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Table 1. Effects of breeds, feeding arca and age on the seroprevalence of Coxiella burnetii antibody on does
raised at the farm in southern part of Taiwan

Seroprevalence of Coxiella burnetii antibody

Items — n Chi-square P value

Breeds 33.2123 <0.0001
Boer 50 43 ( 86.00%) 7 (14.00%)
Boer hybrid 50 46 ( 92.00%) 4 ( 8.00%)
Alpine 44 24" ( 54.55%) 20 (45.45%)
Taiwan black goat 33 32 (. 96.97%) 1( 3.03%)
Nubian 13 12 ( 92.31%) 1( 7.69%)

Location 2.3247 0.1273
Mountain barn 98 77 ( 78.57%) 21 (21.43%)
Milking barn 92 80 ( 86.96%) 12 (13.04%)

Age (year) 13.6435 0.0339
=1 19 19 (100.00%) 0 ( 0.00%)
>l =2 97 72 ( 74.23%) 25 (25.77%)
>2 =3 17 13 ( 76.47%) 4 (23.53%)
>3 =4 15 14 ( 93.33%) 1( 6.67%)
>4 <5 11 10 ( 90.91%) 1 ( 9.09%)
>5=6 21 20 ( 95.24%) 1 ( 4.76%)
>6 10 9 ( 90.00%) 1 (10.00%)
Total 190 157 ( 82.63%) 33 (17.37%)

' n: sample sizes, the percentage in parenthesis.

%2, PR A IR LY AT

Table 2. The comparison between the does with their doelings for the seroprevalence of Coxiella burnetii antibody

Items Seroprevalence of Coxiella burnetii antibody Chi-square P value
Does — + 1.0834 0.2979
58' (90.63%) 6 (9.38%)
Doelings — + — +

49 (34.48%) 9 (15.52%) 6(100%) 0 (0%)

" n: sample sizes, the percentage in parenthesis.
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to survey the seroprevalence of Coxiella burnetii antibody in goats at a farm
in the southern part of Taiwan. This survey was conducted at April 2012. A total of 190 goats were used and blood
serum samples which were collected from jugular vein and examined by ELISA method. The results showed that
the prevalence of Coxiella burnetii antibody among does was significantly affected by breeds (x> = 33.2123, P
< 0.0001). Evidence showed that Alpine does had the highest percentage of positive Coxiella burnetii antibodies
(45.45%) among breeds. On the contrary, Taiwan native does had the lowest percentage of positive Coxiella
burnetii antibodies (3.03%) among breeds. Taiwan native does have a characteristic of resistance or tolerance for
Coxiella burnetii. Meanwhile, both does aged at 1 - 2 or 2 - 3 years old had higher percentage of positive Coxiella
burnetii antibodies (25.77% or 23.53%). On the contrary, does below one year of age had a zero detection of
positive Coxiella burnetii antibody. In conclusion, goat breed and age could affect the prevalence of Coxiella

burnetii antibody.

Key Words: Coxiella burnetii, Goat, Serological survey.
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