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Table 1 Composition and nutrient levels of diets (DM basis) %
5 _ Ekﬁjl:ﬁﬁfiﬂ"’ Alfalfa hay particle size P
bl R LR N SEM
Items ) . P-value
Short Medium short  Medium long Long
Y)4E B f§ T 5 Chopped alfalfa hay 7.00 23. 00 39.00 55.00
M WEE 7% T % Ground alfalfa hay 48.00 32.00 16.00
HE B % 75 8} Concentrate supplement 45.00 45.00 45.00 45.00
E 27K F Nutrient levels
FY i DM 89.43 89.39 89.43 89.49 0.08 0.97
HHLY R OM 92.92 92.96 92.95 93.04 0.03 0.50
HLEE 15 CP 14.50 14.61 14.64 14.70 0.04 0.33
M VR U 4T 48 NDF 31.47 31.88 32.58 32.51 0.41 0.64
FE] L U5 rf M R U £F 4 Forage NDF 26.10 26.44 26.78 26.67 0.21 0.75
PR PR PR 4T 48 ADF 23.40 23.06 23.46 23.15 0.20 0.91
FLHE Wi EE 1.97 1.92 1.90 1.87 0.06 <0.01
AR £F 4Pk K Ik &4 Non-fiber carbohydrate  44.98 44.55 43.83 43.96 0.41 0.80

K BE#D 78 Bl f1 % Concentrate supplement contained: & K corn 89.07% , 5 k] soybean meal 8.44% ., f1 ¥} limestone
0.40% ,CaHPO, 0.49% .NaCl 0.60% , iR ¥} premix 1% ; WIE &l K48 T 50 2 M k42 4t The premix provided per kg of diet:
JH 2 niacin 450 mg,Mn 600 mg,Zn 950 mg,Fe 430 mg,Cu 650 mg,Se 30 mg,I 45 mg,Co 20 mg, VE 800 mg, VD 45 000 IU,

VA 120 000 IU,

1.2 WEHERSFE
1.2.1 Tl i A o 2 B KL 73 A

R i SR B J ] 3 Sk 4R e AR 1 R0 R Ay o O X
o MRV R 1R IR & T frfb s 4
Mo HfE T EANR G MR 3 d YRR 1 R o Hr kL
A Z R IR A DL Ak 2R . R A R
KWERA )G 1 d oW Bk fi . R 3 4
)2 (19. 0.8.0 F1 1. 18 mm) Fl— ™ i Ji§ (9 B & 1k
JE 9 I 5 A T TR G R R A 4 R Y AR
GyART . A RL ) ) HR A ZL R F (physically effec-
tive factor, pef) pefs o il pefy 1553 5 K F 8.0
1.18 mm iy kL BT 5 9 DM Lt 5], peNDF; o Fil
peNDF, s 9 1 43 51 #h AH R 19 pef e LA 4a) ) 19
NDF &3 1. R & B 2 43 B 1 B D
¥t ) DM, OM, CP,.NDF, ADF [J } EE & &,
A2 4tk K &%) = OM — (CP + NDF + EE)
1.2.2 J4H pH

G0 18~19 d, R H pH W R G2 %t
JE ' pH #4724 h 800 . B E pH W RS H
Tk #g #% (1IP-600-10, JENCO. USA) . pH 75 % 2§
(691,JENCO, USA) Fllic 5% £ 41 1% » o b B4l 1 5
S E . R E pH B4 5 s g3 1 KB A7
fEig s de i, LA A7 7 X pH A4 RAK T 6.0 AN
5.6 MY FFLEmT[A],

1.2.3 REB1TH

R 4k 4% 0 J2 % £ 45 %L (sorting index. SD) Wi

MR R AT ST =100 X & 2 1 Rk 52 B %

B /4502 AR B R B 1. ST T 100, &R
YA E, KT 100 £ E &, /NF 100 FoR
RE,

1.2.4  JE A0 2 98 B N IRDRL I B A 3l ) 22 S 4k

e 300 HALAEMJE AT, dil i 4 X 98 =10 em X
6 cm (e A4S, B T 5O AR i 1 mm
fifi . FRELZY 2 g MUEDRERT 3 g K e R RE B AR TR
Je A 2T 2 K4 25 cm K2R L H ok CHL
TRHE B & 14 e e ds. i A 22~25
KN e A4S T R RT AT B I35, 2 )5 5 Bl e
2.4.8.16.24.36.48 h J5 Bt H — XK b ke e 4% (2
ATAT) S AE 4.8.16.24.36.48.72 h J5 B — X H
TRE 4% (2 A A7) A kK s 2 M. 0
FsF ] /) JE e 4R E I Y A SR K iR i 30 min, LA
1 1 5 Pk B 3 A A A /N SORL I B O . JE 4% 70 C
Ht =z i, F LA R 2 1) DM AL NDF & 4

K @rskov S R i AR AL A S A T R R
K kL DM 1198 ' B fl 280

P=a+b(l—-e*),

Ao R FRWEE Ch) L P Ry B A RE T 2R
R(%) a NPT (%) . b A 18 [ R 4
(%) sk Ay 3 B A 350 40 1 B i i 32 (% /hD)

KA Mertens S5 1 B fif A5 R0 Ak 11 1 45 T 5
NDF (/)98 & P 50
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(%) s R gt WA A3 2R (%) kS 18 7 % it 58 43
() B i 3R (% /h) o L R ESR B[] Ch) , INDF AN
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FIH SAS 43 H7 4#F v i) NLIN & 7 3158
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R i R F A A
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HP e MAMRHE R h D AR PR E ¢ H
9 0.03 h', I EfE T H A B DM YA 8% R
fifg Rt Lk 0,
1.3 #HESW

K SAS 43 HT B A g GLM. A5 78 %o £ 4
AT G Ay M. BE K ECE P < 0. 05,
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A BT AT HLARDRRI E 7Y 52 R 2 R A7 4 L R
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2 # B
2.1 ARBFRSHIMYEETRLTHE

AR E TR ) B A (U JE R ) I 3 5
i) AR 32 A7 3% JE W 1 i kL A0 A (3 2) . 5 ke
AR VI R3S N E S TR AE 19. 0 A1 8. 0 mm i 1119
DM LB, PRI H A 55 1 pefso o #3 TEE 45 T 5L
BN 1. 18 mm i Y DM H A, {H 53 £ 0k 475 i
T 1,18 mm 5 BH pef, s BEMR TV E ETE T
F,OBEOME fE TR Y ENK B (4~20 mm) &2 B
peNDF;s Zill peNDF, 15 E"J/Pl\i o

x2 HETENIRNSG(THUREM)
Table 2 Particle size distribution of alfalfa hay (DM basis)

| . B {5 T % Alfalfa hay SEM P (i P-value

Items Y145 Chopped ¥y Ground

UKL 3 A (4% 7 J22 DM (5 B 4% T 5 4 DM 1 LD

Particle size distribution (the proportion of DM retained on sieves) /%

R 19.0 mm 29.69 0.00 5.64 <0.01
) 8.0 mm 32.25 2.02 5.73 <0.01

Sieves 1.18 mm 27.21 44.52 3.36 <0.01

iifi JIE Pan 10.85 53.46 8.08 <0.01

pefs.o 0.62 0.02 0.11 <0.01

pefiis 0.89 0.47 0.08 <0.01

peNDF; , 29.96 0.97 5.50 <0.01

peNDF, 5 43.09 22.43 3.93 <0.01

YIRS TR B 45 T 22 i NDF 2 8 4> 51 3 48. 33% fl1 48. 24% ., The contents of NDF were 48.33% and 48.24% for

chopped alfalfa hay and ground alfalfa hay, respectively.

5 4k PR R URE 23 A N2 3 B o M A
T HORLRE L R AE 19.0 A1 8. 0 mm i L DM
OB 2 v 4 vy o i B 7 O IS 1 B9 DML L 1) 48 1

%, 45 5 pefs.o Bl pefy s 28 9 0. 06 Fi1 0. 48 34z
0.36 F1 0. 61, $2 B g T 5Ok , 28 P38 i) K 1
peNDF; , fll peNDF, s & .

x3 ARNBRHS>HE(THREM)
Table 3 Particle size distribution of diets (DM basis)

B 15 T HORLJE Alfalfa hay particle size P {f P-value
o i i e K SEM —% %
Items Moderate  Moderate ] ) .
Short Long Linear Quadratic Cubic
short long

R 43 A5 (4507 2 DM (i fA R DM L 1D
Particle size distribution (the proportion of DM retained on sieves) /%
w2 19.0 mm 0.71 4.24 9.65 16.47 1.81 <0.01 0.01 0.83

. 8.0 mm 5.39 12.63 16.88 19.52 1.64 <0.01 0.01 0.65
Sieves 1.18 mm 42.25 35.32 29.23 25.31 2.03 <0.01 0.34 0.85
§iii Ji& Pan 51.65 47.81 44.24 38.70 1.65 <0.01 0.66 0.80
pefs.o 0.06 0.17 0.27 0.36 0.03 <0.01 0.36 0.77
pefi s 0.48 0.52 0.56 0.61 0.02 <0.01 0.66 0.80
peNDF; 1.92 5.39 8.64 11.74 1.11 <0.01 0.58 0.54
peNDF, 5 15.17 16.66 18.16 19.99 0.69 <0.01 0.88 0.08
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2.2 RREMRRBITA
PR B R EAT IR 4 FroR . HE
i T HORLRE 2 1R B AR LR B T W BOR B & (dry

matter intake, DMD) , 4 4~ 4b B JiE 2 01 52 bR
KB B T WA (SI<C100) , £z /ME ) BL7E K Ab
HHA

R4 BETEREMNLFFURREENRRITANZM

Table 4 Effects of alfalfa hay particle size on dry matter intake and eating behavior of goats

BT THORLE Alfalfa hay particle size P {§ P-value
T H ~ i LERI . . .
Items & Moderate  Moderate Kk SEM é}afé B , :Ub.\
Short Long Linear Quadratic Cubic
short long

FH R HE DMI/g  1088.6 1035.9 1063.3 933.8 40.6 0.05 0.38 0.24
Rl 43 kL Orts/ % 6.35 4.33 7.79 8.14 0.51 <0.01 0.01 <<0.01
PEREIREL ST

. 19.0 mm 106.81 104.49 108. 46 108.88 0.59 <<0.01 0.01 <0.01
%,?E 8.0 mm 106.81 104.49 108.46 108.88 0.59 <0.01 0.01 <<0.01
Sieves 1.18 mm  105.74 104.46 107.08 104.56 0.44 0.61 0.15 <0.01
fifi Ji& Pan 94.46 95.29 90.25 88.82 0.82 <0.01 0.08 <0.01
2.3 &8 pH LAk = 2y pHL IR pH AIRT 6.0 A1 5.6 Y

R pH 45 BN 5 R . B E T ROk

Fre a7 5 AL 13.8 A1 3.2 h/d,

x5 BEETEMEMNLFES pH M

Table 5 Effects of alfalfa hay particle size on ruminal pH of goats

B 15 T HRLE Alfalfa hay particle size P {f P-value
i H _ s i
bl K SEM g & =K
Items Moderate Moderate . . .
Short ong Linear  Quadratic Cubic
short long
-1 Means 5.90 5.98 6.13 6.32 0.05 <0.01 0.30 0.86
Fr &kt [a] pH<6.0 16.44 14.75 7.31 2.60 1.58 <0.01 0.23 0.15
Duration/(h/d) pH<5.6 2.29 3.19 0.57 0.02 0.42 <0.01 0.13 0.02
2.4 BERNFSNEBHINFESH
i B4 T DM FNDF 3 %2 3 i @

BAERNE 6 . BB TR, A
T T 5 DM (PR S8 R A 350 43 | 1 Sl R i 5 o DA B
fiff 3 2, L VR 2 AR 5 ) LA R R R e (EL
PRAE K b R, B 2 ) R ORE BE A B, B E TR
NDF A AT [ figh 35 43 28 P BEAIK 23 % » 45 200 Rk fift R
LRk B 23% , 1 RE R 0 A0 R R R OR 2
AR

Jo H PURS R DM R i 3 ) 28 2 8000 25 R
TN BEINETE T ROR R St B = TR 1R R
DM 418 5 B i 350 43 o I 48 P m ok 1) T 2 bk AR IR G
PR A A S 4 L R A T R (P = 0. 07) LA R4 % il %
(P=0.09) ., XFtb 4 A b3, f5 s B A R A &L
R ff R A4 B A B

3.1 ARBNSHAYEBEENTE

T et 1) R 43 AT R BE AR O, BRI E K B R
SRR B Y 32 2 [N K. fF Einarson %7 ) #F 5%
o R EF I EIE VI EIC B Y 10 A 19 mm, pefs
AR 0.78 A1 0.95, Yang 251704 K 22 3 00y B
WY B AR R 4.8 F1 9.5 mm, pefs.o 1 43 51 Ik
/B3 0.68 Fl 0. 84, itk AMURL 43 A 38 32 U1 HI L 2K
R A R 2 e L B AR Y . #E Yang 5
A1 Bhandari 277 (A58 b L B 8 IV 89 B IS )
KJEH R 19 mm,{H pefs o W22 51K 0.72 F1 0. 84,
AWEFE T V) HUR R B 78 T R pefs.o F pefy 15 5
Teimouri Yansari 25U 3 W M 45 R 2K L B 5
Beauchemin %1 53 Aok i B 76 5 A4 90K 20 A1 R
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Table 6 Effects of alfalfa hay particle size on DM and NDF digestion kinetics Y%
B8 T HORLJE Alfalfa hay particle size P {H P-value

W Ji i i K SEM etk ./ =%
Items Moderate  Moderate . . .

Short Long Linear Quadratic Cubic

short long
T#E DM
a 26.20 26.34 27.68 25.84 1.26 0.98 0.62 0.63
b 41.87 41.87 43.45 45.65 1.15 0.20 0.60 0.92
k/ (% /h) 5.24 6.19 5.33 4.60 0.38 0.29 0.17 0.44
EDP 52.45 53.77 54.64 53.15 0.93 0.17 0.05 0.43
Mgk R £F 4 NDF
b 43.50 40.79 42.82 52.16 2.09 0.12 0.13 0.87
INDF 54.73 56.91 53.34 43.99 1.97 0.04 0.11 0.99
k/ (% /h) 4.26 6.32 5.41 5.36 0.50 0.63 0.36 0.45
L/h 5.19 4.85 4.83 5.26 0.61 0.97 0.76 0.98
EDP 22.61 26.43 26.86 27.74 0.92 0.03 0.27 0.50
*7 HETENENBH DM EBBEKREIHNZSHNEN
Table 7 Effects of alfalfa hay particle size on DM digestion kinetics of concentrate Yo
B4 T HORLJE Alfalfa hay particle size P {f P-value

o 5 e i K SEM & Sk =k
Items Moderate  Moderate ] ) .

Short Long Linear Quadratic Cubic

short long

a 20.52 22.00 18.20 17.68 0.62 0.01 0.24 0.02
b 75.23 76.45 81.03 81.82 1.15 0.02 0.91 0.41
k/ (% /h) 7.03 4.66 5.40 4.85 0.38 0.07 0.17 0.14
EDP 72.44 67.77 69.78 68.61 1.02 0.09 0.15 0.09

3.2 RREMREBITH

HIF 5% 26 WA A A B A J3E B A0 0 25 16 I L 7 o
Ll B FIVRE B AU L U D e R TRD L i 4
DMI' 19 R 45 R 5 F bR — 5.

S B AT o SRR R B0 R kLR DL % AR
MR ARDRE A 5 A 02 L ASBIE T v O IS B
B 52 Bk B i /N T WA . 2% B L SE AN B 0GR B R
JE /N iR RE X 5 Beauchemin %5 [ 47 16 — 24,
{B5 Calberry %" Wy iE A . J5 # & BL. 1
A T B SE A R B % AR R B /N Y ]
Aho K R 2= 50T BB 5 A R 19 peNDF % &
), Calberry 2 B 5% W i peNDF , (175 [l
H20.1% ~23.3%, @ FAMFR T H 1.92% ~
11. 74% . BEAR  AWFGE A 11 E AR 35 e /N kL BE 1 1]
B A RE S H B B R B ) B AR B AR N A K
Ouédrago 2NNy, 1l 2 3 43 o 4 3 5 46 R 1 4%

IR BE B ARDRE DR AE T A N Uk R BT LS Y R
W3 G A T 3 i ) U
3.3 &S pH

METAE T TN TR B RN TS
pH /NTF 6.0 F1 5.6 14 4L At [E], 5 Beauchemin
IR — . W E pH R E h R BERR A,
B e 3 R R L R IR T RS A = S A A A SR A
W32 R 7 A i R D Y 3 U 1) R A R . AR AR
H R R G TR E  ME VR 4 I B R R W H pH AR B
FEHEE . A8 v o i -5 0H I A R
FG, Kt B peNDFE & & 5% i 2 9 (¥ VE 0 1%
B ARSI BN Y pH 5 I sh A
A — B OB R 50 D L BB i Rk L iR T
T K peNDF & &, fil 3 1 2l 4 i REL W 3% 2l , F 17 3
Iy MR o WL BEAR T pH /N 6.0 Fil 5.6 Y 4F
SEEF ), A B 4 S TR E Y pHL B & AR



1298 3o H

k¥ M 22 %

B h#EAE E pH KT 5.6 F1 6.0 (191l B HF 2L
(B8] 43 51 & 148 ~ 283 min/d LA} % 720 min/d"**,
7 e N e e (I i R A2 ;T s e
bR L2 AL TR R R #RAS
3.3 EBERNFINEBIHAZESH

T IF 5T & B AR R R WD EN K AN 52
H DM 7e5% 8 i B sh 122 S 8007 . RIS
HE I E T SR B R RIS S T DM R
PR PR S 2R i S A L R R A DA S B A R, 5
AR R — B H R R R T A R R X
ATRE S A B0 B 7 T R AR TS R A K

Fischer 25 3§58 , MOA8 B 78 75 0 AR JE A 32
i) NDF 798 B i 15 5 R4 i 350 40 o o fift ol %6 A0 4
WA A6 45 R 5 1k — 3., Grant 27 i &
SRNRGEMTE T pH X9 ML R NDF [ f# 86 )
BB, K IR pH(5.5~6.0) REWE W &
RE AR AT 32 B 1] (8. 10 ~ 3. 89 h) . 2 &5 A % [ fint %
(15. 3% ~20.5%) . AHFFE 36 i 4+ FORLEE
FHEE TRE pH RE TS T 5 NDF A 800 iR . 5
AN W) B 3R B[], 156 B A B 55 o 5 45 T 5 NDF A
A e it S5 I 412 v T2 AT T T I A S A (R T i
T+ 18 R R ) R B . Kb BRI fE T
NDF 1) 12 35 [ fiff A1 0] F A 38 43 43 ) A e v R e
1% BT R E FiZ 4l pH /NTF 6.0 (19 3542 0[] i
T Hofls 3 44, Russell 22013318 58 S pH KT
6. 2 2% [ AIG 2 2k 1% fft i 19 305 1, JF T %2 i NDF 19
Wit it

AW I T R E R S T AR DM
FER IR 1 T i 0 43 o LRI R ) R AR R
T i 0 L B A R OB A AL R R 5 Zebeli
SV IR R — B 5 A R BT R R R R R
DM 7e98 B h i B sl 12 S8, X Fp 22 T
AE S A HhE AL B pH /N T 6. 0 (1 FR4E I ] 48 K
A . Nagaraja 550K, sh ¥ 4b T 090 B R &
ARSI I8 B b VE By o il TR SR B N . BRI L AR
56 v i b PR A K A AR pH FRRSE B E) AT BE RS i TR B
T 43 fiFE B BRI S R R A A R R i R
FIRE i

4 & it

@ FARAORL 73 Al 32 5 A8 T RORLBE R SE e 3
IIVE A& TR RE L W 3 R T R 4 A 7E 19,0
8.0 mm i 1y DM o ], #F 1 4 & 1 AR 5
peNDF; , fl peNDF, ;s & &,

@ HmE A TRAE. B TS pH /N T

6.0 M1 5.6 (FFLenta], 2/ 7 shi o 0 S iR h
L T AR SR AR R B RER T DML,

Bk
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Effects of Alfalfa Hay Particle Size on Eating Behavior, Ruminal pH, and
Nutrient Digestion Kinetics of Goats

ZHAO Xianghui ZHANG Tao XU Ming YAO Junhu”

(College of Animal Science and Technology, Northwest A & F University, Yangling 712100, China)

Abstract: The effects of alfalfa hay particle size of goat diets on eating behavior, ruminal pH, and nutrient digestion kinetics
were investigated in the study. The experiment was designed as a 4 X 4 Latin square using 4 goats [ (40.0% 2. 2) kg BW ] with
ruminal cannulas. Diets were chemically similar but varied in forage particle size. The results showed that increasing alfalfa
hay particle size altered particle distribution of diets, increased physically effective fiber content of diets, but reduced dry
matter intake. Increasing alfalfa hay particle size increased mean ruminal pH and reduced the duration in which pH was low-
er than 6.0 and 5. 6 by 13. 8 and 3. 2 h/d, respectively. Effective ruminal disappearance of alfalfa hay NDF tended to be in-
creased linearly from 22.61% to 27. 74% with increasing forage particle size. Feeding short alfalfa hay tended to increase
the disappearance rate and effective disappearance of concentrate DM in rumen (P<C0. 10). Goats sorted for long particles
instead of short ones. This study indicates that increasing alfalfa hay particle size can improve ruminal pH, alleviate subacute
ruminal acidosis, and increase fiber utilization. However, it can also reduce dry matter intake if the alfalfa hay is too long.

[Chinese Journal of Animal Nutrition, 2010,22(5):1293-1300 ]
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