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An Analysis on the Difference of Selling Prices
Between Beef Breeds

Tae-Sook Kang and Dong-Chul Kim*

Summary

Studies were carried out on 60 imported beef cattle to investigate the relationship between

carcass weights and selling prices of Angus, Charolais, Hereford, Angus x Hereford, Charolais X

Hereford and Charolais X Angus.

1, The average live weight of Charolais (476.5 kg) before slaughter was considerably heavier than
any other pure breeds.

In crossbreds the live weight before slaughter of Charolais X Angus (497 .1 kp) was heavier
than any other crosses, There were significant differences at 1% level between breeds.

2, The greater the live weight was the heavier the carcass { P< 0_01) but no statistical significant
difference were found between dressing out percentage of different breeds,

3. There was m significant difference in average carcass unit price (6,129 9 + 265 won) between
breeds, However there was significant differences at 5% level between the two abattoirs,

4 Carcass selling price between breeds was highly significant but there was no differences in selling
price between abattoirs, The selling price of by - products was not significantly different between
breeds but was highly significant between abattoirs ,

5. The total selling price rose as the live weight of different breeds and carcass unit price increased
but there were slight differences between the two abattoirs investigated,

6, The carcass unit price was not related live and carcass weight, however there was no correlations
coefficient between carcass unit price and live or carcass weight,

7. Carcass selling price and total selling price were correlated in the treatments but the by- products
selling price bore no correlation to carcass percentage and carcass unit price,

53 e + o4 o NS MMkl $4 2% 4 gich
HARLES EEHBE S FHESIE dl= otao) 7
K& ENAFLES EAVEZ L o BAR $ e el Aol W Aolw fad A ER

* BiRRE BHARS

__1’[_



2 HERE

BENA KL Folof & Aol zelmg $49
BmeENS welulr) e gEs folzlsl K
Reotn B ®RRE 72 2@HS HFRSHH
o olgle}

BMAHelY REHAA 2 e
TR 3 ol 03 HRZ s %5 (1976) o) »
MR HETEE € (1979) o] HAEFl 448
HEFS] kol 03 B9ES shul gloo Kt @
ol glolAl = FS(1983) o] EME 4659 BN
Bfel #tE Hdel ok a2y A mRel
WA Hteol ol = & (1984 )300) wopgesst B
18 2 EAgEh WS AR #ITE AL oz
obf] 7AX] BEREEOI o] HEZ 7kl mlx= 1A
BEE Y vke st o9r] BiEA o224
= BF o2 AN |W4S AR NE MAS
Sz, MAGES FolE 9 T Fol ol2E MA
W47 KRERBS Lo 2 Al 4 BA FE
ste] Az glo] ololl gk WEE A1FT A4 ol
23

2822 K HRT Mg BARF o &
EeEs BEREAREYS 2 BR 5FS RHsie
WARGE] EmpES B3 d 5258 Fua g
73kt

ol it iR

R I Wl
1. RW0E U B

X Hees MAERA 300 2Alol AZESE CHiBol
A 1982 108 21 @ RHo| Yy WAHS
60 BHE HISHE T Mol 4] ME7tx] &Rl
2 kgl 108 228 Mg HE 2@ BEH
4 Rggol B#sle] A BlEHS L' o

2. gtladE U AN

HARES SR A A T MY \EFs
A4 4ED THolAE 16 MAZA Fxa 3 10
HE BHEAD 424 2 {2 Angus, Char-
olais, Hereford 2} o] & L# B2l Angus x Her-

eford, Charolais X Hereford 2] 3 Charolais

X Angus o|v Q@5 HATEHE #1 2} 2o}

Table 1. Number of cattle used
in the experiment
Breed No, of cattle
Angus (A) 21
Charolais (C) 18
Here ford (H) 6
Angus X Hereford (AxH) 8
Charolais X Hereford ( CxH) 4
Charolais X Angus (CxA) 3
Total 60
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Table 2, Least-squares means and analysis of variance by abattoir and breed

for live weight dressing percentage and carcass weight
Constant No, of Live Carcass Dressing out
head weight (4g) weight (k) percentage (%)
Overall mean abattoir 60 474 6 £ 3,68 249.8 £ 2,76 52,7 £0,34
A, abattoir 41 479 5 + 4,43 253 0 * 332 52.7 +0 41
B, abattoir 19 4698 + 5 43 246 7 X 4,06 52 6 £ 0,50
Breed
Angus 21 458 3% 5 48 2374 + 4,10 52,3 +0 51
Charolais 18 476,5+ 517 2525 =3 87 53,0 +0 48
Hereford 6 459 4+ 900 2365 + 6,74 51,4 +0.83
AxH 8 4937+ 778 2621 + 5,82 53.0 +0,72
CXH 4 462 9 +11,07 244 8 + 8 28 52,8 1,03
Cx A 3 4971 +12 68 2656 + 9_49 53 .4 +1.17
Analysis of variance
d f M.S

Abattoir 1 1016,758 431,539 0,107

Breed 5 2158 117** 1151 853 ** 3,123

Error 53 479 038 268_350 4,109
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Toble 3. Least-squares means and analysis of variance by abattoir and breed

for selling price

(Unit : Won )

Constant No, of Carcass Carcass By- products Total
head unit price selling price selling price selling price
Overall mean abattoir 60  6129.9% 26.51 1,536,906 * 18,208.2 191,907 *1,665.0 1,728,801 18,906.2
A, abattoir 41 6203.5+ 31.92 1,562,273 % 21,924.3 195389 +2,004.9 1,757,660 F 22,764.8
B, abattoir 19 6056.3F£39.09 1,511,539 & 26,843.6 188424 +2,454.7 1,699,943 F 27,8726
Breed
Angus o1 6096.9F 39.45 1,468,396 % 27,091.4 192,033 +2477.4 1,660,278 % 28,129.9
Charolais 18 6186.8F 37.23 1,559,285 % 25,570.7 193447423383 1,752,786  26,550.9
Hereford 6 §074.6% 64.81 1,441,208 F 44,514.4 191,256+ 4,070.6 1,632,557 X 46,220.6
AXH 8  §142.2%50.03 1,609,960 T 38,477.6 191,691+ 3,5186 1,801,649 * 39,952.6
CxH 4 5149.0%F 79.68 1,499,618 = 54,7237 191,164+ 50042 1,690,787+ 56,8216
Cx A 31 6159.87 91.32 1,642,878 F 62,7146 191,840+ 57349 1,834,758 F 65,1187
Analysis of variance
d f M.S
Abattoir 1 235,523,664 %% 9. 280,014 527,869 ,686,760 %  %. 362,407
Breed 5 10,697,760 % . 446,991 ** 8,044,519, 880 . 452,055 %*
Error 53 24,825,482 %. 117,007 4Y7,916,290,902 %. 126,246
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carcass weight, dressing

out percentage, carcass unit price,carcass selling price, by-product
selling price and total setlimg price of imported beef cattle

Variables Live weight Ca_rcass Igurfssmg C_arca_ss S:ll';:iansgs B)S’;T{;D:;Ct :Z:fi]ng
weight percentage unit price price price price
T - 0.904211%* 0.352396™* 0.112742  0.891102** 0.386015 ** 0.894182**
Ty 0.904211 ** - 0.632551**  0.189300  0.983748™* 0.349016 * 0.981274**
T3 0.352396 ** 0.632551** - 0.257301 0.645543%* 0.174612  0.639998 **
Ty 0.112742 0.189300  0.257301 - 0.285213* 0.079828  0.282505*
Ts 0.89402 ** 0.983748™* 0.645543** 0 285213 * - 0.352105 *  0.997181 **
Tg 0.386015 ** 0.349016* 0.174612  0.079828  0.352105*% 0 _ 0.421223 **
T, 0.894182** 0.981274%* 0.63998 ** 0.282505* 0.997181** 0.421223 ** -
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