
149

1
,

1
,

1
,

1
,

1
,

2
,

1*

1

2

 72  40 

 32 

 Formalin- ethyl acetate sedimentation 

concentration method 

Multivariate logistic regression 

 62.5 (45/72, 95% CI: 51.0-74.0) 

 (P<0.05)  87.5 

(95% CI: 76.0-99.0)  40 (95% CI: 25.0-55.0) 

 Coccidia protozoan, Trichuris suis, Strongyle nematodes Ascaris 

suum

(P<0.05)

 2555; 10(3): 149-164

:

:

. . .  50100 : Email: prapas.pat@cmu.ac.th, patprapas@gmail.com 

 30  2555 

 2555; 10(3): 149-164 



150

 (Introduction)

-

 100 

 93.11 (446/479 )
(1)

(2)

14  28.6 

(2)

 (Nematodes) 

Ascaris suum, Strongyloides ransomi, 

Strongyloides mesteri, Trichinelar spiralis, 

Trichuris suis, Ancylostoma dudenale

Oesophagostomum spp.

(Trematodes) Fasciolopsis buski, 

Echinochamus perfoliatus Brachy- 

laemus suis  (Cestodes) 

Taenia solium Diphyllobothrium 

latum
(3)

(Protozoa)  Coccidia protozoan 

Balantidium coli
(3,4)

Ascaris suum, 

Trichuris suis, Strongyloides ransomni, 

Coccidia protozoan Balantidium coli
(5)

(A. suum T. suis)

(Oesophagostomum spp.)



151

S. ransomi
(5)

A. suum

(Lactase enzyme) 

 (Lactose) 

(6)
T. suis

(7 )

Oesophagostomum spp. -

 (Feed 

conversion ratio) 

(8)

T. spiralis

F. buski

T. solium

(9)

B. coli

(10)

 1 

 1  12 

 1 

 5-6  6 

 1 

 1-2 

(11,12)



152

 (Cross- 

sectional study) 

-

 2554 

 5 

. .

. . .

 2,000 
(13)

. .2542

 50 

 500 

 50-500 

 5,000 
(14)

 2 

. .2554

(Convenient sampling)
(15)

 3 

 110-115 

 1-2 

 17 

 Win episcope 2.0
®

 5 

 1,938 
(13)

 30 

 95 

 41 

 60  32 



153

 110-115 

 1-2 

 17 

 20  Win episcope 2.0
®

 (Pooled sample) 

 3 

 4 

 10 

 Oocyst 

Trophozoite  2 

15

 10 

 Cyst  Oocyst  Trophozoite 

 Formalin- ethyl acetate 

sedimentation concentration method
(16)

 Oocyst

 Trophozoite  1 

(Positive)

 Multivariate logistic regression 

 Microsoft office excel
®
 (WA, 

USA)  Stata version 10
®
 (Texas, USA) 

 72 -

 40 

 32 

 62.5 (45/72, 95% CI: 51.0

-74.0)

 (P = 

0.00004, 95% CI: 0.50-0.72) 

 40 

(16/40, 95% CI: 25.0-55.0) 



154

 87.5 

(28/32, 95% CI: 76.0-99.0) 

 Coccidia protozoan, Trichuris

suis, Strongyle nematodes Ascaris 

suum (  1) 

 1

 Chi-square test 

 P<0.25
(17)

Multivariate logistic regression 

 (Model) 

P<0.05  (Final model) 

(P<0.05)

Multiple logistic regression 

 (Pets in farm area) 

(OR = 9.51, 95% CI: 1.25-72.10) 

 (Fecal management) (OR = 5.81, 

95% CI: 1.70-20.0) 

 (Carcass management) (OR = 0.47, 

95% CI: 0.27-0.77) 

 (Interaction) 

 (OR = 0.65, 95% CI: 0.34-1.24) 

 (OR = 2.02, 

95% CI: 1.38-2.95) 

 Simple logistic regression 



155

(OR=10.53, 95% CI: 3.08-35.70) 

 (OR = 5.05, 95% CI: 

1.62-15.65)

 (OR = 5.85, 95% CI: 1.96-17.28) 

 (OR = 

4.44, 95% CI: 1.10-17.86) 

 (OR = 4.24, 95% CI: 

1.20-15.03)

 (OR=5.13, 95% CI: 1.41-18.52) 

 (OR = 

4.85, 95% CI: 1.72-13.70) 

 (OR = 0.064, 95% CI: 0.013 

0.303)

 (OR=0.092, 95% CI: 

0.02-0.44)

 (OR = 0.52, 95% CI: 

0.34-0.79) (  2) 

 Coccidia protozoan 

Isospora suis

(18)

(19,20)

 2 

Trichuris suis, 

Strongyle nematodes Ascaris suum

Coccidia protozoan  3

 4 

 (P = 0.00004, 95% CI: 0.50-0.72) 

87.5 (28/32 , 95% CI: 76.0-99.0) 

 93.11 (446/479 )
(1)

 40 (16/40

, 95% CI: 25.0-55.0) 



156

T. suis, A. suum

Strongyles

 Coccidia 

protozoan

(19,20)

-

 2 

 Simple logistic regression 

 (OR = 10.53, 95% CI: 3.08- 

35.70)

-

-

 (OR = 5.05, 95% CI: 1.62- 

15.65)

(21)

 Evaporative system (OR 

= 5.85, 95% CI: 1.96-17.28) 

Trichinella spp.

Toxoplasma gondii

(22)

(OR = 4.44, 95% CI: 1.10-17.86  5.13, 

95% CI: 1.41-18.52 )

 Oocyst 



157

 1 

 (OR = 

4.24, 95% CI: 1.20-15.03) 

Oocyst

2

T. suis

Strongyle nematodes 

 2 
(23)

 (OR = 

4.85, 95% CI: 1.72-13.70) 

(24)

Oocyst Balantidium coli, 

Entamoeba coli Cryptosposidium sp. 

Ascaris 

suum, Trichuris suis, Fasciola hepatica

Strongyles type

(25) 

 (OR = 0.092, 95% CI: 

0.02-0.44)

 Oocyst 

 (Biosecurity) 

(26)

 (OR = 0.064, 95% CI: 

0.013-0.303)



158

(OR = 0.52, 95% CI: 0.34-0.79) 
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                 Chi-square, Simple logistic regression  Multiple logistic regression
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 Simple Chi-square test, Simple logistic regression  Multiple logistic regression
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