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Abstract

The objective of this study was to determine the bioaccessibility of C. lentillifera (sea grapes) in vitro
digestion model. /n vitro simulated digestion model was examined for the stability of total phenolic
contents and antioxidant activity after C. lentillifera digestion. The proximate analysis, total phenolic content
and antioxidant activity of fresh- and dried sea grapes were considered in this study. The bioaccessibility of
fresh sea grapes was evaluated from total phenolic content and antioxidant activities. The results showed
that the moisture, crude protein, fat and ash were about 82.63, 3.89, 1.27 and 12.21%, respectively. The
dried sea grape was reported by 2.29% of moisture, 19.76% of crude protein, 0.63% of fat, and 31.48%
of ash. The total phenolic contents of fresh and dried sea grapes were indicated about 38.10 + 3.00 mg
GAE/g sample and 3.50 + 0.51 mg GAE/g sample, respectively. The antioxidant activity of fresh sea grapes
was about 5.90 + 0.82% by DPPH method and 13.82 + 0.22% of ABTS method. The antioxidant values by
DPPH and ABTS methods were shown at 1.93 + 0.31% and 2.11 + 0.13%, respectively. The evaluation of
bioaccessibility of C. lentillifera in Simulated Human Digestive System in vitro digestion model revealed
that the stability of total phenolic contents and antioxidant activities decreased significantly (p < 0.05) in

relation to the increase of C. lentillifera contents in the range of 2-8 ¢.

Keywords: C. Lentillifera, in vitro Digestion Model, Stability, Bioaccessibility

Please cite this article as: N. Thaiwong, N. Kachenpukdee, and D. Buaphet, “Bioaccessibility of sea grape (Caulerpa
lentillifera) in simulated human digestive system in vitro digestion model,” The Journal of KMUTNB, vol. 32, no. 4,
pp. 966-977, Oct.—Dec. 2022 (in Thai).
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nodosum firuasvessUsEnouTiuea i uas
vsNaueendduiU 81.7% uay 79.5% sud iy
[10] vuefinsAnwiniseeslgvaslusii (i vitro Protein
Digestibility) Tuamsiews (Palmaria palmata %3
Dulse) HAMUAIAWNIAY 56% [11] LazaInInY
Porphyra columbina fiAyindu 74.33 + 3.0% [12]
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(Undaria pinnatifida) wagamsieinnianzta (Ulva
pertusa) WUl ALAIYElUIAURGINISERY dAn
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2.1 MSATINAMIIENIDIUAN UATANNIIENINBIU
AU
2.1.1 MIFTELAMSIENIBIUER
witnaven e uanfiiulluaniuitoriang

Wl Ingaedd uazaase, “nimhlulinidinmvesamsreniegulunmuduemisiiaesvese.”
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20 psrigaLdea Wolnnesiluiunousioly
2.1.2 MIATEUANTIYNITHIDIUBUUIAY
dManagyianuazeInamenasedu auil 60
osrnialTua Uszana 5-6 $alus uslriaziden UsTe
Tugenanasin diotmsgilutumaustely

2.2 M3ANYIBIAUTLNBUNINARVBIAIMT BT
AALAZETUNITOULIY

thanmewseuanuazumsouurainIoulsd
nde 2.1 ideseesiuszneumaaiinei

ATIFAUTUIALAT #1UAT Dry Ashing (AOAC
Method 900.02A)

AanenUsinaluiiu auds Soxhlet Method
(AOAC Method)

AUty MRS AOAC Method
925.10

Aaszvvsunalusiu aais AOAC (2000)

2.3 NMSASYUETENANEIVIINENTIINIBY
wgNasataveTuIINa e edulagfnulag
FBvos 8] fvungamailumsainil 25 ssnwaldea
Faegaamemsequaniazeulisegisas 10 nfu
Hawiulevnuealudns a1 : 10 (NSW/uA.) weiiees
#eiiles (Orbital Shaker) 2 47lus nsesfonsEay
nsenued 2 vssgmsazaneiildannsnsedlunaen
naaes Yanliwduuaziuiensfidy fuliiuuas
Tasnmsvioshenseatulesd AUl —20 esmwaldea
diotianesiluduneusely

2.4 MIATEEUSInaiuaatieun (Total Phenolic
Content) #2835 Folin Ciocalteu
AnuUasa1nioved [16] lnainsaumeg1esusunng
1 va, Winndud3anmns 1.5 ua. uasiiuansazans 1%
Folin Ciocalteu Reagent U317%5 0.5 wa. wasl iy

Aly 1wl aniduia 7.5% Na,CO, USinms 1 wa.
warUufl 37 ssrwaidua 30 Wil TAANTRANFULES
71 750 uluins AMIganauLaIveiieg g Uiy
NIMETaZa1eNINIFIU (nTaknadn) Tunisauin
UsinauensUsznouituearionun

2.5 Mshenzignsmsiuansirueendindugels
DPPH (DPPH Radical Scavenging Activity)

ATIZAINIDVON [16] MuualTuInIFeg1s
U3um9 0.2 1a. Tunsiasgst ihainisganiiuuasues
Megraiguiunsmansaza1suInggIu (NSARNAGN)
Tumsdunnysnsduasiusendinduduriosa
v 38U (% inhibition) fsemnsd (1)

control sample

100
Acontml * ( 1 )

% inhibition =
W8 Ay AB ANTRANTULAIYRIFIBENIAIUAY

A g ANIRANAULAIYRIFIBEN

sample
2.6 msdwszignsnmsiluaséusendindu §ae3s
ABTS (ABTS Radical Scavenging Activity)

fanlasanisves [17] lnewseu 75 dadluans
3-ethylbenzthiazoline-6-sulphonic Acid (ABTS) iae
1.225 fiadluans K,5,0, lutndu Unflgamaiivies
16 F3lu9 wazievdsumnueaiicnueiady 415
wiluns lnglviansaganeiiinisganduunainiu 0.7
nuliuniregnefimudutusneiuanmsidoans
feg1sarangwnIuea Usuins 100 lulasans i
asazany ABTS Usums 300 ulasdns Uu 1 alus
Tlgamgiivios wayInFnnsganduuasd 415 uluins
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sondundulurdosazvasnsduds (% inhibition) fis
aunsii (1)

1wl Ineaedd uazaasz, “nimblulinidunimvesamsreniegulunmuiuemisiiaesvesyve.”
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2.7 n1sAnwin1sululgnisdiniwvesansdou
aandaduanamineniveiulaslduuuinaainig
WueIsVRNYEE (in vitro Digestion Model)
2.7.1 LUUTA09SEUUNMAALD IS TUADA1AaDS
1) Gastric Phase tAs1¥%R1030U04 [18] 1h3eu
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pae 1 Tua1s HCL wagiin Pepsin Usung 2 ua. Usu
U3umsi8u 40 wa. 9w 120 adluans NaCl laoanTiau

v v

sgfirglulasiau Yndlikduuasiudienisiay
Uilugrsiuuuien 7 37 ssnwaioa 1 9alus

2) Small Intestinal Phase AtAs181RL35Y04
14] USuen pH vewegafiinunisgesann 4o 1)
A1 pH 6.0 = 0.1 $78 1 M NaHCO, wawthu Crude
Bile Extract 99ntufial Pancreatin USims 2 1a. uay
B-glucosidase Usu1ms 2 1a. USuA1 pH 6.5 + 0.01 A
1 M NaHCO, laoandaussinglulnsiau Uasliuiy
wawTpsEwT i tilugaiuuumend 37 ssimaifea
2 $lus @willell fio Digesta Tin Dicesta U3ums
10 wa. lapen@aueinaglulasiou Uadliuiuwasiy
e Aid iufl —20 ssmeadea Wensiase
Tuduneusely

11du Digesta U395 12 wa. Juiwies 8,000
50U 90 w1l wendrulanan NI0IRILNILTAIBNTDI
um 0.22 llpsiues laeendlauesnainaisazans
shefelulpsiou Daslyiutuuasusnennsild iud
20 semwaidea dnlaiildine Aqueous thiegns
Aqueous Way Digesta AtATIzRUIUIUAITUIZNDU
Hueanmun qusnsiueondindy waznisihluly
VT Faunsii (2)

Conc. in A

Bioaccessibility (%) = Cone.inD > 100 (2)

We Conc.in A fn ANUNTuvDIUSUaasusenau

Huoanmun wsegnsnisiusan@nduly Aqueous
Conc. in D fi9 A1 NTUv0IUSIMaN5UsEN0U
Hueanmun wsegqranisiusendnduly Digesta

2.8 ATIZINGEDA

JipseanITaaes 3 91 nszinanisana
181475 t-test for Independent Samples (Separate
Variance t-test) ez Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Way
AATITAAULANAITENINAIDY1999875 Duncan’s
New Multiple’s Range Test (DMRT)

3. HANTINAADY
3.1 29AUTENIUNIATIVDIAINIIENINBIUEN oY
AMIIENIIDIUDUUIY
HAN15IATIENBIAUTENOUNIUATVOIEINI Y
WIDIUAN LATAMTIENNOUBULILARSHINNTIST 1
wud nseuuisdmaliUiiailuiy uasidilingedu
MNEmTENseduan lesnnseuliadunszuiums
Aaheonaningauviliumaniluingivanas il
mMusesazasrlszneumMaAldwinSnaSesasues
aerUsznaUdY ﬁﬁﬂqae‘ﬁu aghalsfiny Usinadlashudils
Tamlsanamsneweiusuwiideanasenadunain
nufisenlelasladaseioulel (Enzyme Hydrolysis)
AAntuludiausnrenszuIunITOULRINS LN
Uafseeentnduvadlusiulusswinemslinnudou [19]

M19199 1 93AUTENBUNILATIYDIAINTIENITDUER
WAZAMIIENIND{UDULIS

Composition Fresh (%) Dried (%)
Moisture 82.63 £ 0.07 2.29 +0.05
Protein 3.89 + 0.96 19.76 + 2.26
Fat 1.27 + 7.69 0.63 + 0.31

Ash 12.21 £ 0.01 31.4 + 6.16

Yue? [20] S189uUSIANNTY TSR Ty

Wl Ingaedd uazaase, “nimhlulinidinmvesamsreniegulunmuduemisiiaesvese.”




MFANFIVINTNITIULNA NS UASWTD U 32, aTUf 4 91.A.-5.A. 2565

971

The Journal of KMUTNB., Vol. 32, No. 4, Oct.-Dec. 2022

WAEL YDIEUSIENBUARTIANYINAY 95.01 = 0.17%,
0.43 +0.01%, 0.79 + 0.00% wa 3.41 + 0.16% HUE19U
WAZANMSIEN MO UBULITANYINAY 5.40%, 14.40%,
0.85% way 41.85% mwddu [21] vad 11u3dy
ams1ewasequues [20] wag [21] Wuamieiiady
Tuufidssinadulaiide Lwiaaﬂuvumw?lwmﬁu
fo weils Kabupaten Natuna wavweils Takalar
muadu WeSsuiisunasenaifussnlszneu
maeiosamiewiedilumAdetuandiiuh was
RS efuAiTuAnAn A udsHaReaIiUsENOUNNS
il funsiinssiesdussnaumaeiizinsiaseet
Wosduilefinsananuraiandeu waz3eudiou
HaNINARBIaNNISelndidseiy el Ysunm
TUsfuvasamsenseduuisiildannismaaosiiiia
Tnalssiuamewuun (C racemose) WagenUienul
(Acanthopora spicefer) fifiAninfiu 18.3% wag 18.9%
Yasfegwie auddy [22] vaugilunguaiving
ATerunewila wu awgluagngn (Genus Halimeda)
fUsmnalusiugandamiensequlunuided Tae
@11318 Halimeda macroloba iA1 28.94 + 0.68% v84
FDEWIA UagEIMIY H. tuna HA1 23.12 + 0.86%
YDIRIDYNUIA [23]

3.2 USurmansdrusendindunazgninisdau
29NYATUVDIHMITIIN9D§UY

3.2.1 USinuansUsgneufiueationun

msfnuUSinafiuoanaunveE MW dUAn
WAZHIUNITOULIY MU dmsgniseuaniiuTunm
asUsznaufliueanmunsauaInnIamenseu
auweenfituddnymnadniseiu 0.05 nelawii
38.10 + 3.00 Kaz 3.50 + 0.51 HUaaniu GAE/g Dry
Sample AILAITU Fapn51a7 2

UsumansUsgnavfiueatanuavosanine
wsoquanauiiorunisauuia [24] el aelsiiad
uelsfivoss uaslusfiufuanseangisusendindu

'
' P

Anuluamirensequ Janaslsiladiidnanacilonu
msouwi esoneaslsiiadidussadngilivuadou
[25] wilsldamansenusiounlsiiuees [26] Tnevilunisly
anufeulunsudssuingiuiioamgiguivluas/vie
Tsvznauuduludsalvigrivesansiusendindu
Hrmanasediduddny ognslsinu Usinaensuseneu
Husarmuniildannsneaesidaindidesfunise
avseneuTiaseyluiiui Penghu Hsien Usmelsniu
fifiFUszana 1.30-2.04 fiadn¥u GAE/g Dry Sample
[27] vauzdi [20] reugndnsdueendinduves
ansafinavenseiuiiiazanilissuudiatues
nsnlaluadnilwiniu 54.23 + 2.28% Lay 79.09 + 0.78%
pudy veefinisliieniuifigsnsiueendiady
wihifu 81.78 + 0.78% wenanil awne U. lactuca (L)
Enteromorpha intestinalis (L.-Ness) wag Cladophora
vagabunda (L.-C Hoek) auusfiatndeieniuea
fUsunadiuoaimuslugie 268.8 + 0.7 fv 365.8 +
0.3 adnsu GAE/g Sample [28] MNUANITIATIZY
Uinaflueanmuslunuideves [27] way [28] uans
Tifudn wdnadyviemzidesavitoniedud
naseUsinafuoanmun WulieafuesAlsynay
sl aghslsfinnn amsedhmaiiviinaesuszneu
HuoanmuanInnInanIIensadiietuazansie
nzaduns omnamsensadimaiinaelsunuiy
(Phlorotannin) {lusuusznaulutiuiasnn lnevily
Waslsunuiuiiarsuszneuilusaninunuszuin
1-14% vaavdnamseuia [29]

M19199 2 USHUAURaINNATDIAINIIENIDJUER

ALY
Total phenolic
Sample t Sig.
(mg GAE/g DW)
Fresh 38.10 + 3.00 19.72*% | <0.0001
Dried 3.50 + 0.51

Y

* frfdAgyneadansesuauenu 95%

1wl Ineaedd uazaasz, “nimblulinidunimvesamsreniegulunmuiuemisiiaesvesyve.”
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3.2.2 qVisN1sFueendiad

neTggrdnsiueenfintutesamsean
eeisie3s DPPH fidngendn3s ABTS eeeditle
dfunsadfviseau 0.05 tnelavintu 13.82 + 0.22%
uaw 5.90 + 0.829% MNSIRU uansiars1eil 3 qudnis
FusendiaturesaneniIequouIilAT LY
75 DPPH (1.93 + 0.31%) uag35 ABTS (2.11 + 0.13%)
Tifimnuunnsneiumieaia

A15197 3 gYidN1IFURENTATULALTS DPPH Uay ABTS
YBIAMTIEN I IULUUAR AT I

Sample (Radical o .
i . % inhibition t Sig.
Scavenging Activity)
Fresh (DPPH) 5.90 + 0.82
16.25* | <0.0001

Fresh (ABTS) 13.82 + 0.22
Dried (DPPH) 1.93 + 0.31

. 0.97* 0.39
Dried (ABTS) 211 +0.13

* fidodAgyneadAvszAuAINTeIU 95%

191 N13518UNNENIAUDRNTATUAIETS ABTS

ISP '

fifngan3138 DPPH 1ilo9a 3 ABTS Teaumarmanives
UfRsiinuasinimevauesieansshuoondndy
g4in38 DPPH [30] oehdlsfinnu qvismssueendindiu
MnuansnaesiiAlndifieatugvsnsiueendindu
#ne38 DPPH vasansarinanvsiemnseuiiaiasedani
azaneLBnITULALLeTIIURTAYITU 5.89 + 0.46% [31]

nalnmssusendinduresamemnsequdiunil
\Ananmsiualsiuesdiieloudidinaseulviiuesney
voslelnsiou videduiueyyadasy uazannsaiaou
Fandveondiau (Singlet Oxygen) Wogluzunsuiusn
(Triplet Oxygen) [32] vauzfinaslsiadanuisnaielou
didnnseudaselvinuouyadase vililassaisesouya
daseiliadosnmuintu [33] uenanil diviazans
Tunsafnansanunsadesasonninisdueandindu
dlesnanmdaluanafimatuedmanssnusonu
annsatunstilusmeu (Hydrogen Atom Transfer

Reaction) waznsteloudidnaseuien (Single Electron
Transfer Reaction) ags¥aau Fsansdueendimiiud
auannsalunsazatefiunnanei [34] dlofiansan
Ftiauiita (Polarity Index) wmusaLazwediny
ity (5.1) sasfieneuiidsiifu 0.1 dau
maBeudieuseilmuifhssrnumueananuedin
Seflenullndifeeiu [38] senuUiinaduoariomn Uinas
Warlwessiaun uazqninisiueendindusies
DPPH (EC,,) vesansainnamsieduns (Gracilaria
changii) ldwmueasaziwedinudusivhazaelld
AIULANA1INEaR vazfinasldunueadugah
avanglunisatnamseln (C patentiramea) Fudu
awediden dwaligrdnisdiueandiad (35 DPPH)
fiAnganinisliieniou udguinisdueendiaduves
ansafaamieu (S. baccularia) Saduamined
hmafiataseenisuiidganinisliumuea (35
Ao Enanslifiud wnuealdudvhavanei
winzadlunsataamsedideniiefinugrdnisdiu
2ONTLATU

3.3 n1sunluldn19¥annvesarsusznauiluea
avuaLAzgYaMsiusaNInTuINAMIEWIND U
ANDINUUUTIADININAUDINITVDINYBE
Usinmansuseneufiueaiiavun qm'émiéfﬂu
P9NTATU UATAUAIRILUNTZTUIUNITIDY WANIAY
paf 4 way 5 Usnaansuseneufiuearoiunuag
guilunisdusendinduiiiiasewlélu Digesta uay
Aqueous \fiutusmainnamaenaseduiiiintuly
nnszfuegsiitioddy (o < 0.05) vazfinuasialy
nsvUIUNsEeLvesansUsznaUTlueaT e Lazgns
Tumsinueennduanasaiuneiuliinaamnenedu
At (p < 0.05) dlewFeudieunsilvldmedanm
YosnsUsEneUTueaTIIALAL VSIS uBeN Tty
Y99aIMINEN0U NUITaaDsAIINAITaTaTY
Digesta fiAnunnninaiiléainansazas Aqueous

Wl Ingaedd uazaase, “nimhlulinidinmvesamsreniegulunmuduemisiiaesvese.”
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M15°99 4 n1sthlldvns@ainmuesansuseneuiluea
MIVUAINAMI18NIB{UaAL DKLU
TNRDMNUAUD W TVDINYWE

Total phenolic
Sample Bioaccessibility
(mg GAE/g RM)
() - (%)
Digesta Aqueous
0 0° 0° 0°
2 141+ 003" | 1.32+001° | 9361 + 256"
[ 2.06 + 0.03° 1.79 + 0.01° 86.89 + 1.01°
6 298 +0.10° | 213 +0.02" | 71.47 + 1.19°
8 3.51 + 0.05° 2.41 +0.01° 68.66 + 1.28°

€

o

KonwINuAnAanuluA AR INULERIANULANANUBENS

o o

v NsERATTEAUANLTBNY 95%

2 3

A15199 5 N5t lUlgnedannlunisdusendmndy
YBIANINENIBIUAAGAILTS DPPH Lilosiu
WUUTIABIN AU NSV Y B

Sample % Inhibition Bioaccessibility
(g) Digesta Aqueous (%)
0 0 0° 0
2 17.48 + 0.23° | 15.70 = 1.95° | 89.82 + 2.06°
a 21.65 + 033 | 17.64 + 1.50° | 81.47 + 2.11°
6 34.75 £ 0.20° | 2557 + 3.79° | 73.58 + 1.16°
8 4597 £ 0.55° | 31.56 +2.97° | 68.65 + 1.68°

v @ =

fonusnuanaatulumedulienfulansnuuAnAnsiueg
ffudndyneadniszdunudesiu 95%
\desnnansusyneuiiueatiomndudmssneu
dndnuesavadvasanvse [36] Wleamsewiseduan
HuNsgeglusEUUMAAueINIINae i viasUsEneu
Hueaanuaindudiudssnevvowilsgadaining
WHDIUAALANG ViSeVaneonNuIINIATIEiIman way
nszaneiiagluduves Digesta wag Aqueous N1511
TWlmsdanmitheseildann Aqueous HuuSune
fsemenywdlisuetnauriase [8] Wesnansazas

910 Aqueous LUuasazanefldainnisdesansnd

maduewns [37] Tnevhlunstesennadetuiinssmnny
ownsuazgadaludléidn (38] fiflsansiiazaneldlu
lusiu 19y uoanesed uazuedlndu Aigedslunszinie
01913 [39] vaueiwodTiuoavianun (100%) gadaldlu
aléidn 5-10% (Wi assasnaeuewes Iassasnalawes
uaz Aglycones) wazwodtlusaido 90-95% oglu
quuvesaldlng (Large Intestine Lumen) lagdu
ogjfuastug fitusenmaid vilvinedftueaimdril
dudatueulniuazgdunisiogludld Tnoqdunid
Tuanldlne (Colonic Microbiota) yianelassasnswes
woaTluoaanlivalianadnasiiolianmeaninse
aetalldiet [40] malUldmeinmeesasUszney
Huoaranuauazgninisiuesndnduvesamse
WBUATIE4lFN Digesta FasiAnunnndnaille
anasazany Aqueous o8lsinu Tuszuunadu
g1nsdaedinisivuaUinaseuleitazanzlunis
nnaefingil Snsesnsteslidanauiieiu Ui
awenieiuluszuu Jdawalinnuasitlunisdes
vosansUszneuTiuearviun wazgrisnsduoendiedu
firnanas e e pH aanlvg il lunsdinunszuuma
Auensshassdiasng 2.5 endananiiduieglu
A0MENTONMNIVOIYYE VnzTinTEose LY
1A pH @ndn 4.5 wanNTen pH ﬁ]zﬁ?jyuasujﬁuauﬁ’a
mstfumstiesvosommsusazelinmeiuiu [41]
i pH utldefiddniifinansenuegsiaaudeans
FruoondintuuasAanssuiiintuanansiisanisiia
Ufjiseneendindu (Pro-oxidant) A1 pH gadanalvians
nauitueaLfiunvdnisiusendiadu Tumenduiuns
fiszuufien pH gendumieailfiAnnisisaufizen
pandatuanngulansunsuddu (Metal-catalyzed
Oxidation) [8] uenanii Uedeitdswarensinuda
Usinaeangiveaualsiiuess lHun Tassadnsenms
wn3ndowns wazAuantRn1suUsIY a3TInen uae
dnuagmaiugnssy uasiladedug MiAuates [42]
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4. agd
USurmansusznaufueaanuanazgn’
msluansiueenBwdiuluamseneduandaginh
ameweduauwiy fuunisuslaamuiewisedu
wuvandsdiustlevideduilannnnitniseuui Ined
nsenensilulgmadininvesanenieduaniu
MaAveITIRememyEddumsuansUinaiiues
Haakazansnsiusendaduiisanieuyudlisy
oghauriads nafildannisfnuiannselfifudeyalu
nmsudlanamhewssequiaduumdemsitusslov
waglasuanuilenlunisuslaaludagin

5. AnAnssuUsEAA
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