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Abstract: Cow milk allergy is the most common form of infant food allergy, goat’s milk may be a substitute of cow
milk, but goat’s milk for the safety of cow milk allergy patients remains controversial. The purpose of this paper is to
review the several characteristics in digestion and absorption, immunity and allergy aspects of goat milk.
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Table 1. Comparison of the time of digestion and absorption of
goat, cow and human milk
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Table 2. Comparison of the primary nutrients and the PH values in
goat, cow and human milk

R2 WED 49 BRPEEERRS K PH EILE

%ix MIES LIS DN S S
5 (%) 3.48 2.82 1.10
i £ 14 (9/100g 2 4 Jii) 82.70 82.65 36.36
os1-Fi% 2 F1(9/100g 2 F J5) 18.92 30.80
as-Tif 25 F(9/100g 2 H i) 8.52 7.50
B ic-Ti% 5 H(9/100g & H i) 55.26 44.35
FLi% 8 1(9/100g 2 11 J57) 17.30 17.35 63.64
HE i (%) 5.23 3.42 3.67~4.70
LA g 171 (9/100g IR 107 1) 70.42 71.24 36.79
Hh B 72 (0/100g A R) 19.34 9.09 4.86

FORYMIA G D72 (0/100g BT R)  25.67 25.56 33.36
Z AR5 17 12 (0/100g i 77 1%2) 4.08 3.20 28.75
FLHE (%) 411 4.47 6.92

PH {f 6.72 6.62 7.0-7.5
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Table 3. Comparison of the primary nucleotide contents in goat,

cow and human milk (umol/L)
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(GBS e/ A4y
AMP 6.73 2.03
GMP 44.05"

CMP 5.4 1.9
UMP 14.5

IMP

CDP -

UDP 36.8
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