AT B8 A R4 1 2 3k 2R 0 0 7o A0 Bk o
P38 K AR Sy i 3l A 8T B A A W) S S EN A 7
PEFIA AR py R IK 2B ) BRARE XERY . 1B . AfTTE &I & hif
T EEREE R RIS R G AR T BB RS R R Y
RRG . B NN A K DT B 28 e ok i 1) T 41
Fik, I W AEBF 5T B, A CM4P P Cecropins AP
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eI 5 5 ) 24 IS F) 368 5 A BN Oy S BT TR K B AR
HLH - F B 5 &% BB B K 3 W1 DL AE i A 20 L 3 5 S 4 e o
HOBR 1 R S PR 45 6 T 1 At AR 3 380 4 RS R A v 1 H
f9 . BRI e 3 P BV L Y R e L
B0 BRT UK 14 355 P 3 0 A1 T 15 0 40 e 240 Y RS 0 AR LA TS
2.1 MEREHARERNEEER

B K5 40 1 158 A4 AE A R BIF ST 4K 2 HL 2 ke e BT
RGP S R L BB 1 TR O B &R LR Y
fE R RY . 3 A R Y (Aggregate channel model) , 3 L 52 71
(‘Toroidal pore model) , 4 H 5 I (Barrel-stave model) F1 3 B
7 (Carpet model) %,

A B C )

A, B IRELHA

B. PRALAEEY
B 1 RE ARG a9 R ey A8 5 4k R
Figure 1

C. MM D. B R
The interaction of antimicrobial peptides

and cell membrane

2.1.1 BAHEEEAI (Aggregate channel model) & 1A A
AR A REIR v, BT T K 5 4 R ) 8 R 4 R R
B REEPHPIEIE AR EBE, WREG AR 4E T
1Ti% B B i R G A, 0 R R R R BT TE IR
Maculatinl.1C(M1.1) 5 (38 B AL AR

2.1.2  FRFLAEKI (Toroidal pore model) — Hi [ 1B 7] %1, ¥R FL
R F o 2 AR TR b A DT 2R AR 1 JIK AT DA 2 A AR WL
2 FLB K XA A% AT DL 4 MR K P B R T,
BENG A 3 1 2N W . B R — A F L. R Y B
5 P E W KA 28 5 0 4 F 2 10 25 L i 5 [RD S AT A9 5 Rk
L RTINS, AR RS T 58 22 K
PRI 1) 2 P 28 5 009 P18 L AT LA B i J5 4% 0 4 il P K 4
Yok A ke o PR AL B AN AN A M Ik B L PROE I8 AT
FEBENE BT FHE AT A E AR 1~2 nm 1AL

2.1.3  AH#R B (Barrel-stave model) & 1C 71,4 £
- Wi IR A A T 7 K2 A AR TR - MR T ) TR S M IR 2R 4 A
20 0 I 2R T T AT 2R 0 R O 1) T R 51 5 LA ARG i K i A5
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NS R I3 s A B AR D T 00 0 B RREE B B RO R T B IS
W E L 40 HE YA BT AT A TE 0 L A RO K i Bl S 340
BEAMigE , BN HTT K Cox-Hal" F1 HE-107,
2.1.4  HBEEAE R (Carpet model) [y & 1D B 20, iy F5 4% AU
mh L B TR IR TAT HE A T 4 i R SR T R R R B 7 Y
JKTEE 55 2% o 244 3 30 kDA 2K Bk v 0 O =1 L R
21 0 I R S e L LR L AT S B Al i sE =, 2 A
XU AR 1 1) B B B B8 KL i YR B T R DAL TRUAE T, B
1,2 R 22 BT T IR R BT 5 22 B P R 2 A o i e T
WHL T AR Plnl149ab
2.2 WMERIERTREANYMR

R B2 /Y JIK R WY BB 2 4 40 i, BR 20 A4n i i
TATHY E AR 2 45 Fh T 0 20 41 2. X R O [ A T L
e TR — 47T D UK E ARG (9 VR B2 TR A TR AT R B8 4 ik A D AL
W 1 s . HATC 8 B A BT BRAE S T I P9 5 A
3 S LA 9% 55 5 R 9 4
P A0 R R A R
3 HUPATRAE G s S ) ik 2
3.1 MERERBXAIHEEHNEA

B TR R R P T R B R i 0 IO R B AREE T
PRI F 20 0 AR S 447 T O 6 TR % AR A e T IR o ) 3R 3K
B R AR PO T DL RE R B PRI R AR AR . 7E B N Ab
BT PUR K IE R A YRR T 2 R S B

ARIETHEN N A BT WA & A {55 kY Cecropin B
Hiw K3 A PR1aCB #1 AATCB i —# & T CaMV 35S
W ¥ PR1aCB M1 AATCB F: K (A 4 Ik 2R 1A, 5 A LA K
T AR A5 A B DR A ok, 0o Tk B 3 R T AR L A bR . He
S U] Shiva A I Cecropin B IR S AR 13
3 2 R DR e i IO R R R R X R A 35 97 e T M R e
Osusky 2823 5145 MsrA1M0) (Ze 4 Bk A& N 35 1% cecropin-
melittin) . MsrA2M% (dermaseptin B1 (9 25 {1 4) . MsrA3H™
(temporin A 1) N- RS M i 28 R . I RSB T L4
PR (51 17 D A T ) I 5 s R £ 3 42 S 0 S bk . e
Fe i R K AP EL R MJ-AMP1™% [ pep1 1M A 43 71| 3% 4
R R R 5L W3 96 1 HT P . Chakrabart 259 fF 55 26 8] L 5% 3k
R A e ik MSI-99 ] 1 3 82 3 X h 2R 9 8k 71 B ( Fusarium
oxysporumf.sp. Cubense) 5| #2 W A 25 95 . 48 2% BE /N 3k 5¢
(Mycos phaerellamusicola) 5| & F I BEJ ) B0 1

BU VA P A PR AR AR 1 15 B S AR SR T L ) I AR A
oKk E LT RMEY DA M M, Sharma F5Y
Cecropin B B P AIZK FF JL T 53 M 5 5 AR 5 PR %% A 7K A AL Ak
rr B 5 DR IR R AR T 1 I A 0 BE ) 2 3 B 5 5 Rahnamacian
DT g R WL FE BE SE N M R FE P ok Gk B KK
metchinkowin K& [F fig 32 & K2 %5 8 i 9 P 1
3.2 MEAREREREREEHNEA

RIFEE SRR T RN T 2EERERE
PRS0 T O < B N T <7 o i o R e N TSR el B
BB A L Ak 2 2% TR R A o) R R S R BOR 32 B IR

T T B AR R R Y K A R R R R . A
A e $R BT IR LAk A I R R R R B ] o 2 B R
AR Wy K U KGR B AT BT B IR LR SR AL B v s B
FEP R EE A

Liu 2254 % B WG (Crassostreagigas ) it W 5 B F) (19
YL M CgPep33 ] A %% £ B K % 3 (Botrytis cinerea) 5|
WH R KW . b 2K FFHF % (Peniciliumitalicum) F 4§
AR H (Peniciliumdigitatum) 515 09 R 7 L &0 % e 0
i, Munoz A %% X} [ T8 B BT I Ik (PAF26, PAF3S,
PAF40,.BMO . melittin, indolicidin, BP15 FiI BP76) X} #i} #% %
B W PR A AR 2 R R PAF26 55 R R IF. Lopez-
Garei %50 X} W T A& B PU Bk PAF19, PAF26 Al
LfcinB, o K A2 O3 i 50 %) AT A% 2 25 g 1 425 1l 0028, 85 R 2%
W] PAF26 I 2% 4 8 3% . Badosa U7 & T ILF 24 &
cecropin A-melittin 3 5 F T3 8 75 8 % b5 45 . Fo v BP22 %%
PS80

AR T Al 2 DR 511 Az iy e B 10 0 T R SR S O B A 1
ZI A B BT BT A B RO 35 1 R L AR AL
o T A B A B R B R R AR /D o e R R DR R 4R B
IR IR Z Tk Z — o Jones ZE0 4 cecropin A 134>
FE R 5 A B R0 8% B (Saccharomyces cerevisiae) WP 33K,
2H TR T A A0 A S B A 2 B R I (Colletotrichum-
coccodes) A . Wisniewski %5 Bk i) B 3 2 »DF N1
BEHTYERBESE (Pichia pastoris), i 2 5 T BB XS5 H
TEIWRIREY BEF EFH (Penicilliumex pansum ) Fl JK T
(Botrytis cinerea ) fil T £ K& M @ 68 . /£ 5 8
e L120is—01026) e by B R 3L PR Psd % Cecropin A LK E4H T
W Ee R B GS115, JF T LA R J5 K R 2R 58 B o %
(& Al IR 25955 AR BRE 2R 5 B 00 7 25 0 M A 12 T ) 1Y
AR A o SR AT Ao TS R B R R R A Ak 3R
5357 58 % 22 U K (CecropinX]) o K HL 78 i 31 ff 4% 0 & 6 7T
G R R TR - S s e s R R 7 I
PO IR IR R U5 B E B TR T F SR R LR 1.
R

H A DU IR T AR T — o R (H ) N T
B F R APRAEEAR S RO R 8. & . B iR
RN FH 52 BT ol 4 0 =X RAR PO IR — M = LL M1 42
W28 A% A28 T A I RCA AR i - ELAE LR AIE-5 B4 1Y)
TS — B0k A 5 A AR BOR G B Bk, 2R 3R BUR B
G i THUORA R B R R IR G —RA MEERE R
g5 AHSR AL i T REE RIS R MEIE . HOR,
B IR L e ER AN I S bt A AR TE A A 48
e ARG 5 5 0 B R L P A7 E — 2 SR RN 1 22 42 Mk ), g
T JUR 249 7] 0 g A DR SRR 1) 22 4 R AT 5 A SR BIF TR IR S o

B8 A5 X BE T A I BIL B | A 7 e R A i R o AR 118 A T R
ABIEFEFIRE S 7 3% 8 A 22 A I BT T K 2 00 RO R R e
Uiz Ry X g B P2 N B R R e ol 1 I I D WP (I D NS 7 3
b B T FE Ol i 25l R T AR .
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Table 1 Application of antimicrobial peptides in the control of fruit and vegetable diseases
PO K 4 Bk P37 ¥ 51 i 5 A 2

PAF26 e RKKWFW A ¢ 55
PAF38 Fai RRKKWEW MG G555
PAF40 Fei HRKKWFW A £ R0

BMO I RFWWFRRR W 2

BP15 i KKLFKKILKVL MG G5 %

BP22 A FKLFKKILKVL S

BP76 B KKLFKKILKFL MG 445 5
MsrAl g MALEHMKWKLFKKIGIGAVLKVLTTGL-PALKLTK 5 4% 3 5 525 575 il K 21 Ji 422
MsrA2 B MAMWKDVLKKIGTVALHAGKAALGA-VADTISQ T £ 3 I 28 95 LB 41 5 12 2
MsrA3 23 MASRHMFLPLIGRVLSGIL T 4 B e 2 o LR 2T R 2

MLLAIAFLASVCVSSMGIGKFLHSAKKF-GKAF-

MSI-99 A R 25 T B 9

VGEIMNS

CICNGGRCNENVGPPYCCSGFCLRQPG-QGYGYCK-

MJ-AMP1 B2 41 (M. jalapa)

NR

metchinkowin FWg(D. melanogaster)

HRHQGPIFDTRPSPFNPNQPRPGPIY

7 B

R E¥HN

RWKIFKKIEKMGRNIRDGIVKAGPAIEV-LGSA-

CecropinX]J F A& (B. mori)

KAIGK

b T R A A T R

KWKVFKKIEKMGRNIRNGIVKAGPATA-

Cecropin B KA (H. cecropia)

VLGEAKAL

Cecropin B K& (B. mori)

MNFYNIFVFVALILAITIGQSEAGWLKKI-GKKI-
ERVGQHTRDATIQGLGIAQQAAN-VAATARG

Cecropin A K#&(H. cecropia)

T4 5% 2
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A T SR 9 5 5
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