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Abstract: To investigate the differences in slaughter performance among different crossbred progenies of Kazakh sheep and

Texel sheep,this study selected Kazakh sheep from the Zhaosu Horse Farm in Xinjiang,including Texel X Kazakh F,, Texel X

Kazakh progressive backcross F, ,and Texel X Kazakh backcross F, ,with 10 males and 10 females in each group. After slaugh-

ter, their slaughter performance was measured. The results showed that in terms of pre-slaughter live weight, Texel X Kazakh

F, >Texel X Kazakh progressive backcross F, >Texel X Kazakh backcross F,>Kazakh sheep,with both male and female Texel

X Kazakh F, being significantly higher than Kazakh sheep. The loin eye area of Texel X Kazakh F, rams was higher by 47. 56 %

and 17.19% compared to Texel X Kazakh progressive backcross F, and Kazakh sheep,respectively. Significant differences were
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observed in tail fat weight among all crossbreeding combina-
tions, with both male and female Texel X Kazakh progressive
backcross F, having zero tail fat weight. There were signifi-
cant differences among different crossbred Kazakh sheep
combinations in terms of ewe loin eye width, backfat thick-

ness,tail fat weight, and loin eye area. The loin eye area of
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Texel X Kazakh progressive backcross F, ewes was signifi-
cantly larger than that of Kazakh sheep,exceeding the latter
by 22. 98% , while the backfat thickness of Texel X Kazakh
backcross F, was 71. 61% higher than that of Texel X Ka-
zakh progressive backcross F,. In summary, crossbreeding
Texel sheep with Kazakh sheep can significantly improve
muscle development and reduce fat deposition in the proge-
ny. However,due to the weakening of traits such as muscle
development and fat deposition during backcrossing,it is rec-
ommended to appropriately increase the proportion of Texel
bloodline in the breeding process to achieve better improve-
ment results.
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Table 1 Analysis of the differences in pre-slaughter live weight of Kazakh sheep and

their hybrid offspring from different combinations

) W 5 5 2 AR [ 401 4 4 58 X S B I /g

o W T X I F, P X YR T, HE X I 52 F,
N 32.85+4. 41bc 38.15+3. 85a 36.7544.78a 34.85+2.15ab
e 30.95+2. 87¢ 35.14+2.56ab 34.9843. 32ab 33.02=+3. 35bc

T« AT B 5 A 6l /NS 5 R R 22 5 35 (P <20, 05) , T Al
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Table 2 Analysis of slaughter performance of male Kazakh sheep and their hybrid offspring from different combinations
B §E| I B 5 FEXE F, FEX WG9 F, X G 5L F,

IRMLFE/mm 23.92+3.01b 31.84+4. 82a 27.30=+3.41b 26.54=+3.3b
IR/ mm 49,6514, 67b 54,9244, 68a 54,8044, 56a 50. 614, 7ab
ARLE AR/ em? 8.3541.55¢ 12.32+2.56a 10.5241.98b 9.43+15.99bc
LA B EE /mm 6.47+1.85 6.44+1.68 6.83+£2.18 6.11+1.38
GR {H/mm 9.9042. 09 9.6242.09 9.8242.2 8.81+1.09
T HB NG D7 B B/ mm 3.73%+1.20 3.63%2.14 2.7140.70 3.17+1.31
EHRE /g 505.94223.57a 217.504£135.98b 0.004£0. 00c 165. 004148, 12b
U B N %/ A 13.2040. 42 13.0040. 00 13.104£0. 32 13.00=40. 00

R3 BERFRAE
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Table 3 Analysis of slaughter performance of female Kazakh sheep and their hybrid offspring from different combinations

I gE| I B 5 FEXIE F, FEX WG9 F, X |IAE F,
AR L SE/ mm 25.40+4.93b 28.63+2. 76ab 29.6144.03a 29. 1542, 49a
IR AL/ mm 49,4543, 22 51.99410. 53 52. 444,49 49.6143. 96
MR AL/ em? 8.8642.10b 10. 43+2. 29ab 10.8941. 95a 10.13=+1. 24ab
W HALA B EE /mm 5.66+2. 69 5.26+1.01 6.12+1.22 5.6941.17
GR {H/mm 10.99+3. 51 9.7842. 31 9.5540. 94 11.69+3.11
5 G 7 B/ mm 6.2243.49ab 4.69+1. 61ab 3.9141. 14b 6.7142.87a
RHRE /g 434.50+115.07a 144, 5440, 24c 0.000. 00d 249.50+115. 19b
U B N A 4/ A 13.00=0. 00 12.9040. 32 13.0040. 00 13.0020. 00
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