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Shemyakin-Ovchinnikov Institute of Bioorganic Chemistry, Russian Academy of Science 

Russian Federation 

1. Introduction 

The evaluation of protein stability in digestive tract is an important topic in various fields of 
biomedical sciences. The most straightforward task within it is the evaluation of food 
quality, as during the food processing the digestibility of a protein could fall dramatically. 
Another task, tightly connected with the previous one, is the evaluation of protein 
allergenicity. This parameter is shown to be dependent on protein’s digestibility, the less 
digestible ones having the highest probability to induce immune response.  Finally, the task 
of development of new peptide drugs also requires digestive stability check for per os drug 
forms that are the most convenient for a patient. 

Current knowledge on protein digestion suggests it to be a multistage process, starting from 
pepsin cleavage in stomach and proceeding through trypsin and chymotrypsin digestion in 
intestinal lumen, and finally involving cleavage by intestinal surface and intracellular 
proteases. The latter two protease groups accomplish the most deep protein degradation. 
An intriguing point is that in spite of this knowledge the models, which include all stages of 
protein digestion, are used primarily in food quality control.  

Protein digestion, specific enzymes, involved in this process, as well as research area specific 
methodology for protein digestibility evaluation is regularly reviewed. However, as a 
common rule, the authors of latter group of reviews ignore the existence of methods with 
similar goals in other research areas, as well as the question of a degree to which any given 
method represents a living organism. The aim of this review is to describe existing models 
for evaluation of protein digestibility with a special emphasis on biological relevance 
provided by distinct model as well as on productivity of each methodology. 

2. Protein and peptide digestion 

Before a discussion of protein digestibility evaluation methods, it seems worthwhile to 
introduce a reader to the current understanding of protein and peptide digestion process in 
order to provide him with a holistic picture of what could happen to an ingested protein. 
That is why this section will give a short description of digestive tract and an evaluation of 
enzymes involved in protein digestion in stomach and intestine. A special emphasis will be 
laid on characterization of intestinal wall peptidases (surface as well as intracellular) with 
description of their specificities and their role in overall protein digestion. 
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2.1 An overview of the protein digestion in the digestive tract 

First of all, is should be noted, that excellent reviews and textbooks are readily available on 

the topic of digestive tract physiology and biochemistry (Freeman & Kim 1978; Widmaier et 

al. 2011), and we refer a curious reader them for more details; here only a short overview of 

this process is presented. 

The digestive tract consists of several interconnected compartments: mouth (grinding and 

moisturizing of food), esophagus (connection and separation), stomach, small intestine 

(food digestion and absorption), and large intestine (food remnants digestion by symbiotic 

microbiota and undigested material excretion). Protein digestion is initiated in lumen of 

stomach, then proceeds in the intestinal lumen and is finalized at the surface and in the 

cytoplasm of intestinal mucosa cells. Additional digestion events occur in large intestine, 

where symbiotic microorganisms either digest protein remnants to amino acids, or convert 

them to other compounds of nutritional value. 

Stomach is the first compartment, which is chemically active towards proteins. Its acidic pH 

serves three major functions: it sterilizes the ingested material, denaturates food protein and 

activates local proteolytic enzymes. Only one protease, pepsin, is secreted in stomach. 

Pepsin does not destruct proteins to amino acids, rather it splits them to smaller parts to 

increase its accessibility for successive digestion steps (Widmaier et al. 2011). 

The core function of stomach is the control of graduated food delivery into small intestine, 

and so it is rather dispensable for the overall protein assimilation. The experimental data on 

animals and patients with total gastrectomy show that the organism even under this 

condition retains the ability to assimilate dietary protein adequately and remains in positive 

nitrogen balance (Freeman & Kim 1978).  

The next digestion phase, pancreatic, occurs in small intestine. It is thought to be more 
critical than the gastric phase. Here the pH changes to more basic and several different 
sources of proteases come into play. The most abundant ones: trypsin, chymotrypsin, 
elastase and several carboxypeptidases, are secreted by pancreatic acinar cells in a form of 
precursors, which are activated by proteolytic cleavage (Widmaier et al. 2011). The first 
three enzymes are endopeptidases; they cleave protein or polypeptide substrates at different 
specific peptide linkages within their secondary structures. Carboxypeptidases are 
exopeptidases and act on terminal peptide bonds at the carboxyl terminus of protein. The 
products of the combined action of the aforementioned enzymes are small peptides and 
amino acids. These small peptides consist of 2-6 amino acid residues and account for over 
60% of luminal amino nitrogen; the remaining 40% is associated with amino acids (Freeman 
& Kim 1978). 

The results of Savoie et al. indicate that the amount and size of the resultant peptides and 

their stability and resistance to exhaustive hydrolysis is strongly influenced by the nature of 

the source protein. For example, while casein and gluten have the highest proportion of the 

1-10 kDa peptide fraction in the first 2 h of digestion, the peptides from gluten are evidently 

less degraded in the subsequent 4 h. The folding and spatial orientation of the protein chains 

could explain this observation; the high number of Pro and Glu residues is expected to have 

contributed heavily in the low accessibility and efficacy of the hydrolytic action of 

pancreatic enzymes on Pro- and Glu-reach proteins  (Savoie et al. 2005). 
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The core properties of the luminal proteases are summarized in table 1, to give the reader an 
understanding of the processes, which take place at different stages of digestion. It should 
be noted that most digestive enzymes are present not as a single entity, but rather as a group 
of slightly different molecules with quite similar substrate specificity and kinetic properties. 
Some authors suggest it to be a sign of evolutionary importance of these enzymes (Silk et al. 
1976). A detailed discussion of these enzymes is, however, beyond the scope of this chapter, 
and we refer a curious reader to the excellent reviews available (Freeman & Kim 1978; 
Turner 1968; Whitcomb & Lowe 2007). 

Besides the common luminal enzymes, which are secreted by specialized organ – pancreas, 
a significant amount of intestinal wall proteases is also present in the lumen. The sources of 
these enzymes are desquamated mucosal cells resulting from active replacement of the 
lining epithelium. An approximate quantity of these enzymes is about 30 g per day 
(Freeman & Kim 1978; Gropper et al. 2009). 

Chemical assay data, thermostability studies, and examination of electrophoretic mobilities 
of luminal peptide hydrolases indicate that aforementioned jejunal enzymes originate 
predominantly from the cytoplasm of intestinal mucosal cells, whereas the brush border of 
mucosal cells is a major source of the enzymes in the ileum. All of these enzymes recognize 
primarily short peptides and are aminopeptidases; they are discussed in more detail in the 
next section. 

The products of luminal proteolysis are free amino acids and small peptides having a chain 
length of two to six amino acid residues. Analysis of post-prandial intestinal contents 
aspirated from human jejunum reveals that approximately only one-third of the total amino 
acid content exists in the free form (Silk et al. 1985). Some of the short peptides are directly 
absorbed by specific transport systems. However, to increase the overall efficiency of the 
assimilation process the mucosal cells of intestinal wall provide an additional source of 
proteolytic enzymes. As these cells line the intestinal wall and are intensively shed into 
lumen, they contribute both to luminal and parietal digestion. A profound characteristic of 
mucosal cells is high aminopeptidase activity. This peptidase activity is located in two main 
subcellular fractions: the cytoplasm and the brush border membrane. The brush border 
membrane fraction is associated with less than 10% of the total hydrolytic cellular activity 
for dipeptides but as much as 60% for tripeptides (Freeman & Kim 1978; Sterchi & Woodley 
1980a). 

The whole digestion process is quite rapid in man, as well as in rat. So, according to the data 
of Curtis et al., 44.9 % of the meal had left the stomach of a rat in 30 min, and 84.7 % of the 
meal had left the stomach in 60 min. At 30 min and thereafter, negligible amounts of 14C-
labeled protein, which was included in the meal, were detected in intestinal contents of 
proximal third of small intestine. At 30 min and 1 hr, 14C accumulated in medial and distal 
thirds of small intestine. At 2, 3 and 4 hr small quantities of 14C were detected in intestinal 
contents of distal third of small intestine and the colon. The absorption of ingested protein 
was virtually complete 2 hr after administration of the meal (Curtis et al. 1978). In human, 
the situation is quite the same: digestion and absorption of dietary protein are completed in 
the jejunum, the whole process of digestion and absorption reaches its maximum at about 45 
min or possibly earlier, and absorption may be largely complete within 75 to 90 min. 
However, the data of some studies show that the remnants of dietary protein can be 
recovered from the ileum as late as 4 hr after a meal (Adibi 1976). Nevertheless, it appears  
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Enzymes 
Compartment 

and localization 
Properties References 

Stomach proteases 

Pepsins: Pepsin, pepsin B, 
gastricsin, chymosin A, renin

Stomach lumen Endopeptidase, 
cleaves at Phe, Tyr, 
Leu, and Val 

(Freeman & Kim 
1978; Szecsi 1992; 
Turner 1968; 
Whitecross et al. 
1973) 

Pancreatic proteases 

Trypsins: Cationic trypsin, 
anionic trypsin, mesotrypsin, 
pancreasin 

Ileum lumen Endopeptidase; 
cleaves peptide bond 
at Lys and Arg 

(Feinstein et al. 
1974; Freeman & 
Kim 1978; Savoie et 
al. 2005; Whitcomb 
& Lowe 2007) 

Chimotrypsins: Two 
isoforms + chymotrypsin-
like protease 

Ileum lumen Endopeptidase, 
cleaves bonds at 
aliphatic amino acid 
residues 

(Bender & 
Killheffer 1973; 
Savoie et al. 2005; 
Whitcomb & Lowe 
2007) 

Elastases: Two isoforms Ileum lumen Endopeptidase, 
cleaves at Ala, Gly, Ser

(Whitcomb & 
Lowe 2007) 

Carboxypeptidases A: A1, 
A2, A3 

Ileum lumen Exopeptidase, cleaves 
aromatic amino acids 
from carboxyl 
terminus of substrate 

(Whitcomb & 
Lowe 2007) 

Carboxypeptidases B: B1, B2, 
N, M, E, AEBP1 

Ileum lumen Exopeptidase, cleaves 
Arg or Lys from C-
terminus of substrate 

(Whitcomb & 
Lowe 2007) 

Intestinal wall proteases 

Brush border 
aminopeptidases (distinct 
enzymes): aminopeptidase 1, 
aminopeptidase 2, 
dipeptidylpeptidase IV, 
gamma-
glutamyltranspeptidase, 
aminopeptidase A, 
aminopeptidase M 

Small intestine 
epithelium brush 
border 

Hydrolyze amino acid 
residue at the N-
terminus  of hexa- to 
tripeptides 

(Kim et al. 1972; 
Sterchi & Woodley 
1980b) 

Cytoplasmic 
aminopeptidases: four 
distinct enzymes 

Small intestine 
epithelium 
cytoplasm 

Hydrolyze amino acid 
residue at the N-
terminus  of tri- and 
dipeptides 

(Kim et al. 1972; 
Schiller et al. 1977) 

Table 1. Principal properties of protein hydrolases 
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reasonable to assume that under normal conditions the greatest portion of dietary proteins 
is digested and absorbed in the upper small intestine (Adibi 1976; Silk 1980; Silk et al. 1985). 

2.2 Enzymes of the intestinal wall 

In addition to the luminal proteases, the mucosal cells that line the intestinal wall also 
possess two kinds of proteolytic enzymes: membrane-bound, which are primarily localized 
in the brush border area, and cytoplasmic. The core difference of these enzymes from the 
luminal ones is that they are oligopeptidases, that is, recognize only short peptides of 2-6 
amino acids in length. The profound characteristics of these enzymes are that they are 
aminopeptidases, so the N-terminal amino acid residue of peptides is the determinant of 
their rate and substrate specificity, and all have pH optima in alkaline (7.5-8.5) range (Adibi 
1976).  

To date, in brush border membranes in human and rat were identified at least 6 
aminopeptidases (aminopeptidase 1, aminopeptidase 2, dipeptidylpeptidase IV, gamma-
glutamyltranspeptidase, aminopeptidase A and aminopeptidase M) (Kim et al. 1972; Sterchi 
& Woodley 1980b), and in the cytosol of the mucosal epithelial cells at least 4 enzymes were 
detected (Kim et al. 1972; Schiller et al. 1977). The specificity towards peptide length is 
distributed unequally between the subcellular fractions:  the majority of dipetides (80 to 
95%) are hydrolyzed by cytoplasmic enzymes (Adibi 1976; Krzysik & Adibi 1977), 10-60% of 
the tripeptidase activity is also in the brush border membrane (Sterchi & Woodley 1980a), 
and activity against tetrapeptides is located exclusively in the brush border membrane 
(Sterchi & Woodley 1980a). The ability of brush border enzymes to hydrolyze penta- and 
hexapeptides has been reported (Adibi 1976), however, little details are still known about 
this activity. 

Some, but not all, cytosolic and brush border membrane peptidases also display some 
preference to the amino acid composition of substrate. Thus, aminopeptidase 1 from brush 
border is most active towards aliphatic tripeptides (Sterchi & Woodley 1980b), although 
most activity against aliphatic peptides is located in cytosol; dipeptidases of brush border 
prefer substrates with aromatic amino acid at the N-terminus (Sterchi & Woodley 1980a). An 
interesting exception are proline-containing peptides, which are hydrolyzed by a special 
hydrolase in the cytosolic fraction (Freeman & Kim 1978; Smith & Bergmann 1944). In 
normal conditions, 80-90% of hydrolase activity in rat and human is localized within the 
cytosolic fraction (Kim et al. 1972), starvation increases the peptide hydrolase activity of the 
cytosol fraction, while that of the brush border fraction is decreased (Adibi 1976).  

The distribution of peptide hydrolase activity between brush border membrane and cytosol 
varies considerably with species (Sterchi & Woodley 1980a), the enzymes from different 
species have different electrophoretic mobility, but, at the same time, by the activity and 
substrate preference they often could be grouped in a strikingly similar manner (Kim et al. 
1972). 

2.3 Peptide and protein transport across the intestinal wall  

The absorption is the last and the most controversial phase of protein digestion. 
Theoretically, an organism requires only amino acids to produce energy and rebuild lost 
proteins. The foreign proteins and peptides should be avoided, as they could transmit 
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unwanted signals or even be toxic or mutagenic. The reality, however, is much more 
complicated. Although amino nitrogen in postprandial blood is almost entirely in the form 
of free amino acids, few small peptides do appear in portal blood. These include short 
proline- and hydroxyproline-containing peptides after gelatin ingestion, and both carnosine 
and anserine after ingestion of certain meats, specifically chicken breast. Significant amounts 
of whole protein and other large macromolecules are absorbed intact by fetal and neonatal 
small intestine (Freeman & Kim 1978). 

The transport of amino acids is active and depends on a gradient of sodium ions across the 
brush border membrane of intestinal epithelial cell. Three major group-specific active 
transport systems exist for: a) monoamino monocarboxylic (neutral) amino acids, b) dibasic 
amino acids and cysteine, and c) dicarboxylic (acidic) amino acids (Silk et al. 1985). 
Methionine and the branched chain amino acids (leucine, isoleucine, and valine) are 
absorbed most rapidly from amino acid mixture. Among the 18 common dietary amino 
acids, aspartate and glutamate are most slowly absorbed, as are tryptophan and threonine 
among the eight essential amino acids. As a group, essential amino acids are better absorbed 
than nonessential amino acids (Adibi 1976). 

Small peptides are also actively absorbed, but their transporters are different from those for 
amino acids. As such, dipeptides and tripeptides are actively transported against a 
concentration gradient, and they share a common transport mechanism. There are at least 
two general strategies for transport of small peptides. First, small peptides resistant to brush 
border membrane peptidases appear to be transported intact across the brush border 
membrane and are later hydrolyzed by the cytoplasmic peptidases. Second, small peptides, 
having a higher affinity for brush border membrane peptidases are likely hydrolyzed 
primarily at the brush border membrane. The hydrolysis products, including free amino 
acids and dipeptides or tripeptides, are then absorbed by their respective transport systems 
(Freeman & Kim 1978; Sterchi & Woodley 1980a). There are little data on the active transport 
of tetrapeptides, and these data do not support the hypothesis on existence of such process 
(Silk et al. 1985). 

One of important differences between amino acid and small peptide transport is that the 
capacity of free amino acid absorption is far greater in the jejunum than in the ileum, while 
that for peptide transport is evenly distributed. High-affinity amino acids competitively 
inhibit the absorption of low-affinity amino acids. However, absorption rates of amino acids 
by the intestinal epithelial cells are significantly greater in the form of low molecular weight 
peptides than the corresponding free amino acids, with the competition between amino 
acids being abolished. These spatio-temporal events directly influence amino acid 
concentration in blood flow, which in turn affects many physiological and metabolic 
phenomena as well as influencing the overall rate of protein synthesis (Savoie et al. 2005). 

As to the peptide and protein molecules that are larger than 6 amino acids, so they pass 
through the intestinal wall differently. There are several routes, which allow the more or less 
non-specific passage of molecules: specialized microfold cells of Peyer’s patches, isolated 
lymphoid follicles, through the epithelial cells (transcellular pathway) and between these 
cells (paracellular pathway) (Perrier & Corthésy 2011). The mucosa-associated lymphoid 
tissue, comprising Peyer’s patches and isolated lymphoid follicles, is covered by the follicle-
associated epithelium containing microfold cells. These cells have the capacity to engulf 
particulate antigens, and transport them to underlying dendritic cells thus contribute 
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towards possible immune response. Paracellular transport across the epithelial barrier is 
highly regulated and is able to leave access to small molecules (44 angstroms), but also 
allows the passage of larger molecules including small peptides and bacterial 
lipopolysaccharides (500-1500 Da). A particular subset of dendritic cells (CX3CR11) is 
known to extend their dendrites in the lumen to collect bacteria under steady-state 
conditions, a process further accentuated upon inflammation. It is not yet clear whether this 
process can also take place for food antigens and whether this could contribute to the 
selective passage of antigens across the intestinal barrier and further presentation to the 
mucosal immune system (Perrier & Corthésy 2011). 

Normally, large molecules are restricted from access to the intestinal wall by the mucus 
layer, which blocks passage of molecules of over 17 kDa (Jin et al. 2006). The intestinal cell 
layer permeability towards peptides and large molecules, on the other hand, is tightly 
bound to the external conditions. Thus, during fasting the efficiency of small peptide 
absorption increases (Silk et al. 1985). Then, a specific consequence of allergic reactions is the 
increased permeability towards large molecules via paracellular pathway, which can persist 
for a significant time after acute immune response is over (Perrier & Corthésy 2011). In vitro 
studies on confluent cultures of the enterocyte-like cell line Caco-2 have shown, that a model 
protein beta-lactoglobulin is taken by endocytosis, and whilst the majority of the protein 
was degraded intracellularly, around a third was transported across the cells (Wickham et 
al. 2009). 

2.4 Comparison of relative roles of protein digestion stages 

The functional importance of different stages of protein digestion process is unequal, albeit 
the exact significance of each of them varies depending on whether food 
toxicity/allergenicity or nutritive value is considered. As one could expect, the nutritive 
value of a protein is the most stable characteristic in context of the involvement of different 
digestive tract compartments. Thus, stomach and mucosal peptidases are dispensable for 
this function, and individual amino acid transport is also not very important if peptide 
transport is alive. The core functionality appears to be the one of pancreatic endopeptidases, 
which should split food protein into peptides of 3-2 amino acids; this activity is logically 
protected by the existence of multiple enzyme isoforms. 

In addition to this, it should be noted, that peptide transport role is more impotant than the 
amino acid one. In evaluations involving both highly digestible proteins such as egg and 
less digestible protein sources such as corn as well as free amino acid mixtures, the food 
source of protein routinely gave better nitrogen balance test results than did the counterpart 
amino acid diets. Explanations for these results included the following: (a) that the 
immediate availability of purified amino acids might lead to overall overtaxing of 
absorption mechanism systems or competition among particular amino acids might lead to 
selected competitive inhibition of absorption of particular amino acids and hence to reduced 
efficiency of their utilization; (b) that rapid absorption of amino acids over a short period of 
time rather than over a longer period of time might overtax the body’s ability to efficiently 
use amino acids for protein synthesis purposes, thus leading to increased deamination of 
amino acids and utilization for energy purposes; (c) that experimental diets containing 
purified amino acids were not truly matched to those containing food proteins in contents of 
all trace nutrients and results reflected these deficits (Kies 1981). 
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The situation changes significantly, as one tries to evaluate food protein toxicity and 
allergenicity. In this case stomach phase value greatly increases, as the low pH in this 
compartment often provides denaturation and thus inactivation and detoxification of 
ingested proteins. The oligopeptidases of the intestinal mucosa are not very important for 
the toxicity prevention, albeit they play a role as protectors against exogenous signals, as 
many proteins could possess hormonal properties (Widmaier et al. 2011). The pancreatic 
enzymes are still important for the defensive function, as they split large proteins into small 
chunks, thus destroying potential immunological epitopes. 

3. The evaluation of protein and peptide digestibility 

There are several approaches to the evaluation of protein digestibility. The most common of 
these include single-enzyme systems, based on pepsin and/or trypsin; whole-organ 
systems; cannula incision; and immobilized multiple digestive enzymes system. The latter 
model provides the most relevant data, while pepsin hydrolysis is the simplest. Several 
more rare models will be also described (for example, the use of cell fractions of small 
intestine, culture of Caco-2 cells, yeast surface enzymes, tissue fragments). 

3.1 Isolated enzymes 

One of the simplest models of protein digestion is the use of the purified major enzymes of 
stomach (pepsin) and pancreas (trypsin and chymotrypsin)  (Horii et al. 2009; Huang et al. 
2010; Kamata et al. 1982; Nielsen et al. 1988; Stanic et al. 2010; Yagami et al. 2000), 
implemented either separately of subsequently. The products of the digestion are usually 
analyzed using SDS-PAGE with the separation range from 3 to 20-30 kDa (Stanic et al. 2010; 
Yu et al. 2011) or reverse-phase HPLC (Bublin et al. 2008). In rare cases, mass spectrometry 
is also employed to characterize the digestion products (Dupont et al. 2010). 

The procedure of pepsin and trypsin/chymotrypsin digestion is defined in the US and EU 
Pharmacopoeias (Council of Europe 2004; United States Pharmacopeial Convention 2006), 
and prescribes the exact composition of the incubation medium, enzyme to protein ratio and 
incubation time. 

Several optimizations of enzyme digestion assay exist. First of all, the inclusion of non-protein 
components of gastric and intestinal juice, such as phosphatidyl choline and bile, and some 
potential food components (pectin) could significantly change the analysis result (Bublin et al. 
2008; Dupont et al. 2010; Mandalari et al. 2009; Polovic et al. 2010). Not all proteins respond to 
such changes, but sometimes partially unfolded form of the protein is able to penetrate into the 
phosphatidyl choline vesicles. These interactions are probably responsible for slowing of 
gastric digestion by reducing the accessibility of the protein to pepsin (Moreno et al. 2005). 
Another option is the use not only of the major luminal proteases, but also of other enzymes: 
aminopeptidase M, leucine aminopeptidase, carboxypeptidase A and carboxypeptidase Y 
(Dizdaroglu et al. 1984; Tonglet et al. 2001), or modeling of the subsequent interaction of food 
protein with saliva, gastric juice and duodenal juice (Versantvoort et al. 2005), and heating 
during food processing (Nielsen et al. 1988), a group of approaches which should be 
definitively considered if some protein seems to be stable. Horii et al. implemented another 
interesting modification of enzyme digestion procedure. They introduced test protein into the 
incubation medium not as a solution of individual molecules, but as a component, expressed 
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on the surface of a whole yeast cell. The aim of this study was to check the stability of 
expressed oral vaccine, and it has shown that indeed, a protein displayed on the yeast cell 
surface had an increased resistance to pepsin, possibly due to pepsin underwent steric 
hindrance and only digested the outermost side of the yeast cell wall protein (Horii et al. 2009). 

An unquestionable advantage of individual enzyme digestion method is its simplicity and 
speed, as the whole analysis takes only about 2 to 3 hours to complete (including the 
products separation) and does not require any specific instrumentation or animal 
procedures. Wickham et al., however, notices, that such models «are particularly useful 
where there is limited digestion, e.g. stomach, but are less applicable for total digestion 
studies. These types of models are predominately used for digestion studies on simple foods 
and isolated or purified nutrients, and are therefore ideal for assessments of the digestibility 
of isolated allergenic proteins» (Wickham et al. 2009). 

3.2 Isolated digestive tract compartments 

An intermediate between in vivo and in vitro protein digestibility assays is the utilization of 
isolated digestive tract compartments (Polovic et al. 2010; Wickham et al. 2009). The 
experimental procedure requires an animal to be sacrificed immediately before the 
measurement. After that, the required compartment is surgically removed and either placed 
into a vial with a simulated fluid of this compartment, or sealed both sides with the salt 
mixture with substrate within. A variation of this technique implies the inversion of a 
digestive tract compartment inside out before sealing, so the resultant bag is put into a 
beaker with the substrate-containing solution, and the digestion products diffuse to the 
internal volume of such bag. Some researchers add glucose to the incubation medium to 
provide the tissue with energy. 

The strong point of this approach is that the digestion and absorption systems of the 
intestine remain intact, and so the biological significance of the obtained results is very high, 
and the question on whether the digestion products really pass through the intestinal wall is 
immediately answered. The isolation of reaction products is also rather simple, as they are 
automatically separated from the source protein and mucosal proteins (if a sealed 
compartment bag is employed). The downsides of this method are, of course, high animal 
requirements and low suitability for high-throughput screening. 

3.3 In vivo methods 

In vivo methods, albeit the most complex ones, are at the same time the most informative 
ones. The two possible strategies within this group are based on the evaluation of either the 
remnants of the substrate within or at the end of digestive tract, or of the assimilation of the 
digestion products by the organism. 

The methods based on protein nitrogen utilization by an organism are subject of several 
great reviews, and we refer a curious reader to them for more details (Bender 1958; Darragh 
& Hodgkinson 2000; von der Decken 1983). Below, a short description of method families 
will be given. 

The first group of methods (protein efficiency ratio, net protein retention, rat-repletion 
method) use direct determination of the weight of animals, fed with a test protein. The 
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variations of this method lie in the employment of non-protein diet fed rats as a control 
group or starvation of animals before the introduction of a test meal  (Bender 1958; Henry 
1965). A variation of these methods suggests the determination not of the animal weight, but 
rather of amount of a specific tissue (liver, muscle, etc.), laid down while feeding on a test 
protein (Bender 1958; Mokady et al. 1969). These include protein retention efficiency and 
liver protein utilization. It should be noted, that the original growth determination methods 
are very animal-sparing, while the more advanced assays usually implicate animal death in 
order for some parameter to be determined. 

Another group of methods, developed with the aim to overcome the not-so-obvious 
relationship between protein in diet and growth rate, introduces direct determination of 
nitrogen either in food before and after passage through digestive tract, or in animal carcass; 
a variant of latter analysis implicates the division of animal group in several parts with 
subsequent determination of carcass nitrogen at different time points (Bender 1958). The 
methods in this group are Thomas-Mitchell method, N-balance index method, carcass-
nitrogen method and growth and nitrogen balance method. In some variations of nitrogen 
retention methods protein isotope labeling is required. 

The further development of nitrogen analysis concept led researchers to the development of 
some biochemical methods for protein nutritive value determination. These methods are based 
on several parameters, which strongly correlate with tissue growth: polyribosomal profiles or 
ribosome activity and content; the activity of enzymes involved in urea metabolism or 
transamination reactions; 3-methylhistidine (an excreted-only myosin component) production 
and creatinine excretion (Bender 1958; von der Decken 1983). Ribosome activity is quite 
informative, as it is sensitive enough to detect small differences in protein quality. The latter 
two parameters, on the other hand, are measured in urine and thus are suitable for humans. 

The current recommendation, when calculating a protein digestibility, is to determine the 
digestibility of a dietary protein across the entire digestive tract, using the rat as a model 
animal for humans. This fecal digestibility value is subsequently corrected for endogenous 
contributions of protein using a metabolic nitrogen value determined by feeding rats a 
protein-free diet, a task for which the protein digestibility-corrected amino acid score 
(PDCAAS) was introduced. To calculate a PDCAAS, the availability of the amino acids in a 
dietary protein is assessed based on the digestibility of total nitrogen (N) in that dietary 
protein. Digestibility is defined as the difference between the amount of N ingested and 
excreted, expressed as a proportion of N ingested. Although accepted as the recommended 
procedure, the use of fecal digestibility coefficients to evaluate amino acid availability is 
thought to be inherently inaccurate due to the metabolism of both dietary and endogenous 
proteins by the hindgut microbial population (Darragh & Hodgkinson 2000; Kies 1981). 

In fact, the aforementioned techniques are not precisely suitable for protein digestibility 
evaluation. The problem is that they measure protein assimilation and do not provide any 
data on how exactly a particular protein was or was not digested and transported. This 
hindrance is circumvented in the second group of in vivo approaches, which include 
swallowed probe utilization, anastomosis and cannula incision (Darragh & Hodgkinson 
2000; Faber et al. 2010). 

Anastomosis involves transecting the ileum anterior to the ileocecal junction and attaching 

this to the descending colon. This allows a quantitative collection of ileal digesta, but many 
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studies have shown that anastomosed animals have an altered physiology compared with 

intact animals. It should be noted that human ileostomates may also have an altered 

physiology compared with intact humans, which could also call into question the validity of 

using human ileostomates for the collecttion of ileal digesta (Darragh & Hodgkinson 2000). 

The insertion of a re-entrant cannula involves transecting the terminal ileum and sealing the 
two ends. A cannula is inserted into each end of the sealed ileum and the two cannulae are 
joined. This allows a quantitative collection of digesta. The surgery to insert a re-entrant 
cannula is complex, however, and involves total transection of the ileum. Blockage of the 
cannula is a common complication. Simple T-piece cannulation and postvalve T-cecum 
cannulation have the distinct advantage of maintaining the ileocecal valve intact and 
avoiding ileal transection; in this case there is also no surgical interference with the small 
intestine. In addition to that, most of the digesta should pass through such cannula during 
sampling, as the ileocecal value protrudes directly into it (Darragh & Hodgkinson 2000). 

The in vivo methods of protein bioaccessibility determination, such as retained nitrogen 

analysis, cannula incision and swallowed probe sampling, undoubtedly provide the most 

relevant data. However, their major drawback is experimental complexity and practical 

impossibility of any reasonable screening. 

3.4 Digestive tract simulators 

Most of the aforementioned models, excluding the animal ones, lack two important 
characteristics of digestive tract — the mechanical forces, exerted by stomach and intestinal 
walls, and the fact that food arrives into stomach and upper intestine not as a solution or an 
emulsion, but rather as a bolus with different accessibility of its internal and external 
contents for the enzymatic machinery. The digestive tract simulators try to overcome this 
situation. Usually they represent complex devices, consisting of several mixing chambers 
with programmatically controlled pH, mixing speed, temperature and valves between them, 
which provide a definite transition time from one compartment to another. The 
compartments that imitate intestine contain immobilized enzymes, either trypsin and 
chymotrypsin, or more complex mixtures including proteases of intestinal wall. The system 
is filled with simulated gastric and intestinal fluid plus phospholipids and/or bile, and the 
test substances are delivered into the system either in form of solution or within agarose 
beads (a way to mimic food bolus). The result of protein digestion in such system could be 
analyzed at any stage; the commonly employed analytical methods are SDS-PAGE (mass 
range 2-15 or 14-60 kDa) and reverse phase HPLC. 

The most representative example of such device is the Dynamic Gastric Model, described by 

Vardakou et al. (Vardakou et al. 2011). It is composed of three parts, the main body 

(fundus), the antrum and the valve assembly. In the main body of the model the 

inhomogeneous mixing of the stomach is reproduced by gentle contractions induced by 

computer-controlled changes in the applied pressure of water in the thermostated water 

bath surrounding the main body. Gastric acid and enzymes are added from a dispenser that 

is floating on the top of the main body contents. The dispenser is designed in such a way as 

to deliver the enzyme and acid evenly from the sides of the main body, replicating the 

human gastric secretions originating from the walls of the stomach. The rate of addition of 

both enzymatic and acid secretions is also computer-controlled. The food material is 
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allowed to move from the main body into the antrum, and vice versa. The artificial antrum 

simulates the strong shear forces of the human antrum to reproduce the breakdown of the 

food particles and the preferential sieving observed in vivo. The mechanical processing of 

the food within the antrum is achieved by the sliding of a piston within a barrel, which 

forces the material through an elastic annulus where selective sieving takes place. Once 

ready, the processed bolus is ejected through the valve assembly and can be collected for 

further analysis. 

Another widely used system is the Immobilized Digestive Enzyme Assay (IDEA), 
developed by Schasteen et al. (Schasteen et al. 2002). This system is somewhat more simple, 
and concentrates not on the grinding forces, but rather on the mixing of the «ingested» 
components and the food transition times through various digestive tract compartments. 
The overall digestion procedure consists of a stepwise acid solubilization, pepsin digestion, 
neutralization, trypsin, chymotrypsin and intestinal peptidase digestion followed by 
analysis of hydrolysis products. As follows from the model name, it relies on the glass 
beads-immobilized enzymes, and this allows for substantial costs reduction. The downside 
of this particular model is very long analysis time — up to 2.5 days. 

The digestive tract simulators possess several advantages. They are more efficient at 
predicting of the fate of tablets within the gastrointestinal tract and more accurate at the 
simulation of the interaction of investigated protein or peptide with other meal and chyme 
components. The use of immobilized enzymes allows the reduction of experiment costs. 
However, the pay-off of these systems lies within their design: the complete analysis 
procedure usually takes a day or even two, and the complexity of the system dramatically 
reduces the throughput, as usually only one protein could be analyzed by one device at 
once. Finally, such machines are usually too complex to build by a research team, and thus 
require a substantial capital investment at the initial stage of a research project. 

3.5 Other approaches 

Beyond aforementioned widely used approaches to study of protein digestibility, several 
less common or hybrid ones also exist. 

First of all, when it comes to the evaluation of protein nutritive value, the simplest way to 
determine it is to calculate relative quantity of essential amino acids in the test protein 
relative to some well-known food protein. Hansen et al. (Hansen 1975) describes two such 
indices: Essential Amino Acid Index (EAAI) and Arnoulds index. The reference protein in 
both cases is egg protein; the latter index differs by including of the sum of the non-
essential amino acids (NEAA) as part of equation. An unquestionable advantage of the 
amino acid scores is very low requirement of experimental work for production of 
preliminary estimates about a protein. However, this method does not take into account 
any properties of a protein, thus making impossible to draw any conclusions on its real 
bioaccessibility. 

Then, von der Decken et al. point out to the fact, that the protozoan Tetrahymena pyriformis W 
has a proteolytic enzyme to digest proteins and similar to human needs for essential amino 
acids, and thus could be a model for protein digestion (von der Decken 1983). Time 
consumption of such model is, however, rather high (48 to 66 hours), and the details of 
animal digestion process are missed as well. 
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Our group has recently suggested an assay, that tries to replicate the conditions of parietal 
digestion in small intestine, at the same time maintaining capability for high-throughput 
sample analysis (Akimov et al. 2010). The active component of this system is a fragment of 
rat stomach or intestinal wall, immersed in simulated gastric or intestinal fluid. The 
products are analyzed by HPLC. The utilization of tissue fragments allows for reduction of 
animal consumption, while still maintaining the whole set of intestinal peptidases and 
providing some phosphatidyl choline in the medium. The assay design is suitable for the 
processing of 40 samples per day. 

To simultaneously determine protein digestibility in small intestine and transport through 
epithelial cells, a hybrid model is often employed (Dhuique-Mayer et al. 2007; Jin et al. 2006; 
Versantvoort et al. 2005). The intestinal epithelium is represented by the Caco-2 cell culture, 
which is grown to the monolayer state on a membrane that separates two chambers. A test 
protein solution with digestive enzyme or after in vitro digestion is applied in one chamber 
and, if transport is possible, the products are collected from the second chamber. Two 
optimizations of this experimental design have been proposed: first, a mucin layer could be 
applied on the surface of the cell culture, thus mimicking the real mucus layer, which exists 
in intestine. Mucin protects cells from damage by luminal digestive enzymes and limits the 
passage of large (over 1500 Da) molecules to the cell surface (Jin et al. 2006). Second, Caco-2 
cells could be co-cultured with HT29-MTX cells, which imitate mucus-producing cells of 
small intestine; this approach could be considered a more natural variant of previous 
modification (Yao et al. 2010). The core complication of such methods is the requirement for 
the facilities for operations with animal cell cultures. On the other hand, the model could be 
used for medium-sized screening, has a decent degree of intestinal wall imitation and thus 
the obtained results are quite relevant. 

The final and most promising approach is the molecular modeling. In a work by Foltz et al. 
(Foltz et al. 2009) a special database was constructed to study the relationship between 
peptide structure and activity, permeability, and digestive stability. For this purpose, a total 
of 228 dipeptides were synthesized and their intestinal stability was evaluated by in vitro 
digestion. Then, a quantitative structure-activity relationship (QSAR) modeling was 
performed using partial least squares regression based on 400 molecular descriptors. The 
correlation coefficient for the best fit model was 0.76, and proteolytic stability for 12 new 
peptides was successfully predicted. As it is seen from the description above, molecular 
modeling has one major drawback: it requires a huge amount of preliminary data to build 
an efficient model. After that, it offers great speed and low experimental costs, but the 
aforementioned initial stage makes this approach suitable only for large screening 
experiments. 

4. Current view of protein stability evaluation in different fields  

The common approaches to the determination of the protein and peptide digestibility in 

different areas of research varies significantly: 

 Allergenicity studies are usually the simplest ones and rely on direct hydrolysis of test 
substrate by pepsin and a combination of trypsin with chymotrypsin in simulated 
gastric and intestinal fluids. 

 Biological value is most commonly determined using animal assays. 
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 The studies on the properties of digestive enzymes rely on the purified enzymes or on 
fractionated homogenates of the parts of gastrointestinal tract. 

 Pharmacological studies tend to use complicated devices for the evaluation of the 
ability of a particular pharmacological form to degrade in specific compartment of 
digestive tract. 

In fact, the stability towards protease degradation is not considered to be a basic method for 
the evaluation of potential protein allergenicity, albeit the resistant proteins are usually 
allergenic  (Fu 2002). To better understand the data on the digestibility of any potential 
immunogenic peptide, a basic picture of the underlying mechanisms is necessary (for more 
details reader is referred to an excellent review by Huby et al. (Huby et al. 2000)).  

Allergic sensitization to proteins involves the induction of IgE type antibodies production of 
sufficient magnitude by differentiated B-lymphocytes to facilitate the elicitation of an 
inflammatory reaction following subsequent exposure to the same (or a cross-reactive) 
allergen.  For a B cell to differentiate into a plasma cell and produce antibodies, the B-cell 
receptor expressed on its surface must bind to specific B epitopes on the surface of the 
protein antigen. The antibodies subsequently produced by the plasma cell, into which the B 
cell differentiates, have the same specificity as the B-cell receptor, and are therefore able to 
bind specifically to the same B epitopes on the surface of the protein antigen. Efficient 
secretion of antibodies normally requires that the B cells receive help from T-helper cells 
that specifically recognize separate epitopes on the same protein antigen. Such recognition is 
mediated by the T-cell antigen receptor, which delivers stimulatory intracellular signals to 
the T cell. Allergenic proteins per se cannot be recognized by T cells; the proteins must first 
be processed and then presented by specialized antigen-presenting cells (APCs) (Gorovits 
2010; Huby et al. 2000). 

After the first contact with an antigen the T-helper-stimulated B-cells differentiate and 
become ready to produce antibodies. Thus, if such antigen is encountered for the second 
time, there will be some antibodies against it present in the blood flow, and the production 
of their large quantities will start immediately. The IgE antibodies, however, serve mainly as 
information transducers during allergic response. After antigen recognition they bind to the 
Fc receptors for IgE (FceR) on the surface of basophils and mast cells; for these cells to 
become activated and secrete histamine and other inflammatory mediators their receptors 
need to dimerize. Thus, the peptide is to be large enough to bind at least two antibodies, 
which will bring two FceR together. The minimal length of peptide chain, which could be 
recognized by IgE antibody (epitope), is 15 amino acids, and thus the minimum size of an 
immunogenic peptide should be around 30 amino acids or 5-6 kDa  (Van Beresteijn et al. 
1994). At the same time, the sensitization stage, when an antigen is recognized by T-cells 
and undifferentiated B-cells, requires only one epitope and thus a peptide size of around 3 
kDa (Moreno 2007; Van Beresteijn et al. 1994). 

The discussion above clearly indicates the valid conditions of digest products analysis: 
HPLC and MALDI are always informative enough, but SDS-PAGE is appropriate only if it 
includes molecular masses of 2-3 kDa, which unfortunately is not always the case (Huang et 
al. 2010; Yagami et al. 2000; Yu et al. 2011). 

Even after all the requirements for the stability assay of a potential allergen are met, the 

results should be interpreted with caution, as some stable proteins are not allergens at all, 
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and some other, which are completely degraded in the experimental conditions, still induce 

immune response in vivo (Faeste et al. 2007; Fu 2002; Jensen-Jarolim & Untersmayr 2006).  

One of the complicated moments during the immune response is that depending on the type 

of T-cell, the type of antibodies produced by the B-cell could be changed: Th2 cells produce 

a cocktail of cytokines that, among other actions, encourage plasma cells to switch to 

synthesis of IgE, while Th1 cells typically produce interleukin 2, interferon gamma, and 

tumor necrosis factor (TNF)-alpha/beta, that together downregulate IgE synthesis. Only one 

type of stimulation could be active for a given antigen, as Th1 cytokines suppress Th2 cell 

development, and vice versa. Structural investigations of several allergens have identified T 

epitopes implicated in the selective development of Th2-type lymphocytes. Some allergens, 

such as ovalbumin, have only a few epitopes that preferentially induce a Th2 response, 

whereas others, such as beta-lactoglobulin, have many. The potential to induce a polarized 

(Th1 or Th2) response is not exclusively an intrinsic property of particular epitopes; the 

quality of the T-cell response to any given epitope depends upon many factors, including 

the dose of protein or peptide given, the affinity of the peptide for MHC class II receptor, 

and the longevity of the class II/peptide complex.  Together, these parameters act to 

influence the dynamic epitope density on the surface of APCs. It is generally agreed that 

parameters that serve to increase ligand density, including greater affinity to MHC class II, 

higher levels of ligand loading, or longer-lived complexes favor Th1-type responses (Huby 

et al. 2000). 

In addition to the possible anti-allergic action of Th1 epitopes, a significant variety into 
experimental results is introduced due to the experimental conditions differences. Several 
investigators term protein as «stable» after incubation times ranging from 8 to 60 min 
(Bannon et al. 2003; Fu 2002; Herman et al. 2006). As far as the unstable proteins usually 
survive less than 15 sec in the similar assay conditions, such conclusion seems to be quite 
correct. However, the 8-min survival could potentially be an indication of the protein 
instability, as the simplified conditions of simulated gastric and intestinal fluid do not take 
into account intestinal mucosa peptidases or minor luminal endopeptidases. Then, albeit 
standardized in the last period, the enzyme to substrate ratios vary between different 
research groups (Herman et al. 2006), and thus obtained stability or instability may not 
adequately reflect the reality. 

Finally, the conditions inside the digestive tract during the potential allergen ingestion are of 

crucial importance. For example, during inflammation the permeability of digestive tract is 

increased (Perrier & Corthésy 2011); then, any elevation of the pH should result in 

hindrance of peptic degradation. Numerous situations with elevated stomach pH are 

known, e.g. in early childhood, in elderly, or in chronic atrophic gastritis. Moreover, there is 

a number of pathologies, like gastritis or ulcer, where acid neutralization or inhibition is an 

important therapeutic goal. Acid neutralization is state of the art during surgical care, 

corticosteroid or analgesic treatment. Moreover, anti-acids, H2-receptor blockers and proton 

pump inhibitors are increasingly consumed without prescriptions due to liberalization of 

the market by over-the-counter sale (Jensen-Jarolim & Untersmayr 2006). 

As a logical consequence of the aforementioned complications, immunogenicity assessment 
is typically done using a multistage strategy, generally including an digestive stability and 
antibody affinity screening assay, a specificity confirmation step, and in some cases a 
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characterization step. Samples are first evaluated in a screening assay, for which an assay 
threshold has been set based on the variability of samples from a drug naïve target patient 
population. Screen positive samples are further evaluated in a confirmatory assay to verify 
whether the signal observed in the screening assay is a result of a specific response to the 
protein therapeutic treatment. Confirmed positive samples are then put into downstream 
methods for sequential characterization based on the comprehensive consideration of 
immunogenicity risk assessment and mechanism of action for the protein therapeutic 
(Gorovits 2010; Peng et al. 2011). 

The studies of protein nutritive value usually rely on the in vivo experiments or on the data 
on protein amino acid composition. The point is that the most important aim of such studies 
is to tell, whether a given protein (perhaps after some processing) is suitable for supplying 
body needs for energy and essential amino acids. The question on how does an organism 
manage to consume that protein is often ignored, albeit it is tempting to speculate that the 
exact metabolic route from the whole protein to the amino acids and energy inside body 
cells could be important as well. One should note that as it was shown in section 2, there are 
several conceptually different steps in protein digestion (denaturation and splicing in large 
chunks in stomach, splicing in tetra- to dipeptides and individual amino acids in small 
intestine and various processing by the large intestine microbiota), whose efficiency could 
be independently affected by the protein structure and modifications, and thus during some 
pathological conditions a protein of a high nutritive value could suddenly lose it. 

The in vivo evaluation of nutritive value consists of animal feeding with test protein with 
subsequent analysis of either the amount of absorbed or unabsorbed protein fractions, or the 
degree to which such meal is able to sustain animal growth. The experiments are usually 
quite long, expensive and involve complex manipulations with animals. The direct 
determination of protein amino acid composition is much simpler. The only complication of 
such approach is that the degree to which the constituent amino acids of a food protein are 
actually available to the body is determined by such factors as protein configuration, amino 
acid bonding, other constituents of the diet, and the physiological condition of the 
gastrointestinal tract of the individual person or animal involved. However, the correlation 
between prediction and performance is quite good: prediction for poor performance of 
proteins devoid or nearly devoid of an essential amino acid as well as of good performance 
for proteins containing all essential amino acids according to idealized patterns is excellent. 
However, fine-line predictions of intermediate quality are less accurate, and surprises are 
not uncommon (Kies 1981). Thus the in vivo models are still a preferred way for nutritive 
value analysis. 

Enzymatic studies are usually concerned not with the stability of a some protein, but rather 
with the distribution, specificity and kinetics of a particular enzyme, and thus they usually 
implement some procedures of purification from animal tissues (Krzysik & Adibi 1977; 
Smith & Bergmann 1944; Sterchi & Woodley 1980a) or of expression of a recombinant 
enzyme in some prokaryotic or eukaryotic cells (Hauri et al. 1985; Lentze 1995). The 
applicability of such procedures is usually quite legitimate, albeit the biological significance 
and theoretical value of the obtained results could vary. The enzyme-to-substrate ratios in 
such studies usually do not resemble the in vivo situation, and thus the real significance of a 
given enzyme for the digestive process could not always be predicted. The differences of 
purification procedures complicate the integration of data from various research groups into  
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Name Reproduced conditions
Time to complete and special 

conditions 
Reference 

In vitro methods 

Simulated gastric 
fluid 

Stomach lumen without 
mechanical forces after 
individual ingestion 

Hours (Thomas et al. 
2004) 

Simulated 
intestinal fluid 

Intestinal lumen without 
shed mucosal cells and 
mechanical forces after 
individual ingestion 

Hours (Tonglet et al. 
2001) 

Amino acid score Ability of protein to  be 
a source of essential 
amino acids 

Hours (Hansen 1975) 

Organ fragments Mucosal and 
intracellular digestion 

Hours; HPLC or MALDI 
analysis 

(Akimov et al. 
2010) 

A device with 
immobilized 
enzymes 

Luminal digestion with 
mechanical forces ant 
transitional times 
without mucosal 
enzymes 

Hours (single compartment) to 
days (whole digestive tract); 
requires a special device 

(Vardakou et al. 
2011) 

Ex vivo methods 

Caco-2 cell culture Luminal and 
intracellular intestinal 
digestion, transport  

Hours + cell culture 
preparation; requires animal 
cell culture facilities 

(Dhuique-Mayer 
et al. 2007) 

Isolated organs Luminal, mucosal and 
intracellular digestion of 
a given organ, transport

Hours (Curtis et al. 1978) 

Bacterial culture Microbial digestion in 
large intestine; ability to 
provide essential amino 
acids 

Hours; requires 
microbiological facilities 

(Bender 1958) 

In vivo methods 

Nitrogen balance Whole digestion process 
in a given health 
condition 

Days-weeks; may require 
isotope labeling 

(Mokady et al. 
1969) 

Cannula/probe Digestive process up to 
the point of probing 
without data on 
digestion products  

Days(cannula); hours(probe); 
applicable for human 

(Darragh & 
Hodgkinson 2000; 
Faber et al. 2010) 

In silico methods 

QSAR Predicts degradation in 
any conditions 
depending on model 

Minutes (computation), weeks 
to months (database and 
model development); requires 
large experimental body (data 
on 100-200 proteins) 

(Foltz et al. 2009) 

Table 2. A comparison of different method classes for protein digestibility evaluation 
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one picture (cf., for example, the discussion in the work by Sterchi et al. (Sterchi & Woodley 
1980a)). 

The aim of a substantial part of pharmacological studies of peptide- and protein-based 
therapeutics is often the evaluation of the disintegration, dissolution and drug release 
profiles of oral drug formulations (Vardakou et al. 2011). Thus another aspect of food 
digestion becomes important – the mechanical grinding and mixing forces, exerted on a 
pharmaceutical formulation by various digestive tract compartments. To simulate such 
conditions devices of various complexity are employed (Schasteen et al. 2002; Vardakou et 
al. 2011). The applicability of such devices for the drug form disintegration testing is 
unquestionable, however, usually they reproduce only the luminal phase of food digestion. 
Thus the evaluation of the ability of released protein or peptide to get to the blood flow 
intact requires additional methods. 

A short reference of available method types is provided in table 2. It should be noted, that 

some in vitro methods could be combined and expanded to provide more relevant data. For 
example, single-enzyme digestions by stomach and small intestine could be performed 

sequentially, the Caco-2 cell culture is often overlaid by a simulated gastric fluid and 
possibly mucin (to protect cells and imitate the similar layer present in vivo). The 

computational methods are the most adaptive and powerful ones, however, to date their 
usability is limited to large screening studies due to huge preparatory experimental work. 

5. Conclusion 

Significant progress has been made in the modeling of protein digestion and absorption in 
gastrointestinal tract since the first works on this topic in the beginning of the XX century. A 

multitude of methods of various complexity, biological significance, animal requirements 
and human applicability now exist to answer the question on digestibility of proteins and 

peptides. The degree of biological processes imitation ranges from single luminal enzymes 
in simulated gastric or intestinal fluid model to sophisticated devices, which take in account 

grinding, mixing and turbulence forces and transition times, as well as isolated animal 
organs. 

There is, however, no single method, which will suit every possible research goal. The 
problem is, that as the biological significance increases, time and labor requirements also 
rise tremendously, and methods became progressively less suitable for high throughput 
screening, which is often required. In addition to this, there is no experimental model, which 
could imitate every last component of the digestion process. The enzyme-only models and 
organ fragments ignore mechanical forces, digestive devices lack intracellular hydrolases 
and transport steps, isolated organs usually represent only one compartment of the whole 
system, and they fail to exert mechanical forces as well. As there is no efficient methodology 
of sampling of the digested products after they are absorbed, but before they enter blood or 
lymph, whole animal models are also limited – they can only answer questions, whether a 
protein was absorbed and if it was suitable for the sustaining normal growth of an 
organism. A very promising approach has appeared with the development of the high-
performance computation methods, that is, molecular modeling. Theoretically, 
mathematical modeling is able to join data on the digestion patterns of various proteins 
from in vitro experiments with the results of in vivo tests of the ability of an organism to 
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utilize these proteins. However, a vast array of preliminary data is required for optimization 
and validation of such models, and so they are relatively rare. 

Thus, when considering various methods of protein digestibility assay, one should first of 
all define the limitations of the research at hand. If a high throughput screening is required? 
If there is a need for any data on digestion products? If absorption efficiency could vary and 
is essential? If a protein should serve as food or not? A possible decision tree for method 
optimization is presented on figure 1, albeit it should be considered more as a reference than 
a rule. 

 

Fig. 1. A decision tree for protein or peptide digestibility assay choice 

6. References 

Adibi, S.A., (1976). Intestinal phase of protein assimilation in man. American Journal of 
Clinical Nutrition, Vol. 29, No. 2, (February 1976), pp. 205-215, ISSN 0002-9165 

Akimov, M.G., Nazimov, I.V., Gretskaya, N.M., Deigin, V.I. & Bezuglov, V.V. (2010). 
Investigation of peptide stability upon hydrolysis by of fragments of the organs of 
the gastrointestinal tract of rats. Russian Journal of Bioorganic Chemistry, Vol. 36, No. 
6, (November 2010), p. 690, ISSN 0132-3423 

www.intechopen.com



 
New Advances in the Basic and Clinical Gastroenterology 

 

230 

Bannon, G., Fu, T.J., Kimber, I. & Hinton, D.M. (2003). Protein digestibility and relevance to 
allergenicity. Environmental Health Perspectives, Vol. 111, No. 8, (June 2003), pp. 
1122-1124, ISSN 1552-9924 

Bender, A.E., (1958). Biological methods of evaluating protein quality. Proceedings of the 
Nutrition Society, Vol. 17, No. 01, pp. 85-91 

Bender, M.L. & Killheffer, J.V. (1973). Chymotrypsins. CRC Critical Reviews in Biochemistry, 
Vol. 1, No. 2, (April 1973), pp. 149-199, ISSN 0045-6411 

Bublin, M., Radauer, C., Knulst, A., Wagner, S., Scheiner, O., Mackie, A.R., Mills, E.N. & 
Breiteneder, H. (2008). Effects of gastrointestinal digestion and heating on the 
allergenicity of the kiwi allergens Act d 1, actinidin, and Act d 2, a thaumatin-like 
protein. Molecular Nutrition and Food Research, Vol. 52, No. 10, (October 2008), pp. 
1130-1139, ISSN 1613-4133 

Council of Europe (2004). European pharmacopoeia: 2005, Council of Europe, ISBN 
9287152810, Strasbourg 

Curtis, K.J., Kim, Y.S., Perdomo, J.M., Silk, D.B. & Whitehead, J.S. (1978). Protein digestion 
and absorption in the rat. The Journal of Physiology, Vol. 274, No. 1, (January 1978), 
p. 409, ISSN 1469-7793 

Darragh, A.J. & Hodgkinson, S.M. (2000). Quantifying the digestibility of dietary protein. 
Journal of Nutrition, Vol. 130, No. 7, (July 2000), pp. 1850S-1856S, ISSN 0022-3166 

Dhuique-Mayer, C., Borel, P., Reboul, E., Caporiccio, B., Besancon, P. & Amiot, M.J. (2007). 
Beta-cryptoxanthin from citrus juices: assessment of bioaccessibility using an in 
vitro digestion/Caco-2 cell culture model. British Journal of Nutrition, Vol. 97, No. 5, 
(May 2007), pp. 883-890, ISSN 0007-1145 

Dizdaroglu, M., Gajewski, E. & Simic, M.G. (1984). Enzymatic digestibility of peptides cross-
linked by ionizing radiation. International Journal of Radiation Biology and Related 
Studies in Physics, Chemistry and Medicine, Vol. 45, No. 3, (March 1984), pp. 283-295, 
ISSN 0020-7616 

Dupont, D., Mandalari, G., Molle, D., Jardin, J., Léonil, J., Faulks, R.M., Wickham, M.S., 
Mills, E.N. & Mackie, A.R. (2010). Comparative resistance of food proteins to adult 
and infant in vitro digestion models. Molecular Nutrition and Food Research, Vol. 54, 
No. 6, (June 2010), pp. 767-780, ISSN 1613-4133 

Faber, T.A., Bechtel, P.J., Hernot, D.C., Parsons, C.M., Swanson, K.S., Smiley, S. & Fahey, 
G.C. (2010). Protein digestibility evaluations of meat and fish substrates using 
laboratory, avian, and ileally cannulated dog assays. Journal of Animal Science, Vol. 
88, No. 4, (April 2010), pp. 1421-1432, ISSN 1525-3163 

Faeste, C.K., Løvberg, K.E., Lindvik, H. & Egaas, E. (2007). Extractability, stability, and 
allergenicity of egg white proteins in differently heat-processed foods. Journal of 
AOAC International, Vol. 90, No. 2, (March-April 2007), pp. 427-436, ISSN 1060-3271 

Feinstein, G., Hofstein, R., Koifmann, J. & Sokolovsky, M. (1974). Human pancreatic 
proteolytic enzymes and protein inhibitors. European Journal of Biochemistry, Vol. 43, 
No. 3, (April 1974), pp. 569-581, ISSN 1742-4658 

Foltz, M., van Buren, L., Klaffke, W. & Duchateau, G.S. (2009). Modeling of the relationship 
between dipeptide structure and dipeptide stability, permeability, and ACE 
inhibitory activity. Journal of Food Science, Vol. 74, No. 7, (September 2009), pp. 
H243-H251, ISSN 1750-3841 

www.intechopen.com



 
Methods of Protein Digestive Stability Assay – State of the Art 

 

231 

Freeman, H.J. & Kim, Y.S. (1978). Digestion and absorption of protein. Annual Reviews in 
Medicine, Vol. 29, (February 1978), pp. 99-116, ISSN 0066-4219 

Fu, T.J., (2002). Digestion stability as a criterion for protein allergenicity assessment. Annals 
of the New York Academy of Sciences, Vol. 964, (May 2002), pp. 99-110, ISSN 0077-8923  

Gorovits, B., (2010). Immunogenicity: prediction, detection and effective assay development. 
Bioanalysis, Vol. 2, No. 9, (September 2010), pp. 1539-1545, ISSN 1757-6199 

Gropper, S.A.S., Smith, J.L. & Groff, J.L. (2009). Advanced nutrition and human metabolism, 
Wadsworth/Cengage Learning, ISBN 9780495116578, Australia; United States 

Hansen, N.G., (1975). Comparison of chemical methods of protein evaluation with biological 
value determined on rats. Zeitschrift fuer Tierphysiologie, Tierernahrung und 
Futtermittelkund, Vol. 35, No. 6, (October 1975), pp. 302-310, ISSN 0044-3565 

Hauri, H.P., Sterchi, E.E., Bienz, D., Fransen, J.A. & Marxer, A. (1985). Expression and 
intracellular transport of microvillus membrane hydrolases in human intestinal 
epithelial cells. Journal of Cell Biology, Vol. 101, No. 3, (September 1985), pp. 838-851, 
ISSN 0021-9525 

Henry, K.M., (1965). A comparison of biological methods with rats for determining the 
nutritive value of proteins. British Journal of Nutrition, Vol. 19, pp. 125-135, ISSN 
0007-1145 

Herman, R.A., Storer, N.P. & Gao, Y. (2006). Digestion assays in allergenicity assessment of 
transgenic proteins. Environmental Health Perspectives, Vol. 114, No. 8, (August 
2006), pp. 1154-1157, ISSN 0091-6765 

Horii, K., Adachi, T., Tanino, T., Tanaka, T., Sahara, H., Shibasaki, S., Ogino, C., Hata, Y., 
Ueda, M. & Kondo, A. (2009). Evaluation of cell surface-displayed protein stability 
against simulated gastric fluid. Biotechnology Letters, Vol. 31, No. 8, (August 2009), 
pp. 1259-1264, ISSN 1573-6776 

Huang, Y.Y., Liu, G.M., Cai, Q.F., Weng, W.Y., Maleki, S.J., Su, W.J. & Cao, M.J. (2010). 
Stability of major allergen tropomyosin and other food proteins of mud crab (Scylla 
serrata) by in vitro gastrointestinal digestion. Food Chemistry and Toxicology, Vol. 48, 
No. 5, (May 2010), pp. 1196-1201, ISSN 1873-6351 

Huby, R.D.J., Dearman, R.J. & Kimber, I. (2000). Why are some proteins allergens? 
Toxicological Sciences, Vol. 55, No. 2, (June 2000), pp. 235-246, ISSN 1096-6080  

Jensen-Jarolim, E. & Untersmayr, E. (2006). Food Safety: In Vitro Digestion Tests Are Non-
Predictive for Allergenic Potential of Food in Stomach Insufficiency. Immunology 
Letters, Vol. 102, No. 1, (January 2006), pp. 118-119, ISSN 0165-2478 

Jin, F., Welch, R. & Glahn, R. (2006). Moving toward a more physiological model: 
application of mucin to refine the in vitro digestion/Caco-2 cell culture system. 
Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry, Vol. 54, No. 23, (November 2006), pp. 
8962-8967, ISSN 1520-5118 

Kamata, Y., Otsuka, S., Sato, M. & Shibasaki, K. (1982). Limited proteolysis of soybean beta-
conglycinin. Agricultural and Biological Chemistry (Japan), Vol. 46, (November 1982), 
pp. 2829–2834, ISSN 0002-1369 

Kies, C., (1981). Bioavailability: a factor in protein quality. Journal of Agricultural and Food 
Chemistry, Vol. 29, No. 3, (May-June 1981), pp. 435-440, ISSN 0021-8561 

Kim, Y.S., Birtwhistle, W. & Kim, Y.W. (1972). Peptide hydrolases in the bruch border and 
soluble fractions of small intestinal mucosa of rat and man. Journal of Clinical 
Investigation, Vol. 51, No. 6, (June 1972), pp. 1419-1430, ISSN 0021-9738 

www.intechopen.com



 
New Advances in the Basic and Clinical Gastroenterology 

 

232 

Krzysik, B.A. & Adibi, S.A. (1977). Cytoplasmic dipeptidase activities of kidney, ileum, 
jejunum, liver, muscle, and blood. The American Journal of Physiology, Vol. 233, No. 
6, (December 1977), pp. E450-E456, ISSN 0002-9513 

Lentze, M.J., (1995). Molecular and cellular aspects of hydrolysis and absorption. American 
Journal of Clinical Nutrition, Vol. 61, No. 4 Suppl, (April 1995), pp. 946S-951S, ISSN 
0002-9165 

Mandalari, G., Adel-Patient, K., Barkholt, V., Baro, C., Bennett, L., Bublin, M., Gaier, S., 
Graser, G., Ladics, G.S., Mierzejewska, D., Vassilopoulou, E., Vissers, Y.M., 
Zuidmeer, L., Rigby, N.M., Salt, L.J., Defernez, M., Mulholland, F., Mackie, A.R., 
Wickham, M.S. & Mills, E.N. (2009). In vitro digestibility of beta-casein and beta-
lactoglobulin under simulated human gastric and duodenal conditions: a multi-
laboratory evaluation. Regulatory Toxicology and Pharmacology, Vol. 55, No. 3, 
(December 2009), pp. 372-381, ISSN 1096-0295 

Mokady, S., Viola, S. & Zimmermann, G. (1969). A new biological method for estimating of 
protein nutritive value. British Journal of Nutrition, Vol. 23, No. 3, (August 1969), pp. 
491-495, ISSN 0007-1145 

Moreno, F.J., (2007). Gastrointestinal digestion of food allergens: effect on their allergenicity. 
Biomed Pharmacother, Vol. 61, No. 1, (January 2007), pp. 50-60, ISSN 0753-3322 

Moreno, F.J., Mackie, A.R. & Mills, E.N. (2005). Phospholipid interactions protect the milk 
allergen alpha-lactalbumin from proteolysis during in vitro digestion. Journal of 
Agricultural and Food Chemistry, Vol. 53, No. 25, (December 2005), pp. 9810-9816, 
ISSN 1520-5118 

Nielsen, S.S., Deshpande, S.S., Hermodson, M.A. & Scott, M.P. (1988). Comparative 
digestibility of legume storage proteins. Journal of Agricultural and Food Chemistry, 
Vol. 36, No. 5, (September 1988), pp. 896-902, ISSN 1520-5118 

Peng, K., Siradze, K., Quarmby, V. & Fischer, S.K. (2011). Clinical immunogenicity 
specificity assessments: a platform evaluation. Journal of Pharmaceutical and 
Biomedical Analysis, Vol. 54, No. 3, (February 2011), pp. 629-635, ISSN 1873-264X 

Perrier, C. & Corthésy, B. (2011). Gut permeability and food allergies. Clinical and 
Experimental Allergy, Vol. 41, No. 1, (January 2011), pp. 20-28, ISSN 1365-2222 

Polovic, N., Obradovic, A., Spasic, M., Plecas-Solarovic, B., Gavrovic-Jankulovic, M. & 
Cirkovic Velickovic, T. (2010). In Vivo Digestion of a Thaumatin-Like Kiwifruit 
Protein in Rats. Food Digestion, Vol. 1, No 1-2, (December 2010), pp. 5-13, ISSN 1869-
1978 

Savoie, L., Agudelo, R.A., Gauthier, S.F., Marin, J. & Pouliot, Y. (2005). In vitro 
determination of the release kinetics of peptides and free amino acids during the 
digestion of food proteins. Journal of AOAC International, Vol. 88, No. 3, (May 2005), 
pp. 935-948 

Schasteen, C., Wu, J., Schulz, M. & Parsons, C. (2002). An enzyme-based digestibility assay 
for poultry diets., Proceedings of Multi-State Poultry Meeting, May 14-16 2002 

Schiller, C.M., Huang, T.I. & Heizer, W.D. (1977). Isolation and characterization of four 
peptide hydrolases from the cytosol of rat intestinal mucosa. Gastroenterology, Vol. 
72, No. 1, (January 1977), pp. 93-100, ISSN 0016-5085 

Silk, D.B., (1980). Digestion and absorption of dietary protein in man. Proceedings of the 
Nutritional Society, Vol. 39, No. 1, (February 1980), pp. 61-70, ISSN 0029-6651 

www.intechopen.com



 
Methods of Protein Digestive Stability Assay – State of the Art 

 

233 

Silk, D.B., Grimble, G.K. & Rees, R.G. (1985). Protein digestion and amino acid and peptide 
absorption. Proceedings of the Nutritional Society, Vol. 44, No. 1, (February 1985), pp. 
63-72, ISSN 0029-6651 

Silk, D.B., Nicholson, A. & Kim, Y.S. (1976). Hydrolysis of peptides within lumen of small 
intestine. The American Journal of Physiology, Vol. 231, No. 5 Pt. 1, (November 1976), 
pp. 1322-1329, ISSN 0002-9513 

Smith, E.L. & Bergmann, M. (1944). The peptidases of intestinal mucosa. Journal of Biological 
Chemistry, Vol. 153, No. 2, (May 1944), pp. 627-651, ISSN 0021-9258 

Stanic, D., Monogioudi, E., Dilek, E., Radosavljevic, J., Atanaskovic-Markovic, M., Vuckovic, 
O., Raija, L., Mattinen, M., Buchert, J. & Cirkovic Velickovic, T. (2010). Digestibility 
and allergenicity assessment of enzymatically crosslinked beta-casein. Molecular 
Nutrition and Food Research, Vol. 54, No. 9, (September 2010), pp. 1273-1284, ISSN 
1613-4133 

Sterchi, E.E. & Woodley, J.F. (1980a). Peptide hydrolases of the human small intestinal 
mucosa: distribution of activities between brush border membranes and cytosol. 
Clinica Chimica Acta, Vol. 102, No. 1, (March 1980), pp. 49-56, ISSN 0009-8981 

Sterchi, E.E. & Woodley, J.F. (1980b). Peptide hydrolases of the human small intestinal 
mucosa: identification of six distinct enzymes in the brush border membrane. 
Clinica Chimica Acta, Vol. 102, No. 1, (March 1980), pp. 57-65, ISSN 0009-8981 

Szecsi, P.B., (1992). The aspartic proteases. Scandinavian Journal of Clinical and Laboratory 
Investigation. Supplementum, Vol. 210, (1992), p. 5, ISSN 0085-591X 

Thomas, K., Aalbers, M., Bannon, G.A., Bartels, M., Dearman, R.J., Esdaile, D.J., Fu, T.J., 
Glatt, C.M., Hadfield, N., Hatzos, C., Hefle, S.L., Heylings, J.R., Goodman, R.E., 
Henry, B., Herouet, C., Holsapple, M., Ladics, G.S., Landry, T.D., MacIntosh, S.C., 
Rice, E.A., Privalle, L.S., Steiner, H.Y., Teshima, R., Van Ree, R., Woolhiser, M. & 
Zawodny, J. (2004). A multi-laboratory evaluation of a common in vitro pepsin 
digestion assay protocol used in assessing the safety of novel proteins. Regulatory 
Toxicology and Pharmacology, Vol. 39, No. 2, (April 2004), pp. 87-98, ISSN 0273-2300 

Tonglet, C., Jeusette, I., Istasse, L. & Diez, M. (2001). Prediction of protein digestibility in dog 
food by a multi-enzymatic method: a useful technique to develop. Journal of Animal 
Physiology and Animal Nutrition (Berlin), Vol. 85, No. 7-8, (August 2001), pp. 189-194, 
ISSN 0931-2439 

Turner, M.D., (1968). Pepsinogens and pepsins. Gut, Vol. 9, No. 2, p. 134, ISSN 0017-5749 
United States Pharmacopeial Convention (2006). The United States pharmacopeia, United 

States Pharmacopeial Convention, ISBN 1889788473, Rockville, MD 
Van Beresteijn, E.C.H., Peeters, R.A., Kaper, J., Meijer, R.J.G.M., Robben, A.J.P.M. & Schmidt, 

D.G. (1994). Molecular mass distribution, immunological properties and nutritive 
value of whey protein hydrolysates. Journal of Food Protection, Vol. 57, No. 7, (July 
1994), pp. 619-625, ISSN 0362-028X 

Vardakou, M., Mercuri, A., Barker, S.A., Craig, D.Q., Faulks, R.M. & Wickham, M.S. (2011). 
Achieving antral grinding forces in biorelevant in vitro models: comparing the USP 
Dissolution Apparatus II and the Dynamic Gastric Model with human in vivo data. 
AAPS Pharmscitech, Vol. 12, No. 2, (June 2011), pp. 620-626, ISSN 1530-9932 

Versantvoort, C.H., Oomen, A.G., Van de Kamp, E., Rompelberg, C.J. & Sips, A.J. (2005). 
Applicability of an in vitro digestion model in assessing the bioaccessibility of 

www.intechopen.com



 
New Advances in the Basic and Clinical Gastroenterology 

 

234 

mycotoxins from food. Food Chemistry and Toxicology, Vol. 43, No. 1, (January 2005), 
pp. 31-40, ISSN 0278-6915 

von der Decken, A., (1983). Experimental studies on the quality of food proteins. Comparative 
Biochemistry and Physiology, Part B, Vol. 74, No. 2, pp. 213-220, ISSN 0305-0491 

Whitcomb, D.C. & Lowe, M.E. (2007). Human pancreatic digestive enzymes. Digestive 
Diseases and Sciences, Vol. 52, No. 1, (January 2007), pp. 1-17, ISSN 0163-2116 

Whitecross, D.P., Armstrong, C., Clarke, A.D. & Piper, D.W. (1973). The pepsinogens of 
human gastric mucosa. Gut, Vol. 14, No. 11, (1973), p. 850, ISSN 0017-5749 

Wickham, M., Faulks, R. & Mills, C. (2009). In vitro digestion methods for assessing the 
effect of food structure on allergen breakdown. Molecular Nutrition and Food 
Research, Vol. 53, No. 8, (August 2009), pp. 952-958, ISSN 1613-4133 

Widmaier, E.P., Raff, H., Strang, K.T. & Vander, A.J. (2011). Vander's human physiology: the 
mechanisms of body function, McGraw-Hill, ISBN 9780077350017, New York 

Yagami, T., Haishima, Y., Nakamura, A., Osuna, H. & Ikezawa, Z. (2000). Digestibility of 
allergens extracted from natural rubber latex and vegetable foods. Journal of Allergy 
and Clinical Immunology, Vol. 106, No. 4, (October 2000), pp. 752-762, ISSN 0091-
6749 

Yao, L., Friel, J.K., Suh, M. & Diehl-Jones, W.L. (2010). Antioxidant properties of breast milk 
in a novel in vitro digestion/enterocyte model. Journal of Pediatric Gastroenterology 
and Nutrition, Vol. 50, No. 6, (June 2010), pp. 670-676, ISSN 1536-4801 

Yu, H.L., Cao, M.J., Cai, Q.F., Weng, W.Y., Su, W.J. & Liu, G.M. (2011). Effects of different 
processing methods on digestibility of Scylla paramamosain allergen 
(tropomyosin). Food Chemistry and Toxicology, Vol. 49, No. 4, (April 2011), pp. 791-
798, ISSN 1873-6351 

www.intechopen.com



New Advances in the Basic and Clinical Gastroenterology

Edited by Prof. Tomasz Brzozowski

ISBN 978-953-51-0521-3

Hard cover, 546 pages

Publisher InTech

Published online 18, April, 2012

Published in print edition April, 2012

InTech Europe

University Campus STeP Ri 

Slavka Krautzeka 83/A 

51000 Rijeka, Croatia 

Phone: +385 (51) 770 447 

Fax: +385 (51) 686 166

www.intechopen.com

InTech China

Unit 405, Office Block, Hotel Equatorial Shanghai 

No.65, Yan An Road (West), Shanghai, 200040, China 

Phone: +86-21-62489820 

Fax: +86-21-62489821

The purpose of this book was to present the integrative, basic and clinical approaches based on recent

developments in the field of gastroenterology. The most important advances in the pathophysiology and

treatment of gastrointestinal disorders are discussed including; gastroesophageal reflux disease (GERD),

peptic ulcer disease, irritable bowel disease (IBD), NSAIDs-induced gastroenteropathy and pancreatitis.

Special focus was addressed to microbial aspects in the gut including recent achievements in the

understanding of function of probiotic bacteria, their interaction with gastrointestinal epithelium and usefulness

in the treatment of human disorders. We hope that this book will provide relevant new information useful to

clinicians and basic scientists as well as to medical students, all looking for new advancements in the field of

gastroenterology.

How to reference

In order to correctly reference this scholarly work, feel free to copy and paste the following:

Mikhail Akimov and Vladimir Bezuglov (2012). Methods of Protein Digestive Stability Assay - State of the Art,

New Advances in the Basic and Clinical Gastroenterology, Prof. Tomasz Brzozowski (Ed.), ISBN: 978-953-51-

0521-3, InTech, Available from: http://www.intechopen.com/books/new-advances-in-the-basic-and-clinical-

gastroenterology/methods-of-protein-digestive-stability-assay-state-of-the-art



© 2012 The Author(s). Licensee IntechOpen. This is an open access article

distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 3.0

License, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in

any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.


