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1
Table 1 Descriptive statistics of carcass characteristicsof swvine
Index N M ax M in M eant D
(y) /% L ean percentage 325 71 13 39 58 56 42+ 7. 03
(x1) /kg Hot carcassw eight 325 93 28 35 28 58 49+ 9 62
(x2) /mm Backfat neck & thorax 325 60 00 17 00 36 69+ 8 41
3 4 (x3) /mm Backfat ribs 3 & 4 325 6Q 00 12 00 34 52+ 8 99
6 7 (x4) /mm Backfat ribs 6 & 7 325 54 00 9 00 28 96+ 8 62
3 4 (xs) /mm Backfat 3rd & 4th last ribs 325 42 00 4 00 21 66 7. 40
(x6) /mm Backfat last rib 325 41 00 4 00 21 53+ 7 11
(x7) /mm Backfat sacrum & lumbar vertebra 325 48 00 3 00 22 01+ 9 57
9 13 (xs8) /mm M in backfat ribs9 13 325 41 00 3 00 19 47+ 6 94
F (x9) /mm Backfat of F 305 44 00 3 00 20 14+ 8 81
M (x10) /mm Thickness of M 305 80 00 39 00 59 01+ 7 50
X (x11) /mm Backfat of X 278 51 00 14 00 29 80+ 7. 40
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Table 2 Pearson correlation coefficients of carcases indexesof swine
Notar y X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 X10 X11
tion
y 100000 -011335" -083072°" - 084692 - 08292 - 083666 - 079709"" - 090045™"" - 08151™" - 09035""" 048480 -0Q789""
X1 100000 0Q2872™" Q34700 036403 035913 041482 025504™ 036839 02748™" 05817 04538
X2 1000 00 090137™" 08500 0805 079847 08817 080468 080827- 020955  075915""
X3 1000 00 095623""" 089175""" 087698 " 087981"" 0823 086223""-01896"" 083349
X4 1000 00 090858""" 0Q89056™" 087275"" 083406"" 08446™"- 015935 083105
X5 1000 00 094168™" 088667 (09545 08648 - 013966 087661
X6 1000 00 087815"™" 0 M531™" 08609%""- 006981 08%516""
X7 1000 00 08818 09899 - 029893""" 089607
X8 1000 00 08632 - 012302" 086083
Fo 100000 -030544™  08885™"
X10 1000 00 -01073%9
X11 100000
c* P<QO5** p<QOL**r*  P<QO0L
Note * RepreentsP< Q 05 * * represntsP< Q 0L * * * rgresents P< 0 000 1
23 ), (Full model)
AS R® (R-square), ,
) 3 y 3
3
Table 3 Comparison of regression equationsw hich estimated the lean-percentage of pig carcasses
Equations V ariables Regression models R2 Adj R? RM SE
1 X7 y= 7Q 977- Q 661 6x7 Q8108 Q8102 3 063 01
2 X1, X7 y= 66 172+ Q 090 9x1- Q 684 9x7 Q8253 Q8242 2 948 16
3 X9 y= 70 5- Q 658 5xg Q 816 4 Q 8158 2 757 51
4 X1, X9 y= 66 914+ Q 068 2x1- Q 678 9x9 Q8259 Q 8247 2 689 43
5 X7, X10 y= 57 742- Q 587 1x7+ Q 202 3x10 Q8651 Q 864 2 2 367 06
6 X1, X7, X10 y= 56 806- Q 105 4x1- Q 531 6x7+ Q 302 910 Q 8753 Q8741 227971
7 X9, X10 y= 57 822- Q 607 3xo+ Q 197 3x10 Q 864 5 Q 863 6 2 372 98
8 X1, X9, X10 y= 56 885- Q 103 2x1- Q 550 7xe+ Q 296 4x10 Q8742 Q8729 2 290 13
9 X2, X9, X10 y= 61 94- Q 217 3x2- Q 443 8xo+ Q 204 4x10 Q 8905 Q 889 4 2 136 43
10 X1,X2,X9,X10  y= 60 928- Q 073 8x1- Q 199 3x2- Q 416 9xo+ Q 274 Tx10 Q 8953 Q8939 2 092 69
11 X2, X7, X10 y= 61 716- Q 211 2x2- Q 432 3x7+ Q 208 3x10 Q8890 Q8879 2 150 58
12 X1, X2, X7, X10 ___y= 60 665- Q 077 6x1- Q 192x»- Q 405 5x7+ Q 281 9x10 Q894 4 Q 8930 2 101 80
3 . , ; 2 ( )
1 [11] ( 57 61 71 8) 7 6
R>Q08 RMSE<25 , 1, (R*= Q 875 3,RM SE= 2 279 71); 3
2,3,4 , ) ( 9, 10, 11,
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Table 4 Smple statisticsof actual and predicted value about lean-percentage
/% L ean-percentage
Item N
M ax M in M eant D
A ctual value 54 71 93 39 56 56 70+ 6 13
Predicted value 54 67 29 36 87 56 30+ 6 16
3 Q 531 6x7+ Q 302 9x0 (R*= Q 875 3, RM SE =
2 279 71),
) (x7) M (x10)2 (x1 ,
(56 42+ 7 03) %, (58 49+ 9 62) )
kg; (19 47+ 6 949 mm (9 3
) (36 69+ 8 41) mm ( ) : :
(P< Q 000 1) ,
cy= 56 806- Q 105 4xi-
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Establishment of prediction model of the lean percentage
of sv ine carcasses in China

L 1Y e-guo™®, TANG Xiao-yan™°, GAO Feng’, ZHOU Guang-hong’
(aCollege d Animal Science and Technology; b K ey L aboratory o A gricultural and A nimal Products P rocessing and Quality Control,
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Abstract: In order to know the lean-percentage of pig carcasses as oon aspossible on the slaughtering
line, to rank pig carcasseson the basisof the lean-percentage and to pay for pig caracasses according to its
quality, this study assessed carcass lean-percentage (y) calibration equation, and measured indexesw ere
used for pig carcasses grading 325 sanples aged from 5months to 8 monthsw ere selected in this study.
The usual predictorsw ere used: hot carcassw eight, backfat of different partsand other characteristicsmea-
sured on each carcassw ith ruler. By commercial cutting, multiple regression analysis of dissectible lean
meat on linear fom based on the variablesw ith different indexesw as performed by SA'S (SA S version
8 2). The results suggest that the sixth equation is the best multiple linear regression prediction model,
with R*Q 875 3 and RM SE 2 279 71
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