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Abstract 
 
The aim of the study is to examine the effects of chitosan in the ration on Tegal duck performance. The dose of chitosan 
used ranging from 0.0%, 0.5%, 2% and 2.5%, mixed into the basal ration. The basal diet used iso-protein and iso-
energy, with protein content of 15.34% and Metabolic Energy 2809 kcal / kg (NRC, 1994). Parameters measured were 
feed intake, duck day production (DDP), total egg weight and feed conversion. This study uses a completely 
randomized design (CRD) consisting of 4 treatments and 5 replicates and each replicate consisted of two ducks. The 
basal diet (R0) = without chitosan as a control, R1 = 0.5% chitosan, R2 = 2% chitosan, and R3 = 2.5% chitosan. Data 
were analyzed using SPSS 16 statistical program (Statistical Package for Social Science). Results indicated that 
chitosan showed no significant effect (P> 0.05) on feed consumption, duck day production, total egg weight and feed 
conversion. In this study, treatment of chitosan 2.5% (R2) gives the best results on day duck production, total egg 
weight and feed conversion. From the daily egg production (DDP), treatment R2 has a result of 59%, larger than R0 
(57.76%), R1 (44.1%) and R3 (46.9%). Total egg weight for R2 = 3597.7 (73.42 g / grain) also show a greater number 
than the treatment R0 (2769.72), R1 (2662.46), and R3 (3403.14). On feed conversion, R2 showed the smallest (1.93) 
compared to R0 (3.06), R1 (7.4) and R3 (2.31). This means duck in treatment R2 more efficient of feed consumption, 
1.93 kilograms to produce one kilogram of eggs. 
 
Key words: chitosan, rations, performance, Tegal ducks. 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Performance of duck production is highly 
dependent on the farm management such as 
seed, feed and disease prevention. Some of the 
advantages of duck eggs by reference are as 
follows: 
1. Duck egg was spot used as an option to 

meet community nutrition. This is due to 
the nutrient content of duck eggs are very 
complete and easy to digest. Total protein 
content of duck eggs is 13.10% (Winarno 
and Koswara, 2002); 

2. Economically, the selling price of duck 
eggs is more expensive than chicken eggs, 
so it is an alternative for farmers’ 
additional income; 

3. The advantages of duck are more resistant 
to disease and more tolerant of crude fiber, 
making it easier to choose the raw material 
feed. 

Productivity of duck is determined by the farm 
management, especially feeding factors. Feed 
should contain nutrition according to the needs 
of duck, especially for basic living needs and 

production. Feed can also be added with a feed 
supplement or feed additives to improve 
livestock productivity.  
Chitosan is poly-glicosamin, an animal fiber 
origin of crustaceans which are very abundant 
in nature. Chitosan has the characteristics of an 
anti-germ, antioxidants, enzymes mobilization 
and fat binder. If fed to livestock as feed 
additive, it is predicted to be able to launch the 
body's metabolism. 
Anti-bacterial characteristic of chitosan when 
mixed in the ration will protect feed from 
pathogenic bacteria contamination; inhibit the 
growth of pathogenic bacteria in the 
gastrointestinal tract of duck. Therefore, it 
would increase a large number of good bacteria 
to optimize digestive metabolism. Optimizing 
metabolism of digestive enzymes would 
optimize the absorption of nutrient in the small 
intestine. 
The result of this study is expected to improve 
the performance of the duck, so increase the 
productivity. 
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