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Table 1. The mean squares and mean analysis of total intake and intake per kilogram of body weight in experiment I

Source of variation df Z;;l}(s (g/Il?;a]l;iV)
Mean Square

Goat 3 4,585.9 42"
Day (goat) 12 1,479.5 1.5
Site (goat) 12 9,975.3" 11.4"
Feed 3 43,714.77 43.8”
Error 33 1,156.1 1.3

Feed Mean
Custard apple 143.8° 4.7*
Bitter apple 143.1° 4.6"
Camphor tree oil 20.6° 0.6
Water 139.4° 4.6"

L, P<0.05,",P<0.0l.
> For each category, means without the same superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Fig. 1. The feed intake of different plane extracts treatment and the control in different periods of experiment I.
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Table 2. The mean squares and mean analysis of intake (g), intake time (min) and intake rate (g/min) per hour in experiment I

Source of variation df First hour Second hour

Intake time Rate Intake time Rate

Mean Square

Goat 3 8,093.1" 7.3 119.7 1,279.6° 31.37 193.9™
Day (goat) 12 1,033.5 5.5 20.0 411.1 4.2 19.8
Site (goat) 12 9,096.0” 32.0" 265.7" 387.1 5.0 33.0
Feed 3 37,607.4" 118.6" 739.9" 2455 7.7 65.0"
Error 33 1,306.3 10.5 56.4 301.9 4.9 21.3
Feed Mean
Custard apple 126.9° 7.3 19.1° 16.9° 2.6" 6.1°
Bitter apple 130.6" 8.0" 18.3° 12.5° 1.6° 5.0®
Campbhor tree oil 12.5° 0.8 2.5° 8.1° 0.6" 2.9°
Water 1153 6.8 18.0° 24.1° 2.6° 7.3

", P<0.05,",P<0.0l.
“® For each category, means without the same superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 3. The mean squares and mean analysis of total intake and intake per kilogram of body weight in experiment II

Source of variation df 2;311(3 (g/Il?gt;a]l;iV)
Mean Square
Goat 3 3,696.9 3.4
Day (goat) 12 665.9 0.5
Site (goat) 12 579.4 0.4
Feed 3 35,311.57 26.6"
Error 33 3,202.3 2.4
Feed Mean
Custard apple 79.4¢ 2.2°
Andrographis paniculata 169.4* 4.6%
Cuban Oregano 119.1% 3.3%
Water 181.0° 5.0°

L, P<0.05,",P<0.01.
“"¢ For each category, means without the same superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Fig. 2. The feed intake of different plane extracts treatment and the control group in different periods of experiment II.
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Table 4. The mean squares and mean analysis of intake (g), intake time (min) and intake rate (g/min) per hour in experiment

I
Source of variation df First hour Second hour
Intake Min Rate Intake Min Rate
Mean Square

Goat 3 49077 25.4 1,419.6" 442.1 1.8 27.2
Day (goat) 12 772.7 43 139.7 66.0 1.2 12.9
Site (goat) 12 543.1 3.8 3143 308.7 3.8 40.2
Feed 3 39,0369 328 593.5 192.1 2.5 3.8
Error 33 3,922.5 11.1 287.6 428.4 5.9 243
Feed Mean

Custard apple 60.0° 4.0° 13.8° 19.4° 2.6" 6.3°

Andrographis paniculata 158.1* 7.0° 27.1° 11.3° 1.9° 5.6

Cuban Oregano 101.9" 54 24.2° 17.2° 2.6" 5.2°

Water 164.1° 6.9 26.0° 16.9° 2.8 5.7

L, P<0.05,",P<0.01.
"¢ For each category, means without the same superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Abstract

The study was a preliminary evaluation for making the ointment used in preventing self-sucking behavior of goat. The
plant extract with special flavor mixed with the daily ration to feed goat, trying to determine the plant extract to inhibit the
goat intake willingness. Four castration bucks with similar body weight were raised in individual pen with hay provided ad
libitum. The diet of control (mixed with water) and three different plant extracts made from custard apple (water-extracted),
bitter apple, and camphor oil were mixed with feed, respectively. In twelve-day adapting period, all goats were fed the same
diet as pretest-period. During four-day pretesting period, the feed intake was recorded 120 min after feeding. In experiment
I, the results showed that the goats fed the diet mixed with camphor extract had the averaged intake significantly lower (20
g) than those fed the diet mixed with the other extracts. In experiment II, the goats fed with the diet mixed with custard apple
(leaf juice) had the lowest intake (79 g). The plant extract from camphor with strong-stimulating odor showed the best goat-
repellent efficiency among all plant extracts. Based on the results, it showed that goat was more sensitive with smelling than
the bitter taste. Therefore, it was recommended to use plant extracts with special odor for preventing self-sucking of goat,
which might be better effects.

Key words: Self-sucking, Plant extract, Goat.
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