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Abstract

Goat milk production and processing is a dynamic and growing industry that is fundamental
to the health of hundreds of millions of people worldwide and is recognized as an important
contributor to many national economies. Goat milk has contributed significantly to the
economic and nutritional quality of life in developing countries, particularly in the Medi-
terranean, the Middle East, Eastern Europe, and Latin America. Goat milk has played an
important role in the health and nutrition of infants and the elderly, and is also known to
be beneficial and therapeutic for people with milk allergies. The potential and value of the
nutritional, health, and therapeutic effects of goat milk and specialized goat milk products
are now attracting attention. Various products can be made from goat milk based on its
chemical properties. In addition, special products such as hair, skin care, products, and cosmetics
produced using goat milk have garnered more attention in recent years. Nevertheless, high
quality products can only be made from good quality goat milk. Advanced technical treat-
ments are necessary to produce high quality goat milk that meets consumer expectation of
nutritional, hygienic, and good sensory products. Good taste has been a critical criterion
when deciding to buy and consume goat milk and associated products. However, it may be
possible to produce more value-added products that cater to the new trends in consumer
needs and thus maintain economic sustainability of goat milk industry.
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Fig. 1. Present situation of worldwide dairy goat production
Source: FAOSTAT, 2014
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Table 1. Production quantity and composition of goat milk depending upon various dairy goat breeds

Average lactation Range of lactation

Dairy goat breeds

Fat content Protein content

Appearance and properties of dairy goats

quantity(kg) quantity(kg) (%) (%)
s *"}h% 2.266
Alpine 1,020 356~2,462 3.4 29 B ——
f i 2.9%
£ 100
La Mancha 945 333~1,944 4.0 3.2
Nubian 819 252~1,922 49 37 i
Phandasd
FATTY
Oberhasli 966 419~2,003 39 29 39%
p— 29%
"
= e
Saanen 1,160 275~2 471 33 29 1 -
14“"1-:- . 2 9%
Toggenburg 952 4231971 3.2 27 @ =
e § 2.7

*Milk production by dairy goat breeds(DHIR data, 2003). Note: Individual doe data not adjusted for age(275- to 305-day records).
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Table 2. Average lactation quantity and protein/fat contents of goat
milk depending upon various dairy goat breeds

Dairy goat  Average lactation Fat content  Protein content
breeds quantity (kg) (9/ka) (9/kg)
Alpine 1,265 39.3 36.9
Saanen 1,288 36.7 35.5

Source: CAPGENES - France Controle Elevage (2013)
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Fig. 2. Average lactation quantity and protein/fat contents of goat
milk depending upon regular and substantial genetic progress in
France.

Source: CAPGENES-France Conseil Elevage 2013
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Table 3. Physiological functionality of milk derived peptides

- Antihypertensive

- Antioxidative

- Antithrombotic

- Hypocholesterolemic

Cardiovascular system

- Opioid agonist activity
Nervous system . ) .
- Opioid antagonist activity

- Mineral-binding
Gastrointestinal system - Anti-appetizing

- Antimicrobial

Immune system - Antimicrobial
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