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Tab.1 Statistics results of the body measurements and fillet yield of 2 lines of O. niloticus x T SE

CIE=gE2N 4 All T & GIFT Line & X Egypt Line MM Female HEPE Male
Body measurement n=100 n=50 n=50 n=48 n=52

BW/g 1190.86 +24.75 1189.54 +=30.47 1192.18 £39.27 1078.52 £22.29 1303.21£37.11
TL/mm 394.03+2.61 392.16£3.09 395.90t4.24 382.34£3.57 405.72+3.05
SL/mm 316.58£1.95 315.66 £2.41 317.50+3.08 308.22£2.53 324.94+2.46
HL/mm 99.22£0.59 100.10£0.82 98.34+0.83 98.72+£0.85 99.72+0.81
CL/mm 217.36 £1.45 215.56+1.26 219.16+1.58 209.51£1.38 22522+1.52
LEO/mm 51.18£0.31 50.48 £0.37 51.88+£0.49 51.09£0.48 51.27£0.35
Snl/mm 30.31£0.38 30.78£0.52 29.84+0.48 30.02+£0.50 30.60+0.58
ED/mm 17.76 £0.12 17.84£0.17 17.67£0.18 17.67£0.17 17.85£0.18
IW/mm 58.61£0.42 59.71£0.48 57.50£0.64 57.23£0.54 59.99 £0.58
BD/mm 131.37£1.13 132.39£1.37 130.35+1.79 1242+1.04 138.54£1.39
BWH/mm 59.73£0.66 60.37 £0.68 59.08 £0.67 58.95+£0.87 60.51£0.97
CPL/mm 43.24+£0.96 45.12%+0.77 41.36£0.75 40.97+1.30 45.51+1.33
CPD/mm 49.55+£0.44 48.78 £0.53 50.33£0.59 48.07+0.46 51.03£0.68
LSD/mm 108.63 £0.66 108.77+£0.93 108.50£0.59 107.05£0.93 110.21£0.89
FW/g 460.65+11.88 46236 £15.24 458.94+17.36 402.12+10.8 519.18 £ 18.06
Y,/% 38.68 £0.29 38.86+0.24 38.51+0.32 38.39+0.29 38.97+0.26
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Tab.2 Correlation between body measurements and fillet weight or fillet yield of different strains and
different sexes of Nile tilapia
bR 2K Al I Female i Male T & GIFT Line B Egypt Line
Index FW Yy FW Yy FW Yy FW Ye FW Y
BW 0.964* 0.575% 0.887* 0.375%* 0.976%* 0.630%* 0.972* 0.609* 0.967* 0.442%*
TL 0.756* 0.408* 0.633* 0.339* 0.867* 0.484% 0.851%* 0.404 0.710% 0.323
SL 0.835%* 0.471°%* 0.752* 0.394* 0.850%* 0.523* 0.815* 0.471%* 0.834°* 0.472%
HL  -0.624*  -0.445% -0.633*  -0.354* -0.684*  -0.497* -0.660* -0.454* -0.696%  -0.473*
CL 0.843%* 0.263 0.776* 0.147 0.8527* 0.154 0.837* 0.301 0.866* 0.154
LEO 0.415 0.263 0.291 0.264 0.708%* 0.357 0.624* 0.271 0.321 0.227
SnL 0.230 -0.110 0.312 -0.102 0.105 -0.177 0.174 -0.137 0.188 -0.073
ED 0.419 0.236 0.354 0.104 0.461 0.245 0.330 0.158 0.431 0.196
w 0.729% 0.365 0.610 0.208 0.644* 0.306 0.559* 0.159 0.759% 0.186
BD 0.910* 0.541* 0.832* 0.430* 0.914% 0.617* 0.886* 0.566* 0.927* 0.510%*
BWH 0.742%* 0.465% 0.533* 0.372 0.757* 0.547%* 0.516* 0.471%* 0.693* 0.456%*
CPL 0.342 0.378 0.377 0.238 0.237 0.220 0.616* 0.144 0.503* 0.115
CPD 0.702%* 0.332 0.464* 0.216 0.706%* 0.509%* 0.906* 0.498* 0.692% 0.351
LSD 0.670* 0.148 0.532%* 0.162 0.631°* 0.354 0.544%* 0.275 0.636%* 0.257
FW 0.695°%* 0.591%* 0.796* 0.771* 0.658%*

o R SRR TSP RAEBR A AH SR 2 (P<0.01).

Note: * means extremely significant correlation with related measurement (P<0.01).

x3 LAVEMKELESARARRRTFFEaNFRERHARBEXREY

Tab.3 Correlation coefficient between several ratios of body measurements and fillet weight or fillet yield of Nile tilapia

$kr SR Al M Female Ji#f Male 7 & GIFT Line ¥R & Egypt Line

Index FW Ye FW Yy FW Ye FW Yy FW Ye
SL/HL 0.962 0.701 0.943 0.644 0.966 0.732 0.945 0.714 0.951 0.687
SL/CPD 0.915 0.633 0.901 0.562 0.914 0.665 0.889 0.635 0.907 0.622
SL/BD 0.933 0.669 0.943 0.621 0.951 0.703 0.917 0.681 0.926 0.701
SL/BWH 0.943 0.661 0.912 0.589 0.952 0.694 0.933 0.688 0914 0.628
CL/HL 0.956 0.713 0.921 0.665 0.948 0.765 0.926 0.724 0.937 0.711
HL/LEO 0.897 0.532 0.845 0.445 0911 0.567 0.905 0.555 0.910 0.546
BD/LEO 0.908 0.575 0.901 0.554 0.899 0.634 0.889 0.609 0.904 0.524
BD/HL 0914 0.587 0.898 0.550 0.916 0.615 0.932 0.598 0.938 0.568
BD/BWH 0.905 0.544 0.866 0.499 0.924 0.580 0.905 0.547 0.917 0.513
BWH/HL 0.883 0.519 0.856 0.466 0.874 0.551 0.897 0.526 0.868 0.560
CPD/HL 0.867 0.636 0.824 0.599 0.854 0.655 0.864 0.657 0.875 0.583
CPD/BWH  0.812 0.564 0.702 0.521 0.844 0.601 0.833 0.554 0.816 0.612
CPD/LSD 0.935 0.588 0.889 0.569 0.916 0.612 0.909 0.601 0.849 0.587
CPD/CPL 0.903 0.560 0.872 0.555 0.907 0.573 0.901 0.543 0.881 0.542
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Correlation between fillet yield and body measurements in Nile tilapia
Oreochromis niloticus

DONG Zaijie'**, LIANG Zhengyuan’, XU Pao”, MING Junchao’, ZHANG Ping’, ZHANG Shouling”’, HE Jie’,
XIE Zhuang'
(1. College of Animal Science and Technology, Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing 210095, China; 2. Key Open Laboratory

of Genetic Breeding and Aquaculture Biology of Freshwater Fishes, Ministry of Agriculture; Freshwater Fisheries Research Center,
Chinese Academy of Fishery Sciences, Wxui 214081, China; 3. Wuxi Fisheries College, Nanjing Agricultural University, Wuxi
214081, China)

Abstract: The correlation between body measurements and fillet yield of 2-year female and male individuals in
GIFT strain and Egypt strain Nile tilapia ( Oreochromis niloticus ) was studied by statistics analysis. The average fillet
yield in Nile tilapia was 38.68%, and the fillet yield value of males was slightly higher than that of female; the fillet
yield value of GIFT strain was slightly higher than that of Egypt strain. The results showed there was a strong linear
relationship between body measurements and fillet yield (R=0.985 ). Body weight had the highest value of correlation
coefficient to fillet weight ( 0.984 ) and fillet yield ( 0.575 ), respectively, followed by body depth, standard length
and body width. While there were negative correlations between head length and both fillet weight and fillet yield.
The correlation coefficient of male was higher than that of female, which was 0.630 between body weight and fillet
yield and 0.617 between body depth and fillet yield indicating a medium correlation. Correlation between fillet yield
and ratio of two body measurements was higher than the individual variables, especially in male fishes. The following
ratios of two body measurements showed stronger correlations with fillet yield than the individual variables, corrected
length/head length ( 0.765 ), standard length/head length ( 0.732 ), corrected length/body depth ( 0.703 ) and body
weight/standard length. It was concluded that it is possible to predicting fillet yield based on body measurements in
Nile tilapia. [Journal of Fishery Sciences of China,2010,17 (2):212-217]

Key words: Oreochromis niloticus; body measurements; fillet yield; correlation; ratio of body measurements



