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nuATeEAnymavesailoIndenuzhaiiideandnunsvesndnfaslofsn Inefnw
nsanadulennionuzaing 2 aneiug e Mugumvunuasiugiuas Ity (afukasnagn) nuiwfenuzsiag
ftugiuridonafvataduleliviamenanidulogeiian (P<0.05) wardiviinaleamsiamn loownsi
liavaneth uaglvomnsiazanedild inndwuumeun dethluuamudaseuhnuasunss 2 1um wuh
oumansiiivuadn azfenanuadng (L9 wardauannsalunisduihiunnnniioymensauale
Juhloewnsfiainonudenuzihaiugsiuridonaruaiilusdninsieofin (neliemudiduieiu 4 ssfu
Ao 0%, 1%, 2% uay 3%) wulldoiuusunaleomsyinlilensaiaimnuaing (L5 anas (P<0.05)
nsialesnsiftes 1% wuide Lactobacillus spp. (4.40 x 107 CFU/g) fﬁ’ﬂmuaaawiwmqmmuqmﬁlma%m
Tyowns wewrtililedsniandmilavnniafiviu Tefunaleensunnnindosas 1.20 Wsfiunnd
Sovay 3.63 aslulewnsauinnindosay 14.64 uimuiwinaluiusasarutulundedusianas Tnedluty
feunin¥oray 3.64 uazeudutiosnidesas 76.30 (P<0.05)
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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study was to evaluated effect of dietary fiber supplement made from mango
peel on the characters of yoghurt products. The fiber extraction was extracted from two mango
cultivars as Mahachanok and Mansriwichai (raw and ripe). The result revealed the total of extracted
fiber from raw mango peel of Mansriwichai cultivar was the significantly highest yield (P<0.05).
Furthermore, the total extracted fiber, soluble and insoluble fiber from raw mango peel of Mansriwichai
cultivar were higher than the fiber from Mahachanok cultivar. Then, the fibers ground into powder
and sifted through two sizes of sieves, the small powder particles exhibited higher lightness value (L*)
and higher oil holding capacity compared to the large powder particles. Therefore, the dietary fiber
extracted from Mansriwichai cultivar was selected to add in tested yoghurt products, using four different
concentrations as 0%, 1%, 2% and 3% (w/w). The results were showed the yoghurt products with
added dietary fibers had significantly lower lightness value (L*) (P<0.05). The treatment of added at
least 1 % of dietary fiber in yoghurt product had as many twice amount of Lactobacillus spp. (4.40 x
107 CFU/mU) as the 0% dietary fiber in yoghurt product. In addition, the nutrition value of yoghurt
product adding dietary fiber were significant increase as more than 1.20% of total fiber, 3.63% of
protein content and 14.64% of carbohydrate. However, the lipid and moisture contents of yoghurt
products adding dietary fiber were significant decrease as less than 3.64% of lipid and 76.30% of

moisture.
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Haguuifuslanlvieuaulalunisguaguaiw amnudesnslunisuslarensiloaunin Saiuua i
gt loisndunildundndomidléasummuton usslendlunsdegesenns msdudies annsalunssinzeamns
Hrethgeiwssn uazansziunslaainosealuden SdinsnanloAsnsuuuuiiiuinaaselevisnulnmunms
wiu ToAsalasiusi Toidsenslulefin uazloiidmasalootvs s

Waenugshadutagmdeieangnamnssuusgy deifunanaoslindsainnisuussy (Mango
by-products) ilasaniinansidenuin waenuzasgeilufemsemnsiiiusslevideguain fasUsznou
fflnausdlavuinisgs wu mswgnwadl vide aslnlaedinoa anstwafiuea uelsiiuesd toulw loe1vns
waglaa efiwaglaa lusiu TUsiu ey (Ajita et al, 2007) 3nfud uazdniiug Fedlqaandfiduansiu
ouyadaTEII sTErMIANvemANTITuANeTY TnadeautivaaTvsaudenuzaig Ingnuindenuzaig
waRuUInaeaelsiadie T wagsiu gandnddenusihanagn uasidenusshananuigvisueyyadass
fusnaiiuednsin JUsunalusiu ganduufenvesusiimagn udluFenueshwaanazivsinalesims
gendlfenuzahanadiu (368 1Ay, 2562)

Topwnsidundnfasifoguamildduanuden ilesnmsuilaaleevnsiunumddnllunis
Yastiuniaiiinlsasinge) wu Tsavieayn lsa3ndae nnzludulubongs uaslsauzsadld dudu unadeomns
ninualidaduunadeennsiifinunings iesmnTleewnsfiasmethuarloomsitliasaretiiUiummnn
amwa@ﬂsﬁuﬁ;maﬂsuﬁuloﬁ”ﬁ Fuudenuzaae (Mango peel) fdndruussuna 7-24% vosnauza
Hutaqudoiisifiduloomags (eommsfianunsnaraneild 16-28% uag loawnsiilsiazaenir 29-50%)
(Ajila et al., 2007) wagilansuszneviifigarmalasuinis matdenugshanuanuleewns Wunsada
yarfislvveundofisuazantiymuaniy nnisnaniasslevivedeisauarloemnsiifisosine
vanguszn1s Ssaulafnunmandeladiinaiiloomsiiataainiudenuzaing Iemiddedinwidonushg
wugwun wagiusiuaiide fuduiugidendgnluiesfiuneniamie elildleiAsaifnueinis
Tnwunmsiigetu Dreifisnadn wazantymandould TnelfngUssasd iefinumeanaudimaniiuasnisnm
vadloemsiiatnldnidenuzaing uaziilefnwinavesnsasuleemnsiainainildenuzainsiidse
ANENYEYRIHARUILLATH
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1. AnwrdSnsnanleamnsainiuaenuzaing
fmgrvililumiafoadedidurag 2 aneius Ao ussheiusumsun was ussheiudiuegive Tngld
ugahaRuluiiu o imd1e12 0. 0ilds 9. 61U sramsanuesuzaing 2 iU fio ugshawaiu Tnedadonann
ARenvemanzheiuiiAide g uaruvihmaan Insdndonandiudenvesnauzansaniiidmdesonedmau
UszgnaldisnsanialoomsaniuFenuesiiacues asnss waze1n wazane (2558) lngldisnis
uaillendamtunsutiindou thwdenuzsisuaneiu dudethieugamnd 95 ssmwaidea iunan 5 wf
(SrduiBenuraing: thiou wihifu 1:5) wdld 12 42l nseausnnin ndusuushedounduuuaeing
gaungiinelugoudszanm 50+5 ssmwaiua Wunan 12 $alus Tianeiviinauenutu Jinneiduina
hdasz (aw) femies Water activity meter Siaszvivsunadloomnsiaan (Total dietary fiber) (AOAC, 2016)
Tgemnsitldazaneth (Insoluble dietary fiber) (AOAC, 2016) waglgamsiiazanevilg (Soluble dietary fiber)
(AOAC, 2016) Swns1eviananandunsnang (pH) Jasmewades pH meter wazduiaUSuamananveleos
fiafinlél (96vield)
2. AnwgauandAanaaiivaznienimvasleavnsianaldandanugsing

oasaisinaluladuazudanssuinuas
Un 2 Quun 1 (UNSIAU - DOUNEU 2567)




LY

HavaIMsiasulyamnsNAINuzilseuinvus v wEaduloiiin g

anvusloenmsfiataldanddenuzahdndunsasBonlnsliindosluveuis sournmILAZLASS
ASTM test sieves 2 9u1m fid 40 mesh kag 100 mesh AnwaaauiimaaiintenmwemdeamnsnnUdenizaing
TneAaszaiAnUsinanindass (aw) fenias water activity meter 315 w¥iand szuu CIE (L* a* b¥) daeipes
Colorimeter AinmesianiauiiFlunisduthsiu (Oil holding capacity, OHC) AinTesinnautRlunisdurh
(Water holding capacity, WHC) Tneszendliigues Sytiuvi qvdudl (2560)
3. Anwmavasmaaiulyamnsitainainiudenuzsiasiiinenudnunzvasmaniuilensn

mswasTeAss : Iimnseuusiluiuiiu flgamagll 55-60 ssrwaidea IBNULNIWIOTULLEY 2% (W/w)
Yrenansne 6% w/w) aniu 0.4% w/w) Ueyas dosr uazlivan adreduns, 2548) widloawnsanidenuzing
TngAnw1Usunansiasuleoa1sanUaenusd AR uBANGAIaTY 4 SEAU Ap 0% (W/w), 1% (w/w), 2%
(W/w) wag 3% (w/w) Mﬂﬁ?ﬂﬁmm%uﬁqmmﬁ 80 asrnwaea Wunan 30 uadl (E. Sandra et al, 2010)
udangungiaunde 45 esmusaidea \uidenisn1sd 12% (w/w) (Lactobacillus bulgaricus uaz
Streptococcus thermophilus) Unlgaimail 40-45 ssrniwaidea [unan 6 $2lus @eyas Hosss wazvan
AANBTUNS, 2548) Lﬁu%’ﬂmﬁqmugﬁé’lﬁu 12 dalue Aowhludiaszvina

ﬁm:mjmé’ﬂwmwmmﬁmﬁmﬂmﬁ%mLﬁ%;ﬂammsﬁaﬁmmﬂLﬂﬁaﬂmmq TnensinmAdsguu CIE
(L* a* b¥) sheAdos Colorimeter AnsnzsiAaandunsass (pH) (A1 pH Guduneunineglutis 6.0-6.5)
3Lﬂﬁﬂsﬁﬂ?um%aﬁﬁuﬁsﬂuwamﬁmwﬁa Asmesaloamsnnivdenuzahe 1A Usnandle Lactobacillus spp.
USunauBaduaysn (Yeast&Mold) (COMP, 2015) Timsngvinsausenaumaaiivasdnsaeilonsaasdloains
ndenuzaie Iiud loorms Tusau lusiu 18 anaiu anslulawmsn waaau (AOAC, 2019) psngvineadi
Tnsmsvneade drudouuuannsgiu wagAauLUsUTIu (Analysis of Variance, ANOVA) i3suifisuainy
WANFNVBIALRALUU Duncan’s New Multiple Range Test (DMRT)

NAN15IELALaNUTIENANTTIAY
1. quantiniaeiinaznmenmvadleamnsitanaldanudenuzaias

MnsamInaaedlunsed 1 wuiuinaduleveaudenuzaaaiusiuadidy Idnandnnnni
wWaenuziisiugumuun wasdennafuiivsunamandsiduleannninlionuagnegislitedAgnisada
Usnamananvedonugshaiudiuaiidonanulinandngeiiande 16.81% (P<0.05) F3msualinuas
andetindou 95 esmisadealdnandnduletosniiinsatiadetissium waratndeleniuea 95%
(03N530U UNALDIN UarANE, 2558) winsaandeindourrtieiinesduszneuiilidioanssentuaningi
wu e lufu a1sd ansfineliiAnsay vieeuleiineliinufasedthema ileusuusamninues
Elammﬁmuami’;&Jﬁﬂ%’mﬁﬁuw%‘éﬁdﬂﬁﬁ@hﬂlﬁ (VR MUINSAA, 2557) uananieAdeues Bongkochrat
etal. (2013) wuhanetuvesaliidmaroUsinaloommsneinaslFuansaiy FaaonndosiunaniATeiiinuh
narAndlefiataldnnivdonushsaosmeiustuldusinamananiiunndatu (P<0.05)

o

M13°99 1 YSinaumandaleomnsuwasUSunannuiuvesudenusiimeusiasiug

Anewuguzaing HarAATLE (% Yield)  A21MTuns (Y%Moisture content)
wWasnugdaiugumMIUNRaRY 14.68b + 0.45 8.32 + 0.45
\WaenugdiugumBUnKaEn 9.43c + 0.62 7.78 + 0.14
Wionugaiiugiuasitenaiu 16.81a + 0.83 8.17 +0.24
wWhsnueiiaiugiuaTitenagn 10.42 ¢ + 1.37 7.69 = 0.24

]

o w

UBWR : ALRRETARIBNYT 3, b, ¢, ... MuAniululunufeiuwnisiueg wiiedAyneatia (P<0.05)

o

| da oy o o w S a o 1 v aa
LLEEAINURNTIBNYT NS ﬂ']ﬂUS[,‘ULL‘L!’J@ﬂLWc’J'Jﬂu‘lullﬂﬁniiLLﬁlﬂC‘nﬂﬂu‘W"Nﬁﬂm (P>0.05)
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NnwaMIinszigunuaziiavesduluasanidenuzsiislumsad 2 wuinddonugins
gl inaloomsiome lewnsfiavanei uasleomsiibiasaei ludiinfiunnndudensssn
fusurun Uinadeewnsmuavenddenuzseiudiuaditeinoglurag 61.20-65.60 n3u/100 niu
wazidonuzshaiusumvunogfl 58.70-60.8031/100 n¥u aneWusvewalsiiinasinlviuiualeeims
fafmanUdeniiusnafiuansaiu (Bongkochrat et al., 2013)

v &

lyamnsiananiuionueiiugumeunuaziiugiuaiide da1 pH egludie 4.67-5.23 lag

=]

Tyomnsnnivdenuzsheiugumaunuaiuasien pH fiign fdunnileonsmnudenuzaislidly
wanfaustonsty onardsmansenusessduaadunse-a vemandusionsiiadiluomnsaniden
U239 (BINTTU WIELON UAZAMY, 2558)

MnuanIRaBINUT Wienuwshetusiuadideliusinamanan Usinaleewnsiomn loawns
flazanodlé uarloewnsfiliiazane genduudenuzanaiugumaun Judenlfiudonusseiudiueite
dusumanasadlutuneusely

A15199 2 HaNSIATIETINIBATivadlea1sNannaNABNUL L4

NaNSAATI LERIMNTIINAUADNNZUS

HAnS el Total Soluble Insoluble Water
WaNUzUIWe dietary fiber  dietary fiber dietary fiber pH activity
(g/100 g) (g/100 g) (g/100 g) (aw)ns
FugumBunNady 58.70d+0.20  19.9c+0.03  38.8d+0.16  4.67b+0.08  0.45:+0.03
ugumvunuagn 60.80c+0.02  20.7bx0.09  40.1cx0.03  5.17a+0.25  0.44+0.01
WugliuAIteNaAy 61.20b+0.10  20.8 b+£0.06  40.4b+0.11  521a+0.25  0.44+0.03
NuguATIteragn 65.60a+0.08  21.8a+0.13  43.8a+0.05 5.23a+0.15  0.40+0.05

a o

UBWR : ANRRETIMBNYT 3, b, ¢, ... Miudwiululwfufgiuuaneivegdiduddnyymeaiia (P<0.05)
wazANifgnes ns Mivluwwasadeaiulidfianuuandsiumisada (P>0.05)

2. amsaneimaniiuazmenmuaddeansiatnainiudenuzaing

fadonloownsiildnuienuzsnsiuiiiuadidermaRuuassoan snusliinsBonieirtesunuouis
wldloownng dndloawnsanudenuzsiisiiunasiBnudunsouinunzunss ASTM Test Sieves 2 WU Ao
40 mesh (vuABYA"A 400 lauAsew) uag 100 mesh (WumeymA 150 luaseu) Hanisiias1gilumssd 3 wuh
vneynalifnaiomsiudsuudasiiunuidasy w) vedeemmsus (P>0.05) fianegluras 0.40-0.44
Gafieshinn 0.6 egfluszuiianunsnanvdesudanafinufitenalivarnaiyvesyiuns lusewiumaliv
Snwld (W8 Shuuui, 2549)

A543 HANTITIATIZIAT aw LATHANITIATITIANEVD gD NTHIANNUABNUL L

“ . YUINAZWNTY water activity NAN1SAATIZNANE
ANSIGRR R
(mesh) (aw) ns L* a¥ b*

v co  aaw - 40 0.44 + 0.02 60.87c = 0.16 0.36b + 0.01 16.26d + 0.11
NUGHUATITY NaRU

: 100 0.44 + 0.03 75.53a + 0.11 -0.84d +0.04 20.11c + 0.09
o co  aaw 40 0.40 £ 0.07 58.13d + 0.04 0.99a + 0.02 20.55b + 0.03
NUGHUATITY Wadn

: ! 100 0.40 + 0.04 68.45b + 0.09 0.11c £ 0.04 26.30a + 0.07

a o

UBWR : ANRGETIRIBNYT 3, b, ¢, ... MiudwiululwRufgIiuunneivegdiduddnyymeaiia (P<0.05)
wazANiFgnes ns Mivluwwsadeaiulidanuuandsiunisada (P>0.05)

oasaisinaluladuazudanssuinuas
Un 2 Quun 1 (UNSIAU - DOUNEU 2567)
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mMylngvinuautinnennemdlgemsmensinmadmessuu CE (L* a* b¥) lanan1siasien
fapnsnadl 3 wud szeznsgnuesuzshelinasordvemdloeis WaenuaRuazila L* gandiuagn willen
b* termimaan iemnushmaaniifendvies delaumnudounnmseuuisasliduiafitedtea
dvomsloansnndenushmaanizdfad niufindesoutnma Juiliean b* sessaanildunnainaiu
dusundensafuidider madsuuasdssrinmseuuiaintutiosndi vinlie a* seadfonuriisnafiv
frtiesniinaan uenniiunveseymeansliwnsiinasensdsuuasadiinld Tnewui deanuun
sumelyoInadnas A1 a* axanad (P<0.05) wunveseymansdinaderdveslewns Inenuitrdifivung
sumAEn (wuineyna 150 luasew) axiim L* wagen b* snnniirdleevnsiitivuineyaieailvginin (vue

o w

aunA 400 lupsew) (P<0.05) usdfiAn a* sninegnailduddnmsadia (P<0.05)

M19199 4 HAIATIEEAIAINEINTa UM SN kavNTuYedlea M TINUERNUZL

HANISIATIZI
NRTELGHE Y R VR TP BE L, 3 v %o
Wuguadade (mesh) 139U (WHQ) N139UUIUU (OHO)
(g water/g sample) (g oil/g sample)
- 40 5.70c+0.11 1.35b+0.05
HARY
100 5.67c+0.21 1.64a+0.03
40 6.46a+0.00 1.33b+0.09
Kagn
) 100 5.89b+0.00 1.34b+0.01

aa o o o

v : Aedediidsnes a, b, ¢, ... MAvlukAFsRuLAnaRuegsiitodfyyaada (p<0.05)

£

o o

AAnuannsalunsduigiu Dusuautiddyesmiliedeoms Smanmsiasgiauans
iumﬁé:mfﬁﬁu (oil holding capacity) vasloamnsiiatnanidenuzanuansualunisnad 4 wui leewns
flanaldannivdenuzahaiueditoraiu fuuneumeanadniauansolunmsguisiunnnieynianeiis
yuelngjnin aenndesiuaniideues Figuerola et al. (2005) fleuneinunavesoynans Tnadenuansa
Tunmsguisuvedlomns Fenaauifludunnuannsalunsduhiuvedeems %a'qm?mmmmmia
IUHﬁmﬂstE‘ﬂiﬂ’e]ﬂa’lEJWUS (mutagen) wazAsiadineseavedloamsliegneiiussansnim Guytun qvdud,
2560) MneamIAnwEnui amanselunsguiituresuFenurahwiugiuaiidonaiu e 1.60
nsuiity/nsudong ewanansolunsdudnsuresifanmnsmiluli udunauileiuawasilusdn s
o sntlusulagnandsiensiidudiiaduls

puaninselumssutmedeomsiiadaldnniudenuzhatusiuadide wanmalumaed 4
wuh loewnsitafaldanniudenuzanailinaaniiruansalunisdudnnnileemnsildanudenuzaig
filunaiu wesiileanvuaoumendidnas Saviliinnuannsalunisduihanas enaiflesnandunon
msusilianuusuassreznau fadelasadssadules Situifnues Ui wgudisdu vildimmuannse
Tunsdumiiadu widundniiul enafeenudemedulaseieiidu matrixilfAemsguiesgngu
a'qwaﬁ’ﬂﬁmmmmwmiumié:mfwmLé’ﬂ&J@Wﬁﬁ@ﬁﬂﬁ (Bongkochrat et al., 2013) @0nARRIAUIUITIDS
Cadden (1987) fiwuin msanvuneymafinaielasiaiimisnenwveaduloomnsusazdiauanssiu
Tnensanvuineyniaves $191ad slfanuannsalumsduthanas uimsanvuaeyniavesinnlén
famnuannsolunsduiiuiu SemuaunsolumsduihuedeewnaduamandhisdiuansdeUsyavsam
Tunsnifuilulessadsedeemns mlsewnsiladalafuiuihldferdmalinnuniavesewnaiuiuld
(Figuerola et al., 2005)
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nuansnaaeanuitleesueiaialannilionuzihsiugiuaidenldnanu wasliawineunia
YUIALANTIHIUNITTOUMIEAZUATIVUIN 100 mesh LilaRa1sanAdvedloaimisng asnudnleamisan
= . a A ' - a o = 1A = LA 1Y)
WienuzahawafuiiAiauaing (L) wniige fidn a* dfian Jsandvesleemansdinasenduazaudnuu
gUsINguemdnsiadild sdnidonndleensiadnanudenuziiaiuaiidenaiu synavundniiseudu
ATLNTIVUIA 100 mesh iivalifnwilutunauseoly

3. navasn1sRuleamsiannanaenuziwiivenmanvazyawaniuailenisn
nsasulyemsnainanUaonUzlNANNITNTULANAISAY 4 S2AU AB 0% (control), 1%, 2%
war 3% (w/w) wud1 welgemsanidenusiiedinainlval L vasloiisnanas uda1 a* way b*
a X | Ao o w aa ) =] A & = ° as an 3 oy X
WnAueeditd Ay neadia (p<0.05) Asandlumse 5 maiiuuiinaluemsinavililofsadidaanduau
A0AAARINUNITINEYBY B.N.P. Sah et al. (2016) Winulinderasuleainisnannainudondulzsa
adlundndnailonisn a1 L* anas wdndueiloisailadddudunasmdmdesganinleisnanssssuni
woNIINUNMUITEVEY WUy FSVouin wazame (2557) SanudinisiudsuiunsUianusdiawiniy
° Y a o ¢ v Aa ' ' & | & oA o X
vlRanAudUUrriiiaIALEIERas AAITUERAS (a%) agArAaududinies (b*) Wuay
Handueileiinasulvamsneainudenuzaiie da1 pH egludin 4.57-4.69 Felunaleeinms
MAvaslUbifinasonsildsundasan pH vowdndusilowisn dennassiuauiseuss E.Sendra et al. (2010)
Anuan MsinyUsunaleetmsandendulunszuiuniswanlenise lufinasenisiudeunuasnisan pH

o

vesmaniueleisaflaegsiiodAaeada (p<0.05)

AN5197 5 nansims1etesismasuleanmsanUdsnusaiiannuiuty 4 sEeu A 0%, 1%, 2%, 3%

NanAINR29819 NANTSAATIZH
(% w/w) L* a* b* pHnNs
luifidngnImiuay (0%)  89.68 a = 0.03 -3.30 c + 0.01 9.84 d +0.01 4.57 +0.04
loidnasuloens 1%  80.70 b + 0.17 -1.91a+0.02 10.19 ¢ + 0.01 4.68 +0.11
loisnauloens 2%  74.67 ¢ + 0.44 -1.40 b + 0.08 12.98 b + 0.05 4.67 +0.11
loisnasuluens 3% 73.03 d + 0.03 -1.14 a + 0.00 1473 a2+ 001 4.69 + 0.06

o w

i A daov o o v 1w S o Y o I Ao aa
N8R : ANRReNTMEnYs a, b, ¢, ... MvdRiululAufeItuuanAived1lidud Ay adn(p<0.05)

o

| Adao o o w S a Y 1 o aa
wazAPiifones ns Mnuluwdufsiulifiauuanasiunieedia (0>0.05)

HANTIATIZYIN AUV Svmandnlaisaasuloamsanudenuzaiag nuiUsununsdeems
= | = ' a a & N a . a o as o
Mndenuziniinasonisasyulnvestaluaiilze Lactobacillus spp. Tundndualeisn Aawanslumnis
al' & A a . A o X 4 A a A a a o ¢ M
6 lnewsuuaiise Lactobacillus spp. s uiululofinuiinaleormsnasuaslulundnfu ualinu
X a s a o s a = | ~ o & .
Webadlazslunaniue nsiulyemsasaniuasnuzinaiies 1% wuinuiudie Lactobacillus spp. Uszana
4.40 x 107 CFU/g Buimduninaesvinvedieiinansnuaunlilinisieiuluens &l Lactobacillus spp. o0&
Usvana 1.70 x 107 CFU/g asunanmsveassiuandiiiuinlesmsanuaonusaiiiinasnenisiiugiuiu
E N saada a o as Y v o a o a ' a
Wedun3enivinlundndneileiisnls denndesiuiuideves Ana et al. (2012) Anudmsesuleams
A o & 0% X v a as ' a o E N saada
nafinaniudennald (wouila ndae wawtandsa) Tunisudnleisn anunsatieiiudnnuieqdiun3oniiginly
gmiamanuinwld dngauildlunsndsledsaiifiansemsunifissneazanunsadisiun1saiyiuls
X a N R 9 = L. A ' PN a a &

YoBAUYRENGY probiotic 1 lnsansenmsmarilegluguues prebiotic NIedieiiun1sasaivlnveae
nautl BINSLNATITEINNTD18ANARBNITURIULUAIIAUAMSNYUENNAILATNLAZANAN BN
Uszamdunavandn i leiisa (Gustaw et al., 2011)
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M19199 6 HANTIATIBINRAUSEvaNandualanTaEuleomTaINUGenULae
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- Ny Toiisngnsaruax  leinsmuasy TerAsaasy TerAsaasy
yiinvasgaunsd v :

To@1%115 0% Toamws 1%  Teaws 2%  lea1ns 3%
Lactobacillus spp. (CFU/g) 1.70 x 107 4.40 x 107 450 x 107 1.20 x 108
Yeast & Mold (CFU/g) Taiwy Tainy Taiwu Taiwy

nansAnweIAUsEnoUTesanSu e Sl sIInIUEenuzsag wandlums1eil 7 wuidledi
USunarsleamsanidenuzsislundnduailoisaiinarilvsunalestms aslulawmse TUshiu wazian
Tundnfasilonsndunliniutu wilkaliusinalviuasaadniies Weifisuiugnirmugu Fuandsan
ATeve4 E. Sendra et al. (2010) finuinnisiaduloesainidendy liinaseusinamesud siamun Tush
& wazlusiu MidussAdsznavvedleiisn

A15199 7 HansIAITBIRUsENauMaAiivaanan sueilansaasuleensiatnannudeanuyaing

. - TeisngnsaluAx TeAsmasy Ternsmasy Ternsmasy
a9AUsEnaUNIaLAll v .
To@19115 0% Te21%115 1% Te21%115 2% Te@1%115 3%
To@1915 (%) 0.44¢c+0.02 1.20b+0.03 1.79a+0.11 1.91a+0.08
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AU (%) 76.90a+0.10 76.30b+0.46 75.20c+0.08 73.60d+0.02

@ [ o

RuBAe : ANafeNiifiagnys a, b, ¢, .. MiumsiuluwnuewReiuuanAiuEda (p<0.05)
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v ¢

psAUsznouaaiivadloa e TudsinvesingRunazaeiusiiunadadule (E. Sendra et al,, 2010)
HanIAsETBInallusy (fat) Ailuesduseneululofdmuesntddol wuisnalluilulofsnasloemns
amamﬁmﬁwﬁuqmmuqm (P<0.05) unstesuloanms 1, 2 uaw 3% lufinasorasuudamedlasiuiiuloise
(P>0.05) Faaonndeaiunuidove E.Sendra et al. (2010) fiszyiniinaleemsiieduadlululoisnliiing
somsdsuntasSunaletulundn e

HaNSARRINU AT U AR RSnanaileUsinalsonsaniUdenussh ity (P<0.05)
deunnleemsiinuandifiansalunisdinh dlfleemainnimmesih Teddnasuloeimsied
Anuduniiauinnignsaiuay Snvaiieduitd (frmness) Wndu Anuuduswosmafiaty Weiuusunw

lo@19s (E. Sendra et al., 2010; B.N.P. Sah et al., 2016)
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Tugurdidonanuiildtinamanangs (%Yield) Hranuatng (%) gaian souruAzUNTIA 100 mesh
iiolilaloomsiiiunsaziBon Vsinaloevnsiduaddlussninamsuanlonidn fnasonsiiudiuiuie
aurdndulnslulefingsningnsmuau Fadeqdunidnguiiiusslonisoiame wivsinalsensiinaroaud
MM miUaTesEAnSueRde mnesuUsinaleewnsinniiullesyilileddeianan liunuusen
e Bnamaedilsemnsmnifenuraisiiuusi limsiiu 19 wiw) elleRsalidnuasunngfin uasans
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