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Introduction

The rapid and continuous increase of antibiotic resistance has become a global public health problem, conventional antibiotics are becoming ineffective as a result of
resistance, so there is a need to find new antibacterial strategies and develop a new class of antibiotics.

Antimicrobial peptides (AMPs) are an evolutionarily conserved component of the innate immune defense system that have raised interest for their ability to kill
multidrug-resistant microorganisms and represent a promising alternative approach in the treatment of microbial-related diseases.

Antimicrobial peptides (AMPs) have served as natural first-line of defense system encoded by genes from the majority of living organisms. In mammals are expressed
in a variety of cell types including monocytes, macrophages, neutrophils, epithelial cells, keratinocyts and mast cells. They may be constitutively expressed or be
inducible depending on the specific peptide, specie, tissue or cell type.

AMPs are recognized for their potent antimicrobial activity to direct kill, disrupting the membrane of a wide range of microorganisms, such as bacteria, fungi,
parasites and virus, as well as for their immunomodulatory properties (Fig.1).

At present, more than 1000 different antimicrobial peptides have been reported from numerous natural biological sources and thousands of synthetic variants have
been produced. Several AMPs peptides have already entered pre-clinical and clinical trials for the treatment of host disease conditions including microbial infections,

wound healing or acne.
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AMPs Vs Conventional antibiotics

Limitations

Advantages
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