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PR o A Bﬁﬁ%%ﬁ}%%a«o%>ﬁ#@@ﬁ§ﬁ A~ B RS 2 A g
HEEER (P <0.05) ﬁﬁq;[/ PRI (P < 0.05) i % /ﬁﬁﬁ*}g‘f\i! H I ALY RS S T P TR
PPy (2,746-2,809 mg/100 ) » BRI elet fy (45.45-54.01%) © A ~ B A (5 C18:0 »
C18:2 ~ SFA ~ PUFA i ik g7 2 - [y C18:1 » USFA » MUFA S @-6 FA/w-3 FA JIJ{=4° ik fa ¥ -
i A ] AR B A B L ORI (P < 0.05) BT BAZH « 43 Eé%%ﬁ’ﬁ? EL o F|E BT B (AR =
EPRFHIE i R I VR ARG TS & R STE VT (SRS w-6 FA/@-3
FA = Fﬁg]y ‘:f Bl & SEPE! I@QM%V Ixéfﬁj\(ﬁlﬂjﬁ; pi]
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&

[l

A TP S P AT+ S - ] - F
ARy~ ERURCR] Fﬁ [i ey Fﬂf:lg’ﬁf]ﬁﬂfk HY2¥ (Elmore et al., 2000; Sanudo et al., 1998; Velasco et al.,
2004; Perlo et al., 2008) » ¥ ([1I') UL A S Gt 5 Qoo I A O 5 B4R (Enser er
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214 TR R SRR [ R AT D sy

al., 1996, 1998; Vasta et al., 2008) = F3" (2002) =B (20100) PHAGHHNEET » = PRI 1V g ToEAL S
fﬁ?iiflfﬁﬁlfg' ~ F g PR R AR fﬂﬂ TR R o

LRIy qF[ T6 P (T B AR R T 5T A ﬁ@ ak ﬁF, T4 % (saturated fatty acids, SFA) == 7> i@ 7! ’iFI i
[ (unsaturated fatty acids, USFA) = ﬁ@ﬁl’ﬁ Tk~ [ FrTfA SV O BV T ﬁ@ﬂlﬁﬁ 7 i
(monounsaturated fatty acids, MUFA) * %7 7 ﬁ@*ﬂﬁﬁﬁ*@z (polyunsaturated fatty acids, PUFA) o ¥TF ¢ » I
ﬁ”%fﬁglﬁﬂﬁ?;*ﬂ%ﬁj] H[FHPI',\ H[ l/qqui‘r E&E“"FIE',E&'EJ’FIE‘L kF ;’F Fll'klfﬁl@ﬁ‘j/ﬁlfwﬂ\,ﬁﬁjﬁg
ﬂjr 17 B ﬁ*@&ﬁiw #ﬂﬁ HiRIY R (Suda et al,, 2001) © Chang and Huang (1998; 1999) 45
H VY PUFAMUEA £-7 i#’iﬁ? (% MUFA/SFA F=7% (PUFA4MUFAY/SFA “'40 3 I Ay » #fict 3o
& .}qu W1 A [l AIE'I

A ﬁ 2 Ff[l (organic hvestock products) §F4?ﬁ| (R~ SRS A IR pE T i S l‘:ﬁﬁﬁﬁdl

UrEES ﬁﬁi = SRR R RS SRR TS (Parfitt et al., 2005; Thomassen ef al.,
2008) = Marino ez al. (2006) F’*“]‘ EIB3ET# Podilian SRy T ﬂﬁ' VAERER P '*E’qu':ﬁ\ﬁgj AR
F’?A 7P ﬁ@ﬁlﬁﬂﬁ*f&'*ﬂﬂﬁ! Angood er al (2007) #ftlt > F SRR S V¥ [& O I B T e
bl f’& (linolenic acid, C18:3) » @-3 PUFA - Realini et al (2004)1*'" Dannenberger e al. (2005) FHGHEN .
I & g e (e ) B ST A 1 H ﬁﬂﬁ’ﬁ'ﬁﬁ'@i (conjugated linoleic acid, C18:2) A,EI i
I[P (stearic acid, C18:0) ~ finffafifk (linoleic acid, C18:2) ~ = i{lif% (arachidonic acid, C20:4) » i ﬂ il
APk (eicosapentanoic acid, C20:5) » = - = #14%& (docosapentanoic acid, C22:5) HEWJ ﬁﬁ S
il L T R PO R R SRR ER - 1R ST ’?’Tli}Vt
RYEA TJ B T R

ﬁgﬁﬁﬁ%’?l%ﬂﬁ?fs‘@ﬁ?%'Eﬁﬁu’ﬂ%’ Bl [IT I*?‘FJWA#/E'F‘I* T4 AR e 0P ﬁ[
STE Ul | B BsE P o R D EERURUR] ([0 B R L ;M@ﬁ i1k o Pearceer al. (2010)
fF'[H', J F?i}?i?’”’ffif@:?@ﬁ %ié’iﬁfﬁﬁ’(mﬁplex spp.) TR - T B =R R o D - Bop
Poz T ORI IR o AR RS (AR & o SR BRI - F R FS‘ poL e %
% o Liu er al. ( 2001) K¢ ARAT 2 (“FEMED 57 ST - P02 v Pl ”ﬁlﬁﬂj HEFHRAE
W S| U R A RIRE K Aziza et al. (2006) Fil o (U RS I o F Rk AR
AR = EEE R = Qr‘/@ﬁﬁfi PIEJA 20% V! S VETR  l  AR
"EJF% (M= 2010a) » = W?@Tﬁ&f[l??ﬂﬂhﬁf"ﬁﬁ E'*E‘F LV S R ’é:p RS ARG
R I B ;l/@grl?%ﬁfi (Vasta et al., 2008) = & & T BSAIF > PIF 052184 (550 B S35
Rk I e 1*?’\““‘jr ’f[fﬂﬂlﬁfhfﬁiﬁﬁ RIS BB ﬁyJi_iifﬁfF‘J\ﬁ[”?ﬁﬁEJfﬁflfjﬁi
%—ﬁl[g’[ Jﬁlﬁ' EAR NG f% J [l Reaal el Gl rA Rl oA %’*“]‘ Jtaiialakag = Jis
B o B Hﬁi’ﬁ# 2 .

MFERTTE

L BRI B

FESTRRK S I RIS 0 7 (1) WA 00 [ S B
i AP ) ARSI R B R L RS () P )
FiH 18 s B3 A 0 EAY 2 - S 3 PEE S AR 0 I 121 o EEEEEIMBET (2010a) ATt o
SEHFRIRC 2 SV [ )2 1 F VIR F4 7030 » PRIV UIRE 197D 16% - A BACHST Y
B TR TR B S R VR (SR IES S [RER
15:85 » BRI PR (0TS 30% - 111 B A BRI SIS AR S o A SRV 20% IR I
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I]ng (S ITEZE -
L "5k 5 (dressing percentage)

gy & Vg ﬁguﬂ%?ﬁ I IR 5 AR S B oF‘“ SEIVIPHT BAT 18 A AT
Y ?ﬁ'ﬁﬂf R TR EE’}« 1A (] ) 65 C TR MBI 4 ST EI IR S E SR ()
KR 2002) AR /Fﬁ"lﬁé" RS Il SR s (atlas)t*‘“ﬁgl?‘ff G JFQHEI?Z[ F BT (radius)
tfﬁ"’?}’ (metacarpal bone) ]I i - ’I’i"\i"’rﬁj (tibia) ==t 1 (metatarsal bone) [i]* I i S F I (sacral
vertebrae) ===} (coccygeal vertebrae) i Jﬂf&'ﬁ RGNS R SE{?J}H; 2°C Fﬁﬂf‘«';ﬁ‘(ﬁ 5%
VIR AT P

10 . F:z'[ J [

ELE" E g ‘Pﬂﬁ/‘ Flh AE2CITe Elh %o NEPHF BRI 2 l"r""ﬁi{ﬁ“ (A longissimius
dﬂfﬂ) L VR fli= 1% lﬂﬁlgaﬁl&” (FAEFCA=HZE) - bl R E'UIﬁN?F’?1 SE e A
(@) pH i : E’V?fi[« 10 g p ™ 256871 90 mL > A% 10,000 rpm #2%T ( Homogenizer AM-11, Japan)1 75 & >
"'} pH fliFh (WTW pH 573, Germany ) [t -

(i) #/7% (firmness) PRI (toughness) @ BAREE 24 G 4E T 80°C J‘YF‘ 20 538 > FVHEIY 2 em x 1
cm x 1 cm A fF'sLﬁ‘ 7-10 #d }%[’ F P 5 (TA-XT PLUS, Stable Micro Systems Co. LTD., UK) '
HDP/BS-warner % i (adapter) i &= = A (frJ ALY B FEF RN E T ST (SR E LA
YN -
(i) =15 @ AR :er‘iﬂfﬁii?f\ [FHEL 26°C ) i% > I'] <152 FF (Super color SP-80, Tokyo Denshoku Co.,
Japan) JEE o, b= Ll 5{ SR EFF&TJE T8
(iv) Z5E - ET (cooking loss) ﬁ[«]ﬁgl (W1) Exsd s > 1)) 80°C ”N'F‘. 30 S5E 0 15 F, % [
TFI H‘fjﬂz'%ﬂ}j% W2) » f' *[«J._/?;%fé}”\fﬁf:l (W1-W2)/W1x100% (van der Wal et al, 1993)
(v) <14 (water holding capacity) : ®*JVi% 10g VAR r:t'%&[/ (W1) > 7 4°C ~ 4,000 rpm EES (Z323K,
Hermle Labortechnik Co., Germany)10 73 &#ii< - Sl e v il f<omt  (W2) o f?fﬁw g
el = W2/W1x100% - f' Se[AITE ST HIFE IV 3-4 57 A ﬂalf'{ ) %:FﬁH[ SR S ll’:h?} SA] L B
fifi (Fleming ez al., 1974) <
(Vi) = 458 55 53 FT T BRI B S TET (crude protein) © ‘?E'ﬁﬁﬁ’b (crude fat) ~ 7}-553 (ash) ~ 7J<57 (moisture)
T ERFRNE S H'—r}\'?ié Fﬁﬁf’ﬂﬁﬁﬂ["“ CHN - 207 ) Awh& o 53 ]l (P B % A2 Y= CONS 6511
CNS 6393 ~ CNS 6259 ~ CNS 6258 -0 -
(vil) BRI 5 FENE ~ H'%’jr\ﬁ %ﬁﬁfﬂﬁﬂf Hl-=Agk& » {2 AOAC (1990) A 1kl -
(vit) FEFET B[ AP 2225 (= 100% - <53 % - 7 57 % - T 9 - FE 5 19T %) R TR
*ﬁ" BECN ;F”ﬁrﬁ VBT x 4 keal + J'Th x 9 keal + 4= fi 2P0 x 4 keal) A5G H*"’rf RS .
(i) FHERRL (] Vi) TR > e & R Pl - 4 - 5[ Simpson er i
(1976) 3 S VIR i 4 AL PR D -
() S ﬁ,ﬁ*& L ENE - ['%jéfﬁif‘;’%ﬂﬂﬁ ﬁ?ﬁﬁ ’ “&:I*AOACU%W RIRESAE A
(xi) & HFF#'F : J“ﬁmqﬁ :80°C MF‘, 30 ST B E IR qvﬁﬁ Fﬁ!}? (sensory test) ALk
TR 20-40 Tﬁc;[/ Ff[! FEYHOIS & R 5k (aroma) - F’?ﬂ* N ﬁﬁ‘(@ (tenderness) ~ ETE 1/ it R
(flavor) == ”%F/\,J/ WA [53 (overall acceptability) =42 75 H[Jir 55 RT3 ﬁ‘HJ/ H [ EZRER (seven-point
hedonic scale test) » 1 57 F7 ;’E’IF{JT FE 7 o R ,J[‘:*IF{J?Jl
IV. SEF 43k
RIS SAS é%ﬁﬁi?ﬂ (Statistical Analysis System' SAS, 1987) :& kG i o 2 FIBIH
B 228 9% (Duncan's New Multiple Range Test) F4i f A F VA R
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TR R TR

H 66 E RS EAR SRR [ S SR p TR R A PR DSyl e 1o SR pER  E ST REZED -
ﬂ%%WQﬁbE% *?WNWﬁPE% 27 ~20% V B AT &Rk SREAE (P < 0.05) [ iR ETE
H o R R  ERAZE I K TSI BT A 20 10~ 35 20% VAR
€ RS S MR AT B AR B - PYSEIR ¥ FTR SRR pH [ - IR S
SRRSO IR o AR ISR 2 B o R A (2000) % Mahgoub et al. (1999)
[cant e WWﬁﬁWT“VWE L B B [ R e R o ) B AT & U e SR [
AT + [ AR HIEH PRSI E B VAR (A1) ¥ A BRI PR

Hﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬁ‘ﬁ pAVWﬁW%%J%%%ﬁ‘ﬁmwﬁ¢%Pm%J’ﬁ CES b
Y B E ﬁiiﬁ(ZOlOa) ?ﬁ“ ' E ﬁkié%ﬁﬂ?f VE SR %) ﬁﬁﬁl,t;ﬂ VBT RAZE AT » fep

%ﬁ,aﬁﬁ Haﬂﬁ L (R [ RS RIS 1R R HR B
[ Iﬁﬁiﬁ PRSI T Fy PRSIz B HD A O 3R -

x| AREREET AN EE R RN B RET RRIEAYIIE o E

Table 1. The dressing percentage and physical characteristics of M. longissimus dorsi of castrated Taiwan
native goat fed with either organic rations or conventional ration

o . . Conventional

rganic ration ration

Items _— SE
A group B group C group

Slaughter number 3 3 3

Dressing percentage, % 58.01% 55.56° 60.91° 4.64

pH 5.83 5.71 5.73 0.11

Firmness, kg 7.71 10.60 9.48 2.53

Toughness, kg/sec 10.79 15.35 13.49 3.97

L value 33.62 33.84 35.67 1.95

a value 18.34 16.77 17.27 1.39

b value 3.79 3.89 4.13 0.30

Water holding capacity, % 0.70 0.84 0.67 0.16

Cooking loss, % 27.60 25.75 23.82 3.27

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

U B E RS AR SR [ RV 4B 5) VYIS (e 2) » RRINEEA 0 A B E RS
@gmﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬂiﬂ%%%PdwﬁﬁﬁV*7§@%WPGW$HRV¥$3?ﬂH’*cﬁH%
(L BREVET ST RO P TP B B T o BT TR U R AP —
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Table 2. The chemical composition of M. longissimus dorsi of castrated Taiwan native goat fed with either
organic rations or conventional ration

0 . . Conventional

rganic ration ration

Items _ SE

A group B group C group

Moisture, % 74.09° 74.48° 71.60° 2.71
Crude protein, % 22.26 21.88 21.37 0.77
Crude fat, % 2.63° 2.60° 5.84% 3.22
Ash, % 0.95 0.97 0.96 0.02
Carbohydrate, % 0.07 0.25 0.23 0.17
Total calorie, kcal/100g 113.03° 111.97° 138.97* 26.48
Cholesterol, mg/100g 49.02 50.54 51.88 2.48

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

FREOITD RS BITRETRANY 18FEWE R AR (3 3) o FHNET A - BT R
T AR I RIS B 2 B iy o A 'u?ﬁ%ﬁlf&ﬁé% {145 19,397-19,519 mg/100 g » El f[1- L‘E—*ﬁ%ﬁir&
FIRAT AL ‘ﬁéb?ﬂ;}ﬂmﬁ/‘95009588 mg/100 g = 98669931 mg/100 g = [l Bl Pk “'E'IJI ffﬁw
(glutam1c acid) ﬁ[‘ﬂ (2,746-2,809 mg/100 g) » £ (A= EL AP % L (aspartic acid) (1,904- 1942 mg/100 g ) ~
KT (arginine) (1,596-1,741 mg/100 g) == F V% (leucine) (1,681-1,730 mg/100 g ) » P N Z= k5 (2002)
B AT BRI RS S VA o HTRR TR WL PR B T E—;ﬁ' 2
PofEH o &R PR PR Y PRy - B ) T %&éﬁfﬁi‘%tﬂﬁqf idy T DE
E #Lgaﬁ”iﬁwﬁ”ﬁiﬁ |V R ﬁi}ﬂﬁtﬁ I‘ﬂ%ﬁlf&ﬂ’?"?ﬁ [AEISEHETT o RLI] > JPfEss 2] IE’?”W@WJ
(R % E RS I BRI R T fﬁciﬁ”{« BRI RSB RET

(65T RSB IR | IR TR TS A BV I (e 4) - RERSE S i
PG EE R H P BN IR (oleic acid, C18:1) At =fIik y (45.45-54.01%) » £ 53 I A4
1% (palmitic acid, C16:0) (22.26-22.88%) ~ TRV (11.28-17.38%) 22 felf [ (2.66-5.28%) » 224" (2010b)
PERAGR AR - Fo B[l A B R E A A5 C18:0 ~ C18:2 ~ C18:3 ~ €200 + C20:3 ~ C20:5 ~
€22:0 ~ C22:6 ~ C23:0 ~ SFA ~ PUFA i ﬁ“lﬁlﬂﬂﬁ%ﬂ C14:0 ~ Cl4:1 ~ C16:1 ~ C18:1 ~ USFA ~ MUFA ~ -6
FA/@-3 FA HIEIH (P < 0.05) #£[% o F 476 R A7+ ¥ RIHIF4 C6:0 - C8:0 ~ CI0:0  C12:0 ~ CI3:0 »
C15:0 ~ C20:0 ~ €22:0 ~ C23:0 & LAIHAVIF THE C14:1 ~ C18:3 ~ C20:1 ~ €20:2 ~ C20:3 ~ C20:5 ~ C22:6 &
Tﬁ@ﬂlﬁﬁﬁ*flﬁ“7j’rdlc%”l%’C14O Cl6:1 ~ C17:0 ~ C20:4 = 4*@‘% ’%’ff&ﬁéiﬁﬂﬁﬁ? 1-3% -

Mushi ez @/ (2010) I'| T [FIRERR - BRE [ - S opREE AER l/‘ry Jp » % A1 USFA » MUFA ¥
Fidifly © Diazet ez @/ (2002) $it1h > KER]PHEEEERATE BRI B - :’ ﬁff’%ﬁ“@ T BB [H1Y R
SRS AR 1T USFA SR [R5 Pa i [0 PP S > BpR AR D 1
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HID‘TF JV USFA '*17“@@ ['?Eﬁ [ BREPEIE VAR LR [[Jﬁﬁ'f'ﬁﬂﬁ?%%*ilfi@ﬂf[lﬂ/}?@?ﬁ ) I
ﬁ—JfE—H'FI v USFA BLgE (%t Poig | J/ﬁ‘&”ﬁ*%? o & 2% SFA [/ﬁ?ﬁ”iﬁ'%ﬁﬂﬁ' ° iéﬁ%%?ﬂ/ A~BTH
TIRSEEER S A [rTfA USFA@ MUFA B (P < 0.05) (347 [lREE & - = siadi il - 5 - Angood
et al. (2007) }JF'[H'[ ik Ea NE ST ﬁJ ?.R"Lﬁ,]g-d/ Cl18:3 » [Hk g = P EI[JF}J ﬁiﬁjfg' J C182-
Dannenberger et al (2005) EJ]JI?,JNF'V‘/L@ﬁﬂ%"/%L E ik [fok g H A (P < 0.05) HripCl18:2 AE Realini
et al. (2004) W?&’?@F’V’rﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁ‘*@ R A C18:0 7 C18:2 ~ C20:4 ~ C20:5 ~ C22:5 ¥ PUFA FAE »EA
[t N AT (I -
3. AR ER R AN EE R R AT R RIS & 2

Table 3. The percentage of amino acids in M. longissimus dorsi of castrated Taiwan native goat fed with either
organic rations or conventional ration

l

Organic ration Conventional
Items _ ration SE
A group B group C group
-mg/100 g -

Aspartic acid 1942 1904 1918 34
Glutamic acid 2792 2809 2746 56
Cysteine 289 315 292 24
Serine 870 891 886 18
Histidine 525 565 473 79
Glycine 883 854 885 30
Threonine 771 808 804 35
Arginine 1741 1689 1596 127
Alanine 1288 1246 1214 75
Tyrosine 799 809 828 25
Valine 1105 1084 1121 33
Methionine 353 327 381 47
Tryptophan 223 216 214 9
Phenylalanine 897 912 905 13
Isoleucine 968 959 963 8
Leucine 1730 1681 1703 42
Lysine 1275 1291 1340 59
Proline 1067 1040 1140 89
TEAA' 9588 9531 9500 77
TNEAA? 9931 9866 9907 57
TAA® 19519 19397 19407 118

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.
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Table 4. The fatty acids composition of M. longissimus dorsi of castrated Taiwan native goat fed with either
organic rations or conventional ration

Organic ration Conveptional
Items ration SE
A group B group C group
S0 -
C6:0, caproic acid 0.02 0.02 0 0.02
C8:0, caprylic acid 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01
C10:0, capric acid 0.11% 0.12 0.09 0.03
C12:0, lauric acid 0.08" 0.11° 0.07° 0.03
C13:0, tridecanoic acid 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.001
C14:0, myristic acid 1.75° 1.97% 2.38° 0.55
C14:1, myristoleic acid 0.08" 0.10° 0.25° 0.16
C15:0, pentadecanoic acid 0.39 0.50 0.53 0.13
C16:0, palmitic acid 22.26 22.53 22.88 0.54
C16:1, palmtoleic acid 1.52 1.64° 2.88° 1.30
C17:0, heptadecanoic acid 1.20 1.31 1.81 0.56
C18:0, stearic acid 16.91% 17.38" 11.28° 5.88
C18:1, oleic acid 48.19° 45.45° 54.01° 7.60
C18:2, linoleic acid 477" 5.28° 2.66" 2.40
C18:3, a-linolenic acid 0.60* 0.61* 0.11° 0.50
C20:0, arachidic acid 0.10* 0.12% 0.03 0.08
C20:1, eicosanoic acid 0.12 0.12 0.10 0.02
(C20:2, eicosadienoic acid 0.22 0.27 0.17 0.09
C20:3, cis-8, 11, 14-eicosatrienoic acid 0.10® 0.13? 0.05° 0.07
C20:4, arachidonic acid 1.18 1.78 0.60 1.02
C20:5, eicosapentanoic acid 0.16% 0.22% 0.04° 0.16
(22:0, benenic acid 0.07% 0.10° 0.03" 0.06
(C22:6, docohexanoic acid 0.11* 0.13* 0.0° 0.12
(C23:0, tricosanoic acid 0.04* 0.05% 0.0° 0.04
SFA' 42.93° 4425 39.12° 4.61
USFA’ 57.05° 55.74° 60.87 4.62
MUFA® 49.91° 47.32° 57.24° 8.91
PUFA* 7.13% 8.42° 3.63 429
PUFA/SFA 0.17 0.19 0.09 0.09
-6 FA/w-3 FA® 7.19° 7.75 23.68" 16.22
" SFA: total saturated fatty acids. SFA = C6:0 + C8:0 + C10:0 + C12:0 + C13:0 + C14:0 + C15:0 + C16:0 + C17:0 + C18:0 + C20:0 +
(€22:0 + C23:0
2 USFA:(t:oztg!gmsalurated fatty acids. USFA = C14:1 + C16:1 + C18:1 + C18:2 + C18:3 + C20:1 + C20:2 + C20:3 + C20:4 + C20:5 +

¥ MUFA: total monounsaturated fatty acids. MUFA = C14:1 + C16:1 + C18:1 + C20:1

* PUFA: total polyunsaturated fatty acids. PUFA = C18:2 + C18:3 + C20:2 + C20:3 + C20:4 + C20:5 + C22:6
* -6 FA/w-3 FA = (C18:2 + C20:2 + C20:3 + C20:4) / (C18:3 + C20:5 + C22:6)

P Means within the same row with the different sunerscrints differ sienificantlv (P < 0.05).

i ES=N iy FC W @-3% -6 PUFA [ I &P VEH - 15~ |1 '“\%Tﬁﬁ%f@{ > -3 PUFA [[1V
C20:5 ¥ C22:6 ¥ w-6 PUFA HJ%&I?JH £ ”Wf”%‘ﬁ:’&{ll b g;’ii‘lwi%f%" RIINEEN e AT
(low density lipoprotein) Y& » F k5[ o 7 '*E &’F 78'[3 ﬁF, (Slmopoulos 2002; Shannon et al., 2007;
Fulford et al., 2005) = (% 4) AN &= A ~ B T BSEIEA = A1) w-6 FA/@-3 FA ST (P < 0.05) i
G H (S o Simopoulos (2002) ﬁaﬁfﬁ, AJFI1 PUFA/SFA 7985 1 ~ -6 FA/@-3 FA 71 1-2 &3 m%ﬁﬂ%ﬁiﬂ\
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* ?E';’éi‘éi £q a&«ITJrf 7 B R ROHIFTI L BT H 20 PUFA/SFA ™ -6 FA/@-3 FA JiHIIFG 0.5 % 4
HiAIBEED L (Enser ef al,, 1996; 1998) « 7 BRI = &1 [A] PUFA/SFA ™ w-6 FA/w-3 FA Bt 3 1
PIE==a T D2EEl s 12 A~ B T RS ERERD A AR AR R B TR i B T F?J’%‘%ii%fﬁﬁé
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Table 5. The comparison of sensory scores' in M. longissimus dorsi of castrated Taiwan native goat fed with
either organic rations or conventional ration

0 . . Conventional

rganic ration .

Items ration SE

A group B group C group

Aroma 4.11 4.49 422 1-30
Flavor 3.91 436 4.22 1.53
Tenderness 3.76° 3.49° 4.04° 1.86
Overall acceptability 4.62 451 4.87 1.22

! Seven-point scale with 1 being dislike extremely and 7 being like extremely.

4% Means within the same row with the different superscripts differ significantly (P<0.05).
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Abstract

(2X5X6)

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of organic ration on the carcass characteristics and
meat quality of castrated Taiwan native black goat. Eighteen heads of goats were divided into three groups. The
organic rations which named as group A and B were fed mainly by organic dry mulberry leave and organic alfalfa
hay, respectively, while the group C was managed by conventional method as a control group. The experiment
was lasted for 121 days. Three goats from each group were selected for assaying those items. The results showed
that the goats of group B, which consumed 38% organic alfalfa hay ration, had a lowest dressing percentage
than that of group C (P < 0.05). The crude fat and total calorie content of M. longissimus dorsi were lower (P <
0.05) and moisture content was higher (P < 0.05) in goats of group A and B than those of group C. The content of
glutamic acid (2,746-2,809 mg/100 g) and oleic acid (45.45-54.01%) was the highest in amino acids and fatty acids
of meat, respectively in castrated Taiwan native black goat. The C18:0, C18:2, saturated fatty acids (SFA), and
polyunsaturated fatty acids (PUFA) of M. longissimus dorsi were higher (P < 0.05) and C18:1, unsaturated fatty
acids (USFA), monounsaturated fatty acids (MUFA), and ®-6 fatty acids/m-3 fatty acids (w-6 FA/w-3 FA) were
lower (P < 0.05) in goats of group A and B than those of group C. Tenderness in sensory test was better (P < 0.05) in
meat of control group than that of group B. These results showed that goats fed good quality forages and managed
by organic producing rules in Taiwan can produce the meats that have the characteristics of lower fat, total calorie,

and -6 FA/®-3 FA, which could meet the expectation of healthy conception in goat meat.
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