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Study on Hybridization Effect of Boer Goat and Macheng Black Goat
ZHANG Nian et al
Abstract [ Objective | The aim was to provide the reliable basis for the improvement of Macheng black goat. [ Method | The Boer goat was
used as the male parent and the Macheng black goat was taken as the female parent to be hybridized, the performances of growth, reproduc-
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tion, fattening and slaughter in hybrid progeny between Boer goat and Macheng black goat were studied. [ Result ] The somatotype of the hy-
brid F, between Boer goat and Macheng black goat trended to the male parent and the gregariousness was better, which was beneficial to the
grazing management. The body weight and the circumference of the hybrid F, at 6 months and 12 months old had extremely significant differ-
ence with that of the female parent(P <0.01) and the height at withers and body length had significant difference with that of the female par-
ent(P <0.05). The producing live lamb rate of the hybrid F, was higher than that of the Macheng black goat. The daily gain of the hybrid F,
at 3 months old was 93.78 g during the fattening period of 90 d, which showed obvious heterosis. The meat performance of the hybrid F, was
better than that of the Macheng black goat obviously. [ Conclusion | The performances of growth, reproduction, fattening and slaughter in hy-
brid F, between Boer goat and Macheng black goat were all better than that of Macheng black goat, which showed well heterosis and adaptability.
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*1 ERF RERHBELFERKEZEBRIER(n=30)
Table 1 Comparison of the growth situation of Macheng black goat and F, of Boer goat x Macheng black
Hik 41 K // kg 455 // cm K // em Mgl // em EIH //cm
Month old Group Body weight Body height Body length  Chest circumference Cannon circumference
w4t WK F, F, of Boer goat X Macheng black 2.30 +1.43 a 30.03 +1.50 29.14 £1.60 32.70 +£2.30 a 6.00 +£0.40
New born BRI L 3 Macheng black goat 1.80 £0.43 b 28.03 +1.50 27.13 £1.60 31.37+2.30 b 6.58 £0.40
3 WREF,  F, of Boer goat x Macheng black 11.08 +3.40 a 44.34 +4.93 50.78 +4.51 54.04+5.56 a 6.67 £1.00
PRI 1L = Macheng black goat 10.03 £1.60 b 41.53 £2.90 48.23 +£3.00 52.00 £3.50 b 6.40 £0.70
6 WK F,  F, of Boer goat x Macheng black 18.02 £4.22 A 59.11 £2.65a 62.00+3.02 a 67.71 £3.21 A 7.57+0.77
RIS 2E Macheng black goat 16.05 £4.00 B 53.50+4.50 b  59.10+5.80 b 66.45+5.10 B 7.54 +0.70
12 WK F, F, of Boer goat x Macheng black 28.60 +4.83 A 65.83+3.58a 67.95+3.78 a 79.12+4.31 A 8.13+0.73
PRI 1L - Macheng black goat 25.50 £5.20 B 59.10+4.50 b  64.58 +6.00 b 74.69 £5.80 B 8.07 +£1.00

TE: [A—41 ] — A A

BRI A2 5 B (P <0.01) NEFRERR 225 B3 (P < 0.05)  REEE AR RE. TR

Note : Different capital letters in a row of the same month old mean extremely significant differences (P <0.01), different lowercases mean significant differ-

ences(P < 0.05). No letter means not significant. The same as follows.
2.3 EIEMEEE  DOR F QLS RRIR LR BETERE L
B 2. A 2 Al AL PR By AR SR AE PR R H e 0
JI e EHORRIBCE LD SE R e (H 22 3 AR 35 (P >0.05) 577 5%

R SRR R UAHIE (P >0.05 ), 7= 35 R RR F, A4
BORRIR AL AR, 10736 SE AR PRR B, ACA o T RRIMCR L
TR

F2 EEF, RIUFESHEZLFEEMEREIEE (n=30 )
Table 2 Comparison of the reproductive performance of Macheng black goat and F, of Boer goat x Macheng black
4151 PR I HIBCA i PR % IR/ % AR
Group Month old of sexual maturity ~ Month old of first mating Lamb rate Live lamb rate  Annual fetal times
JRR F, F, of Boer goat x Macheng black 5~6 9-~11 190.00 £0.89  82.08 +0.33 1.68 +0. 17
PRI 1L = Macheng black goat 4~5 8~10 195.00 +1.10  80.42 +0.36 1.70 £0.19

2.4 [EEMEE PO F AL SRR LR AEE ROR
B 3. 2 3 AL, MR A H IR AT AR RO 24 19 3
JTIRERR F, ACHUBRIE LU AF, 2805 SRR F, AR V-2 i &
10.03 kg, SRR ILFERY 9. 80 kg 2257 AW 2 (P >0.05).
1590 d FHEWIAN R F AU E 8. 44 kg, FUIRRIRAR (L
1 6.52 kg $25 T 29.45% (P <0.05), H H 88 14 5] 93. 78
o, HURRM BB IR 72.47 ¢ 295 T 29.41% (P <0.01) , &3
H Y S A 2 R I
F3 HEEF RUESHEBLFERERRIEE (n=20 )
Table 3 Comparison of the fattening effects of Macheng black
goat and F, of Boer goat x Macheng black

i Wi /ke  Rd/kg  CFHHME /g
;; Initial Final Average
rou;
P weight weight daily gain

WK F, F, of Boer goat
x Macheng black
PRI 211 7 Macheng
black goat

T REHTEZS IE 24 h, 459K 2 h 5 HAHR A9 FR i TR TR,

Note : Initial weight and final weight are obtained by the same weighing tool

10.03 £1.59 18.47 £2.17 a 93.78 £9.21 A

9.80+1.45 16.32+£2.07 b 72.47 +10.34 B

after fasting for 24 h and cutting off the water supply for 2 h, respec-
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Table 4 Comparison of the slaughter performance of Macheng black goat and F, of Boer goat x Macheng black
45 TG/ kg TR A /) kg eyt // ke JBEEA ) % WA ) %o
Group Live weight before slaughter Carcass weight Net meat amount Slaughter rate Net meat rate
PRR F, F, of Boer goat x Macheng black 27.82+1.25 a 14.33 £0.85 a 8.93+0.57 a 51.50 +0.93 a 62.31 +0.35 a
PRI 1L = Macheng black goat 25.27+1.23 b 12.47 £0.73 b 7.43 £0.34 b 49.33 £1.02 b 59.66 +0.88 b

TE: 250 24 ho 45K 2 h 5 IR O IR I 5

Note : Heart bloodletting slaughter was conducted after 24 h fasting and 2 h cutting off the water supply.
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