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Tab.1 Statistic results of pH value for pork samples
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Fig. 1 PCA scores of Shanhei and Linghao
pig samples
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Tab.2 R,, RMSEP and P value of variance analysis of different number of standardization samples

2% FRUEAAE A B0
10 15 20 30 35 40 45 50
R, 0.150 0. 300 0. 666 0.738 0.822 0. 837 0.827 0. 802 0.783
TR 47 AR 2 0. 3445 0.2747 0.1727 0.1215 0.0955 0.085 6 0.091 1 0. 098 7 0.104 1
PRALME T 25007 P 0.8366 0.920 4 0.929 3 0.893 4 0.9371 0.9235 0.918 5 0.7575 0.7450

2.6 HEHEBEERRILE

R BT 3 B X L BRI R AL 2 18 1 45
RIHEL ZPRRW B 0,3 PRk R AT
B L AT 25 A RS B T 1 RE , (EDE
TEE A IE AL 1 50k I BGE HOR el HRUk, il
FIEARE LA S/B B3k 33 AN T 20U 1 A i
AT AN T P92 ' i A T A% 338 B0 0 i 3o e T R

ol 22 18] B 5 {1 22 7 i 3k A TR A% 388 O ROCR , S/B
SR DU o T 245 2R (R A, i T S A R
A, ARG SRRl [ AR B IE RS R X &5 LK
FEASH T PEREA 21 17 st , (HRAB IR Y L 2R
RS R A L, HL R R A, 58 B3R IR 2 7 AR iR
ZESIN, T L E A8 BEAS B A ¢ 2R 80 R, AR, T
P 7 MRURZEHE I, AL F I RE AR 22

®3 TREELBERBEBEERNRILLE

Tab.3 Comparison of the transfer and correction effect of different algorithms to the Shanhei pig model
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Comparison of Transfer and Correctional Methods for Pork pH Value
Detection of Different Varieties by Hyperspectral Imaging Technique

Li Xiaoyu' Zhong Xiongbin' Liu Shanmei’ Huang Tao' Wu Zhenzhong'
(1. College of Engineering, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, China
2. College of Sciences ,Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, China)

Abstract; The calibration model of the pork quality based on hyperspectral data was easily affected by
pork varieties and had poor applicability. So different algorithms were compared and a calibration transfer
algorithm based on spectral value correction was proposed to improve the model applicability between
different varieties. The PLS model for Shanhei pig was established, then was used to predict Linghao pig
samples. Prediction accuracy was very poor with only R of 0. 415, and RMSEP of 0. 180 4. To improve
model applicability, S/B algorithm, model updating and transfer algorithm based on spectral value
correction were respectively adopted and compared. For S/B algorithm, R of the model prediction for
Linghao pig samples was still 0. 415, and RMSEP decreased from 0. 180 4 to 0. 134 3, only down by
25.54% . For the model updating method, when 14 Linahao pig samples were added to the calibration
dataset, the model prediction performance for Linghao pig samples achieved optimal. R increased to
0.797, improved by 92.05% , and RMSEP reduced to 0.112 1, dropped by 37.86% . For transfer
algorithm based on spectral value correction which combined spectral value-physical value coexist
distance with DS algorithm, R of the model prediction for Linghao pig samples increased to 0. 837, rose
by 101. 69% , and RMSEP reduced to 0. 0856, fell by 52.55% . The results showed that the transfer
algorithm based on spectral value correction could eliminate the difference of spectral value of different
varieties efficiently and improve the model applicability. It gave the best transfer and correction result
than the two other algorithms.

Key words; Pork pH value Hyperspectral detection  Model transfer and correction  Spectral

correction



