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In vitro carbohydrate digestibility of fermented rice straw in

hybrid catfish (Clarias macrocephalus X C. gariepinus)
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nsAnwUseansannisgeslaanslulamsnvesatininludainngnuanluiesy§ufinig Ineaeununis
NARDILUY x5 unanaleauuuduanysal lnendnsdiluanglienmasiudunisiiuadade 2 Jady
Uszneudiedaded 1 Aeszuzinainismind 0, 24, 48 uaz 62 T2lus Jaduil 2 Ao arsyaovan Tagnsidn
nniianafisedu 0, 2, 4, 6 uay 8 % ﬁﬂdumsmaaaﬁgwm 20 NFUNIINARBY NJUNITNAABIAY 6 7 Tagii
fegrelanngnuautmiiniads 161.50+10.96 niuseds snafmeulesiandild wuanssuveneulusiorluag
0.344+0.043 Unit/mg protein uazAanssuvosiaulusivagiaa 0.020£0.003 Unit/mg protein il onaaou
UszAnSninnisgesvatiimdnnuyanismaaes wuin szdunniiniauarszeralunmsndndsniwasgnad
ﬂ’ﬂﬁﬂﬁ’zgm'aﬂﬁsﬁwﬁmwmw'aﬂlé’maqﬁwmauaaima (p<0.05) wardanusndnasauszninesziunnting
uaTEELIAINIINIANI9T17 (p<0.05) Fadlounmimaszausaty 5 sesuudhifinnsmtnrhednuin hifike
#ensosldanslulainsndsuanngnnanannsagesanilulansnld 58.57-59.21 dadnfuuealnaden1adn
1 n$u seduilmngaulunisminrsduiefinyszansamnisgesanilulainsmveseulesivainngnueay Ao
nainnninafisedu 29% Saufunisiniduszesion 24 $3lus Tngldadunidansssuwnd Tnedawsiaiy
77.28+1.68 fadn3unealnasdornadn 1 niu Ssaansaltifuwumajifiefiuyaduaznslivselomiannyig
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Abstract

The study of In vitro carbohydrate digestibility of fermented rice straw in hybrid catfish (Clarias
macrocephalus X C. gariepinus) was designed in 4x5 factorial in Completely randomized design. Rice straw
was fermented under anaerobic conditions with two determining factors: the incubation time at 0, 24, 48
and 62 hours and addition of molasses at 0, 2, 4, 6 and 8% with 20 treatment groups and 6 repetitions per
treatment groups. Hybrid catfish (161.54+0.96 g) were extracted for digestive enzymes. The amylase specific
activity was 0.344+0.043 Unit/mg protein and cellulase specific activity was 0.020+0.003 Unit/mg protein.
(n-vitro digestibility of carbohydrate was determined. It was found that molasses level and fermentation
time had a significant influence on the carbohydrate digestibility (p<0.05). The interaction between the
molasses level and the fermentation time was also studied (p<0.05). The addition of molasses at different
levels without rice straw fermentation did not affect the carbohydrate digestibility. The hybrid catfish could
digest carbohydrate 58.57-59.21 mg maltose/ g rice straw. The optimal level for fermentation of rice straw
in improving the digestion efficiency of carbohydrate from hybrid catfish was considered to be the addition
of 2% molasses with 24-hour fermentation by natural microorganisms. The value was 77.28+1.68 mg
maltose/g rice straw; this could be used as a practical guideline to increase the value and utilization of rice

straw in hybrid catfish feed.

Keywords: Rice straw, Fermentation, ln vitro digestibility, Hybrid catfish
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Frudufinasushiofiddgesssmalnelaglulssmalnedfuiugniussanaiesas 20 vositufivszma
\esaniidnuvazgfivszmatazgionnmemsnzausonisiaiyivln udanszuaunsifuiednnelifamunde
fsuammedednuarrheiaieUssnaday 42.33 Sufy inwasnsiaindansiurhedauarnedmanss wu
Udesiislinateun lanau wwidamaiuies 1 dudemas vdevinuasiluidodng (lusing wasusuns,
2561) Tnelunadusenauluselusiu 3.44% oy 1.88% el 37.48% U3unadn 12.30% wazrloaneda
0.11% ﬁgﬂﬁaﬁﬁﬂisﬂawwLﬂﬁIuWNﬁ’J’nﬁnLmﬂ@hqﬁ’uiﬂ%uagjﬁ’uawﬁuaj%’n m&gmnﬁ‘uLﬁaqLLaxﬁuﬁmimwﬂqﬂ
shaimdutagiiaunsndosaaslfusroutisddnifgosuadldussloninnTaqumariTainidudniifondesds
QaunIslunssimztasdosaateidoly (3, 2558; Zhao, 2019) dmiudnithausadosuasgauaisenngan
yhatmldosiesaninednniviinadelegs Snisdnvasadunaariviinauaninuuaiifes datulios
Tuuafisrnasuonuazarsieiulunssusunsmindiaunsauiusmuenansoins wasfisssdnsnimyoads
widefinenisneasaniiraunseldussloniuemsdn il Tnsansiasuiitedldsusunsndnnned wy
wadnd ArnouLnY ﬁwﬁnmﬂm%uﬂqé’mi gi3e nnthaa wuailisuazieulsl Wudu (38, 2554; Iranzo et al,

2004; Li et al., 2008; Xing et. al,, 2009; Li et al.,, 2010; Qian et al., 2014; Jian et. al., 2017)
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Uanngneas (Clarias macrocephalus X C. gariepinus) \utanidafifiaruddgymaassgiadusuduans
vosUssmalnssesanarfanadmandouazyaa 1l wa. 2560 SnawzidssUagnandudosay 25.4 voq
Uanhdaynaiin vidonandn 105,100 fu Anugac 5,126.6 Suum (nsulszas, 2562) Snisdananeidudniiy
\swgiafidduiaviesginaedons fusendedd esananmsamnzveneiusldd gniudilddsnsinis
WwigAulaig Srnudunmuselsanasusuidiiuanmwnaeules 5ﬂ'17|u’dé’nmuﬁaﬁummﬂﬁnmjﬁmﬁu’aﬁ%uaz
&0 Fuduawelddonliuamngnuadlunisinueded Tnefiingusrasdifiofinwmanignisvsinrsdmianss
iiasgansaimnisgesldaslulaimsnanrisddeiouleiludlduanngananluiosufuanig (n vitro

digestibility) Uszansamnsgeslaluiesdfinisduignsdesdiulunsdndeningivemisdniuila
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nsnsEaInghu

radEeugunigida mﬂﬁuﬁﬂmwwﬂqﬂmmmwm'ﬁﬂi FUNBNUITY JnTngTuns wdudutuoun
Uszana 2-3 lwufituns Tagdnngunisnaassiuy 4x5 unaneisauuuguanysal (4x5 factorial in CRD) Jadei 1
Ao svezansnsingl 0, 24, 48 uay 62 Falus Jadeit 2 Ao ansdrewin Tnensiiunniinadisesu o, 2, 4, 6
uay 8% waufunistindmin 1 Alandy nduussasdmaduussydusidaadn laoinanelugeeenl
nuawdUngaliatinyinisudnluantizliennia (Anaerobic condition) nsinld s aaumgil 30 ssewadod F1uu
6 ﬁgwiaﬂa:umsmmaaa

ideg e runsusinududievlugevanieuiigumgd 60 ssmwaidoa uszeziian 36-48 §alug
Juusadin ndamnduhdetiiovuiudruasiunsunsaunn 1 fadwns ldvnuiifusedgrdanldainiie
ilUAesgimnisdeslavedayus
nsAnenanssuveseuluigaseamsuazussansnmnistealunasannass

1) Mswn3euog el ﬁwé’haemﬂm@ﬂgﬂwauﬁmﬂ'maﬁa 161.54+10.96 n3usiasfs WUsuanIwnewiu
frogns Taeideadsemsdnfagurindaaseth (Usiu 309%) Wunm 2 dai Tnglienstuas 2 fo aniu
wl¥emsdunan 8 $alus inisradnladosiswasiiuiiegrsdldnanun unazSondae Homogenizer Tu
Tris-HCL buffer aandudiu 50 fadluand fow 7.5 vazfurlugraniuds uduhsedilutumied 9,000 seuste
ut 1uan 10 wiif 4 ssmwadea wwafvdulafiguvgd -80 esruwaidoa a1y Crude enzyme
extracts dmiuAnwiuszansamnsgesingivlunasanaaes

2) FnwAanssuveseuluiozliuaa nuiinisves Bemfeld (1995) Tnevneuluifiataldusuing 20 lulasans
neufuduaimsn Starch solution Aadudy 1% ludwimesfifiey 8 Usuns 250 lulasans arniutusednsil
9aumniivios wu 5 Wit udauiu Dinitrosalicylic acid (DNS) reagent U313 250 lulasans thsnedefilddaluih

q U

doawu 5 wift WeasunaninAanssueuluiiienias Spectrophotometer finueaaduuas 550 urlulins
Usnaneulesiidinseildsneaudu Unitme protein Tneliasenlusfiuneseulediiiadaldnuizves Lowry
(1951) Tneld Bovine serum albumin Huanslsusnsgiu
3) AnwnAanssuveseuluiliwagiaa muiBnnsves Miller (1959) Tasvieuluifiadaldusunns 20 lulaséns
s a

naunuduaLnse Carboxyl methyl cellulose (CMC) Asndudu 1% lutwiesAfitos 8 Usuing 250 lulasans

Uusegfigaumgiviesunu 15 widl 91ntudn Dinitrosalicylic acid (DNS) reagent 250 lulasans widegeile
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fuludniieauiu 5 i Wensunartnfanssueuluidaeinies Spectrophotometer fiANuE1IAGULES 550
wluss Unaseulesifilinszsdldsenudy Unit/me protein Tnsdinseilusiuvesouledfiataldnuizves
Lowry (1951) 14 Bovine serum albumin 1duanslusfiuanmsgu

4) MmsfnwUszansamnisgesailulainsnvesingivluvasanmaass Inenstasegaiedniedsas 50
#adn3u 1Au 50 Hadluans Phosphate buffer Wlaw 8 Usuns 10 dadans Lazaaousumiasa ANLULTY 0.5%
U3uns 50 lulsdans maslidniu uagsunigumagiivies 1dunan 24 $alus ieasunanfvdulaliunms
1 fiafdns figamgdl -80 ssewaifoa ioldidunguaiuan 9Mntulfin Crude enzyme extracts USuas 125
lulasdns adlumasanaassnanlidniy Ve gamgives iWuian 24 §alus wazvgaufasenlaenisii
asazangluflutufion 10 unit danslilndu udpedndlaluinsgimuiinarhmauealna

5) nsdiaseiusiainianealng nu3snng Miller (1959) Tngthansazansdauladiliifueulesiuas
ansavanwaulafiinunisdosyinns 1 fadans naufuasazans DNS iy 1% Usuns 0.5 Taddns udn
falududeau 5 widl Adilmdy thilufadnsgandunasii 500 wluans wasilieufisuiunsvlnasgiures

Jpanealad

nsessideyanieata
n13TAs1gvideyaUsednsamnisgeslaveaniatil Inedins1esinnuul sUTIUAILLNLNITNAREILUY
wilanaiTvauvugduanysal LagilTeuiiguainuunneavesaadglagds Duncan’s new Multiple Rang Test

(DMRT) fiszsuanuidesiu 95%
NAN15I8LaLN159AUSIIHA

miﬁﬂ‘mﬁ%ﬂiimaaLau"l,ézjﬂufﬁ’ﬂéfﬂmqﬂauﬂwamfmﬁ’ma?{&J 161.54+10.96 n3UABAY WUIT YainngnEs
fAanssueulesozluiaad sefu 0.34420.043 Unit/mg protein (1151971 1) wanslwiiuinvainnganas
finwanunsolunisgosomsnguanslulawmsalduasiienlndidsaiuseduanssueuledos luaafingnaindu
¥99Ua1nTENaY17 Faidein 0.39+0.03 Unit/mg protein (19¥9)1 wazAy, 2557) uifA1geninAanssuieulss]
ozluaalutaaneszerlafiuis Ssannsnwives andnwal wazaniy (2563) nuinaaneszeglafuiovun

210+8.5 n3u fenAanssueuluiosluaaasiignludiudafian 0.156=0.10 Unit/mg protein InsUainnanuaudniiu

v
o A v &

Uaniiiuvisivnazdnd (Omnivorous) defanssuvesieulesieluaaansanuldluvaiuiis (Herbivorous) waz
Uanfituiefisuardng waraunsawuldnaontadin (Guillaume et al, 2001) oulasiorlunaaasgnuaniisu, fu
gou wargdunaslumaduemaviuihilunisdesameutsdseglugiutadelnlaanuliduhmasminues
Tna ufanisdesaarstmaluianaguarloalnudnalsdlaldidudmaluanaifies (De Siva and Anderson,
1995; Hidalgo et al,, 1999; Halver and Hardy, 2002) fsn1sviauvesieulwierluaaianuduiuslusuiuuuls
FuiuusinannflulawmsaiivanldsuaningAunieqnie1vs (De Siva and Anderson, 1995; Gaxiola et al.,
2005) wazainnsdnuiAanssuveeulsiiwagraanuinlainngnuanifanssuvesouleivagiaad sy
0.020+0.003 Unit/mg protein (i51971 1) FsiarlndiAssiuioulesiivagiaaiinulaansszezdufiuie (andnwol
LazAME, 2563) BalAviniy 0.026+0.01 Unit/mg protein wifiadnineuluiiwagiaafinuluduyesaingmg

waznasadszey 15 Tu 9 3.5 uae 7.4 111 9uaIdu (A1 wazAuy, 2557; Kattakdad et al., 2018) Das and
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v a

Tripathi (1991) wu3tUanaianuisandaeulsdiiwagiaaldai usuduiazald aenadasiunis@nyives
Fagbenro (1990) #a31841un Yaan (Clarias isheriensis) Mdsslutofu Tagldsuamssssumfdiwanunasd
pouannsondniouledivagiaaiioordruduluauieilddunans mndeyatrafutliifuinamansyied
anuannsalunisgesiwaglaauazaiilulansnuszsiamielols (Krogdahl et al, 2005) 91nHaNSANYINUI
Aanssuvenoulesiorluaainululaimngnuaniagenitfanssuvesoulesiisagiaa isdidosniouluies
luaaannsaairaesliaindy fuseu uazqdunislumaiuenms luvarioulusiwagaaingnaiiaaingdunie
Tudnldvesandwiliiiusunaneulesifiiinsizsilasinnia (Halver and Hardy, 2002) aanadosiunsnyivesss
AU (2559) wag Hlophe and Moyo (2013) fifinwnAanssuvenoulsdluniafuemsvesuarianuindan

Aanssuveteululorlueaginineulvlwagaadadudedunaivalianuausalunisdesemsussiamiinlan

A15°99 1 AnssuvesaulasieslunawazigagaalualdvesUainngnuay

Enzyme specific activity Unit/mg protein
Amylase 0.344+0.043
Cellulase 0.020+0.003

NUBWN: AR rd U TENUNNINTEY

nMsAnWavesinsdvingreladosneiu 2 Jads Ao sedunmninmanazsvovianluniswsinseyssavanim
nsgeeldmslulamsnannieulesludlduagngnuay (Mafl 2) wuh sefunniinauazszeznalumsning
dvsnangalvsddysoUssansnmmisdeslivesaslulawmsnanieulesivainngnuas (p<0.05) uagnudvana
SwsewinssgdunMnmalaysEezan s e Ustansamnisgesldalulawmse arnuansinwl
Fiduiszsunnimanazsreznalunsnsinrhedniisninastanndensdosldvesiadanigesyan
ANANKAN AINTIBNUVBY AYTR hazAny (2552) W‘wammfwmaL"ﬂuLma'mﬁuauﬁmmzauﬁm%’uL%’aqﬁuwééﬁi%
Tumsudneulsiiwaguaalunsdes Tanmdeimisnisineas dsusinunnimaiiasulunssuauniavsineg
ansanszdunsinurenteqdundsliivsransaminniy inszagiunisldnininiaseduiinneanied

ANUEAYeE1Nn wennilszeziianlunsrdnddamasieusednsamnsvinuveaiioqdunidlusssuyiiae

A15199 2 HAaN15IATIZEANULUTUTIU (ANOVA) ¥89Useansanniseaslsvasasiulawmsalunnedniminain

wulwivamngnea
Source of variance SS df MS F P-value
Molasses 3685.68 a4 921.42 38.69 <0.001
Incubation time 247528 3 825.09 34.65 <0.001
Molasses*Incubation time 1649.33 12 137.44 577 <0.001
Error 2381.07 100 23.81

fmﬂmﬁmﬁwﬁﬁ'aaﬂamﬁaﬁﬁﬁumﬂixﬁwﬁmwmwaEJ”Lm”mﬁU"Lamm NUIT ANSLANAINUINIBAIIU 5 TZAU
Tnglifinnsninnsdiliinasnedszdnsnmnisgeslavesnsiulawmsn elainnannanaiuisadeslauiniaea
1nd 58.57-59.21 fiadnsunealadnenav1d 1 N5y lwvaeAn1sudnniet1ndnisiiuniniiaianseau 2 wag 4%

Wunan 24 $2las wudiainsdeslavesmsiulawmsaiiian (77.28+1.68 uay 75.12+5.03 dadnduuealnadoni

q
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412 1 n§) Wwdeatunmsminnnedrndunan 48 $9lus (76.62+5.52 waz 78.14+5.63 fiadnsunealnasonisdnn
1 %) dedinseinanisusnidunan 62 $alusmuin msiiunninanafisssu 2, ¢ was 6% Hualdainisees
mﬁﬂmmmqqﬁqmLwivl,aiﬁmmLLmﬂsiNﬁ’umnaﬁﬁ donndasiun1sAnYIves Chen et al. (2014) Fe51897431015
l@3unINtmaausa uUsEANS AnnsauresLandnuedanuaiislunseuaunisudnld uenani

v
)

nnthmadssanueuluislulasauuazannisgadedunieTag Snvsdailifiesvastaguinansias (Cao,
2010) Mnwan1sAnwInnRunInmaiszdugaiulUlilddmalfmssesansiulamslushet gty anns
FsnhmauTinageiian 6%) fuuilduhlirmsdesldanas aildosnnisadummmassiinadesyiuar
\ntuvesninerdiauazninlusiiavesiagviin demalviiielunssuiumsnsinanasesasinirdsenalsiivanza
fanT3tapaRIBTEILUATITY (Yunus et al,, 2000; Wuisman et al., 2006; Guo et al,, 2014) uonaINENITIATH
mnthanalusssufimnzausdinadonisiiananalulada (Plasmolysis) Fsiinavinlfiwad fuunndadnevinli
nsgvumaniniAnduldegnenni @nsdy wavene, 2553) nnsAnuninisldsseziaailunanin 48 uay 62
s Iinanstosanslulawmsalisnsnnmandniszesina 24 Falus Fefufsanansoaguldhsesuivanzanly
navsinshsdafieifiussansnmnsdesiinauealaa Aemaiiunniiaaisedu 20 samfunsninlagld
szziaan 24 Falus (el 3, U 1) Feaemadpatumssures Weinberg et al. (2008) fauuriinislénintinia

v A

Tunsuiinvsdnnseauliiiusesay 3.0 veshntiningivavaunsausulssnunmuesingiunsmdnladiige

Incubation time (hr.)
80.00
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—24
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—62

75.007
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Estimated Marginal Means of Maltose (mg)

55.007

T T T T
0 2 4 6 8
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JUN 1 UsganSamnisteelavesaslulawmse @adindunealaasionnetny 1 ni) Turhethandnaneulesivaian
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A13197 3 YszAnsnmnisdesliaslulawnse @adniuuealaaserined 1 n3u) lurhednninaneulssivann

Qﬂﬂ\lﬂll
Incubation time Molasses Invitro digestibility
Treatment
(hr) (%) (mgMaltose/gSample)
1 0 0 58.58+2.13°
2 0 2 58.98+1.38°
3 0 4 59.21+1.29°
4 0 6 58.80+1.25°
5 0 8 58.75+0.94°
6 24 0 58.63+1.26"
7 24 2 77.28+1.68°
8 24 4 75.1245.03°
9 24 6 64.02+2.12°
10 24 8 63.45+3.75°
11 48 0 59.08+1.07°
12 48 2 76.62+5.52°
13 48 4 78.14+5.63°
14 48 6 65.44:+2.27°
15 48 8 63.15+6.87°
16 62 0 58.78+1.43°
17 62 2 78.02+1.75°
18 62 4 77.28+15.63
19 62 6 77.22+1.84°
20 62 8 62.89+6.90°
P-value <0.001

nuewma: 5nws 2, Auanaaiuluwing vanefs Ianuuensiiuegsideddgymieatianseiuninuedu

Fo8ay 95 (p<0.05)

ungy

sgsunnmakarsregailunsusnildnsnaneuseansninnisdeslnvasasiulamsnaneuleadlugld
UaananuaumewaianisgeslueslfUAng uasdmudvanasiuseniisseauniniinawagsseznansvdn
W19917 Tngsgsunmungadlunisminnsdieiindseansannisdeslaasiulawmse A nsiiunindiniai

2 2% Faudunsndnduszesiogn 24 $alus legldqaunidansssuwd Feaunsaldduiumeuifiiieiia

yaruazn1sliuselevdanrednlusmnsuaangnuasle
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