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KERENRBESTRERBALUS

HE: R 5 HE T 68 (Conger myriaster)JE SRR FIAT 1R, WE THREMEEKX). KX . BEX).
LEXK) . KX, BAEX). BEKEX). HFEITKX). KTFEX). KXo BREEX)F 11 AEESE
AR, AT BT BT S T ISR AR T B i it th R LA AR 4 MRS TEIR S
WRE BB AR, 45 R R, BB 6845 B A MR =2 1] LA BT 25 bR A5 Ak T 22 ) 450 2 A Bl 3 IE A DR 6 R (P<
0.01)o AASCAM T A BLATAS (X) 5 1A H 19 A G R B K (0.970); 38 A2 43 Bt & LTS (Xo) % A T 114 B H2 4 HI 85 K (0.450),
3k T (XK 0) 38 3 AT (Xo) XoF A F 11 [] 482 4 FH Je K (0.431); DsE BT R IR, T A (Xo) WF R i 17 1 B2 e o R 500 K
(0.203), ALK (Xo) M1k 9 (X10) B IR g G B B K (0.172) 0 FEEMROO SR BN LT BIETFE A Y=—113.859+
6.481X%,+49.213X+11.514X,420.145X o (RP=0.954), F AT (X)) BRJE LK (X)) 3k FE(X0) SR E M AL &
PRy 5 Bk, BRI Y=1.466e"77% Y=1.435¢"7% | Y=1.970e" 7%, WA (Xo)-5 1A T A ft A 0L 5 A58 700
LA, TN Y=-77.460+222.093X, Z5iBIN Ny, 7L MBIEF B, B LUITR (X)) Mk 98 (Xi0) o EZBEBHEAR,

DLHR A2 (Xo) FIHR JG Sk 4 (X7) M e Bh BEBEPE AR

KR RRGE R, BSTRR R @i dhekila
HE S ES: S917 MRRARARRD: A

S5 % (Conger myriaster) & —F H A K&
BRMEMRT A, b EEZE A E 4,
TEREIG . R A A H AR R R
BT FE A e YO | st
PR AR S P O Ty LR 8
(A 45 b, A KBS I ol B IR R A rh 2 5
N T e SN e b A A B e R R SR TR - S 1
OB C %, B REH M TER M . AR 1
AL 13000 17 7R B BT 68 3R 5 5 1,
KPR ARG e B K IS T T 2019 AR A
TREFEH AR SREAE AR, AT HIRE %
R . H T2 M ER e, B2 68 AT
RNk Z i TE, JF R A R 8 A vk
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K= IR S e T A B AN, BB
FHE 72 43 A R 8 A 23 B 7 i AE 28t J Al b I
J& T REMNR TAE, Pty initsg
BE T BB, 2l S ESE T K (Barbus
capito) E &R SR E MR R, G5 R EH K
NP RS AUTLE N iR s R ) N3 i (oAl G S
K IAE K BRI i (Oncorhynchus  keta) ik & i #42
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S AR, XIS SRR, R K

HE&TE: HEE I EQ015GAT40101); [HF HA W IR FET H (2019-26-2018-01); 11754 BV 2035 & I T/E 2101 H (2018-

1-15).

EZ BN WHPI(1978-), AR, IWFK™ I A Y FWH5E. E-mail: zxm9706@163.com



1168 Hh [ K R A

%27

IKTHC . R e AR 5 2 52 /)N B 41 (Larimichthys
polyactis){A& & Y = B A MR, Hod LUK K i) 52
Wi K. EHRSEUI A B, R kKL IR
Ji 3k K Ji 45 # £11 (Rachycentron canadum) {4 & 1) 3=
SR

AR 88 R T 88 B H (Anguilliformes), H i
Xof ¥ 18 fi [ 81 2T 25 MR RN 1R 1 5 i AT 9 2 2
W R YK 6848 (Anguilla reinhardtii)!'®!, H 78
fii(Anguilla japonica)t ™4 . X L R 68 IE 28 PRk
AR R S P B I 58 AAN B 455 A R K P A PR
— Ptk 2O T R R 88 SR A T
Z A 2 T0 ATk A WA SCHGE . ABIF iz
AT RN ENE M i E 98 T R 68 11 B
SHEARAAE Z B AR, Jrd A i
A TE SRR E N REE R, DY A
SRS SRR B RS %

1 HESHE

1.1 SKIEHF#t

JITFH 2 5 88 2019 4F 12 H R4l T 251615
S8 H R I 1 A A, RS IR RLIR S s
[l52865 . MFPIZE 100 ANREA T S2 807 5%,
FEA RT3 K 30.81 cm, FHIRTE 42.25 g,
1.2 EWHE

52 A 7 AV A s US4 3,
ELRCKSBE 0.1 cm)F3 0l I AL R o 88 1 4 4 (X))
NER(X) B OG) SRR (X)W (Xs)  HRAE(X6)
IRIGkK (X)), TEERTEK (X)) . TR X)), kT
(Xi0)« HRTEIEE(X )11 ANESEbR . 52 T g 3k
4% T 5 B F R BE 0.01 )73 Bl Fr et H Ak
H(Y)o

SRR A

SRy MW S 2 8 £ o S 1 K

AR Ay DA W) ity 28 0 i 2% B9 B

B A R AT 11 it 1) 2 6 A i 4D K B

SR Sk MW i 5 08 55 I % G

WK Ay WA S 2 R G S 2% 1)

R A2 g HIR RS ) e K B

HR 5 Sk Kl MR IS I ¢ 28 08 26 I 5 0 K

T BRI Ry DAV 0 51 15 868 i s 14 4

U R NSNS o & | IR N OR NS

Sk Vi A A 8 6 S % 22 ) 1 B K S

HEL T 825 Ay 79 1 R i 22 T 7 e K B
1.3 HIELE

fii FH Excel LR A&HRFH%0, 25 25
AR RE e RE, AT AR 50T 8 SPSS17
Gt A AT B B AR DG PR A3 B . B A0 B 43
Br, MEIESHERSIERENSAET R, BAES0
A 5 ) 2 S VOV R 2 bR 20N e

2 EREHH

21 BEBERFERISIHE

BT E 11 A AR AR R 50 gt
SRR 1. MNEANT LA R R 68 A7 35 4
£ 4(30.81£5.32) cm, PR H(42.25+26.77) g,
TEAMREE & 2R R 2K B, AT
KK, AT . kK RELEK . kK.
i . MREEE . MRAR; (RE A S REECR, M
63.36%, TMIEASTERIAS 7 REEL/D, TE 14.68%~
22.52%, VLWIXT T B R ul, (RS AR K
R o
22 EREREMEREXMESH

MR 2 ATLUE Y, R A R 2 ] 2 B
e 5k 3 IEAH & (P<0.01) o MIE SRR A AH B G F 5k
A, 2R R OG) 1A 5 F B K (0.998),
WK (Xs) FITR A2 (Xo) BRI AR 5 R B /1N (0.763) . B
A MR VAR 1 AH SR B, AT OG) FHA 1Y
MR R (2 R ECR 0.970), K X)KZ (H
KREHN 0.969), 10K /N (0.840) 1 & W) K
(Xs)o
23 BEREBESHERMEENEZESH

WAL R 3. BIBRFE WA B35 19748
&, R TITKO) . BREX) . BRELKX).
K FE(Xi0) 5 4 MESER, 285, KX . IR
12 (Xe) WA T 19 1 32 F 2 W B 3 7K - (P<0.01),
MR 5 S (X7) Sk B8 Kio) X A H Y 38 42 RAIGA I 3
IR (P<0.05) T8 2 IR A B 1) BLRE R A 34 /N T
[EJEERZ A o AT A (Xo) X 1A B HEAE F B R (G4 R
R 0.450), HUEkL 58 (X10)GE AR R ECH 0.200),
AR Sk 4 OK0) X 1A i 19 B i FH e /DN GEAR R B
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0.167). MIEHZEAEHEFRE, RIGLkKX)EE 38 AT (X)X 74 55 A9 (142 7 FH 5 K (0.431), HR
YEREKR, TEHRBUEFIN 0767, ITKO)HIE F8(Xe) il ik HR J5 3k 4 (X)X 44 2 44 18] 3224 FH B /s
FeVE I /N0.520) ZEWIPRAHEAER S, kT8(X0)  (0.132),

x1 ERTFESMHRNSRIHE

Tab. 1 Descriptive statistics of Conger myriaster

S5 parameter X X2 X Xy Xs Xs X3 Xg Xy Xio X Y
F-¥J{E/cm mean 30.81 11.12  19.15 3.85 0.89 0.54 2.42 5.50 7.27 1.47 0.74 4225
brifi2% SD 5.32 1.86 3.44 0.59 0.13 0.11 0.39 0.89 1.29 0.27 0.17 2677

5 RE% CV 17.25 16.71 17.97 15.37 14.68 19.71 16.05 16.27 17.72 18.05 22.52 63.36

T X-2 K, Xo- I, Xs- B, Xa-3h &, Xs-Wp 4, Xe-MRAR, Xo-HRJG 34, Xe-TF BB HT S, Xo- R T4, Xio-3k 58, Xii-HR IR,
Note: X;-total length, X;-snout-vent length, X;-tail length, Xs-head length, Xs-snout length, X¢-eye length, X;-head length behind the eye,
Xg-length before the first dorsal fin, Xo-trunk length, X;o-head width, X;;-interorbital space.

*2 ERTHEMRIEXRHK

Tab. 2 Correlation coefficient among the traits of Conger myriaster

PR trait X X, X X, Xs Xe X Xs Xo X0 Xi1 Y

X 10991 0998 0.981" 0.889™ 0.860™  0.958"  0.978"  0.980" 0962  0.936"  0.969"
X 1 0.981"  0.975" 0.880"  0.868"  0.950" 0.973" 09957 0958 0.931"  0.970"
X 1 0.976"  0.887"  0.851™  0.955" 0.973" 09667 0958  0.932"  0.963"
Xy 1 0.903"  0.8677  0.982" 0978  0.946" 0.949”  0.925"  0.958"
Xs 1 0.7637  0.829™  0.901"  0.854" 0.868"  0.825"  0.840"
Xs 1 0.789"  0.853  0.854™ 0.819” 0.8117  0.882"
X, 1 0.953"  0.920" 0929 0.910"  0.935"
Xs 1 0.954"  0.955" 09157  0.948"
Xo 1 0.945" 09177  0.959"
Xio 1 0.936"  0.946"
X 1 0.927"
Y 1

T XK, XL, Xs- B, Xe-3h K, X4, Xe- IR, Xo-IRJG 3K, Xe-H BRI, Xo-HK T4, Xio-3k B, Xo-MR I HE. "7 M i M 5C

(P<0.01).

Note: X-total length, X,-snout-vent length, X;-tail length, Xs-head length, Xs-snout length, X¢-eye length, X;-head length behind the eye,
Xg-length before the first dorsal fin, Xo-trunk length, Xjo-head width, X;;-interorbital space. " indicates extremely significant correlation
(P<0.01).

R3 ERTFBANMETSUHERGEENBESHER
Tab.3 The result of path analysis of 4 morphological traits on body weight of Conger myriaster

[a]# 4 H indirect effect

PEAR trait  AH5E R B correlation coefficient  HAEVEH] direct effect

X, Xe X Xio )
X, 0.970" 0.450" 0.169 0.159 0.192 0.520
Xo 0.882" 0.195" 0.391 0.132 0.164 0.686
X7 0.935™ 0.167" 0.428 0.154 0.186 0.767
Xio 0.946" 0.200" 0.431 0.160 0.155 0.746

T XTI, Xe-MRAR, Xo-MRJG Sk A, Xao-3h 5. "R B M .35 (P<0.01), "SR 7R S .35 (P<0.05).
Note: Xp-snout-vent length, Xe-eye length, X;-head length behind the eye, X o-head width. " indicates extremely significant effect (P<0.01), *
indicates significant effect (P<0.05).

24 ERFEBSERMEENREZRY SE RN 0.953, B 52w AL R 7 68 14 1
M 4 Pl DIE N, BERERBMEER EEIRSEROIIR ) RIEX) . RIFLK
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(X7)« KFEKio), HABMEIRAIFE RN, 4 MBS
PR A 1 e i VR AN TRD, T A (Xo) X 4k B 119
B E R R (0.203), B S T HA R A 1
PRy HWRE K B8 (Xio), HitkeE RECH 0.04; IRIG
KA (X)X AR H 1) 2 D 2R 80 /1M (0.028) , AT
(Xo) 13k B (Xi0) 14 3 ] e i 28 B he K (0.172), R
12 (Xe) FITHR J5 3k K (X7) B L[R2 2R U0 /1N (0.051),
FH I AT DT A OK) FT Sk B (X 0) A2 R 12 2 e 37 8 R
i EEFHAIEE MR

x4 ERTRANESHERIEERERBHDHER

Tab.4 The result of determination coefficient of 4 mor-
phological traits on body weight of Conger myriaster

PEIR trait X X X5 Xio =
X, 0.203 0.152 0.143 0.172 0.670
Xe 0.038 0.051 0.064 0.153
X7 0.028 0.062 0.090
Xio 0.040 0.040
z 0.203 0.19 0.222 0.338 0.953

T Xo-HLA, Xe-MRAZ, Xo-HRG R4, X0k 52
Note: X,-snout-vent length, Xs-eye length, X;-head length behind the
eye, Xjo-head width.

2.5 SETERAFREHHE
FIFH 2 A2 1819 )5 g 7 8 45
P S by
Y=-113.859+6.481X,+49.213Xs+11.514X+
20.145%,o (RP=0.954)
Ao, YAURIKE, X X X70 Xy 20 0IRRATK
Rt RELEK ., k5.
M 5 AL, BEFE A AR EE AT A RNE
P2, K RBOZRHIE A, VLIS AK A 28 & XHA
FAVEHIAER Y, SR 6 AT UL, FIA 4 A5
J&, A FE F=490.021 (P<0.01), M 7 Al W,
SIAR 4 DA EH, TR XK) . IRIEX) M HIH &
BOR B 2.2 KF(P<0.01), HRIG KK () ko
Xio) M 515 22 Ko ik 21 i 3% 7K F (P<0.05), 7Y
[ 1 B B K BB 2 /KT (P<0.01) o A [T R ES R
F, ). k5 (Xio)RHA T A P 1F KR,
HUIEHR TR (Xe) FTHR J5 3 4 (X7)
2.6 BAEBIRIFERLER
i DL R B8 AT (X)) . HRFR(Xe) . HR )5 3k
K (X7)\ K TEXio) b HAS &, WHATE AR5 45

S ENSTLN HIVEZ

RULER 8, MNETATLIE B REH AT (X)) R
Ja S K (X7) 3k TE (Kio) 5 R 19 e A HUL A AR 78 Sl
KRB (P<0.01), BERITFEAr 514 Y=1.466¢"7
Y=1.435¢"7* ¥=1.970e""7*, HRAR (Xo) 5 14 & 11y
AL AR LR PE(P<0.01), 7L Y=—77.460+
222.093X.

x5 EEABFENEEXSHR
Tab.5 The multiple correlation coefficient
of the regression equation

Al R Lk FRfEA T i 22
model R? adjusted R® standard estimate error
1 0.970  0.940 0.940 6.57033
2 0.973  0.947 0.946 6.23864
3 0.975  0.951 0.950 5.99850
4 0.977 0954 0.952 5.87528

TR AT (). 2. TRINAR R ATR(OG), IRAR(X). 3. T

(‘ﬂ'J”’rF' TR (X), BRIRXK), KFE(Xio). 4. BN L: ALK (X),
HRAE(X), KTE(Xi0), HRJE KA ().
Note: 1. predictive variable: snout-vent length (X;). 2. predictive
variable: snout-vent length (X;), eye length (Xs). 3. predictive vari-
able: snout-vent length (X;), eye length (X;), head width (Xj). 4.
predictive variable: snout-vent length (X;), eye length (Xs), head
width (X)), head length behind the eye (X;).

xzo6 MEARFEMAESHER
Tab. 6 The result of variance analysis of
the regression equation

YHM M & o,

sum of squares mean square

F 7Y model

1[99 regression  66708.569  66708.569 1545.279 0.000
5% residual 4230.587 43.169
M3t total 70939.157

2 [@] regression 67163.851  33581.925 862.830 0.000
57 residual 3775.306 38.921
it total 70939.157

3 [E]J9 regression  67484.883 22494961  625.172 0.000
5% 2% residual 3454.273 35.982
3T total 70939.157

4 [A1] regression 67659.864  16914.966 490.021 0.000
57 residual 3279.292 34.519
M3t total 70939.157

TE: L AR JUKOG). 2. SRR TR (XK), IRFR(X). 3. T
MAR G TR (K), BRIEX), KT Xo). 4. BB LE: LK),
MRAE(Xe), KIE(X0), MRIFKK(X.).

Note: 1. Predictive variable: snout-vent length (X;). 2. Predictive
variable: snout-vent length (X;), eye length (X¢). 3. Predictive
variable: snout-vent length (X,), eye length (Xs), head width (Xo). 4.
Predictive variable: snout-vent length (X;), eye length (Xs), head
width (X)), head length behind the eye (X;).



5510 1 SBT AR B R B A MR S A A AR o b S A R Z S 1171
x7 EEFENRBSH
Tab.7 Coefficient analysis of the regression equation
IH % %X partial regression coefficient Z ¥
BA model L Z%]\jy : : FRUEIR 2 SE regresourzlI iff’(ﬁcient ! P
1 (% & constant) -113.087 4.006 -28.231 0.000
X 13.969 0.355 0.970 39.310 0.000
2 (% & constant) -112.556 3.807 —29.567 0.000
X 11.950 0.680 0.830 17.576 0.000
Xs 40.666 11.890 0.161 3.420 0.001
3 (i constant) -111.329 3.683 -30.226 0.000
X 8.579 1.304 0.596 6.576 0.000
Xs 43.536 11.473 0.173 3.795 0.000
Xio 23.618 7.907 0.234 2.987 0.004
4 (¥ & constant) -113.859 3.778 -30.134 0.000
X 6.481 1.581 0.450 4.099 0.000
Xs 49.213 11.516 0.195 4.273 0.000
Xio 20.145 7.897 0.200 2.551 0.012
X7 11.514 5.114 0.167 2.251 0.027

et BRI Xo- T, Xe-IRER, Xo- MR K1, Xio-3k 58

Note: t indicates the test statistic. X,-snout-vent length, Xs-eye length, X;-head length behind the eye, Xo-head width.

*8 ERTER4NMSHRSHENRBEUALER

Tab. 8 The result of curve model fitting of 4 morphological traits on body weight of Conger myriaster

FEHIC AL model summary

SR 1A parameter estimation

[8] 9 regression 157 model
R F P ¥ constant 2% b, coefficient b,
Xo-Y 21 linear 0.940 1545.279 0.000 ~113.087 13.969
X 44 logarithmic 0.918 1103.571 0.000 -345.305 161.760
B power 0.943 1630.520 0.000 0.011 3.362
S 0.931 1327.640 0.000 7.120 -38.409
5% exponential 0.947 1744.415 0.000 1.466 0.287
Xe=Y 21 linear 0.777 342.053 0.000 ~77.460 222.093
X %% logarithmic 0.730 265.261 0.000 118.890 120.452
T power 0.737 273.975 0.000 173.725 2.481
S 0.687 214.822 0.000 6.055 -1.288
58 exponential 0.766 320.310 0.000 3.135 4.520
XY 2k linear 0.873 676.241 0.000 -113.597 64.319
X #5 logarithmic 0.852 564.459 0.000 -98.552 161.278
T power 0.878 705.870 0.000 1.912 3.357
S 0.860 600.140 0.000 7.071 -8.267
K% exponential 0.886 759.248 0.000 1.435 1.328
Xio-Y 2k linear 0.895 833.343 0.000 -98.033 95.430
X # logarithmic 0.869 652.871 0.000 ~11.534 145.292
 power 0.902 900.397 0.000 11.656 3.034
S 0.883 742.935 0.000 6.756 -4.536
¥8 % exponential 0.910 991.516 0.000 1.970 1.974

TE: by FoR S IR R Xo- LK, Xe-MRAE, Xo- IR JG 3 4K, Xio0-2k TE.

Note: b, indicates the coefficient of the fit equation. X,-snout-vent length, Xs-eye length, X;-head length behind the eye, Xo-head width.
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3.1 EREEESHERMEENHEXRLY

WL BEREIE A PR, W] DLk ) X R 5 A] 42 Bk
B ER, xERgEFFA R EEn, B
5% BB BB AR XK E A sE ), R S e A
N CHIE SR, T REREE SN EET AR
BAEW EEMME. gL, BRSEL
TEA MR Z 0] LA KB Sk SR R 22 [ A7 e R
B E AR L R (P<0.01) . T2 MR B AH B 56 £
L AR OK) AT K (Xa) B RH D i i (FH 5 R 4R
7 0.998), TEAMIR SRR MM E IR T, ATKG)
FVAEE YA SCPE B (FHOC R AR 0.970), 1K (Xs)
SR (A G PE AR SR/, (HAH G R AR A )
0.840, FEAHIGEH, 5 R AH MK IWHT 5 17
AR AR Tk, 2K, BK. K
T SR TR i 8 5 A B A DG B R I S
MBS ERIKION: K R, kK. B
Mg A 008 g 5 R A S MR K AR 5 7
TR Sy FLEBARTE . ALEB AR . Skvi .
HERE . AR A b L 48 (Lampetra morii) 514
FAHSMER KRG 5 MBS MRIKICH: 2K
TR KT Sk BRI, ki, &
LAY PN RS I NS R NG RO P e N
IG5 . SRS R SR 2 5
3.2 HMERSSEFEHREMER

W 2B, R 11 DMESHERSHREZ A
AR B A S PE, (B KB, RAEMEK
(X2, MIRAE(Xe) . MRIFLKX). KIEXi0)FE 4 4~
T MR 19 52 I i) 2 (P<0.05), 21(X)).
BERXG) . KKK WK (Xs) . TR (Xs) . K
T (Xo)  HR BB (X11) 5 7 T8 A RO B 1) 5%
i) IS 8 25 (P>0.05) T (Xo) X 1A H 7 432 5 0 ¢
K, BRREH 0450, HRJF LK (X)) a1
K, Hall TR (G) . BRIR(Xs) . 3k T8 (X)W A E
) [B) $ 1 F R BB RIR 5] 0.767 5 3k 58 (Xao)il 1 AT
K OG) X AR H 1 ] 24 P B K (0.431) . H AT AL,
FHOE AT HOBEAS BE A MR 5 1R 2 [ 7 7 A
KR FR, FEARREMEG A B A TR/, i i
RO MTA BER A AR W BARE i 2 DL e £

PR Z [ AH ELAVE L, AT 4% 2152 i {4 o 17 32 22
TSR,

PE R BT R, NI (X))  HRAE (X))
MRS SR (X7) Sk B (Xi0)4 TSRS 14 1) e
FEFRECEFNR 0.953, F B R R 680K Y
FERSMIRE IR AT K IHA R Y B e e
KRG E RZRBCH 0.203), ALK (X)) F13k T (X10)
efml g fE R K (R RECH 0.172), TR (X)
A3k FE (Xio) AT (19 52 W0 Fe K, 31X 5 38 48 43 BT 1Y)
LR

LA E 5, BRI A 2 PR AR,
PREANT (X)  BRAR (Xe) IR J5 3k4 (X7) L 3k BE(Xi0)4
ASTEASEAR, E 37 0 181 05 5 B 35 B A 2 K OF
(P<0.01), HIEIEHGAE] 0.954, LI IS
PR L R T 8 R T s AR /DN, TR (X) | BRAE
(Xe)+ MRJF KA (K)o Sk T (X 0) A2 572 W) A2 B 3 B8 1K
P E MR, AT K (Xo) R 3k BE (Xio) 1 52 1]
K, MRS 45 R o — 20 5k 1 2 53 A Fil
HRAE BB M AE T . RN H AN B8 g A o 1Y) G
AR A ATARTE . TR kT8 &K
KOO X TR K ISRk B, K. RE .
G 3 AN SR AR 10 5 i g KU R R
H 7 68 i 1 98 1 168 i [) g 4 B Y, LA R T 5 =
Fofr £ 28 () BT S MR AN 58 A R), (HRVAOR R,
BT K s K S KEER AL T . 5%
Sk W T B MR, 2 8 e e 25 e R R 60 O gt
T2 MR i A5 A M IR B B K LA 23 ], 3
JURh 02 B R AR R R, BB, SLRa ik
K, MWLM Zs [ iR, S e sk, X R A
FTEFRWNRR, G FREEESIERMAERK LR
Fl15-16:221 | if 2 1975 i) Cynogl ossus semilaevis)' |
K 2% i (Scophthalmus maximus)®*! | [F] B 5 fit
(Verasper variegatus) 258 H 125 AT 57 145
T AR S .

WFIE KB, SFREA | MARRA 11 S B 75 g R
AR, HRAR (Xe) /2 52 M) 2L 5% 7 068 1% o ) e
FEMEIR, HRAR (Xe) 32 L3 1 AT (Ko) A1k B (X)X AR
TG 11 HE 0 . % 65 (Sini perca chuatsi) )
K- fi& W) fif (Rhinogobio ventralis)**! . # 3k i (Oncor -
hynchus mykiss)>" | It -t 8 U 7125 40 24 () BF 5
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& FAR AR X A T AT D PR R
3.3 mEMAEEMFIE

i g LR AU TT LS AS e T A AR i A K
e, BUMARK B, BTLIIESEM, HEkE
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Path analysis and growth curve fitting of the morphological traits and
body weight of Conger myriaster
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2. Rizhao Marine Biological Engineering Technology Research Center, Rizhao 276826, China;
3. College of Life Sciences, Qingdao Agricultural University, Qingdao 266109, China

Abstract: Conger myriaster is a fish of high economic and nutritional value in China. It is distributed throughout
the Yellow Sea, East China Sea, and Bohai Sea. There have been few studies of this species, focused mainly on
fishing, feeding ecology, resource distribution, breeding, and genetics. To explore the relationships between the
morphological traits and body weight of C. myriaster, the body weight (Y) and 11 morphological traits were
measured, including the total length (X;), snout-vent length (X,), tail length (X;), head length (X;), snout length
(Xs), eye length (X¢), head length behind the eye (X;), length before the first dorsal fin (Xg), trunk length (X), head
width (Xjo), and the interorbital space (X;;). The direct and indirect effects of the morphological traits on body
weight were studied by correlation and path analyses. A stepwise regression method was used to establish a re-
gression equation in which the morphological traits were independent variables and the body weight was the de-
pendent variable. The best curve models of 4 morphological characters and body weight were obtained by curve
fitting. There was a positive correlation between the morphological traits and body weight of C. myriaster, and the
correlation coefficients reached extremely significant levels (P<0.01). The correlation coefficient of snout-vent
length (X,) and body weight was the largest (0.970), snout-vent length (X;) had the largest direct effect on body
weight (0.450), and head width (X;() had the largest indirect effect (0.431) on body weight through the snout-vent
length (X;). The direct determinate coefficient of snout-vent length (X;) on body weight was the largest (0.203)
and the largest joint determinate coefficient was for snout-vent length (X;) and head width (X;,) (0.172). The mul-
tiple regression equation of the morphological traits and body weigh was Y=-113.859+6.481X,+49.213Xs+
11.514X,420.145X,, (R2 = 0.954). The best-fitting models of snout-vent length (X;), head length behind the eye
(X7), and head width (X;o) on body weight were the exponential functions, and the model equations were Y =
1.466e"%7% Y = 1.435¢"32X Y = 1.970e" 7%, respectively. The best fit model of eye length (X) and body weight
was linear, and the equation was Y=-77.460+222.093X. Snout-vent length (X;) and head width (X;,) were the main
selective characteristics of C. myriaster, and eye length(Xs) and head length behind the eye (X;) were auxiliary
selective characteristics. These results provide valuable information and a theoretical basis for C. myriaster selec-
tion.
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