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1. ERERRREAHE L AN LA SR ERS MR et B AL (e e B e
Table 1. The effect of feeding liquid-type or gelation of milk replacer or without feeding any diet on the bodyweight of

sucking pigs
Body weight Control group®  Liquid-type of milk replacer ~Gelation of milk replacer P-value
Birthday, kg 120%0.18 1.211£0.24 1.28 £0.26° NS
7" week, kg 2.10%£0.33 2.38%+0.36 2.61+0.37 NS
14" week, kg 3.51+0.34 3.99£0.45 4411049 NS
21" week, kg 49810.52 5.53£0.58 6.09 £ 0.53 P=0.09
28" week, kg 6.66 10.67 7.14%0.71 7.84£0.68 P=0.07

* Only source of nutrition from sow’s milk. N'S: No significane.
" Mean * SD.

2. EREVRRESEEB A T SRS MR G iR AR AL 58 H i P
Table 2. The effect of feeding liquid-type or gelation of milk replacer or without feeding any diet on the average daily gain

of sucking pigs
ADG Control group®  Liquid-type of milk replacer ~Gelation of milk replacer P-value
1-7 day, kg 0.1610.07" 0.1710.05 0.1910.07" NS
8-14 day, kg 0.20£0.10 0.23£0.05 0.26£0.07 P=0.09
15-21 day, kg 0.21£0.04 0.2210.08 0.2410.04 NS
22-28 day, kg 0.24£0.08 0.23£0.08 0.25+0.07 NS
1-28 day, kg 0.20£0.07 0.21£0.05 0.23£0.05 NS

* Only source of nutrition from sow’s milk. NS: No significane.
" Mean * SD.
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1970; Hillman et al., 1994; Cherbut, 2002; Biagi ef al., 2006) °
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Table 3. The effect of feeding liquid-type or gelation of milk replacer or without feeding any diet on the number of fecal
microflora of sucking pigs

Microflora Control group™ Liquid-type of milk replacer Gelation of milk replacer P-value
E.coil, cfu/g' 9.10x 10" +3.4x 10"  325x10"£2.8x 10’ 1.65x10°+12x10° P=0.08
Other coliform bacteria, cfu/g’ 128 x 10° £ 4.5 x 10’ 225x10°+6.2x%10° 8.50x 10°+£3.4x 10° NS
Lactobacillus, cfu/g 3.52x10°£52x%10° 129%x10°£59 % 10° 8.71x10°£4.7 x 10° NS

' E.coil: Morphology showed blue color. * Other coliform bacteria: Morphology showed mauvecolor.
NS: No significance.

* Only source of nutrition from sow’s milk.

" Mean £ SD.
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Table 4. The effect of feeding liquid-type or gelation of milk replacer or without feeding any diet on index diarrhea of

sucking pigs
Diarrhea index” Control group™ Liquid-type of milk replacer Gelation of milk replacer
%
0 91.1° 80.4 96.5
1 8.9 10.7 35
2 0° 8.9 0
3 0* 0 0

" Diarrhea index 0 represented normal feces. Index 1 represented light soft feces. Index 2 represented intermediate soft feces.
Index 3 represented heavy soft feces.

* Only source of nutrition from sow’s milk.

56 D-E The percentage of index 0, 1, 2 and 3, respectively.
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Table 5. The effect of feeding liquid-type or gelation of milk replacer or without feeding any diet on the immunoglobin
contents of sucking pigs

Immunoglobulin Control group” Liquid-type of milk replacer Gelation of milk replacer
IgA x 10°, ng/mL 0.47 £ 0.04* 0.42£0.01 0.45%0.02°

IgM x 10°, ng/mL 4.14%1.36 3.84%1.05 4141138

IgG x 10°, ng/mL 3.59%1.33 3.34%0.55 3.60£1.18

* Only source of nutrition from sow’s milk.
" Mean £ SD.
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Abstract

The objectives of this plan were to assess liquid-type and gelation of piglet milk replacer to sucking pigs’ growth
performance, immunoglobulin contents, diarrhea incidence and fecal microflora. Experimental animals adopted 6 litters and
litter size up to 8-10 hd of newborn piglets, and each titter was divided into three groups (1 male and 1 female per each trial).
Diets provided containing liquid-type or gelation of milk replacer or only supported sow milk as control group. In the trial
groups respectively fed with 5 g/hd of liquid-type or gelation of milk replacer in the morning and afternoon every day by
handmade feeding, and in the control group without feeding any diet from 2 to 7 days of age. The results showed that from
2-7 days of age of sucking piglets supplied extra liquid-type or gelation of milk replacer, although on piglets’ body weight
and weight gain, immunoglobulin contents, and fecal microfloras were not significant difference, but fed gelation of milk
replacer of suking piglets on the third and forth week of body weight, on the second week of average daily gain, the number
of fecal coliforms, diarrhea incidence showed a improvement trend compared to control group. Therefore, with gelation of
milk replacer to feed sucking pig might have an effective improvement on their bodyweight, weight gain, intestinal flora and

reduce diarrhea incidence.

Key words: Gelation, Growth performance, Index diarrhea.
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