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SYZ s (Enser et al., 1998; Enser et al., 1996; Vasta et al.,, 2008 ) o T A= & AV H] ng = (N
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" E g 87.5% FL e B2 ¥4 (Boer hybrid goat ) [ 7Y L2 (Boer goat ) [ 7Y% ~#3Ek (Nubian
goat ) [ Z Bl (117 (Taiwan black goat) [ ﬁ 6 pif o BXERHRE N S E'?Ejﬁj%ﬁl o g
3&‘|§[[?§EI[JH PSR RS B 51 (1) R VAT S SSHE o E 1 87.5% B as
ESUERCANIE bR .;éxn‘tn P R U TR T - PR [ (B 2010)

AR A [ RSB P B (24 m) 11 SRR D FUBA 1S 30% By
Bl -~ 25% F' T (Medicago sativa) Yz %1 ~ 25% Hlﬂ% ( Cynodon dactylon) YizE1=2 20% &[5! ( Digitaria
decumbens ) Hiz&1 » E1% 55 [~ AOAC (1987) ijiinT’T By - TN T ROV ERER ?iju’ﬁ?gﬁﬁmlﬂﬁ"
S BOFHIN Fri A A (RS 2012)
[ %—fﬂi

FSER S A 18 LB TR 4 T T - R PR R
ESTREENI= =y ﬁgﬁ#@?&z’{i BES > SrRIF R ERR TR B
(i) {55 (dressing percentage )

F ERL18 | A ARV EINE o 1 SR R ] 65 C IR R 4 T

S IS B RV 2002) <SR D Y B LR [ - 1 Catas)

?Eﬁﬁﬂf’gﬂy J[%?\ETEF’?B » FIE= (radius) tﬁzﬁ—"’?}‘ ( metacarpal bone ) [t~ Jﬁfﬁrﬁi ) Elﬁ\'\ﬁ?}’ (tibia ) T

fl?f' (metatarsal bone ) F[=J[& i - FIELfE: (sacral vertebrae ) =25 #2 (coccygeal vertebrae ) fif=Jfi#

B e TRV B R A e A 2O BRIV - PSR TR TR

FIoy PR g ek s o

(i) RHALE R

¥E Fi’“ﬁgﬂ e 2°Cs th Ed 1~—B|§lj7f’<’§fh =IVE 2 I'{T’F‘J’ﬁwﬁ“ (M. longissimus dorsi ) [ A

H il RS Eﬁﬁ&i*ﬁf[&ﬁﬁﬂw*“w%f HITR B E  bh R

I8 CH &%%WJﬁKW%%@fﬁﬁ%mW“(ﬁw L) S5V SRR

1. pH @ A 1 J]ﬁb 2Ch}%24 T TR B PERESY 12 % 13 o REVERA 10 g
Z5E7-1 90 mL > 5% 10,000 rpm *d’?’ff (Homogenizer AM-11, Japan) 1 5i## % » I'] pH fliFt (WTW
pH 573, Germany ) -0 -

2. BN I FR (Super color SP-80, Tokyo Denshoku Co., Japan ) JHJ A a* ~ b* =2 L* fifi »
< BT B T 4

3. 0% (firmness) M@/ (toughness) : AR 4 Qi) 80°C ”Mﬁ 20 53 & > VIR 2
emx 1 em x 1 em AJHLRS 7 — 10 4 » f;'['ﬁ? PrERIE R (TA-XT PLUS, Stable Micro Systems Co.
LTD., UK) I')] HDP/BS-warner %= Jifi (adapter) |- o B Eﬁ ALY BB AEEF R T 18
il ] (=4 iﬂi{« Y BRI -

4. iﬁvﬁﬁﬁ} (drip loss) © {# Honikel (1998) Frir ty i /5 o Rk iz 24 /| FAS5T 10 % 13 ’iﬁ']?}’
VTSRS 2 ZOT VR SRR BRI T 4R 48 [ FTEHRERIA
ORI

5. ZEIER SR (cooking loss) @ ARAFTE (W1) sATH 2 &kt » 1] 80°C 7NF‘, 30 5564 - Yﬁﬁﬂ%i
PR A B R (W2) F[’f?yi[« VISR = (WL — W2) /W1 x 100% °

6. — =Y 35T T BRAFNY <55 (moisture) ~ F & 18T (crude protein) - ‘;E’QFI% (crude fat) -~
5t Cash) B FRIBIE * HlVI % (RE RS o R 53 ] 9 K A ONS 6511
CNS 6393 + CNS 6259 ~ CNS 6258 =4 =01 -

7. JELGTE (cholesterol) © % FffENE * H@g@ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁgﬁﬂ[mdﬁﬁ%, & AOAC (1990) HrH
B .

8. FAHEE! (total calorie) : A< [™ F,?UE??%ZEIF?“ (=100% — 37 % — 7}27 % — E]F,ﬁ’B % —
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9. ¥ EL[% (amino ac1ds) CL A ENE H@x’%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁfﬁﬁ%ﬁ[l@\ﬁ&? o U™ AOAC (1987)
D ERIEFELFE (A Simpson et al. (1976) ] e 1WA s i & nS LR D -
109 16 (fatty acid) : = FUEE - H'S“?ff%’: %’?Hfﬁ?‘i?ﬁ?ﬂ[mﬁﬁ*v B.[&~AOAC (1987) 3%

L -
:#ELFH—JD %r;vﬁﬁ (sensoryevaluatlon) w% 27750 ,;ﬁ,; f,FF# F'li,'\ 15 Lw.@ﬁﬁp,

5 - |7f“ if# (aroma) -~ E'ff (flavor) ~ et (color) ~ /k (chewness) e e RV (overall
acceptablhty) E F[F]J (FR 10 zjﬁ‘[J 1 oj =] 10 JHEE) e
(i) 3
FURRATIH BT | SAS é%fﬁ’ﬁa ( Statistical Analysis System, 2002) EERE T T }Eﬁﬁﬂ,‘&;@’r

23 (Duncan’ s New Multiple Range Test ) Fiif f A 2 BB .
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R E LV S VIS SR T ATED 12.2% o [ R I (5T () NRC BRI 3 Eh
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W= SR EIRE Ul o IV e 4 7B A R L PERE 2 = 18 Pl (ﬁ% 0 2012) -

AR BT BRE (S RTERIRE |UBSE 4 R P 2 T RIS AR e
b* i B B R SR RO S S Y Wﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁwﬁ*%f Rk
RENA Jfgag, IS (P <0.05) ez t=pnfe > F =R 7 12 % (#2) - 1§‘“PJF5| > fif
FETEE GRDR] R %“ 1Y% E PR g (Cifuni er al, 2000; Dhanda et al., 2003; d 44 > 2009 & #4357 > 2011b 5 15
S 2011) o HRERHE IR o ALY g s R B A (SRS [
PRSP R SR IS YL R Y S 87.5% RV RS N X A OB A T I
[IETEIfE (% (Santos et al., 2007; Pérez et al., 2007; Pefia et al., 2009; Abdullah and Qudsieh, 2008; "
2011b) » BET- Y10 ) (SETEULS FUBBRAT S F HOITE Vb a1 SR P PR
MY BRI -

FER i 1T 24 PIRRTET TS pH L SRR ST IVERE S R (P < 0.05) % (R
2) ° Abdullah and Hussein (2007) i%‘fﬁ FURR- BRI U A SRS L R AT Y4 - [T TDN
£ 63% 55 H > B ] pH @E“*?tq—?%%?{ﬁ'ﬂﬂ‘) - Wiklunda et al. (2003) S0 5l 5
FEMTERRID pH i St 2 R QTR /ﬁamwﬁwa%fw’fﬁﬁéﬁﬁ?*
ﬂfﬁmﬁ“ pH b=t BB {5 o 4 FREH RN T e ] ‘ﬁ“ﬂfﬁwﬁ“  pH' & pH™ fifife (% > fEIF=
[ “%?iﬁ«&ﬂ ¥ 5 ITEN e l*%ﬂJF&J”ﬁﬁ‘ Iﬁl%% P “Wiﬁz&‘fﬁssj,‘ﬁ’qn R e | R
%‘Q[}AJH'P‘JE\”‘ %qrﬁj}ﬁ]ggﬁ (%1 pH fifl - Monin et al. (1987) éﬁfﬂfﬁlﬁ#[@?iﬂ TR BRI R ﬂ“
P RIER | /f?‘ﬂ‘ T pHAB ™« 9 R 24 P D pHT I i 1Y pHY i
H,IEE PR A ’F"i&@\ﬁfﬁiﬂ I P57 e RS RN -

%F'%E a0 F B VEAR L[5 (Alcalde and Negueruela, 2001; Marichal et al., 2003; Ripoll et al.,
2012) BB O ER A5 53 (Marino ef al., 20063 #3575 2002 1 152> 2011) BEFHBR » [1kER
L* -0 ) pH BY2% - 4 2T > 1B \3&’;&{& JL* B (P <0.05) [pfegsiefnge
W 87.5% WRFELHRH (%2) o R 3 ORI B HIF}?F <55 (72.9 vs. 74.6 vs. 73.7%) -
TS (3.7 vs. 2.6 vs. 2.8%) %EJ?J%%% (#3) (Pefia et al, 2009) » = plgg 1 F#ag S 1 oy
eI - Ding er al. (2010) T i P |1 [ R TBBIRHETS 1 BT > P a1 sl s fogrly -
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Table 1. Composition of finishing ration for castrated male goat

Ingredients %

As fed

Alfalfa hay 25.0

Pangola hay 20.0

Bermuda hay 25.0

Concentrate' 30.0
Total 100.0
Analyzed value , DM basis

Dry matter 87.9

Crude protein 12.2

TDN? 61.2

NDF 18.2

ADF 9.4
Feed cost/ kg’ 10.8

" Concentrate contained: corn, 74.0%; soybean meal, 20.5%; molasses, 3.0%; limestone, 1.9%; salt, 0.5%; mineral
premix, 0.1%. Each kg of mineral premix contained: Cu, 10 g; Co, 100 mg; Zn, 60 g; Mn, 60 g; Fe, 30 g; Se, 100
mg; Vitamin A, 6,000,000 1.U.; Vitamin D, 100,000 I.U.; Vitamin E, 4,000 [.U.

? The value of TDN was calculated from the feedstuff data bank of NRC.

* Concentrate = 13.7 N.T./kg ; alfalfa hay = 15.0 N.T. /kg; Pangola hay = 4.5 N.T. /kg; Bermuda hay = 8.0 N.T. /kg.

2. [MFrERR| '*E%T?ﬁﬁj’ﬁl[ﬁjgﬁpﬁﬁé R L NG 72
Table 2. The dressing percentage and physical characteristics of M. longissimus dorsi of various meat-type goats
fed with a low nutrient ration

Breed'

ftems BH BO NU TG SF
Number of animal 4 4 4 4
Slaughter weight2, kg 60.1° 58.1° 48.4° 48.2° 4.1
Dressing percentage, % 58.5 57.1 56.9 56.0 2.1
Rib eye, cm’ 17.00 17.13 16.45 13.93 2.99
pH' 5.80° 5.57° 5.96° 5.96° 0.36
pH* 5.64™ 5.46° 5.80° 5.68" 0.28
L* value 31.2% 33.4° 29.3° 33.2% 3.9
a *value 16.0 18.1 15.6 16.0 2.3
b *value 55 7.2 5.1 6.6 2.0
Firmness, kg 9.60 7.00 6.91 10.31 3.52
Toughness, kg/sec 12.60 10.53 10.16 14.89 4.36
Drip loss, % 1.68 1.59 0.69 0.64 1.12
Cooking loss, % 25.34 30.25 29.00 24.00 5.91

' BH: 87.5 % Boer hybrid goat; BO: Boer goat; NU: Nubian goat; TG: Taiwan black goat. n=4.
* Based on the weight of goat after eighteen hours starvation.
" Superscripts in the same row with different letters differ significantly (P < 0.05).

L — b 53

[ 2 3 PR o0~ R R T SRR S ST A3 o Ak N - BT
Pl s 3 TRV lo) SRRy R (P < 0.05) bt plide e S Rl 11 [« Ryl
F i f’?"rf,é“ PN i ‘?fﬁéf% (P<0.05) - B I FE il = 5 R (P<0.05) {847
RN RN SRR RN DB 2 EE (P < 0.05) (AL :*jfﬁz@ﬁf;l UEl “RESE
Juérez et al. (2009 ) aﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁ ,5/4%5“%” PR S VBT ~ JELEEED ~ 7<55 ~ TesdE- Ry 0T 0 e
PR o FEEARET (2010) STRIDR ] TDN 55 71.6% [ ™" TDN £ 63.5% V¢ 45z 4 | 14
PIEERE [ RS SR H RIS E T RS 138.97 5 113.03 keal/100 g (1B



S 2l BB PIRE YR W R N
2011) o 4 ZLERERET TDN £L 61.2% I [SETEE S [T - 4ffgjznjfﬁ#lfgrg;§§ﬁgﬁ;qnjﬁ;@{%g, i
110.9 — 123.3 keal/100 g » Bl N EEE (2011) HIT] > (E[SF4H2 (2011b) 53 4l » B
[I#5. ), TDN ﬁi‘;{mﬁ% 4%5:“;}' AACEEETED o TR AR Y Alg',ﬂjfu] = ﬁ»ﬁﬁqu s AIEII /i
#5357 — 383 me/100 ¢ V] AR (2002) ~ IEE (2011) PGS BT (55 %jﬁ% an
BREH[ N R e 3’}%#@: PIBIY ) o

23 (SRR [ BRI PR TR TR )

Table 3. The chemical composition of M. longissimus dorsi of various meat-type goats fed with a low nutrient ration

Breed'

Items SE
BH BO NU TG

Number of samples 4 4 4 4
Moisture, % 73.7% 72.9° 74.6" 73.6° 14
Crude protein, % 22.2° 22.2° 22.0° 21.0° 1.1
Crude fat, % 2.8 3.7 2.6° 3.9° 1.3
Ash, % 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.1
Total calorie, kcal/100g 115.7* 123.3° 110.9° 120.9° 11.0
Cholesterol, mg/100g 38.3 36.2 35.7 35.8 2.4

' Same as Table 1.
" Superscripts in the same row with different letters differ significantly (P < 0.05).

L P

F 475 4 FERR ﬁ%’fﬁﬂ SRR [/“F'N#L—’iikﬁlf& Tk “‘gﬂifﬁl& AR EL R A,E:I 55
Il /T4 9,948 — 10,323 mg/100 g - 8 992 — 9,448 mg/lOO g 18,940 — 19 690 mg/100 g /[t - ﬂ "*r.;'
AT o ) L PR AIE < ET VTR (serine) ~ AT PR Chistidine) 2T & (alanine) ik =
PR (P<005) FEERET (2010) MBS (2011) SHERSEE E‘FHI / TDN - CP Fﬁgz
O SRR R gﬁﬁafuiﬁwq” DRSS > HE R R B R AT (S ETERIR R [ R BTG % qFl
WSS T £ e 1TV (Chowdhury and Orskov, 1997)

R 4 O PR RS TSRS (F5) o SRR A BRI

E%ﬁa\?ﬁ’@ﬂlﬁ"ﬂ’f& A[fE'l 'ﬁ,'J (56.88 — 60.23% vs. 39.78 — 43.08% ) -l HI ’T‘é@ﬂiﬁvq’ffﬁ[\ ] C 18:1 (oleic
acid, J{1J% ) F’?[#“F“ﬂﬁ[ﬂq (46.90 — 52.68% ) ~ C 18:2 (linoleic acid, Eh’*f’ﬁﬂlf‘&) [/ (235 —4.28%) »
okl l’j‘F’[’ﬁ pf" '} C 16:0 (palmitic acid, £k [% ) F’?]ff“ﬁ ﬁ@ﬁ (21.78% — 23.63% ) ~ C 18:0 (stearic

acid, r{l ,Ef ‘1 (14.03 — 15.53%) o IF"%?F}JEE Abdullah and Hussein (2007 ) Z=EET (2011) ?F—JIZ[E
:Hé/\'ﬁ'l” T %ﬁ%\ BRAR [REP IR F U TRy RE S "uﬁwq” Vq‘ﬁ*f‘& > &l o Pratiwi ef al. (2006)
FL[I [ﬁ’l‘[ Aoy T B 'qFﬁ*f Alfé'rﬁ F/\’F‘Iﬁﬁ? K ﬁ*[@z Mahgoub et al. (2002) = Pefia et

al. (2009) 71’ £ AFITF f' S o Pratiwi et al. (2006) Wuﬂ\?%w‘@% TEEA "T”ﬁf‘&ﬁé“ EIEEZ’—”I’?["JT&“HWJ
B (433 — 53.8% ) BTV £ BT PRERPE - By (225 — 27 oo faﬁﬁrw*v (107
18.1%) - AR (3-5) S T - TR TR A
PSR S ) C 140 c 15:0 > T HIFVTSPEIR C 18:1 9 » Bl [ b=qiufie = 3 ¢ HIFJ, R
C18:2~C18:3 ~C20:37% C20:4 {1l B Ff#%fmaz%“ﬁs#,‘ﬁ PRI PR R SR -
i%ﬁm s (Banskalieva et al., 2000; Rhee et al., 2000; Pratiwi et al., 2006 Juarez etal., 2009) ”‘JfF[L"
PRIV TR SEIGIE i R STRIER AR B
AP E S’;’/,E‘I’IJ%:MAJ ﬁﬁ'f‘-' V% T’é@ﬁl’ﬁ%@{ (polyunsaturated fatty acids, PUFA )

JF‘J:I?J EhRL ALy ’}u | ﬁ’l‘ bk s WI ( Mahgoub et al., 2002) » AJH17 PUFA/SFA (saturated fatty acids,
BEAVIR TO ) F“l’7j U“T‘i’rrw PR Y = = FE i%}ﬁ'}';" @-6 FA /@-3 FA T3] ~ F it
R EJE t r'iJJFA%‘ETZ’WﬁFWﬁbi’ﬁ pis L“Fr”*" PR IFIEI PRI o ORI iy L 2
7% (Simopoulos, 2002 Shannon et al., 2007; Hedelin et al., 2007) - Simopoulos (2002 ) @%‘{Fﬁ AT
PUFA/SFA 5985 1~ @-6 FA /-3 FA T | — 2 BRI (€ #2547 * R JE R 3 Ut €7 W (i S
HIIE FRI) Y H 22V PUFA/SFA =" @-6 FA /@-3 FA J[[[EL 0.5 » 4 [/—Ff, [AJiE BL [ (Enser ef al., 1996,
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1998) 4 FERRAHHN T 4FEA R PR ’FT@W%” SAFl1 PUFA/ SFA w;ajmf 0.10 — 0.18 ~
[ @-6 FA/@-3 FA F=f] /1 57737 — 9.03 V[ » =157 (2011) I Uiz & i € 45 A1V S AT 1)
%%g1mf§4w*y$@m@w@w%ﬁii %HF@%%‘ﬁVﬁw p@“%i%wwﬁ
JUH AT T -

o4 [STHEIRG RSB SR A 1T S TR AP £ B B

Table 4. The content of amino acids in M. longzsszmus dorsz of various meat- type goats fed with a low nutrient ration

Breed'
Items SE
BH BO NU TG
-mg/100 g -
Aspartic acid 1,863.9 1,911.9 1,949.9 1,935.5 75.4
Glutamic acid 2,959.9 3,095.5 3,100.4 3,141.2 157.9
Cysteine 212.0 206.7 214.1 217.7 9.1
Serine 822.1° 894.6 907.0* 937.0° 97.5
Histidine 775.9* 801.0° 814.6 608.1° 191.8
Glycine 812.6 831.1 868.4 852.1 15.2
Threonine 834.3 877.6 887.4 872.7 46.6
Arginine 1,235.7 1,271.7 1,300.9 1,339.8 88.3
Alanine 1,144.2° 1,182.8% 1,228.2% 1,264.7° 105.1
Tyrosine 575.9 582.9 609.0 593.8 28.9
Valine 1,078.9 1,071.2 1,072.2 1,084.6 12.6
Methionine 440.6 397.2 402.2 394.7 43.0
Tryptophan 150.6 1554 154.7 143.5 10.9
Phenylalanine 976.2 979.2 979.9 964.8 14.0
Isoleucine 958.4 982.0 1,006.4 993.7 40.8
Leucine 1,668.1 1,712.5 1,735.6 1,706.8 56.1
Lysine 1,829.4 1,891.3 1,968.8 1,933.0 119.8
Proline 601.9 530.9 490.8 506.1 98.3
TEAA® 9,948.0 10,138.8 10,322.5 10,041.7 320.1
TNEAA® 8,992.4 9236.3 9,367.7 9448.0 398.5
TAA* 18,940.4 19,375.1 19,690.2 19,489.7 633.9

' Same as Table 1.

> TEAA: total essential amino acids. TEAA = histidine + threonine + arginine + valine + methionine + tryptophan
+ phenylalanine + isoleucine + leucine + lysine.

* TNEAA: total non-essential amino acids. TNEAA = aspartic acid + glutamic acid + cysteine + serine + glycine +
alanine + tyrosine + proline.

* TAA: total amino acids. TAA = TEAA + TNEAA.

“® Means within the same row with the different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05).
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[RETEELE PRSI Iﬂ! BT RS ARA thn WA YR 6 o SRR B
UEHREE Il = A [ (aroma) Z2pL/% (chewness) » #FE=fh| = [T 3 BRI PIE ks T <
(color) (P <0.05) - {E7AEEE 2 o ""Ffl{fgfa | V3£ Bl o Madruga et al. (2010) I?Jt VAT IPEY
l}ﬁﬁféﬁﬁf PR eV i (= 590 T@?fﬁwﬂ kL AJF IR IR~ e Elmore et al. (2000) ?JE
[ URBRIIE TR R (A R 1% PUFA gu}F i) PUFA W 2R - 2 TR A I - Rtk
TR R ?“E“ﬁﬁiﬁ“%iﬁj’[/ PUFA ﬁi% i 4 A A ERRE T 1R (N (6.03 vs. 5.18 vs. 7.28 vs. 3.98
%) (#5) i_lr_ﬁif TR ﬁfﬁ##@[ﬁa [ %J/FKFEF Ripoll et al. (2012) SEZH > & gl =
Fiﬁ”ﬁﬁ'ff*—‘ A ﬁﬁﬁ{f (tenderness) Fﬂﬁi“ (2011b) VfiE 428 ~ ILH;L?@,E' E] ”“ﬁwﬁ“ﬁ{/\]’:ﬁ#[ﬁ?ﬂ
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Table 5. The fatty acids composition of M. longissimus dorsi of various meat-type goats fed with a low nutrient ration

Breed'
ftems BH BO NU TG SE
-9% -

C 10:0, capric acid 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0
C 12:0, lauric acid 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0
C 14:0, myristic acid 2.23° 2.00° 1.80° 1.98% 0.35
C 14:1, myristoleic acid 0.15 0.13 0.10 0.13 0.04
C 15:0, pentadecanoic acid 0.48° 0.40™ 0.45" 0.35° 0.11
C 16:0, palmitic acid 23.63 22.98 21.78 22.08 1.69
C 16:1, palmtoleic acid 2.38 2.05 1.93 2.10 0.38
C 17:0, heptadecanoic acid 1.05 1.00 1.08 1.05 0.06
C 18:0, stearic acid 15.38 14.43 15.53 14.03 1.46
C 18:1,,, oleic acid 46.90° 50.13* 48.15" 52.68° 5.04
C 18:1,,, vaccenic acid 1.30% 1.28% 1.43° 1.25° 0.16
C 18:2, linoleic acid 3.38° 3.25° 428" 2.35° 1.58
C 18:3, a -linolenic acid 0.43* 0.38% 0.48" 0.35° 0.11
C 20:0, arachidic acid 0.13 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.03
C 20:1, eicosanoic acid 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.10 0.03
C 20:2, eicosadienoic acid 0.38 0.28 0.30 0.28 0.10
C 20:3, cis-8, 11, 14-eicosatrienoic acid 0.10™ 0.10® 0.13* 0.05" 0.06
C 20:4, arachidonic acid 1.48" 1.03° 1.85° 0.83° 0.92
C 20:5, eicosapentanoic acid 0.23 0.15 0.20 0.13 0.09
C 22:0, benenic acid 0.00° 0.00° 0.05° 0.00° 0.05
C 22:1, docosaenoic acid 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03
C 22:6, docohexanoic acid 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.06
SFA? 43.08 41.10 40.98 39.78 2.73
USFA® 56.88 58.85 59.00 60.23 2.77
MUFA* 50.85" 53.68° 51.73° 56.25® 4.79
PUFA’ 6.03™ 5.18"™ 7.28" 3.98° 2.78
PUFA/SFA 0.14™ 0.13° 0.18" 0.10° 0.07
@-6 FA/@-3 FA® 7.61 8.86 9.03 7.37 1.68

' Same as Table 1.

* SFA: total saturated fatty acids. SFA=C 10:0 + C 12:0 + C 14:0 + C 15:0 + C 16:0 + C 17:0 + C 18:0 + C 20:0 + C 22:0

* USFA: total unsaturated fatty acids. USFA = C 14:1 + C 16:1 + C 18:1 + C 18:2 + C 18:3 + C 20:1 + C 20:2 + C 20:3 + C
20:4 +C20:5+C22:1 +C22:6

* MUFA: total monounsaturated fatty acids. MUFA =C 14:1 + C 16:1 + C 18:1 + C 20:1 + C 22:1

* PUFA: total polyunsaturated fatty acids. PUFA = C 18:2 + C 18:3 + C 20:2 + C 20:3 + C 20:4 + C 20:5 + C 22:6

* @-6 FA/@-3 FA=(C 18:2+ C 20:2 + C 20:3+ C 20:4) / (C 18:3 + C 20:5 + C 22:6)

“® Means within the same row with the different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05).

A6 [SETETVEEITARIR SRR TR |
Table 6. The comparison of sensory scoresl in M. longissimus dorsi of various meat-type goats fed with a low
nutrient ration

Breed®
ltems BH BO NU TG SE
Aroma 6.7" 5.6" 5.8% 5.1° 1.9
Flavor 6.4 6.1 5.3 5.7 1.9
Color 6.7" 6.1° 5.5° 5.8" 1.3
Chewness 5.6" 5.1% 6.2° 3.9 1.9
Overall acceptability 6.7 6.5 7.0 5.7 2.2

" Ten-point scale with 1 being dislike extremely and 10 being like extremely.
* The breeds same as Table 1.
“® Means within the same row with the different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05).
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Abstract

This study was to investigate the effects of low nutrient ration on carcass characteristics and fatty acids
compositions of castrated male meat goats in Taiwan. Six castrated male goats from each breed of 87.5% Boer
hybrid, Boer, Nubian and Taiwan black goat were fattened at a low nutrient content ration, which contained 12.2%
of crude protein and 61.2% of TDN. Four goats of each breed were slaughtered at 18 months of age. Results
showed that there were no significant differences among dressing percentage, rib eye area, a* value, b* value,
firmness, toughness, drip loss and cooking loss of M. longissimus dorsi. However, significant differences (P < 0.05)
were found in the values of pH', pH*, L* among different breeds. On chemical compositions of M. longissimus
dorsi, there were significant differences (P < 0.05) among percentage of moisture, crude protein, crude fat and total
calorie contents. Percentage of unsaturated fatty acids of M. longissimus dorsi was higher than that of saturated
fatty acids among breeds. Meanwhile, percentage of oleic acid (46.9-52.7%) and palmitic acid (21.8-23.6%) were
highest in unsaturated fatty acids and saturated fatty acids group on M. longissimus dorsi, respectively. Fatty acids
compositions in M. longissimus dorsi were affected by breeds. Panel tests which included the sensory scores of
aroma, color and tenderness in M. longissimus dorsi of castrated Taiwan black goats, were poorer than that of
other breeds. Results showed that feeding low nutrient ration to castrated male meat goats would not affect carcass

characteristics and fatty acids compositions among breeds.
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