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HE I KunitzB & BB HIHI7FI R4 19 5 ThRe

KU, BLARS, e, B B, B
PR AZ I K2R Rl 5 TR 2E B, #610031

BE: KunitzZ! % & a7 4] 7] (KP) R ALY £ K BT A2 oF PI R 09 — R4 $ K, A5 R4 BN $e &
G B E M, A @A K. @A, @A T. BEaREmbiEak, agX54s KkEFFAR
iEA2, KPIR#AMRRA FHAHA L. 24 KunitzZ #3%, A A GB- =t EA 24, KPIEB 96 L AR E G
B, A Z OB RARRE GO B, Hxt & o) l4 15 5% 55 £ 2RB L4 b w e & T RA R K
. BAl, AL K S Hok A P R ILGF 05k B KPL €% FAR S A ey S, ALLABRMNELTIFEY
HMKPIE) 4540 5 40 R o F U] 698 50, AT A KA KPR 4 A=) de o i R b AT 4338 .

S 4897): KunitzA) & & Badp 4| 7, - F 45 M); A2 48

Kunitz# 2 (4 B 40175 (Kunitz-type protease
inhibitor, KPT)& 4 7E K B3k 40 i 72 o Bl % e i)
—RKPMEZ K, EE 2B = EIRAR, H A
ORI T Z4EG M )R, BE08 IR 285 1) i
YInAE, 5 AR A B Y RO E B - A0
FIE G, B S E BRG] 22
AIRE AN, SEEAR LR TAARE AT
T BT KPIN HE AR A BRI R P, ek
WS R B R R O AR B 4y - (Ma-
jumderZ$2015; ¥ L#5%52012). flHERawlings4
(2004) 114325, KPL@ T 1340577 5, H 3R EIThig
IS K N S BB M, S 5 EY A
MK, M. AT, R R REES
B, AN SERKEESA RS EE KIS
2012; FHFFLE2013; Islam252015, 2017). 4543%
15256 = JF e AR YK P Ly 1E FH AL A o id
R TR I, A STHER 1A SR K PISE #4) F1 1)
REFHIT TR

1 KPIF 3 S5

22 Santamaria%:(2014) 1) /712, HATE e H)
FH ¥ 4 55 K] 20 #5045 ZEPhytozome (https://phyto-
zome.jgi.doe.gov/pz/portal . html)7E £k #5716, F 5]
Pfam 3k (http://pfam.xfam.org/) 56 1IF K P14E #)35k o
Guih g R BN 4K 2 B T R 3 S A KPR
Ty, FF I 5 0 iR A KPR U 22 A B (X
), Horp B P IR YK PR G AR 85 & 3 i 45 2D, A%
A 134, M HEYKPLE R %, LW e &
KPI i i i 2, 1230514, HIRCON KR E.(50

M), bR s BPARIAESE Y, (AR
1), FEMKPIAE X A A A K B -5 Pl ma v i
RE R T EEERE . BAh, RAEA R
BB 5 B D 5 B Rt — e e B D 4145 B
fREY R BL TKPIE B, Kt LS RHE ) R %
(32).

2 KPIFYZEH4FAE

FEIKPIZR A & A 1. 2 KunitzZE 1)
W, A — B HFRFGGC****wkFssr C L fy [ RFAIE
7 %1)(Ranasinghe flMcManus 2013). fE¥IKPIK %
AN ARTR A, Be L 2 A it (Cys63-
Cys110H1Cys160-Cys169), ix %t T4 HEKPIf) = 4
Shit 5 Dy Re ke e MR (K OE5E2011); 314
KPIEAE A 64 I i hk 5, T2 R34 —hife, X
W2 Y5 S YR IEKPIR) 55—~ X 5. Hansen
S5(2007 )ik e & B AE 4E F - — i B AE A Rk
% 7 EEAER, tunskIET Bauhinia bauhinioides
IBbCIA & A PR, A% X AE YK PIS %k
LHMP- =B =YEgE ) . ILAh, HKPIH =4k
SRR E A o- 1R e, XS EYAE

TEYIKPIR N E] oA B AR — R BN

ks 2018-05-31  fEE  2018-06-29

BE EFR AR IEE(31500276) TU)IE RHEFRI2017-
JY0222F12018SZ0061) FLAR AL H AR A T H (2015-
HMO01-00051-SFA12016-HM01-00260-SF). [H 5 % Kk
A B2 %) (2018106 13080) FIA Ak 5236 (G X -
201812088).

* JLEEIEE: BUE(ddliachai@home.switu.edu.cn). Ji 354

(spinezhou@home.swjtu.edu.cn).
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Table 1 Distribution of KPI

N4 w4 LiELY/ BN KPS A £

KT AEPIN BiiF} 21 ¢ Wl (Salix purpurea) 30
E M (Populus trichocarpa) 32

pixa TR (Amaranthus hypochondriacus) 17
EREF EHLILRE ) 2 (Aquilegia coerulea) 4
+ AR BT (Arabidopsis thaliana) 7
SR T (Arabidopsis halleri) 8

JEHUEE T (Arabidopsis lyrata) 9

Boechera stricta 10

A 1003%(Brassica oleracea capitata) 27

F 17 (Brassica rapa) 32

KA F 3K (Capsella grandiflora) 5

F K (Capsella rubella) 8

Eutrema salsugineum 8

b oN E ¥ (Kalanchoe fedtschenkoi) 1
Y V% M A2 AR (Kalanchoe laxiflora) 2

R P} R R (Fragaria vesca) 5
3R (Malus domestica) 4

2Rk (Prunus persica) 3

FE KE.(Glycine max) 50
P 15 (Medicago truncatula) 51

325 (Phaseolus vulgaris) 24

23S (Trifolium pratense) 29

M RRFY WP WK (Linum usitatissimum) 21
RERE R (Ricinus communis) 3
K2 (Manihot esculenta) 5

ZEFR L 1 MH(Citrus clementina) 33
EHFE(Citrus sinensis) 17

R 1% (Vitis vinifera) 5
HRZERL W 521 KR (Gossypium raimondii) 8
FEAR L ] 7] (Theobroma cacao) 10
FeANAL %A JN(Carica papaya) 7
#iFi Rt W JN(Cucumis sativus) 5
Bk &R KHi(Eucalyptus grandis) 4
IEF} A N (Daucus carota) 15
sk 44 8 (Solanum tuberosunt) 36
P 7 B A E TR AE (Mimulus guttatus) 1
L IR0 RELEL JRZL(Ananas comosus) 1
RAF} G AR (Brachypodium distachyon) 2
K JFEL(Oropetium thomaeum) 1

JKFE(Oryza sativa) 1

Panicum hallii 2

Wik B2 (Panicum virgatum) 3

/K (Setaria italica) 2

M) R Ei(Setaria viridis) 1

=14 (Sorghum bicolor) 2

Brachypodium stacei 3

EK(Zea mays) 1

HRE R /NRIFEE (Musa acuminata) 2
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Table 2 Trypsin inhibitors identified in recent years

2R SRISHIFN R4 DTN
I SR AR BRI 77 (Spinacia oleracea trypsin inhibitor, SoTT) FiFl Kang$2009
JRUEVA i 2 1 B 1) 771 (Delonix regia trypsin inhibitor, DrTT) 2R KrauchencoZ£2003
/N B g 2 1 BB 75)(Cassia tora trypsin inhibitor, CtTT) 2R Tripathi%2011
ERA W A BN 1 77 (Leucaena leucocephala trypsin inhibitor, LTT) 28 Sattar%52004
Ve W g A [ BRI 77 (Cassia obtusifolia trypsin inhibitor, CoTT) 28 Liao%52007
167 2 B i 8 11 B A0 1) 57 (Bawhinia rufa trypsin inhibitor, BrTI) EF: Nakahata£2006
RN 2 3 8 1 B0 157 (Inga laring trypsin inhibitor, 1ITT) GE Macedo®42011
T2 1 KunitzZ §711 7] (tamarind Kunitz-type inhibitor, TKI) 58} Patil%%$2012
Pithecellobium dumosum Kunitz Jif 25 [ B 1) 77 (Pithecellobium dumosum 2R OliveiraZ£2007
Kunitz-type trypsin inhibitor, PAKT)
J W & Kunitz 25 [ B 4001 77 (Cicer arietinum Kunitz proteinase inhibitor, CaKPT) 28 SrinivasanZ£2005
[T Rz AF I B4 45 1 1014177 (A cacia senegal proteinase inhibitor, AsPT) g8l BabuflISubrahmanyam 2010
Pithecellobium dumosum Kunitz Jif 25 [ B 1774 (Pithecellobium dumosum 2R RufinoZ52013
Kunitz trypsin inhibitor-4, PdKI-4)
L1 R A 1 B 77 (Abizzia kalkora trypsin inhibitor, AKTI) 2R ZhouZ:2008
Bauhinia bauhinioides Cruzipain 1| 7 (Bauhinia bauhinioides Cruzipain Rl HansenZ2007
inhibitor, BbCI)
X 8 S B (A B 1) 77 (Passiflora edulis trypsin inhibitor, PeTI) [ty Pereira%5:2011
T AA T8 4y 5 R R [ 41 77 (potato serine protease inhibitor, PSPI) HnEk Meulenbroek*52012

PR5F, T8 AT Kunitz45 #3804 . KPLE 4
1l 4 FH ) 4 i) v O A 5 6 S B R R R (P37-P3 -
P2'-P1-P2-P3), fii - F-Looplf Tk, 78 H T =44t 4
R, JFRefi N ZIE R AR R 8. PIAL
S R R A 1 0 % W AR ON B I A 1 48 (1) i 346,
HELE AR AR AT A . S TR SRR
Y, 2 AR AR s oS s PE R . AR
P AR BEAEAT BAT AN [F) B #0 ) A re :, BE G ok Y T
KRS RS EMER-EYPLAL R FE 2 ArgliLys,
X TR o e R TR Ak 3 sl 1 00 e 0% 5 B B 1 IS
YIS 1 Asp 189 B T4, PRt AT g 2
F1 B 1 B0 o e S A i . AR T, L RUBLR
KPIH, B8 % A S b 00 o) Jk 2 1 g v 1k, R EAT]
P 1137 [ Arg/Lyshk 3 4 Gly/Glu-Tle-Ser B X, 7] A &
T4 77 o Glu 55 Serfk 2 Ge 08 1 il — A A8 F
IR A Arg F1(BR) LysZs &, WAL 2401 g
T E BRI 9 /E F (Pando®4:2001; Srinivasan$2005).
VUbE S, B 5 25 M K PTAE % 45 S5 M 40 1) f
AL E AR IE Y, BT TP UL AR U R e Bk T
W AR ) S o S R B R (W DU B LK PITY
P17 i Leu89). i it a1 B4 il 1P 1AL 5 2
NN 2 & (Bode f1Huber 2000) .

] o r FL A A7 BB ) 2 R R B Al i i 7K
VB S0 S5 R B 5 A o T TR A 1 AR TR A
RS X 3 P 00 T Ak 25 AH HLAE ), R R R -
HIFEEY . Hodn, YRS AR ) 77 CoTIm)
P R B (Arg86) AT & R AL Ja, RATIKRIIIE
P U BFAE AL A17%; XEP3' P34 55k S (Leus4
5 Thr88) 47 € U RAL &, RARMRIF AR 25 1 59%
5e64% Mg, FRUIP3 P37 sk Bt T3
HCoTIS#EHMME G Es 7 HEMEH.
AratjoZ%(2005) & IIN-A B F¥] Asn 13 /2 e B LR 57 14,
= HESER BTN N Asn13RE S A2 8 TG 1 Loop. Ma-
jumderZ5(2015) W & L 1 &1 LR 5F I Trp91, Trp91
AT B- = I 25 ) (1) T 75 X I8 5 B- = i B g 4
JERF I s B PR R B B K A HARH, & 5B-=
B B KAZ O I FR TP AL HERY . K G R R A
il 7l (soybean trypsin inhibitor, STI)# Trp91 4L 5,
RAPAR ) = YL 450 R A B AR AL, SR FAER
JreR ek IBUBE N

FECHHYIKPLE BA — B ) S M Ak . LE
un, SRVE T4 S B BT 1 H &5 A S & -
H &2 - K A & iR (arginine-glycine-aspartate, RGD)
A, 1% =K 50 S iE 1 To o, fE =4 b
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o b FAFEKIX K. RGDFESIFET £
Rl gm B A0 32 5T rp, T 57 T 40 i T 1 B A R R
SHLEA, N FRE EAKAG TIEE, R
R SEEEE N Rk, T 5] L g i A B AR AL
1k, 18 BARMLHMT A 2 (GambleZ$2010).  Sumi-
kawa%§:(2010) A A% = ik 7 51 & 76 3 A il 72 v 5
reAs, HIRF T BrTUE SR P dim . ASLI =
TLRE T B AR (BN H I CoTIRE K, 81 4 4T
RICoTHH A A RGDF4 . FATFIF [FVE A5 11
Tk, MR CoTIf) = 4E4h 4, KRILCOoTIf#IH]H
O FS4-S547 & A i LoopSH; M RGDJF 4
(Arg159-Gly160-Asp161)f7 TS8-SO B[] 1
Loop9H, RH T CoTI = &5 MR, Cysl565
Cys 1642 [0 [f] —Fise Ae % A Loop9tR it fa e 1, HE
DL REOE A s A 0 B A b i 20 i 3% T ) %
A2 (E 1 (LiuZ2015),

3 HEMKPIRIINRE

31 25EMEKLS
AW IR, 2R E MY biE
B, T ARFEFESE T AT M B R AT

K1 CoTIR) =44
Fig.1 Three dimensional simulation structure of CoTI
FRYELIuEE(2015) kB k. C: #ILim; N: & ki; S—S: —
T ; Cys156MICys164: 5156128 16447 (1) It & IR 5% 5E; Aspl6l:
16111 R A A RFRIE; Gly160: 516047 ) H 4 R R IE; Argl59
FIArg86: 25 159H1 55 867 IS 2 MR Fk AE; Leu84: H84LN7 1 2 R
Tk HE; Thr88: 881V (175 2 FR Tk JE; loop5Filoop9: FESFIEEONIL,
S4. S5, S8MISY: F4. 5. FESFEINPII &,

FHAF 5 B A7y fo(LucinskiZE2011). b, 3E5 35H
BOFF B B H B2 (Phaseolus vulgaris subtilisin-like
protease 2, PvSLP2)7E5E 2 i v v (3% 11 s il ik
A5 G e, AN S S S M 3SR
JE R R (Budic5#2013) . PR 22 202 & F v 1 g
% JEKCAE I IR T (1) 4 A7 I [H] (Joshi®$2014); AH
S, e i 22 TR R, W2 s 5 2 i AR (R
112014),

HH T HE YK PIRE 8 1 4% 22 S R 5 ) I 3 12k
TR 2 1 D R A, a3 2 PR P AR S S A, AR
REZ B2 (1) 03F, ZRikiEds b H 5EDM
KRB EVIMIE. Rech?$(2013) % I E 15 Kunitz
A BN 57106 (Kunitz protease inhibitor 106,
KPI106) 1 > 22 2 & #5 Ik I 1) 47 i 42 L5, FL Al
LI Lys1 71585 5 22 B R MK (serine car-
boxypeptidase 1, SCP1) &A= - PEIAH EAEFH, M
TMANHISCPLF) B g, Hat— P seie ki, id&
IKKPI1063E K BLSCP 15 R 2351 8 (1 1 7 2 I
—E R A, A AT KF B IR TKPII06 5
SCPIAHHAEH, H 25 E 18 AR R ot A TR AR (1)
REMFE. Islam&(2015) % I A 2 # 5 Kunitz 5
H BEH 572 (Trifolium repens Kunitz proteinase in-
hibitor 2, Tr-KP12)3E [ i) 35 B R 1 45 22
K. HEE SHRKESER — RV E MR,
BTSRRI Z R, BIK TR B e, £Y
TR KPR AL A 7 SR B I A e 1 A B B
M. Boex-FontvieilleZ#(2015) & B FE YK PIZK i Ji%,
7KV M 43 R 45 A £ 1 (water-soluble chloro-
phyll- binding protein, WSCP) &g 1% 1 1] Uk 2 45 1)
15 & F ¥ (granulin domain-containing protease) )%
P, ORI TE 588, S5 ERET
FERIIRTE Bl A8 I 205 5 WU AR A% BE 6%
WO H0L RS TR bHLH % 5% A X% i iR HECATE 1
(HEC ) siif v, A2 2E40L B I+ Kunitz 2 [ g 01 ]
7711 (Kunitz-protease inhibitor 1, Kunitz-PI;1)7E Jii ¥
25 /0) 557 - T AR 2 (Boex-FontvieilleZ£2016)
Garcia-ValenciaZ5(2017) & FLFEY) H A8 A5 A4
SRYKPIM L, MHEEKPIA] DL 5 22 Fi iR i 5 4 iz
HEHMBEAEH, SETERE 1A KZ R
3.2 s5%M5FEME

TEYIKPLZ YRk H 3 dufp) — K H %
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B A o, 2 4 ) 5 5 5 R ATL R HE BT
BTk (DM YIKPIRE | 5533 H 2)) i iE N 2K
iR 1 il 5 A R e 3L B I TR B B B KA
%3 H %) AN B SR AU AR K B P e 100 75
1% (De OliveiraZ:2014); (2)4KPIyk ki H 4 di %
BIFEAR N RN, BRSO A 1 & R L,
il Ut 328 H %)) By T PN VH AT ) B R 1, R
FOR &8 FEPIRTHFE, PUELY) d R w AR, AR
&, Bl 4l gt B £ 2 50 T (Babu M Subrah-
manyam 2010; Machado%$2013), 1k STIfES
) AV 42 L 5 S AR 5 &0y e g 1) 48 RS 40 2
JoR R B 1, I LSS AN R A Ak Bl ) o
ik, FHYHMNEEAETE, EF-AR, B
REARR, GELZ4) KA K K B (Chougule552005,
2008). JE T B AR AN AR B R AR B )
BA M PTHIE M, RRUE LR R d 4l B
# A 15f (Pandey fllJamal 2014; Pandey%52015). A&
TR, RIICOTIE A A AR A
BAMHIARE R RIS S ST AR H R
HH i B 2R TR 1 ) T M, IR BRI SR
1A K (Lius52015); B 70 Hr s 7 HUW R % s 4.
Bim RKI, LI HET R h 2 d R ED . 4
Mo K PAS0. WEH AL S 22 IR H B &
H (serpin) 55 5E K (1) 15 KA 724K, HEMICoTIHY
TN B e S 75 H A i 6 IR (1) 1E 0 R0, H ARG
ZlL(XiangZ2018).
Sumikawa®(2010) /345 B £ 8 B BrTIAY
RGDFHI 5 KGR e I E BRI R . %=
k51 5] NBIB. bauhinioides fifi 5 [ B4 1 771 (O
T HRGDJFA), KRS A RE A T 0K B i 4L
FRFERI30%, XTI 1445, PLHLEE I 2R,
DR LG AU Br TIP3 4 A 6 Ak S7 R o7 s (P il 4
B 51 FAER AL, %= IKFHI T RE & BrTIR
S SERPRREAME. RESTIS I & & E
(Bacillus thuringiensis, Bt)%5 HAth 5B F1 L PEY)
(B AR FH BB AT TR SR B e R FE B A,
P W] T KPS — ge gy i W o7 2 [A) £ £ 5 1
RAE (R EMAF2013) . R KPIEE R 5 M
BLLOITSRSEMEA, AR T H E A R
PR R A R R PR, 3R 3 0 e 5 DR 5 AR A VK P
HNB IR R, B E PTHE Y A — A%

Eb A% T 4T AP (1342 44 (K half45:2010; Srinivasan
2009; 4-1£452016).

5 b A, M AKPLE BRI 1R S T 5
£ AR 5 0 5T 1 i 52 B 77 (Islam%$2015; Srini-
vasan%:2009). i, &l Koy E . SEFT H
MR ERmE LR, KU, L kaERSHE
Py KPIFJmRNA X & H i) & & (Botelho-Junior4:
2014; Islam%52017; Kang%$2002; Komatsu%5:2009;
Sheshukova2017), & W] HAE i b 4) A= 9 P ad iof
e RERERZEEH . AT CoTIHEA [
B 26 T R AR AR, R I RIL 2 B ER A |
TS0 95 2 (abscisic acid, ABA)F 521 & 3% .
Islam%%(2015)F FIRNA P H AR FEAC T =it 5L
KPR FImRNA S &, 45 5 S E NSk
IR 20 N L 1 (HLO,) R BRI, R0 1
I RACE IEE . Shan%E(2008) WPt Eh g 15 =
(R1/INZ ol e o B B WRSISEE TR, e NIUREIT 2 )5
PEm 7 HPUERE, HENZ AR S a2 T, 7R
THEMAEKER P RERERZER/EM . Srinivasans
(2009) %z B0 3% 4K o B 1 B 1) 57 (Nicotiana tabacum
protease inhibitor, NtPT)H B AE XS 25 FRIRANT
S B E P . HuangZ5(2007) AT 5T
FA, AR AR KR R AL B BRI (Oryza
sativa chymotrypsin inhibitor-like 1, OCPI1)f#) 4% 3&
KUK R AE T Rl 26 F R, 778 SRR Y B
AT A, BaEaEN RSN ERE D> T
X REZH ;I A1 e 7K e R st 3L 2 R 5502 (Oryza
sativa chymotrypsin inhibitor-like 2, OCPI2)ZE A [1]
ARG TTHIRAT 700 3h B 0E W a i ik (Tiwari 55
2015). Rustgi%(2017)ik—5 & I, $LFd 7+ Serpinl
5 WSCPHEMNS 55 Wi 37 I 7K 1) 2 Dt 22 e e 1 21 (re-
sponsive to desiccation-21, RD21)% AT s AN 5
N Z AW, THIERD21ES), 2 5 T
LRI B o

A — AWK P 2 o- JE B B ) 77 1 D g,
XA AHFRIRR A X REAN I ] o A< S % )1 7=
TE 245 )11 (Ligusticum chuanxiong)F 7y B H—
A B A Kunitz 55 16 35 1 o-VE ¥ B /b BT B i 8 i
O 2 ], 1 B R ) A R AR L R
TR Ul 5 B 570 [ 5 P o K7 I B R AT R A 1
B EA WHIE I (YudE2017).  FEPIKPUAIE A i 41
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W AR T REAC YR T R — 2%, e H5EKRE
AT AL ThEE . AEDTIE 5T, oV R e il 771
RE % 40 1) B 13 55 U738 Ve R B RS 1, 1T R
1 JE 410 1) 551 T B R T AR R B 0 e s AR AR
KR EH, eI LA R P IR a- 3T BEE PR
BRI, 447 M 85 1 BG4 1) 570 Th A B B b AS 06 2
B T B A
3.3 HAMNME

RS KTIREM 1 A BP 515 41 iy RHRAZH i
PRBATRAT 4 B (1 A I IR B0 R 1149 1 (K obayashi
2:2004), 7ERBAI MBI B HHIER .
H & Sporaming I MU AR R 1, 1- 2K E-2-=
2K ik R AN R I [ AR s, IR X Ak
48 iy 41 B 22 SW4AB04T A B A $8 A 4 ) R 3, 1X
N Sporaminf [ 17 & AR F $ 4L T 448 (X ok
2009).

R4, M R R R SR 4 AR, 25 44 R
N Aprotinin, f&—F0Z T REHIHIF, A0 K &
IR BREETLER (I VA I 2T 4 B (g B S5 Fh A
2 Bl L R RE U . Aprotinin ] vz H T2k
JRERRAE 2T 468 (I R 51 RS H I B 58 M i
PRI, 3B v] FH FHURTEIR YT, B MR 17 3K

K R 2(2007) 2 Bl o- i 493 T/ 55 AT T 2 1
P 1) 7] 3 0% U0 ) i 3 P - 0 I D 1, LA
P £ 4 B B S A B S Ak A B T A IR,
Ree I of R 5 R W ) A D A Ak, AT RS 30 B IR
i eI AR R IR BRI T R

4 RE

H AT, KR SR IROE S 2 MO K PTR 5
Z5K K Ihfe, (H R B AT T R YIKPL, K i 45
S IIREZ AN R &R, 2t — P I, KPIX
N TRV B I RS S A ) R 3 ] i P58 A L R 4
AP DR E R R . FEAS R A RV O K PT
W R B, R EATRA ML =4E45f, H2
2H AR v R BE IR 51 R I AR K 22591,
IR T2 A AT T B 5 EL R S A ) R AT ) R B A
REBAR. KM, fe 150 e XSGRy s AR
L] e RE PTG (10 DR Bk ) A, T 4 i A )
fif ik B S EMER RS TA
WA BOR AR B G, IO T R EKPIFE AR

PR B A= 25 5 03 1 B B A 4R B L,
{EHAFRNI T

IbAh, BEARZ R SCHRIRGE YK PIZS 5 ) (1)
ERKEE HEEE LAY EE, AR
A, (AHAE LS e b

EMYE KK B 5518 7 T, KPITEREY)
AR R —Fh4E R 2 AR S YR, T 5 A R 4
HABE R RIS AR K . FREE M IE N 52 78
73, B BRI 73 FHLE FFATE R . 1558, KPR =
YEAE B R A R IC & RIVEUD, HATUE 2%
TR IARG . RD215 B0k ph 25 )3k i R S5 40 B
B ARiE . T ASEKPIA AN [F O #E R ( Blg, 52—
FRKPIA G5 —Fpal L Fh 22 S IR & B U2 &
i, RYEFFE MR . Bk, 7EARRIIBE A, i
1% 5 KPIAH BAE F )48 AR 2 R S 5
KRB 50 B — M %G . IR, KPI
et c RN, Z5EWEKKE S iE
BZ SRR HhAh, KPIFKA AT #E 50 21— R 51 5L A
fI2RIE, $R2IX B 52 KPR 2 1) R Ui 2k R R 2 R
R

FEAE W30 7 T, FEAIK P M P 3
FHH—RHEBER Y, 3 B 0
WS PUEL B R A R BRI R BT I,
H2 B HRTE S Y KA F g f2 o, 7=k
HH 3 R R A, SR B A7 AR A Y AR A 1 7
UK. s BRI T RS ek
AF F Y B B IH7) §) 520 (Broadway 1995). A
e HU AR K AN 32 0 S B 3 AR K PLIR) §E i)
(Chougule®$2005), 152K HAeE . Lo 54E% &
P K PIR #1) (HarsulkarZ8 1999) . 43 35 R 41
Hh 22 G IR R T TR ) B, kIR L i e A
PIKPIE R (42, X AP HE 7 — X KPIA
BURMN 2 Z R E AR B8 H B & MKPI
FE b, JE SO IR R (SRR, PR AR T — S R
RS A 1B R, K S0 KPIR U, 3K
ATTHEI T 7= AR 0 B B 1 48 rp 1 S B TR
BRIECIE AL IR ER) KA T RAE, SR Al 5 KPI
&G RE 1N IE, T2 220 KPR BIURAE . b,
BEFENICRE ST RE LI 2 W R E O,
IX e 5 1 BE A5 B AR K P, Rk 55 K PTG 40 v ok o
DR 0k, 7EKPIHT g 2 R TR B o, oF 3 Sk ok
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JETAES EHEYIIKPL, 5 bR, %% &% f
& ML AR BT IT, Ae 8 3 B 7T N B2 et
SRR SRR AR 7

FEKPIE R 254 GHIR (Bt — B 248 U7 1, 205
SCHRARE S YK PLEA LA . PUREE . PUESE
YEH, A ez W) RUE K PT C 28 7E i AR R BR B B
BT HEHWKPURE) Z HAME L FE, £ AR KA
FUH, FHPIKPLR A5 L 5 4= 5 (1 25 W i ik
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Structure and function of plant Kunitz-type protease inhibitors

ZHANG Xian, LIAO Dong-Ying, GOU Xu-Zhuo, ZHOU J ja-Yu', LIAO Hai"
School of Life Science and Engineering, Southwest Jiaotong University, Chengdu 610031, China

Abstract: Kunitz-type protease inhibitors (KPIs) in plants are a class of resistant peptides formed during long-
term evolution. They mainly regulate the activities of extracellular and intracellular target proteases which are
involved in plant cell growth, cell cycle, cell apoptosis, protein degradation and transport, stress response, and
growth and development. The members of this family usually contain 1-2 Kunitz domains and formed typical
B-trefoil fold structure. KPIs are able to inhibit different enzymes, such as serine proteases, cysteine proteases
and aspartic proteases, and those inhibitory specificity and strength mainly depend on the residues in the inhibi-
tory center. To date, KPIs have been found in most angiosperm plants, and the expression level of KPI is in-
duced by various stresses. In this paper, the research progresses in the structure and function of plant KPIs are
reviewed, and the researches accomplished in our laboratory are also introduced.
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