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Abstract

This experiment was conducted to determine the effect of protein levels on growth performance of duroc

and crossbred Pigs. The experimental diets containing 18, 20 and 22 % protein. Nine duroc pigs (average body

weight 6.73 kg) and nine crossbred (Large white x Landrace x Duroc) pigs (average body weight 7.63 kg) were

used as experimental animal. Six pigs (three Duroc pigs and three Crossbred pigs) were used to determine growth

performance. Pigs were kept in metabolism cage. The pigs were assigned to 7 days of preliminary period and 14

days of collected data periods. Daily weight gain for pigs fed 22% protein showed highly significant (P < 0.01)

greater than 20 and 18 % protein were 185, 171 and 169 g/h/d respectively. Similarly, pigs fed 22 % protein showed

higher gain/feed (P < 0.01) than pigs fed 20 and 18 % protein were 738, 684 and 676 g/kg, respectively.

Furthermore, pigs fed 18 % protein showed higher protein efficiency ratio (P < 0.01) than pigs fed 20 and 22 %

protein were 3.76, 3.42 and 3.35 respectively. Pigs fed 18 % protein showed higher net protein ratio (P < 0.01) than

pigs fed 20 and 22 % protein were 4.78, 4.34 and 4.19 respectively. Furthermore, Duroc pigs and crossbred pigs

showed non-significant (P>0.05) average daily gain, gain/ feed, protein efficiency ratio and net protein ratio.
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∑’Ë¥’ ´÷Ëß®– àßº≈¥’μàÕ°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ¢Õß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√ ·μà

„π∑“ßμ√ß°—π¢â“¡∂â“„ÀâÕ“À“√∑’Ë¡’√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’π ·≈–

 —¥ à«π¢Õß°√¥Õ–¡‘‚π∑’Ë®”‡ªìπ‰¡àμ√ßμàÕ§«“¡

μâÕß°“√¢Õß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√ ®– àßº≈„π·ßà≈∫μàÕ°“√„™â

ª√–‚¬™πå‰¥â¢Õß‚ª√μ’π ∑”„Àâ Ÿ≠‡ ’¬‰π‚μ√‡®πÕÕ°

∑“ßªí  “«–„πª√‘¡“≥∑’Ë Ÿß ´÷Ëß®– àßº≈≈∫‚¥¬μ√ß

μàÕ°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ¢Õß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√ ∑”„Àâ°“√º≈‘μ ÿ°√

¡’ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ≈¥μË”≈ß (Wang and Fuller, 1989 ;

Chung and Baker, 1992 ; NRC, 1998) ‰π‚μ√‡®π

∑’Ë Ÿ≠‡ ’¬®“°°“√º≈‘μ ÿ°√π’È  “¡“√∂∑”„Àâ≈¥≈ß‰¥â

‚¥¬°“√≈¥√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’π„πÕ“À“√ ·≈–‡ √‘¡°√¥

Õ–¡‘‚π∑’Ë®”‡ªìπ„Àâ Õ¥§≈âÕß°—∫§«“¡μâÕß°“√¢Õß≈Ÿ°

 ÿ°√ (Lenis et al, 1990 ; Kerr and Easter, 1995

; Knabe, 1996 ; Li et al, 1999) °√¥Õ–¡‘‚π„π

Õ“À“√®–∂Ÿ°π”‰ª„™âª√–‚¬™πå‡æ◊ËÕ —ß‡§√“–Àå‚ª√μ’π

„π√à“ß°“¬‰¥â¡“°πâÕ¬‡æ’¬ß„¥π—Èπ ¢÷ÈπÕ¬Ÿà°—∫√–¥—∫

¢Õß§«“¡μâÕß°“√¢Õß‚ª√μ’π„π·μà≈–™à«ßÕ“¬ÿ ·≈–

∫∑π”

‚ª√μ’π‡ªìπ‚¿™π–Àπ÷Ëß∑’Ë¡’§«“¡ ”§—≠μàÕ —μ«å

‡≈’È¬ß∑ÿ°™π‘¥ ‚¥¬‡©æ“– —μ«å«—¬ÕàÕπ∑’Ë°”≈—ß‡®√‘≠

‡μ‘∫‚μÕ¬à“ß√«¥‡√Á« ( “‚√™, 2542) ‚ª√μ’π„π

Õ“À“√‡¡◊ËÕ∂Ÿ°¬àÕ¬ ·≈–¥Ÿ¥ ÷́¡‡¢â“ Ÿà√à“ß°“¬„π√Ÿª¢Õß

°√¥Õ–¡‘‚πμà“ß Ê ·≈–≈Ÿ° ÿ°√®–π”°√¥Õ–¡‘‚π‡À≈à“π’È

‰ª„™â„π°“√ —ß‡§√“–Àå‚ª√μ’π ·≈–™’«‚¡‡≈°ÿ≈μà“ß Ê

∑’Ë¡’‰π‚μ√‡®π‡ªìπÕß§åª√–°Õ∫ (°«’, 2515) À“°

Õ“À“√¡’√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’π ·≈–°√¥Õ–¡‘‚π∑’Ë®”‡ªìπμ√ß

μ“¡§«“¡μâÕß°“√¢Õß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√ ®–∑”„Àâ≈Ÿ° ÿ°√π”

°√¥Õ–¡‘‚π¡“„™âª√–‚¬™πå„π°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μÕ¬à“ß

¡’ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ  àßº≈„Àâ≈Ÿ° ÿ°√ Ÿ≠‡ ’¬‰π‚μ√‡®π„π

√Ÿª¢Õß¬Ÿ‡√’¬∑“ßªí  “«– (urine nitrogen) μË”

∑”„Àâ≈Ÿ° ÿ°√¡’°“√ – ¡‚ª√μ’π (protein retention)

ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ°“√„™â‚ª√μ’π (protein efficiency ratio)

·≈–¡’§à“∑“ß™’«¿“æ¢Õß‚ª√μ’π (biological valve)

∫∑§—¥¬àÕ

°“√»÷°…“Õ‘∑∏‘æ≈¢Õß√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’πμàÕ ¡√√∂π–°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ¢Õß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√æ—π∏ÿå¥Ÿ√Õ§·≈–≈Ÿ°º ¡ ‚¥¬„™âÕ“À“√∑’Ë¡’

√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’π·μ°μà“ß°—π 3 √–¥—∫ §◊Õ Õ“À“√∑’Ë¡’‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 18, 20 ·≈– 22 „™â≈Ÿ° ÿ°√æ—π∏ÿå¥Ÿ√Õ§ πÈ”Àπ—°‡©≈’Ë¬ 6.73 °‘‚≈°√—¡

·≈–„™â ÿ°√≈Ÿ°º ¡ (≈“√å®‰«∑å x ·≈π¥å‡√™ x ¥Ÿ√Õ§) πÈ”Àπ—°‡©≈’Ë¬ 7.63 °‘‚≈°√—¡ ·∫àß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√ÕÕ°‡ªìπ 3 °≈ÿà¡ μ“¡√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’π

°≈ÿà¡≈– 6 μ—« (¥Ÿ√Õ§ ®”π«π 3 μ—« ·≈–≈Ÿ°º ¡ ®”π«π 3 μ—«) ∑”°“√‡≈’È¬ß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∫π°√ß¢—ß‡¥’Ë¬«∑¥ Õ∫°“√¬àÕ¬‰¥â (metabolism

cage) „™â√–¬–‡«≈“„π°“√ª√—∫ —μ«å∑¥≈Õß 7 «—π ·≈–‡°Á∫¢âÕ¡Ÿ≈‡ªìπ‡«≈“ 14 «—π ®“°°“√∑¥≈Õßæ∫«à“Õ—μ√“°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ

¢Õß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 22 ¡’Õ—μ√“°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ Ÿß°«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 20 ·≈– 18 ·μ°μà“ßÕ¬à“ß¡’

π—¬ ”§—≠¬‘Ëß∑“ß ∂‘μ‘ (P < 0.01) ‚¥¬¡’§à“‡ªìπ 185, 171 ·≈– 169 °√—¡μàÕμ—«μàÕ«—π μ“¡≈”¥—∫ ∑“ß¥â“π¢ÕßπÈ”Àπ—°μ—«∑’Ë‡æ‘Ë¡μàÕ

ª√‘¡“≥Õ“À“√∑’Ë°‘π æ∫«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 22 ¡’§à“ Ÿß°«à“ (P < 0.01) ≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫Õ“À“√∑’Ë¡’‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 20

·≈– 18 ‚¥¬¡’§à“‡ªìπ 738, 684 ·≈– 676 °√—¡μàÕ°‘‚≈°√—¡ μ“¡≈”¥—∫ πÕ°®“°π’Èæ∫«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 18

¡’ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ°“√„™â‚ª√μ’π Ÿß°«à“ (P < 0.01) ≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 20 ·≈– 22 ‚¥¬¡’§à“‡ªìπ 3.76, 3.42, ·≈– 3.35

μ“¡≈”¥—∫ ·≈–¬—ßæ∫«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 18 ¡’Õ—μ√“‚ª√μ’π ÿ∑∏‘¥’°«à“ (P < 0.01) ≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 20

·≈– 22 ‚¥¬¡’§à“‡ªìπ 4.78, 4.34 ·≈– 4.19 μ“¡≈”¥—∫ πÕ°®“°π’È¬—ßæ∫«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√æ—π∏ÿå¥Ÿ√Õ§·≈– ÿ°√≈Ÿ°º ¡ ¡’Õ—μ√“°“√‡®√‘≠

‡μ‘∫‚μ πÈ”Àπ—°μ—«∑’Ë‡æ‘Ë¡μàÕª√‘¡“≥Õ“À“√∑’Ë°‘π ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ°“√„™â‚ª√μ’π ·≈–Õ—μ√“‚ª√μ’π ÿ∑∏‘ ‰¡à¡’§«“¡·μ°μà“ß°—π∑“ß ∂‘μ‘

(P > 0.05)

§” ”§—≠: √–¥—∫‚ª√μ’π  ¡√√∂π–°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ  ÿ°√æ—π∏ÿå¥Ÿ√Õ§  ÿ°√æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡
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ª√‘¡“≥·≈– —¥ à«π¢Õß°√¥Õ–¡‘‚π∑’Ë®”‡ªìπ„πÕ“À“√

(Coffee, 1999) °“√„™âª√–‚¬™πå‰¥â¢Õß‚ª√μ’π

πÕ°®“°®–μâÕß§”π÷ß∂÷ßª√‘¡“≥‚ª√μ’π·≈– —¥ à«π

¢Õß°√¥Õ–¡‘‚π∑’Ë®”‡ªìπ„πÕ“À“√ ¬—ßμâÕß§”π÷ß∂÷ß

ª√‘¡“≥¢Õß°√¥Õ–¡‘‚π∑’Ë‰¡à®”‡ªìπ¥â«¬ (Lenis et al,

1999) ‡π◊ËÕß®“°¡’√“¬ß“π«à“„πÕ“À“√ÀπŸ∑’Ë¡’°√¥

Õ–¡‘‚π∑’Ë®”‡ªìπ‡æ’¬ß™π‘¥‡¥’¬«¡’ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ°“√

„™âª√–‚¬™πå‰¥â¢Õß‰π‚μ√‡®πμË”°«à“Õ“À“√∑’Ë¡’

Õ—μ√“ à«π√–À«à“ß°√¥Õ–¡‘‚π∑’Ë®”‡ªìπμàÕ°√¥Õ–¡‘‚π

∑’Ë‰¡à®”‡ªìπ∑’Ë‡À¡“– ¡ (Frost and Sandy, 1951)

·≈–„Àâº≈‡™àπ‡¥’¬«°—∫‰°à (Stuki and Harper, 1961 ;

Allen and Baker, 1974)

°“√∑¥≈Õß§√—Èßπ’È¡’«—μ∂ÿª√– ß§å ‡æ◊ËÕ»÷°…“

 ¡√√∂π–°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ¢Õß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√æ—π∏ÿå¥Ÿ√Õ§ ·≈–

 ÿ°√≈Ÿ°º ¡∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’π„πÕ“À“√∑’Ë·μ°μà“ß°—π

Õÿª°√≥å·≈–«‘∏’°“√

°“√∑¥≈Õßπ’È„™â≈Ÿ° ÿ°√æ—π∏ÿå¥Ÿ√Õ§ πÈ”Àπ—°μ—«

‡©≈’Ë¬ 6.73 °‘‚≈°√—¡ ·≈–„™â ÿ°√≈Ÿ°º ¡ (≈“√å®‰«∑å

x ·≈π¥å‡√™ x ¥Ÿ√Õ§) ®”π«π 9 μ—« πÈ”Àπ—°μ—«‡©≈’Ë¬

7.63 °‘‚≈°√—¡ ‡≈’È¬ß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∫π°√ß¢—ß‡¥’Ë¬«∑¥ Õ∫

°“√¬àÕ¬‰¥â (metabolism cage) ∑’Ë¡’¿“™π–√Õß√—∫

 “¡“√∂·¬°¡Ÿ≈·≈–ªí  “«–ÕÕ°®“°°—π‰¥â ¿“¬„π

‚√ß‡√◊Õπ∑¥≈Õß¡’°“√„Àâ· ßμ≈Õ¥‡«≈“ „™â

·ºπ°“√∑¥≈Õß·∫∫ Randomize Complete Block

Design (RCBD) ·≈–‡ª√’¬∫‡∑’¬∫§«“¡·μ°μà“ß

¢Õß§à“‡©≈’Ë¬‚¥¬«‘∏’ Duncanûs New Multiple Range

Test (Steel and Torrie, 1980) „™â√–¬–‡«≈“„π

°“√ª√—∫ —μ«å∑¥≈Õß 7 «—π ·≈–∑”°“√‡°Á∫¢âÕ¡Ÿ≈

‡ªìπ√–¬–‡«≈“ 14 «—π ∑”°“√∫—π∑÷°πÈ”Àπ—°μ—«

‡√‘Ë¡μâπ ·≈– ÿ¥∑â“¬¢Õß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√„π·μà≈– —ª¥“Àå¢Õß

°“√∑¥≈Õß ·≈–∫—π∑÷°ª√‘¡“≥Õ“À“√∑’Ë°‘π¢Õß≈Ÿ°

 ÿ°√„π·μà≈–«—π μ≈Õ¥√–¬–‡«≈“∑’Ë∑”°“√∑¥≈Õß

Õ“À“√∑’Ë„™â„π°“√∑¥≈Õß‡ªìπÕ“À“√ ”‡√Á®√Ÿª∑“ß

°“√§â“∑’Ë¡’√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’π·μ°μà“ß°—π 3 √–¥—∫ §◊Õ ‚ª√μ’π

„πÕ“À“√√âÕ¬≈– 18, 20 ·≈– 22 „π·μà≈–«—π

ª√‘¡“≥‡∑à“°—π (ª√–¡“≥ √âÕ¬≈– 3 ¢ÕßπÈ”Àπ—°μ—«)

«—π≈– 2 §√—Èß „πª√‘¡“≥∑’Ë‡∑à“°—π∑’Ë‡«≈“ 06:30 ·≈–

16:30 π“Ãî°“ ·≈–„Àâ≈Ÿ° ÿ°√‰¥â√—∫πÈ”¥◊Ë¡Õ¬à“ß‡μÁ¡∑’Ë

º≈°“√∑¥≈Õß

º≈°“√»÷°…“ ¡√√∂π–°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ¢Õß

≈Ÿ° ÿ°√æ—π∏ÿå¥Ÿ√Õ§·≈– ÿ°√≈Ÿ°º ¡ ∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫Õ“À“√∑’Ë

¡’√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’π·μ°μà“ß°—π 3 √–¥—∫ æ∫«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√

æ—π∏ÿå¥Ÿ√Õ§ ·≈– ÿ°√≈Ÿ°º ¡∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫Õ“À“√∑’Ë¡’‚ª√μ’π

√âÕ¬≈– 22 ¡’πÈ”Àπ—°μ—«∑’Ë‡æ‘Ë¡¢÷Èπ Ÿß°«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë

‰¥â√—∫Õ“À“√∑’Ë¡’‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 20 ·≈–√âÕ¬≈– 18

¥—ß· ¥ß„π Fig. 1

Õ—μ√“°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ (Average Daily

Gain, ADG) ≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 22 ¡’Õ—μ√“

°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ Ÿß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫Õ“À“√∑’Ë¡’‚ª√μ’π

√âÕ¬≈– 20 ·≈–√âÕ¬≈– 18 ·μ°μà“ßÕ¬à“ß¡’π—¬

 ”§—≠¬‘Ëß∑“ß ∂‘μ‘ (P < 0.01) ‚¥¬¡’§à“‡ªìπ 185,

171 ·≈– 169 °√—¡μàÕμ—«μàÕ«—πμ“¡≈”¥—∫ ¥—ß· ¥ß

„π Table 1

πÈ”Àπ—°μ—«∑’Ë‡æ‘Ë¡μàÕª√‘¡“≥Õ“À“√∑’Ë°‘π

(Gain Per Feed, G/F) ≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫Õ“À“√∑’Ë¡’

‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 22 ¡’πÈ”Àπ—°μ—«∑’Ë‡æ‘Ë¡μàÕª√‘¡“≥

Õ“À“√∑’Ë°‘π Ÿß°«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫Õ“À“√∑’Ë¡’‚ª√μ’π

√âÕ¬≈– 20 ·≈–√âÕ¬≈– 18 ·μ°μà“ßÕ¬à“ß¡’π—¬

 ”§—≠¬‘Ëß∑“ß ∂‘μ‘ (P < 0.01) ‚¥¬¡’§à“‡ªìπ 738,

684 ·≈– 676 °√—¡μàÕ°‘‚≈°√—¡ μ“¡≈”¥—∫¥—ß· ¥ß„π

Table 1

ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ°“√„™â‚ª√μ’π (Protein Effi-

ciency Ratio, PER) æ∫«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫Õ“À“√

∑’Ë¡’‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 18 ¡’ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ°“√„™â‚ª√μ’π

¥’°«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 20 ·≈–√âÕ¬≈– 22

´÷Ëß¡’ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ°“√„™â‚ª√μ’πμË” ÿ¥ ·μ°μà“ßÕ¬à“ß
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¡’π—¬ ”§—≠¬‘Ëß∑“ß ∂‘μ‘ (P < 0.01) ‚¥¬¡’§à“‡ªìπ 3.76,
3.42 ·≈– 3.35 μ“¡≈”¥—∫ ¥—ß· ¥ß„π Fig. 2

Õ—μ√“‚ª√μ’π ÿ∑∏‘ (Net Protein Ratio,
NPR) æ∫«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫Õ“À“√∑’Ë¡’‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈–
18 ¡’Õ—μ√“‚ª√μ’π ÿ∑∏‘¥’°«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√‰¥â√—∫Õ“À“√∑’Ë¡’
‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 20 ·≈–√âÕ¬≈– 22 ¡’Õ—μ√“‚ª√μ’π
 ÿ∑∏‘μË” ÿ¥ ·μ°μà“ßÕ¬à“ß¡’π—¬ ”§—≠¬‘Ëß∑“ß ∂‘μ‘
(P < 0.01) ‚¥¬¡’§à“‡ªìπ 4.78, 4.34 ·≈– 4.19
μ“¡≈”¥—∫ · ¥ß„π Fig. 2

®“°°“√∑¥≈Õßπ’È æ∫«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√æ—π∏ÿå¥Ÿ√Õ§
·≈– ÿ°√≈Ÿ°º ¡¡’Õ—μ√“°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ πÈ”Àπ—°μ—«
∑’Ë‡æ‘Ë¡μàÕª√‘¡“≥Õ“À“√∑’Ë°‘π ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ°“√„™â
‚ª√μ’π ·≈–Õ—μ√“‚ª√μ’π ÿ∑∏‘ ‰¡à¡’§«“¡·μ°μà“ß
∑“ß ∂‘μ‘ (P > 0.05) ¥—ß· ¥ß„π Table 1

 √ÿª

®“°°“√»÷°…“º≈¢Õß√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’πμàÕ ¡√√∂π–
°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ¢Õß ÿ°√æ—π∏ÿå¥Ÿ√Õ§ ·≈–≈Ÿ°º ¡
æ∫«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 22 ¡’Õ—μ√“°“√

Fig. 1 Body weight of duroc pigs and cross bred pigs

‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ ·≈–πÈ”Àπ—°μ—«∑’Ë‡æ‘Ë¡μàÕª√‘¡“≥Õ“À“√
∑’Ë°‘π Ÿß∑’Ë ÿ¥ √Õß≈ß¡“‡ªìπ≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π
√âÕ¬≈– 20  à«π≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 18 ¡’
Õ—μ√“°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ ·≈–πÈ”Àπ—°μ—«∑’Ë‡æ‘Ë¡μàÕª√‘¡“≥
Õ“À“√∑’Ë°‘πμË” ÿ¥ μ√ß¢â“¡°—∫ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ°“√„™â
‚ª√μ’π ·≈–Õ—μ√“‚ª√μ’π ÿ∑∏‘ æ∫«à“ ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫
‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 18 ¡’§à“ Ÿß°«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√∑’Ë‰¥â√—∫‚ª√μ’π
√âÕ¬≈– 20 ·≈– 22 ·≈–æ∫«à“≈Ÿ° ÿ°√æ—π∏ÿå¥Ÿ√Õ§
·≈– ÿ°√≈Ÿ°º ¡¡’Õ—μ√“°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ πÈ”Àπ—°μ—«
∑’Ë‡æ‘Ë¡μàÕª√‘¡“≥Õ“À“√∑’Ë°‘π ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ°“√„™â
‚ª√μ’π ·≈–Õ—μ√“‚ª√μ’π ÿ∑∏‘„°≈â‡§’¬ß°—π‰¡à¡’§«“¡
·μ°μà“ß°—π∑“ß ∂‘μ‘ ®“°º≈°“√»÷°…“§√—Èßπ’È √ÿª
‰¥â«à“Õ“À“√∑’Ë¡’√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 22 ‡ªìπ√–¥—∫
‚ª√μ’π∑’Ë‡À¡“– ¡μàÕ ¡√√∂π–°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μ¢Õß
≈Ÿ° ÿ°√πÈ”Àπ—° 6 - 10 °‘‚≈°√—¡  à«πÕ“À“√∑’Ë¡’
√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’π√âÕ¬≈– 20 ·≈– 18 ‡ªìπ√–¥—∫‚ª√μ’π∑’Ë
‰¡à‡æ’¬ßæÕ°—∫§«“¡μâÕß°“√¢Õß≈Ÿ° ÿ°√Àπ—° 6 - 10
°‘‚≈°√—¡ ∑”„Àâ≈Ÿ° ÿ°√¡’ ¡√√∂π–°“√‡®√‘≠‡μ‘∫‚μμË”

6

7

8

9

10

18%

20%

22%

initial weight 1 week 2 week



·°àπ‡°…μ√ ªï∑’Ë 35 ©∫—∫∑’Ë 1 ¡°√“§¡-¡’π“§¡ 2550 17

Number of pigs, head

Duroc 3 3 3

Crossbred 3 3 3

Total 6 6 6

Initial body weight, kg

Duroc 6.60 6.70 6.90

Crossbred 7.70 7.70 7.50

Average 7.15 7.20 7.20

Final body weight, kg

Duroc 8.90 9.10 9.50

Crossbred  10.10  10.10  10.10

Average 9.50 9.60 9.80

Average daily gain, g/h/d

Duroc 167 171 186

Crossbred 171 171 183

Average  169a  171a  185b

Average daily feed intake, g/h/d

Duroc 250 250 250

Crossbred 250 250 250

Average 250 250 250

Average daily protein intake, g/h/d

Duroc  45  50  55

Crossbred  45  50  55

Average  45  50  55

Feed efficiency ratio

Duroc 667 684 743

Crossbred 686 684 733

Average  676a  684a  738b

a-b Means follow by the same letters in a row highly significant different (P < 0.01)

Table 1 Growth performance of pigs at 0 - 14 days

Protein level in diet (%)
18 20 22
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Fig. 2 Protein efficiency ratio and Net protein ratio

18 %

20 %

22 %

4.19b4.78a3.35b3.76a

5.00

4.00

3.00

2.00

1.00

0.00

PER NPR

4.34b3.42b


