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∫∑§—¥¬àÕ: °“√ª√—∫ª√ÿßæ—π∏ÿå¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»„Àâµâ“π∑“π‚√§‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß (Tomato Yellow Leaf Curl Virus; TYLCV)

‚¥¬„™â«‘∏’º ¡º “π√–À«à“ß°“√®¥∫—π∑÷°ª√–«—µ‘·≈–°“√º ¡°≈—∫√–À«à“ßæ—π∏ÿå H 24 ´÷Ëßµâ“π∑“πµàÕ‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß

º ¡°—∫æ—π∏ÿåÕàÕπ·Õ §◊Õ æ—π∏ÿå CT1 ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå CT2 ‚¥¬∂à“¬∑Õ¥‡™◊ÈÕ¥â«¬·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“«·≈–„™â«‘∏’ sandwich ELISA „π°“√

µ√«®«‘π‘®©—¬‚√§  „πª√–™“°√≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 (F2) æ∫«à“  „Àâ§à“‡©≈’Ë¬√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢Õß‚√§„π√–¥—∫ª“π°≈“ßÕ¬Ÿà√–À«à“ß

1.58-3.21 ·≈–¬—ß¡’°“√°√–®“¬µ—«¢Õß§«“¡µâ“π∑“π‚√§Õ¬Ÿà„π√–¥—∫§–·ππ 1 ·≈– 2 ¡’ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— ∑’Ëµ√«®æ∫πâÕ¬

´÷Ëß‰¡à·µ°µà“ß∑“ß ∂‘µ‘®“°æ—π∏ÿå H 24 ·µà·µ°µà“ß∑“ß ∂‘µ‘Õ¬à“ß¡’π—¬ ”§—≠°—∫æ—π∏ÿå CT 1 æ—π∏ÿå CT 2 ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡

´÷Ëß¡’ª√‘¡“≥‰«√— ∑’Ëµ√«®æ∫¡“°  °“√«‘‡§√“–Àå§à“ —¡ª√– ‘∑∏å À —¡æ—π∏å√–À«à“ß√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√‚√§°—∫

ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— ∑’Ëæ∫„πµâπæ◊™æ∫«à“ §«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√‚√§¡’ À —¡æ—π∏å∑“ß∫«°°—∫ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— ∑’Ëµ√«®æ∫„π

µâπæ◊™ º≈°“√»÷°…“ “¡“√∂§—¥‡≈◊Õ°æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë  2 ∑’Ë∑π∑“πµàÕ‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß√–¥—∫§–·ππ 1 ¥—ßπ’È æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡

™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¢Õß CT1 x H 24 ®”π«π 6  “¬æ—π∏ÿå ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¢Õß CT2 x H 24 ®”π«π 5  “¬æ—π∏ÿå

§” ”§—≠: ¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑», ‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»

ABSTRACT: Improvement of tomato for resistance to tomato yellow leaf curl virus  (TYLCV) were carried out by
using a pedigree and backcrossing methods  and crossing between resistant  parent  H-24  with  susceptible  parents
CT-1 and CT-2.  The virus was transmitted by viruliferous whiteflies  and  virus  infection  was  detected  by sandwich
ELISA.  F

2
 generation showed moderate resistance with scores ranging from 1.58-3.21.  Segregation of disease

resistance was observed among the population. Virus detection of the F
2
 populations (scoring 1 or 2) showed virus

titer which were not statistically different from H24  but were significantly different from CT-1, CT-2 and susceptible
control. The disease severity and virus titer in infected plants of F

2
 populations showed positive correlation.  From

this breeding experiment, 6 lines selected from F
2
CT-1 x H-24  and 5 lines selected from F

2
 CT-2xH-24 showing

TYLCV resistance which the score of 1 were obtained.
Keywords: Tomato, TYLCV
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∫∑π”

‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»®—¥‡ªìπ°≈ÿà¡

geminivirus Õ¬Ÿà„π«ß»å geminiviridae  °ÿ≈ begomo

virus  “¡“√∂∂à“¬∑Õ¥‚¥¬·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“« (Bemisia tabaci

(gennadius) (Czosnek and Laterrot, 1997) ‚√§‰«√— 

„∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß √â“ß§«“¡‡ ’¬À“¬Õ¬à“ß¡“°„Àâ°—∫

°“√ª≈Ÿ°¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»  ‚√§™π‘¥π’Èæ∫°“√·æ√à√–∫“¥∑—Ë«‰ª

∑—Èß„π‡¢µ√âÕπ·≈–‡¢µ°÷Ëß√âÕπ √«¡∑—Èßª√–‡∑»‰∑¬¥â«¬

æ∫«à“ ∂â“¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»∂Ÿ°·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“«∑’Ë¡’‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— „∫Àß‘°

‡À≈◊Õß‡¢â“∑”≈“¬Õ“®∑”„Àâº≈º≈‘µ¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»≈¥≈ß

¡“°À√◊Õ Ÿ≠‡ ’¬∂÷ß 100% ‚¥¬‡©æ“–∂â“‡™◊ÈÕ‡¢â“∑”≈“¬

„π™à«ß·√°¢Õß°“√‡®√‘≠‡µ‘∫‚µ (Moriones, 2000) ≈—°…≥–

Õ“°“√¢Õß‚√§‚¥¬∑—Ë«‰ª∑’Ëæ∫§◊Õ Õ“°“√„∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß

·≈–¢Õ∫„∫¡â«π º‘«„∫‰¡à‡√’¬∫ „∫ÕàÕπ∑’Ë·µ°„À¡à®–¡’

¢π“¥‡≈Á°≈ß·≈–Àß‘°ßÕ µâπ·§√–·°√Áπ ·≈–™–ß—°

°“√‡®√‘≠‡µ‘∫‚µ ¥Õ°‡ªìπÀ¡—π·≈–√à«ß  àßº≈∑”„Àâ

º≈º≈‘µ≈¥≈ß (Õ√«√√≥, 2544) °“√§«∫§ÿ¡‚√§‰«√— 

„∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»¡’À≈“¬«‘∏’ ‡™àπ °“√„™â

 “√‡§¡’§«∫§ÿ¡·¡≈ßæ“À– °“√ª≈Ÿ°æ◊™À¡ÿπ‡«’¬π ·≈–

°“√„™âæ—π∏ÿåµâ“π∑“π‚√§ (Nakhla et al., 1994) «‘∏’°“√

∑’Ë¡’ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ¡“°∑’Ë ÿ¥ §◊Õ °“√„™â “¬æ—π∏ÿå∑π∑“π

À√◊Õµâ“π∑“π (Kasrawi et al., 1988)  Lapidot and

Friedmann (2002) °≈à“««à“ «‘∏’°“√∑’Ë¡’ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ∑’Ë ÿ¥

‡æ◊ËÕ≈¥§«“¡‡ ’¬À“¬‡π◊ËÕß®“°‡™◊ÈÕ‡®¡‘‰π‰«√—  §◊Õ

°“√ª√—∫ª√ÿßæ—π∏ÿå„Àâµâ“π∑“πµàÕ‰«√—   ‚¥¬„™â°“√ª√—∫ª√ÿß

æ—π∏ÿå·∫∫¥—Èß‡¥‘¡ (conventional breeding) ·≈–À√◊Õ°“√„™â

æ—π∏ÿ«‘»«°√√¡ (genetic engineering) °“√µ√«®«‘π‘®©—¬

‚√§∑’Ë¡’ª√– ‘∑∏‘¿“æ‡ªìπÕ’°ªí®®—¬Àπ÷Ëß∑’Ë¡’§«“¡ ”§—≠

„π°“√§—¥‡≈◊Õ°æ—π∏ÿåµâ“π∑“πµàÕ‰«√—  (Õ√ª√–‰æ

·≈–§≥–, 2544) ¥—ßπ—Èπ °“√»÷°…“§√—Èßπ’È‡ªìπß“π∑’Ë»÷°…“

‡°’Ë¬«°—∫°“√ª√—∫ª√ÿßæ—π∏ÿå¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»„Àâµâ“π∑“πµàÕ‰«√— 

„∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑» ‚¥¬§—¥‡≈◊Õ°§«“¡µâ“π∑“π

¥â«¬‡∑§π‘§°“√ª≈Ÿ°‡™◊ÈÕ¥â«¬·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“« (whiteflies-

transmitted inoculation) ·≈–µ√«® Õ∫°“√µ‘¥‡™◊ÈÕ¥â«¬«‘∏’

sandwich ELISA  ´÷Ëß§“¥À«—ß«à“®–‰¥âæ—π∏ÿå¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»

∑’Ëµâ“π∑“πµàÕ‚√§‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»

‡æ◊ËÕ„™â‡ªìπ “¬æ—π∏ÿåµ—Èßµâπ„π°“√ √â“ß≈Ÿ°º ¡∑’Ëµâ“π∑“π

µàÕ‰ª

«‘∏’°“√»÷°…“

ª√—∫ª√ÿßæ—π∏ÿå ‚¥¬„™â«‘∏’º ¡º “π√–À«à“ß°“√®¥

∫—π∑÷°ª√–«—µ‘ (pedigree method) √à«¡°—∫°“√º ¡°≈—∫

(backcrossing) √–À«à“ßæ—π∏ÿåµâ“π∑“π §◊Õ æ—π∏ÿå H-24

„™â‡ªìπ “¬æ—π∏ÿåæàÕ ¡’¬’πµâ“π∑“π Ty-2 µ—ÈßÕ¬Ÿà∫π

‚§√‚¡‚´¡∑’Ë 11 ¡’≈—°…≥–§«“¡µâ“π∑“π‡ªìπ·∫∫¬’π¢à¡

(dominant gene) (Hanson et al., 2000) ´÷Ëß‰¥â√—∫°“√

∂à“¬∑Õ¥§«“¡µâ“π∑“π¡“®“°¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑» “¬æ—π∏ÿåªÉ“

L.hirsutum f. glabatum accession B6013 (Kalloo and

Banerjee, 1990) ‚¥¬º ¡‡¢â“°—∫ “¬æ—π∏ÿå·¡à §◊Õ æ—π∏ÿå

CT1 ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå CT2  ∑’ËÕàÕπ·ÕµàÕ‚√§‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß

·≈–§—¥‡≈◊Õ°§«“¡µâ“π∑“π‚√§¥â«¬«‘∏’°“√ª≈Ÿ°‡™◊ÈÕ¥â«¬

·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“« ‚¥¬§—¥‡≈◊Õ°≈Ÿ°º ¡‡©æ“–µâπ∑’Ë¡’§«“¡

µâ“π∑“π√–¥—∫§–·ππ 1 §◊Õ · ¥ßÕ“°“√‡≈Á°πâÕ¬

(¢Õ∫„∫‡À≈◊Õß·≈–¡â«π‡≈Á°πâÕ¬) „Àâº ¡°≈—∫‡¢â“‰ª¬—ß

 “¬æ—π∏ÿå·¡à ∑”°“√º ¡°≈—∫ 2 §√—Èß ‡æ◊ËÕ∂à“¬∑Õ¥≈—°…≥–

∑“ßæ◊™ «π®“° “¬æ—π∏ÿå·¡à¡“¬—ß≈Ÿ°º ¡ ®“°π—Èπ

„Àâº ¡µ—«‡Õß‡æ◊ËÕº≈‘µ≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 (F
2
)  (Figure 1)

π”≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 (F
2
) ¡“§—¥‡≈◊Õ°§«“¡µâ“π∑“π‚√§

¥â«¬‡∑§π‘§°“√ª≈Ÿ°‡™◊ÈÕ¥â«¬·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“« ·≈–µ√«®

«‘π‘®©—¬‚√§‚¥¬„™â«‘∏’ sandwich ELISA (Õ√ª√–‰æ

·≈–§≥–, 2544)  ‚¥¬π”¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ®”π«π

10  “¬æ—π∏ÿå  ª√–°Õ∫¥â«¬ ≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¢Õß CT1 x

H24 ·≈–≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¢Õß CT 2 x H24 √–¥—∫§–·ππ 1

Õ¬à“ß≈– 5  “¬æ—π∏ÿå (line) ‡ª√’¬∫‡∑’¬∫°—∫æ—π∏ÿåæàÕ

(H24) æ—π∏ÿå·¡à (CT1 ·≈– CT 2) ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡ (CLN

2026D) «“ß·ºπ°“√∑¥≈Õß·∫∫ ÿà¡ ¡∫Ÿ√≥å„π∫≈ÁÕ°

(randomized complete block design : RCBD) 3 ´È”Ê ≈–

15 µ—«Õ¬à“ß √«¡ 45 µ—«Õ¬à“ßµàÕ “¬æ—π∏ÿå

°“√ª≈Ÿ°‡™◊ÈÕ¥â«¬·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“«

π”¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»∑—Èß 14  “¬æ—π∏ÿå ¡“‡æ“–°≈â“„π

‚√ß‡√◊Õπµ“¢à“¬°—π·¡≈ß¢π“¥™àÕß 40 ™àÕßµàÕ¡‘≈≈‘‡¡µ√
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Figure 1  Diagram of tomato breeding for tomato yellow leaf curl virus resistance.

a) Symptom severity score 0 = no visible symptoms, an inoculated
plant show similar growth and development as noninoculated plant.

b) Symptom severity score 1= very slightly yellowing c) Symptom severity score 2 = some yellowing and
of leaflet margins on apical leaf of an inoculated plant. minor curling of leaflet ends of an inoculated plant.

d) Symptom severity score 3 = a wide range of leaf e) Symptom severity score 4 = very severe plant stunting
yellowing, curling and cupping, with some reduction and yellowing, pronounced leaf  cupping and curling of
in size of an inoculated plant. an inoculated plant.

Figure 2  Symptom severity scores 0 to 4 of tomato yellow leaf curl virus in tomato.
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‡æ“–°≈â“„π°√–∂“ß¢π“¥ 2 π‘È«  „™â«— ¥ÿæ’∑¡Õ  (peat

moss) ª≈Ÿ°‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»„π

 “¬æ—π∏ÿå∑¥ Õ∫ ‚¥¬π”·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“«∑’Ëª≈Õ¥‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— 

„∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»∑’Ë‡≈’È¬ß‰«â∫πµâπ¡—π‡∑»

„π‚√ß‡√◊Õπ‡≈’È¬ß·¡≈ß ¬â“¬¡“‰«â∫πµâπ¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»∑’Ëµ‘¥

‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑» ‡æ◊ËÕ„Àâ¥Ÿ¥°‘ππÈ”

‡≈’È¬ß®“°µâπ‡ªìπ‚√§ ª≈àÕ¬„Àâ¥Ÿ¥°‘ππÈ”‡≈’È¬ß„π°√ß

µ“¢à“¬‡≈’È¬ß·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“«π“π 48 ™—Ë«‚¡ß  À≈—ß®“°π—Èπ

¬â“¬·¡≈ß¡“‰«â∫πµâπ°≈â“¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑» “¬æ—π∏ÿå∑¥ Õ∫

Õ“¬ÿ 14 «—π À≈—ßÀ¬Õ¥‡¡≈Á¥  ‚¥¬„™â·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“«®”π«π

10-15 µ—«µàÕµâπ ª≈àÕ¬„Àâ¥Ÿ¥°‘ππÈ”‡≈’È¬ßπ“π 8 ™—Ë«‚¡ß

®“°π—Èπ®÷ßæàπ “√¶à“·¡≈ß ‰¥â·°à Õ–∫“‡¡Á°µ‘π·≈–

‡¡‚∏¡‘≈ (abamectin and methomyl)  ‡°Á∫√—°…“µâπ°≈â“

¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»‰«â 3  —ª¥“Àå  ®÷ßª√–‡¡‘πº≈§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢Õß

°“√‡°‘¥‚√§ ‚¥¬·∫àß°“√„Àâ§–·ππÕÕ°‡ªìπ 5 √–¥—∫

(Figure 2)  ¥—ßπ’È (Pico et al., 1998)

0 = ‰¡à· ¥ßÕ“°“√

1 = · ¥ßÕ“°“√‡≈Á°πâÕ¬ (¢Õ∫„∫‡À≈◊Õß·≈–

¡â«π‡≈Á°πâÕ¬)

2 = · ¥ßÕ“°“√ª“π°≈“ß (¢Õ∫„∫·≈–√–À«à“ß

‡ âπ„∫‡À≈◊Õß‡≈Á°πâÕ¬ „∫¡â«πª“π°≈“ß)

3 = · ¥ßÕ“°“√√ÿπ·√ß (¢Õ∫„∫·≈–√–À«à“ß

‡ âπ„∫‡À≈◊Õß¡“° „∫¡â«π)

4 = · ¥ßÕ“°“√√ÿπ·√ß¡“° (¢Õ∫„∫·≈–√–À«à“ß

‡ âπ„∫‡À≈◊Õß¡“° „∫¡â«π¡“° „∫¡’¢π“¥‡≈Á°≈ß

·§√–·°√Áπ)

®“°π—Èπ§—¥‡≈◊Õ°æ—π∏ÿå∑’Ëºà“π°“√ª≈Ÿ°‡™◊ÈÕ·≈â«¡“ª≈Ÿ°

‡ª√’¬∫‡∑’¬∫æ—π∏ÿå„π ¿“æ·ª≈ß∑¥ Õ∫ ‚¥¬«“ß·ºπ

°“√∑¥≈Õß·∫∫ ÿà¡ ¡∫Ÿ√≥å„π∫≈ÁÕ° (randomized

complete block design: RCBD) 3 ´È”Ê ≈– 10 µ—«Õ¬à“ß

√«¡ 30 µ—«Õ¬à“ß µàÕ “¬æ—π∏ÿå ª√–°Õ∫¥â«¬ æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡

™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ∑—Èß 2 °≈ÿà¡ §◊Õ æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¢Õß CT1 x

H 24 √–¥—∫§–·ππ 1 (Figure 3) ·≈–√–¥—∫§–·ππ 2

æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¢Õß CT 2 x H 24 √–¥—∫§–·ππ 1

(Figure 4) ·≈–√–¥—∫§–·ππ 2 æ—π∏ÿå H 24 (Figure 5)
æ—π∏ÿå·¡à (CT 1 ·≈– CT 2)  ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡ (Figure 6)

‚¥¬‡ª√’¬∫‡∑’¬∫°“√µ‘¥º≈·≈–°“√æ—≤π“Õ“°“√

¢Õß‚√§

°“√µ√«®«‘π‘®©—¬‚√§‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»

‚¥¬„™â‡∑§π‘§ sandwich ELISA (Õ√ª√–‰æ ·≈–§≥–,

2544) ‚¥¬«“ß·ºπ°“√∑¥≈Õß·∫∫ ÿà¡ ¡∫Ÿ√≥å„π∫≈ÁÕ°

(randomized complete block design : RCBD) ¡’Àπà«¬

∑¥≈Õß §◊Õ æ—π∏ÿåæ◊™ 8  “¬æ—π∏ÿå ·∫àß°“√∑¥≈ÕßÕÕ°

‡ªìπ 2 ́ È”Ê  ≈– 5 µ—«Õ¬à“ß  ‚¥¬§—¥‡≈◊Õ° ≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2

∑—Èß 2 °≈ÿà¡ §◊Õ æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¢Õß CT1xH24 √–¥—∫

§–·ππ 1 ·≈– 2 æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¢Õß CT2xH24

√–¥—∫§–·ππ 1 ·≈– 2 æ—π∏ÿåæàÕ·¡à·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡ ´÷Ëß

ºà“π°“√ª≈Ÿ°‡™◊ÈÕ¥â«¬·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“«·≈â« ¡“µ√«®«‘π‘®©—¬

‚√§‡ª√’¬∫‡∑’¬∫°—∫¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»ª°µ‘∑’Ë‰¡à‰¥â√—∫°“√ª≈Ÿ°

‡™◊ÈÕ¥â«¬·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“« ‚¥¬µ√«® Õ∫·≈–«‘π‘®©—¬‚√§‰«√— 

„∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»¥â«¬«‘∏’ sandwich ELISA

‚¥¬«—¥§à“°“√¥Ÿ¥°≈◊π· ß∑’Ë 405 π“‚π‡¡µ√

Figure 3 F
2
 CT1xH24 score 1 at 39 days post inoculation. Figure 4 F

2
 CT2xH24 score 1 at 39 days post inoculation.

Figure 5 H24 score 1 at 39 days post inoculation. Figure 6 CLN 2026D score 4 at 39 days post inoculation.
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º≈°“√»÷°…“

§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢Õß°“√‡°‘¥‚√§¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»æ—π∏ÿå

∑’Ë∑¥ Õ∫¡’√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß 1.09-3.40 (Table 1)
´÷Ëß¡’§«“¡·µ°µà“ß°—πÕ¬à“ß¡’π—¬ ”§—≠∑“ß ∂‘µ‘ ‚¥¬

æ—π∏ÿå H 24 ¡’√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢Õß‚√§µË” ÿ¥§◊Õ 1.09

´÷Ëß·µ°µà“ßÕ¬à“ß¡’π—¬ ”§—≠∑“ß ∂‘µ‘°—∫∑ÿ°æ—π∏ÿå

 à«π≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¢Õß CT1 x H24 ∑—Èß  5  “¬æ—π∏ÿå §◊Õ

CT1xH24-1-12, CT1xH24-1-24, CT1xH24-2-15, CT1xH24-

2-20 ·≈– CT1xH24-3-20   ¡’√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß 2.50 2.13

2.42 1.93 ·≈– 2.23 µ“¡≈”¥—∫ æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2

¢Õß CT2xH24 3  “¬æ—π∏ÿå  §◊Õ CT2xH24-2-6, CT1xH24-

3-1  ·≈– CT1xH24-3-4 ¡’√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢Õß‚√§ 1.62

2.28 ·≈– 1.58 µ“¡≈”¥—∫ ∑—ÈßÀ¡¥¡’√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß

¢ÕßÕ“°“√‚√§·µ°µà“ßÕ¬à“ß¡’π—¬ ”§—≠∑“ß ∂‘µ‘°—∫

æ—π∏ÿå CT1  æ—π∏ÿå CT2  ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡ CLN2026D

´÷Ëß¡’√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢Õß‚√§ 3.11, 3.11 ·≈– 3.40

µ“¡≈”¥—∫  à«π≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¢Õß CT2xH24-1-9  ·≈–

CT2xH24-1-12  ¡’√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√‚√§ 2.89

·≈– 3.21 µ“¡≈”¥—∫  ‰¡à·µ°µà“ß∑“ß ∂‘µ‘°—∫æ—π∏ÿå·¡à

∑—Èß 2  “¬æ—π∏ÿå  à«πæ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡ CLN2026D ¡’√–¥—∫

§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√‚√§·µ°µà“ßÕ¬à“ß¡’π—¬ ”§—≠

∑“ß ∂‘µ‘°—∫∑ÿ° “¬æ—π∏ÿå ¬°‡«âπ≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¢Õß

CT2xH24-1-9 ‰¡à¡’·µ°µà“ßÕ¬à“ß¡’π—¬ ”§—≠∑“ß ∂‘µ‘

°—∫æ—π∏ÿå CLN 2026D

§à“°“√¥Ÿ¥°≈◊π· ß∑’Ë  405  π“‚π‡¡µ√  (Table 2)

æ∫«à“ ¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»∑’Ë∑¥ Õ∫„Àâ§à“°“√¥Ÿ¥°≈◊π· ß 0.2399-

1.5820  ¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»æ—π∏ÿå H24  √–¥—∫§–·ππ 1 ¡’§à“

°“√¥Ÿ¥°≈◊π· ß 0.2399 ‰¡à¡’§«“¡·µ°µà“ß∑“ß ∂‘µ‘

°—∫¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»ª°µ‘  æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2  CT1xH24  √–¥—∫

§–·ππ 1 ·≈– 2 ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 CT2xH24

√–¥—∫§–·ππ 1 ·≈– 2  ́ ÷Ëß¡’§à“°“√¥Ÿ¥°≈◊π· ß  0.2410

0.2549  0.2565  0.2549  ·≈– 0.2565 µ“¡≈”¥—∫ ´÷Ëß„Àâ

§à“°“√¥Ÿ¥°≈◊π· ß‰¡à·µ°µà“ß°—π∑“ß ∂‘µ‘  ·µà¡’§«“¡

Table 1 Disease scores on tomato plants in F
2
 populations CT1  CT2  H24 and CLN 2026D by whitefly -  transmitted

inoculation.

line symptom severity1/ [21 days post inoculation]
F

2
  CT1xH24-1-12 2.50 e

F
2
  CT1xH24-1-24 2.13 cd

F
2
  CT1xH24-2-15 2.42 e

F
2
  CT1xH24-2-20 1.93 c

F
2
  CT1xH24-3-4 2.23 de

F
2
  CT2xH24-1-9 2.89 f

F
2
  CT2xH24-1-12 3.21 gh

F
2
  CT2xH24-2-6 1.62 b

F
2
  CT2xH24-3-1 2.28 de

F
2
  CT2xH24-3-4 1.58 b

CT 1 3.11 fg
CT 2 3.11 fg
H 24 1.09 a
CLN 2026D 3.40 h
F-test *
LSD

.05
0.27

% CV 2.57
1/ Mean within the same column followed by different letters were significant different according to LSD (P<0.05).
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Table 2 Tomato Yellow Leaf Curl Virus (TYLCV) detection by using sandwich ELISA on tomato plants in F
2
 populations

CT1 CT2  H24 and CLN 2026D.

line Absorbance at 405 nm1/ 21 days post inoculation
F

2
 CT1xH24 scored 1 0.2549 a

F
2
 CT1xH24 scored 2 0.2565 a

F
2
 CT2xH24 scored 1 0.2501 a

F
2
 CT2xH24 scored 2 0.2472 a

CT 1 scored 3 0.3851 b
CT 2 scored 4 1.3825 c
H24 scored 1 0.2399 a
CLN 2026D scored 4 1.5820 d
Healthy plant 0.2416 a
F-test2/ *
LSD

.05
0.1045

% CV 7.0981
1/ Mean within the same column followed by different letters were significant different according to LSD (P<0.05).

·µ°µà“ß°—∫æ—π∏ÿå CT 1 √–¥—∫§–·ππ  3  æ—π∏ÿå CT2  √–¥—∫

§–·ππ 4 ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡ √–¥—∫§–·ππ 4 ¡’§à“

°“√¥Ÿ¥°≈◊π· ß  0.3851  1.3825  ·≈– 1.5820 µ“¡≈”¥—∫

Õ¬à“ß¡’π—¬ ”§—≠  ”À√—∫§à“°“√¥Ÿ¥°≈◊π· ß¢Õßæ—π∏ÿå

CT1 √–¥—∫§–·ππ  3 æ—π∏ÿå CT2 √–¥—∫§–·ππ  4 ·≈–

æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡  √–¥—∫§–·ππ  4  ∑—Èß 3 æ—π∏ÿå ¡’§à“°“√¥Ÿ¥

°≈◊π· ß·µ°µà“ß°—πÕ¬à“ß¡’π—¬ ”§—≠∑“ß ∂‘µ‘

°“√«‘ ‡§√“–ÀåÀ“§à“ —¡ª√– ‘∑∏‘Ï À —¡æ—π∏å

(coefficient of correlation) √–À«à“ß√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢Õß

Õ“°“√‚√§°—∫ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ∑’Ëµ√«®æ∫„πµâπ¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»

‚¥¬ —ß‡°µ®“°§à“°“√¥Ÿ¥°≈◊π· ß∑’Ë 405 π“‚π‡¡µ√

„π¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 æ∫«à“ „Àâ§à“‡∑à“°—∫

0.85 · ¥ß«à“√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√‚√§¡’§«“¡

 —¡æ—π∏å∑“ß∫«° (positive correlation) °—∫ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ

∑’Ëæ∫„πµâπ¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑» · ¥ß„Àâ‡ÀÁπ«à“æ—π∏ÿå∑’Ë¡’√–¥—∫

§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√‚√§µË” ¡’ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— ∑’Ë

µ√«®æ∫µË”¥â«¬

®“°°“√ª≈Ÿ°‡ª√’¬∫‡∑’¬∫æ—π∏ÿå¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»≈Ÿ°º ¡

™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 √–¥—∫§–·ππ 1 ·≈– 2 ∑—Èß 2 °≈ÿà¡ ‡∑’¬∫°—∫

æ—π∏ÿåæàÕ·¡à ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡  ́ ÷Ëßºà“π°“√ª≈Ÿ°‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— 

„∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß æ∫«à“ ∑ÿ° “¬æ—π∏ÿå¡’°“√æ—≤π“Õ“°“√

‚√§‡æ‘Ë¡¢÷Èπ ·µàæ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2  √–¥—∫§–·ππ 1

∑—Èß 2 °≈ÿà¡  “¡“√∂„Àâº≈º≈‘µ‰¥â  „π¢≥–∑’Ëæ—π∏ÿå H 24

°“√µ‘¥º≈µË”  à«πæ—π∏ÿå·¡à·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡‰¡à “¡“√∂

„Àâº≈º≈‘µ‰¥â‡≈¬ ®÷ß‰¥â§—¥‡≈◊Õ°≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ∑’Ë· ¥ß

§«“¡∑π∑“πµàÕ‚√§‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß √–¥—∫§–·ππ 1

¥—ßπ’È  §◊Õ  æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë  2 ¢Õß CT1xH 24 ®”π«π

6  “¬æ—π∏ÿå ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¢Õß CT2xH24

®”π«π 5  “¬æ—π∏ÿå ´÷Ëß “¬æ—π∏ÿå‡À≈à“π’È “¡“√∂„Àâ

º≈º≈‘µ‰¥â  √«¡∂÷ß¡’≈—°…≥–º≈º≈‘µ∑“ßæ◊™ «π∑’Ë¥’¥â«¬

‚¥¬„Àâº≈‘µ≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 3 (F
3
) ‡æ◊ËÕ √â“ß “¬æ—π∏ÿå·∑â∑’Ë

∑π∑“πµàÕ‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊ÕßµàÕ‰ª

«‘®“√≥å

°“√»÷°…“°“√§—¥‡≈◊Õ°§«“¡µâ“π∑“π‚√§‚¥¬„™â

‡∑§π‘§°“√ª≈Ÿ°‡™◊ÈÕ¥â«¬·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“« „π≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2

(F
2
) ‡ª√’¬∫‡∑’¬∫°—∫æ—π∏ÿåµâ“π∑“π H24  æ—π∏ÿå CT1 æ—π∏ÿå

CT2 ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡ CLN2026D æ∫«à“ „πª√–™“°√

≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2   ¡’°“√°√–®“¬µ—«¢Õß§«“¡µâ“π∑“π‚√§

„Àâ§à“‡©≈’Ë¬√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√‚√§ Õ¬Ÿà„π√–¥—∫

ª“π°≈“ß√–À«à“ß 1.58-3.21 ´÷Ëß¡’§à“‡©≈’Ë¬ Ÿß°«à“æ—π∏ÿå
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H24 ·≈– à«π„À≠à¡’§à“‡©≈’Ë¬µË”°«à“æ—π∏ÿå CT1 æ—π∏ÿå CT2

·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡  ‡ªìπ‰ª„π∑“ß‡¥’¬«°—π°—∫ß“π∑¥≈Õß

¢Õß Vidavsky and Czosnek (1998) ª√–™“°√≈Ÿ°º ¡

™—Ë«∑’Ë  2  ¡’°“√°√–®“¬µ—«¢Õß§«“¡µâ“π∑“π‚√§‡™àπ°—π

‚¥¬·∫àßÕÕ°‡ªìπ 3 °≈ÿà¡ §◊Õ °≈ÿà¡∑’Ëµâ“π∑“π °≈ÿà¡∑’Ë

∑π∑“π ·≈–°≈ÿà¡∑’ËÕàÕπ·Õ ·≈–„πª√–™“°√≈Ÿ°º ¡

™—Ë«∑’Ë 4 ¡’§«“¡§ßµ—«¢Õß≈—°…≥–§«“¡µâ“π∑“π·≈–

∑π∑“π‚√§ ´÷Ëßæ∫«à“≈—°…≥–∑’Ëµâ“π∑“π∂Ÿ°§«∫§ÿ¡¥â«¬

¬’π¥âÕ¬ 2-3 ¬’π ‡ªìπ·∫∫¬’πº≈∫«°  à«π≈—°…≥–∑π∑“π

∂Ÿ°§«∫§ÿ¡¥â«¬¬’π¢à¡À≈—°

¥—ßπ—Èπ ®÷ß§—¥‡≈◊Õ°µâπ∑’Ëµâ“π∑“π√–¥—∫§–·ππ 1

·≈– 2  π”‰ªµ√«®«‘π‘®©—¬‚√§ ‚¥¬„™â«‘∏’ sandwich ELISA

‡æ◊ËÕ π—∫ πÿπ§«“¡µâ“π∑“π∑’Ë‡°‘¥¢÷Èπ¢Õß≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2

√–¥—∫§–·ππ 1 ·≈– 2  ‡ª√’¬∫‡∑’¬∫°—∫æ—π∏ÿå H 24 √–¥—∫

§–·ππ 1 æ—π∏ÿå CT1 √–¥—∫§–·ππ 3  æ—π∏ÿå CT2 √–¥—∫

§–·ππ 4 ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡ √–¥—∫§–·ππ  4 æ∫«à“

‡¡◊ËÕ«—¥§à“°“√¥Ÿ¥°≈◊π· ß∑’Ë 405 π“‚π‡¡µ√ ª√–™“°√

≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2  „Àâ§à“°“√¥Ÿ¥°≈◊π· ß‰¡à·µ°µà“ßÕ¬à“ß

¡’π—¬ ”§—≠∑“ß ∂‘µ‘°—∫æ—π∏ÿå H24 ·µà·µ°µà“ßÕ¬à“ß

¡’π—¬ ”§—≠∑“ß ∂‘µ‘°—∫æ—π∏ÿå·¡à∑—Èß Õß·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡

· ¥ß„Àâ‡ÀÁπ«à“„πµâπæ◊™∑’Ë· ¥ß§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√

‚√§√–¥—∫§–·ππ 1 ·≈– 2 ¡’ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— ∑’Ëµ√«®

æ∫πâÕ¬  à«π„πµâπæ◊™∑’Ë· ¥ß§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√

‚√§ √–¥—∫§–·ππ 3 ·≈– 4  ¡’ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— ∑’Ëµ√«®

æ∫¡“° ®“°°“√«‘‡§√“–Àå§à“ —¡ª√– ‘∑∏å À —¡æ—π∏å

√–À«à“ß√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√‚√§°—∫ª√‘¡“≥

‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— ∑’Ëæ∫„πµâπæ◊™¢Õß≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 æ∫«à“

§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√‚√§¡’ À —¡æ—π∏å∑“ß∫«°°—∫

ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— ∑’Ëµ√«®æ∫„πµâπæ◊™ ´÷Ëß Õ¥§≈âÕß°—∫

ß“π∑¥≈Õß¢Õß Rubio et al. (2003) æ∫«à“ §«“¡√ÿπ·√ß

¢ÕßÕ“°“√‚√§¡’ À —¡æ—π∏å„π·ßà∫«°°—∫ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— 

∑’Ëµ√«®æ∫„πµâπæ◊™ ‚¥¬µ√«® Õ∫‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— ¥â«¬‡∑§π‘§

tissue-printing hybridization ·≈–‡∑§π‘§π’È “¡“√∂π”

¡“„™âª√–‚¬™πå„π°“√ª√–‡¡‘π§«“¡∑π∑“π„π™à«ß·√°

‰¥â „π∑”πÕß‡¥’¬«°—π  Lapidot et al. (2001) »÷°…“Õ—µ√“

°“√∂à“¬∑Õ¥‚√§‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»‚¥¬

·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“« æ∫«à“ Õ—µ√“°“√∂à“¬∑Õ¥‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— ¡’

 À —¡æ—π∏å∑“ß≈∫°—∫√–¥—∫§«“¡µâ“π∑“π  æ◊™∑’Ë¡’√–¥—∫

§«“¡µâ“π∑“π Ÿß¡’Õ—µ√“°“√∂à“¬∑Õ¥‡™◊ÈÕµË” ·≈–

°“√ – ¡¢Õß¥’‡ÕÁπ‡Õ‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß¡–‡¢◊Õ

‡∑»„πæ◊™∑’Ëµâ“π∑“π¡’ª√‘¡“≥µË”°«à“æ◊™∑’ËÕàÕπ·Õ

¥â«¬ ‡™àπ‡¥’¬«°—∫ß“π∑¥≈Õß¢Õß Lapidot et al. (1997)

‡ª√’¬∫‡∑’¬∫§«“¡µâ“π∑“π‚√§‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õß¢Õß

¡–‡¢◊Õ‡∑»√–À«à“ß “¬æ—π∏ÿå°“√§â“·≈– “¬æ—π∏ÿå·∑â

æ∫«à“ √–¥—∫§«“¡µâ“π∑“π‰«√— ¡’ À —¡æ—π∏å∑“ß∫«°

°—∫°“√ – ¡¥’‡ÕÁπ‡Õ‰«√— ‡™àπ°—π  ‚¥¬µ√«® Õ∫ª√‘¡“≥

¥’‡ÕÁπ‡Õ‰«√— ¥â«¬«‘∏’  dot  blot  hybridization æ∫«à“ æ—π∏ÿå

TY 172 ·≈– TY 197 ¡’√–¥—∫§«“¡µâ“π∑“π‚√§ Ÿß∑’Ë ÿ¥

·≈–¡’ª√‘¡“≥¥’‡ÕÁπ‡Õ‰«√— ∑’Ë√–¥—∫µË” ÿ¥¥â«¬

°“√»÷°…“§√—Èßπ’È π—∫ πÿπ “¬æ—π∏ÿå ‡Õ™ 24

«à“  “¡“√∂„™â‡ªìπ “¬æ—π∏ÿå∂à“¬∑Õ¥¬’πµâ“π∑“π‰¥â

´÷Ëß‰¥â√—∫°“√∂à“¬∑Õ¥§«“¡µâ“π∑“π¡“®“° L. hirsutum

f. glabatum accession B6013 (Kalloo and Banerjee, 1990)

Hanson et al. (2000) æ∫«à“ ¡’µ”·Àπàß¬’πµâ“π∑“π‚√§

‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊Õßµ—ÈßÕ¬Ÿà∫π‚§√‚¡‚´¡∑’Ë 11 √–À«à“ß TG

36 ∂÷ß TG 393 ¡’√–¬–Àà“ß 14.6 cM ‚¥¬„™â°“√ª√—∫ª√ÿß

æ—π∏ÿå·∫∫º ¡º “π√–À«à“ß°“√®¥∫—π∑÷°ª√–«—µ‘

√à«¡°—∫°“√º ¡°≈—∫  ·≈–§—¥‡≈◊Õ°§«“¡µâ“π∑“π

‚¥¬„™â°“√ª≈Ÿ°‡™◊ÈÕ¥â«¬·¡≈ßÀ«’Ë¢“«√à«¡°—∫°“√«‘π‘®©—¬

‚√§‚¥¬„™â«‘∏’ ELISA  “¡“√∂π”¡“ª√–¬ÿ°µå„™â„π

°“√§—¥‡≈◊Õ°§«“¡µâ“π∑“π‚√§‰¥â

 √ÿª

ª√–™“°√æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 ¬—ß¡’°“√°√–®“¬µ—«

¢Õß§«“¡µâ“π∑“π‚√§ „Àâ§à“‡©≈’Ë¬√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß

¢Õß‚√§Õ¬Ÿà√–¥—∫ª“π°≈“ß√–À«à“ß 1.58-3.21 ´÷Ëß¡’

§à“‡©≈’Ë¬ Ÿß°«à“æ—π∏ÿå H24 ·µà à«π„À≠à¡’§à“‡©≈’Ë¬µË”°«à“

æ—π∏ÿå CT1 æ—π∏ÿå CT2 ·≈–æ—π∏ÿå CLN2026D ª√–™“°√

æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 √–¥—∫§–·ππ  1 ·≈– 2 ‡ª√’¬∫‡∑’¬∫

°—∫æ—π∏ÿåæàÕ·¡à·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡ æ∫«à“ ¡’ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ

‰«√— ∑’Ëµ√«®æ∫„πµâπæ◊™πâÕ¬  ́ ÷Ëß„Àâ§à“°“√¥Ÿ¥°≈◊π· ß∑’Ë

405 π“‚π‡¡µ√  ‰¡à·µ°µà“ß®“°æ—π∏ÿå H24  ·µà·µ°µà“ß

®“°æ—π∏ÿå·¡à∑—Èß Õß·≈–æ—π∏ÿå§«∫§ÿ¡ ´÷Ëß¡’ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ
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‰«√— ∑’Ëµ√«®æ∫¡“° ‡¡◊ËÕ«‘‡§√“–Àå À —¡æ—π∏å√–À«à“ß

√–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√‚√§°—∫ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— 

∑’Ëµ√«®æ∫„πµâπæ◊™ æ∫«à“ √–¥—∫§«“¡√ÿπ·√ß¢ÕßÕ“°“√

‚√§∑’Ë‡°‘¥¢÷Èπ¡’§«“¡ —¡æ—π∏å∑“ß∫«°°—∫ª√‘¡“≥‡™◊ÈÕ‰«√— 

·≈– “¡“√∂§—¥‡≈◊Õ°æ—π∏ÿå≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 2 √–¥—∫§–·ππ

1 ®”π«π 10  “¬æ—π∏ÿå ∑’Ë “¡“√∂„Àâº≈º≈‘µ‰¥â·≈–

¡’≈—°…≥–∑“ßæ◊™ «π∑’Ë¥’ „Àâº≈‘µ≈Ÿ°º ¡™—Ë«∑’Ë 3 ‡æ◊ËÕ

 √â“ß “¬æ—π∏ÿå·∑â∑’Ë∑π∑“πµàÕ‰«√— „∫Àß‘°‡À≈◊ÕßµàÕ‰ª
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