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Table 1: Analysis of variance for daily gain and carcass weight influence on carcass and meat ch [
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Traits u Daily gain Carcass ”e1% ,
(n=64) F-value P F-value N
o0 i
Carcass grading 43.5 .493 .485 12.262 000 N
Conformation index 58.8 .608 .438 24.437 ,O% N
Lean, % 713 .239 .627 5.318 00 L
Fat, % 10.4 .028 .868 13.404 00 Q
Bones, % 16.7 1.532 221 9.235 ksé’d , oy
Lean/live weight, % 40.5 .000 .993 .017 04 Ay
Valuable parts, % 52.8 .378 .541 6.367 15 Ty
Lean : bones 4.3 1.757 .190 2.083 .00 )
Lean : fat ratio 7.4 .018 .893 12.142 g Wy
M.fibres diameter, um 65.7 .014 .906 1:219 ,4,06 o
M.fibres / mm? 307.2 .565 .455 1.268 o0 i
MLD area, cm? 48.7 2.616 111 .240 L)
pH 5.6 .007 .934 .052 % By ¢
Shear value, N 170.6 .136 .714 .994 .Z% iy
Tenderness (1-7 P) 4.4 .020 .887 1.263 'HO ot
Juiceness (1-7 P) 5.4 .110 .741 1839 .0y o
Flavour (1-7 P) e .052 .820 7.008 'OW S
Water, % 75.6 .035 .852 4,373 R
Protein, % 215 .044 .949 1.350 S (N
Fat, % 2.0 .143 .707 9.110 J A
Ash, % 0.9 .326 .570 .142 Ay
e P ' ‘l%
1ys” gl
Carcass weight is in significant correlation with % of water and fat (p<0.01) by chemical and yCﬁQJﬁ“ &
of water is decreased and percentage of fat is increased with increase of carcass weidﬁ'cﬁﬁ”
jon
doesn't significantly affect percentage of proteins or ash. Table 3 shows linear regf€551o .
¢
daily gain and carcass weight influence on carcass and meat characteristics. CteﬂSI
Graphs 1-6 show linear regression lines between carcass weight and some carcass and meat char?
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Graphs 1-6: Linear regressions between carcass weight and carcass and meat characteristics
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