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A EREE | RIS ARSI, N
TTHURS — B P Ao B S e 7 i 2y 1,
TR HUAS A G e (HEAAR 300 g LI, (A 400 g
DAL ) B4 57 B 2 S A R rp A8 0 T 7l SR — IR
AR [ IR R B 2 1 Al A A v A
BN N EAN T RIRGIE KT, EHREENI
1H) R DL KRS Hh A SRR B TR AR AR Y
WF5E, 8D AR BT I AT WG . AN AEA
[ ) FRFE R MV BEAR RS, AR R A RE AN fit
KA DT WAL R R HLRS AR S B U
FOEE AN B BE SR AEACR, W Tt — 0T
e Y E ) R BB IRAT O A R BRSBTS, sk
P A 7 SR A v e A B R A 1 e AR (AR RO S
BB,

1 #MHEFE

1.1 INEBHEFELR

1.1.1 KERZMRSRIE 2020 45 11 H, 78 L
TR 55 W7 2 i 56 b I 48 X6 R (RIAR 1) M
KHAE A TDFEAS, PRIETE 1 R4 MARSELF TG
B IR A5 1Y) 2 W TR 3R i AR G B IR A Sy S AT
sk 25T HE A AL MR T IE, SR A ME A EC T L
B3 1 (3 1), 2021 4F 4 A JFJE 4 b B4k
BEH, 5 RGP KRIRL iRz 2% 2 Lk
KW, F T ik — 20 i F0 8 = 41 I 46 77 5
SEE

x1 TEAMEPEAEEEANTEHEERBE
Tab.1 Averagebody weight and quantity of
Eriocheir sinensis broodstock with different sizes

X £SD
& female iR male
415 = =
item K /g K/ A K /g K/ A
body weight number body weight number
"
%/L/% I 160.27+£19.58 424 250.61+£18.38 148
size [
i
MR IL 500042050 302 418423372 91

size IT

T RS T X HRZ, MUK TT 2 4 AR 4.
Note: size I in the table is control group, size II in the table is
oversized group.

1.1.2 NEMERFESIE LHIRE 4 HmAM
SR (K x5E=7.8 mx7.8 m)iHITFEFRIE, 1

BTt TP ST A7 AR P A X BE X = 2 mix
2 mx1 m MIFE, PIFEFLIE AN 0.425 mm, PFH
WA 30 om (= I RUZ SRR . SE56TF 0R AT 7E A
A A HRCAGE B R B AR ¥ (Elodea nuttallii), i
AR K 5 1 ) B> A HIR &y A 3 Rk B 3 e, A6 B4
R FFCAZY 10 g YR EA I RIRG A, AR
WERERL 1~5 g0 6 F Ha) BRI 46 N o S8 5
MRS 200 H), K AEA: (Alternanthera
philoxeroides) & {C ok 3 56 MU 2255 50 o RORLI
[B) [ A EER A 5:30, MR EEIRE 1Y 2%~
6%, MR IETRIH DL R KA LR . A2k A
BB 1 YOKAEA:, Ty 545 W A () el s fo 07 55 1fi
RO s K s S8 2 DA B AR
1.1.3 HWRE FEFEAWSEIT D MFENE
TR I AR, A RHR 2 O [ B S R
14 5 % (weight gain rate, WGR)FINE & A5 %0, 14
WA, BH 20 H NEA A P EEHLRAE 100 H
O (MEREAS ), TR KO 5 TR OF Ok
R =0.01 o) K5 AR, B8 0Lt 5 A 0
WGR, HAXWT:
WGR(%)=100%(We=Wi_1)/Wi;
2H, W AT Wy 2050 565 ¢ H R -1 A 454l 4nfg i
TR (g),

8 H )2 J5 BRI T RE T WSR2 A A7 AE 4
B, KRG KA . FREIFiE . LR T 11 A
20 HE5R, M Geit 451 AR IE 5 T8 K FL 24
S8 (K RN TR, O A% A TR T I B 3R
BAPERE o AR IATE 25 o6 IE AR 43 R 6 5K
<2.99 g, 3.00~5.99 g. 6.00~8.99 g. 9.00~11.99 g,
12.00~14.99 g F1=15.00 g, 43915045 HAk 4 g
JIT o AR E A
1.2 RREMEIFESLE
121 NIGHEMKIE IR LEERE,
PRBE RS AHT AT 5 ELB ARl 4 1) S 9018 1+
i — 0 1) I SR A L0, FRAE S T 2022 4F 2—
11 A 7E BRI R A S SL T, 22 8 AN
B x5E=12 mx8 m)jbifE, FRHAKE 4 1
SPATHYE, AL IR 200 B, MERERS
e, IR EE LN 2 AN m’,

122 FEEE [ 2021 4F 12 HIFEA RS
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R IR HORHUNS h e gl 5 T R RE S IR A CR 199

PEEAT T S AL B, 22 4F 3 A0 I ok
X SIS M IE AT TR AL B, A 30 g/m®. TR
U R S T R R SR BE, BREECR 1.5 m,
TPHER 2 m, FEAR R KR B A A A B A I K
o SERGHA R R B BC A ARt H 15 H—7 A
31 HYF&BEmER@Q H 1 H—11 A 15 H), #lEE
R EAR T ) 3%~5%, AR 7L R 5% 1 R B ] £
M,

123 HIEFXRE H3IHI1SHE, AkEe0dALf
JFH 1 8 X BTCH R A, 1 T 0 B AL R 4 M I 1> 14
% 20 H, BET KRR K S IR B FR = OF B 3
0.01 g), i35 45 SRAF I ] o v A2 % 2 8 - 34
A K WGR., MEHEMAZ BT 7 H 25 HFI 8 A
15 HAZ RS 20 d ARSI R AR MR 4 20
HOIF W HOR A5 B 58 iR B e, BE e AR
151 5% R (puberty molting rate, %)

R T HGEE R A B AT B % 5 B B R i
B, SR B A 4 50 B E W5 5 1 LA 2
80%Jm, 2+ 9 A 20 H, 10 A 20 H & 11 A 20
H A3 M BENLRSE 5 HOplE, Tk &K
JEAERRE RSB0 2 0.01 g), Bl i B 40 i
JERRR A BRI AR R B 21 0.01 @), FE LT3 Ik
AR 48 %X (hepatosomatic index, HSI) F1 £ it 45 %k
(gonadosomatic index, GSI), A=A :

HSI(%) = Wi/Wx100%
GSI(%) = Ws/Wx100%
A, Wi A IFBEIR R W PR RR . W X )

SREFSE 3 RV NI N

SEE T 11 H 25 HAF ik, HET LR YEE, XFET
O R R SR AT, HEEE YR S 4R
<140.00 g. 140.00~169.99 g. 170.00~199.99 g.
200.00~229.99 g F1=230.00 g; MEEEST N 5 2%
<110.00 g. 110.00~139.99 g. 140.00~169.99 g.
170.00~199.99 g F1=200.00 g, 43S HARE
A 58 5 A T o L A
1.3 BESEITHH

K H SPSS 27.0 Fi4x) S da T 4 it oy
Br, B DLV BHEAARHE 22 (X +SD) KR . H
Levene ?ﬁiﬁﬁ?ﬁ%?‘?‘@*ﬁ%\, MR T 2
A E AT ROESZOF AR AL EE . R ANOVA %

S AT 25381, K H Duncan’s kT £
IR, B P<0.05 HZER W E . 7F GraphPad
Prism 8 /4 22l AH e 26

2 HZRE5HMH

21 INEMEIFRIAMERE

211 KIRZESHEEPEIFFEERE PIFIAS EA
F—RAEKIR 2N 1A 2 TR B SR M RE an e 2
B . Bk 11 dUAFEE PSR B BOAS 1 41
13.79%, H W4 Z [\ 25 7 W 2% (P<0.05), 34 &%
B 22 RGOSR E SR, SAUE RN E, A
11 76 RIR Gy A 2 7 8 B B i s e b A% T 40
= 9.87%, {HAH (8] I TG b 3 1 25 5 (P>0.05).

x2 AEMEPEFEREAF-RKEXRRY &
ETEMBRFEMRE
Tab.2  Effectsof broodstock size on F1 growth
per formance of Eriocheir sinensis during
pea-sized juvenile rearing stage
n=4; X +SD

iH item A T size T KA 11 size 1T
TR /g 0.29+0.03 0.33+0.06"
body weight
TR % 25.32+3.40 27.82+1.68
survival rate
10T A 41.95+4.00 48.89+8.30"

weight gain multiple

T [RAT AR *Fon 48] 25 57 .3 (P<0.05). & MUA% T2 A0 IR
4L, HURK 1 2R RS 21

Note: Values in the same row with * mean significant difference
between groups (P<0.05). Size I in the table is control group, size
I in the table is oversized group.

212 DEEFMEBEMEFAEMEE B 1 @M
s 20 X R 2 7 4 B BEAR ER AR AR L . I
I8 S 22 o o A 7 S G B ) 4 2 P K
B I LR IR 4 18 4 S 2 PR R K T X6 R
4, BRHEARI S, B AmEEE s—11 A1
S-SR TR B 2 T T B 4(P<0.05); mMEIA T
O—11 H B RIS 20 F1 8 1 7 2 1R o B 2 v T X
A, HAAGWAmEFRELTEEES
(P>0.05).

PR 2 Shy VP 2 88 7 S 0 U ) 1 3 R AR AR
o Wil % B ST B) A B, VP A e R A
EFREEE, AR, RS AE 6—7 H A
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64 7R 8H 98 10H llIFJ
A 4> month
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F1 ASTR AR A ol B B AR T — AR ST B IR B B T 2 (A o A2 A1
a. MR b EPR. AT P D5 AR AT s TR RUAR 18] 22 53 .35 (P<0.05). [T oHLAR T 410X BRZEL, WM 128 b RS 201

Effects of broodstock size on F1 average body weight of Eriocheir sinensis during coin-sized juvenile culture stage

a. Male; b. Female. * means significant difference between two sizes (P<0.05). Size I in the
figure is control group, size 1I in the figure is oversized group.

Fig. 1
250 - & HEAAR male
n=4; x+SD
* O FAKI size I

. 200 i BRI size 1T
O
= 150 | [
= .
ﬁq 100 |
ey

50 | *

LU N = [l e

6—7H 7-8H  8-9A

H 43 month
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_ b. Mk female
250 n=4; x+SD
* 0 #A8I size I
200 ¢ B HSII size 1T

oL . ﬁ'lﬁilﬁ.L
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H 4% month

K2 R RS rh AR B S A 1 — ARTE 0 SR 5 o B iy 3 T 8 0
a. HEMR; b MEPR. FETE D5 bR * 7R WA HLAK 1) 22 5 1 35 (P<0.05). [&Th BLKS T AL s B, B 102 8 R LR 41
Fig. 2 Effects of broodstock size on F1 WGR of Eriocheirsinensis during coin-sized juvenile culture stage
a. Male; b. Female. * means significant difference between two sizes (P<0.05). Size I in the
figure is control group, size Il in the figure is oversized group.

8—9 I I [A] g H A I 2 v T BR4H (P<0.05), 1M
7—8 AWENE T R4, HLEEES
(P>0.05).

213 IEMIESM PR SE AR I Y B
(RIRLAE A G LU 3 FrR o Xt R 2 g ki
FAENT 3-5.99 g Fl 6~8.99 g AKX [E] Py, Hi
T A DX ] PN AR T o L8143 S0 52.49%
1 50.08%; #R K HLAK% 4 dn g A R Z4E P T
6~8.99 g Fl 9~11.99 g HUAK X [H] P, PR X [i] P
FEASRBT 5 EE1 43508 60.45%F1 57.89%. Toit
TR JE A, X HRZHFnE#E 0~2.99 g il 3.00~
5.99 g B N BT e R S A, AR,

R HME L IEIATE 6~8.99 g, 9.00~11.99 g Fil=
15.00 g HUAS X[ P9 5 b e i, HOMEIARTE 9~
11.99g 11 12.00~14.99 g KA J [l N o He i 2 4
(P<0.05).

214 MEFBEHR WA EATF—RIEM
TR B FRAEACR 22 S R 3. BARHIAK AL
IV T (A RTUBE (A ST 25 R - 3l X R 1R 11.96%
1 11.10%, HWY 2z R 2= 5 35 (P<0.05), #BX
T 2 T A A 1l 3% S R R i T 0 BR AL AN AR,
FFIC 3 22 5 (P>0.05) . Bi— i TE R BRI, 48
RS L e A — it L AR A 0 IR A v L G W 3
255 (P>0.05), M i fA B 280 5 I 51K T X R4
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a. 1A male
4T n=4; x+SD
I . [0 A size 1
30 | I HPARIT size 11
*
a
s
20
K
x
10 | * HI I*

0-2.99 3-5.99 6—é.99 9-11.9912-14.99 =15
HiHs/g size

L A/% rate

0 b. ME{A female
* n=4; x+SD
[ AT size I
30 f T I FARIT size 1T
*
20 *
*
10 |
0 LN O

0-2.99 3-5.99 6-8.99 9-11.9912-14.99 =15
HAHs/g size

P3N [ AR AR S B M R AR T — AT AR A1 15 0
a. MEAR; b, BER. AETR IR B D5 bR+ R WA LA (] 22 5 .25 (P<0.05). IR PALAS T 41X IRAH, ALK 11 4 i AR 4.
Fig. 3  Effects of broodstock size on F1 body weight distribution of Eriocheir sinensis during juvenile culture stage
a. Male; b. Female. * means significant difference between two sizes (P<0.05). Size I in the
figure is control group, size Il in the figure is oversized group.

R3 AEAEHEHEERERT
—RINBHFEURESR
Tab. 3 Effects of broodstock size on F1 breeding effect of

Eriocheir sinensisduring juvenile culture stage
n=4; X +SD

I I
Wil item Bt 1 Bt 11

size I size 11
SR /e iR male 8.53+0.46 9.55+0.31
average body weight jfi(k female  8.38+0.23 9.31+0.19"
T R /% MR male 29.33+£1.26  32.00+1.32
survival rate MM female 28.83+3.69  31.00+4.09
R R, HEA male 3.38+1.65 3.64+0.85
precocious rate iR female  4.01+£0.48°  2.64+0.66
Pt/ (g/m?) HEfE male  132.84+2.06 158.78+12.24
yield MifA female 130.49+15.39 150.75+23.07
TR R FCR K total 3.30£0.07° 2.64+0.12

T [FATHR AT PIRDHUAR ] 22 52 35 (P<0.05). &P aA% 141
Joxt HRZE, RS TT 20 A ROAR 2.

Note: Values in the same row with * are significantly different
(P<0.05). Size I in the table is control group, size II in the table is
oversized group.

(P<0.05), 7= H H g Jy T, R RIS AL e A 1) 7=
T B4 (P<0.05), MR T 0 IR 4
B8 3 22 5(P>0.05) . TR R E(FCR) 7 1Hi, #
FHLAE 2] FCR & 44 I K F X IR 41 (P<0.05).
2.2 MEFEMBIEHEERE

221 REMEAEKMERE  HOHURS R R4
I I T A S B B 1) TR R AR AR A 4 R

TCVe M AR 2 MEAA, PR R T 35 4% B 7F BB 77
BrEc ¥R LTS, I BB RS 4N R TE 3—
11 A WPFIRE — B X R, Hf 7 0k
0 PR R TR B R A B B R
(WGR)HIZEAL A B WL 50 TGS IR IR iR, 48
KEARLH A 5—7 H WGR 538 85 T B2 A
(P<0.05), 1M 7—9 H WA WGR L T4 B4
(P<0.05), HARH B WGR 4 /0] 2% 545/,
222 BEHWEREENERMEREST WARHE
SO AR B I SR 25 AR DL AN 6 BT . AL
00 % A B W 8 R A PR R R B R b, o
i S N e Lt [T R v 2 N =
HIT 3 URCRAEXT R 4 52 50 8% 11 A B 576 LU ) B 24 v
TR KBAKALAA, Hd 9o A SHMO H 25 HF
ZH 2 [6) 2% 5 B 2 (P<0.05), 10 A 15 H P4 5256
PO e AR WA o SRR, R IR 2 S
(14 A B W50 5 b A8 [ A i 226 v R R R A A 1R,
Hrh7 H 25 HE 9 H 5 B 2257 3% (P<0.05),
9 H 25 H X BRAAR 250 AR e, 545
Yo B R E R % T IIIR) B9 GST AN HST A8 AL 1% Bl 1 [
7 HIE 8 iR . M SR R HE T, 5450508 GSI
5 EFHEH, M HSIE TGS GSTM S, 7
W& E RO A 10 H)xf A A GSI B3 & T
HEFCHHE 2H A AR (P<0.05), HERR L& TPi(0 H 10
H xf REZH 1A GST I 25 5 T KRS MR, H
ST [E] 05 P R AP i i 5T 1 25 2 5 (P>0.05) o Bl
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a. A male b. HEfA female
250 - n=4; x+SD 200 n=4; x+SD
O FA8Isize I 0 AT size I
mf’;n 200 @R HUARII size T l ) % 150 - HE FUARII size 11 l
W= 150 [ B =
éﬂg z @ < 100 -
£2 | . 2 2 .
& sof I g 01 ﬂ
| |:_|i ’l‘ . . o L ﬁi ' s .
34 5H 7H 94 114 3A 5H 7A 94 1148
A 43 month H 4} month
Bl 4 AS[ERIAK Ho AR 0 8 R AR T — AR 7 i S W B P 240 AR AR A 10
a. MEM b BEGR. HETE B L D7 bR * 3R PR R (0] 22 5 B 35 (P<0.05). B H A% T 41 R x) BRAL, #UA% 11 41 R RHAS 41

Fig. 4 Effects of broodstock size on F1 average body weight of Eriocheir sinensis during adult culture stage
a. Male; b. Female. * means significant difference between two sizes (P<0.05). Size I in the
figure is control group, size II in the figure is oversized group.

a. MR male _b. MEfA female

250 n=4; x+SD

T n=4; T£SD . .
250 - [ #kEIsize 200 | 0 FAEI sgel
B RS size 1T I FAKEIT size 11

&4 200 o~
g x 2150 x
x 150 | S
M # 100 -
& 100 - e
S =

0 1 1 |- 1 0 L 1 | 1

3-5H 3-5H

5-7H 7-9H 9-114 5-7H 7-9H 9-11H
A4} month A4 month

K5 ANRI RS AR Gl B A 1 — U7 T 57 B B B 3 T R i O
a. HER; b, HEGR. ARTE I E 7 bR * R IR (0] 22 57 8. 35 (P<0.05). TS T4 R BREH, HURS 11 28l AR 2.
Fig. 5 Effects of broodstock size on F1 WGR of Eriocheir sinensis during adult culture stage

a. Male; b. Female. * means significant difference between two sizes (P<0.05). Size I in the
figure is control group, size II in the figure is oversized group.

a. & male b. ME{& female
n=4; x+SD * =4: ¥+SD *
100 i I:l %ﬂ%l size 1 — ] 100 i l”:|’ x#j;gl SiZG 1 T ]
B AR size IT Il FKKII size 1T

*
50

(& ﬂi . N W

! 0
8.15 9.05 9.25 10.15 7.25 8.15 9.05 9.25
H#j date H#j date

Kl 6 AR HUAR A S0 M SR AR T — AT 1 5 B B B 2 A 5 58 3 A A2 A s
a. HEMR; b MEPR. FETE D7 bR * 7R WA HLAK 1) 22 5 1 35 (P<0.05). AT BLKS T AL s IR, B T2 8l R LR 41
Fig. 6 Effects of broodstock size on F1 puberty. molting rate of Eriocheir sinensis during adult culture stage
a. Male; b. Female. * means significant difference between two sizes (P<0.05). Size I in the
figure is control group, size II in the figure is oversized group.

HEFE5E L)/ %
puberty molting rate
HEFE I 5T H /%
puberty molting rate
W
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4 Ta. #fefk male

n=4; x£SD
L0 8T size I
Bl AR size I «

—|— —‘7
0 1 l

9.10

w

RS % GSI
[ 9]

—
T

1 1
10.10 11.10

H# date
[ 7

203
12 my ek female
n=4; x+SD
oL 3 FIAE size 1 -
& Il FLAEIT size 1T
X
65 —
o
i .
= 3 L —|—
9.10 10.10 11.10
H#j date

N[5 B v A 2 B SR A T — A U SR B B B A R A2 A 1

a. BEMR; b, BEPR. FETE B D5 bR 7R W AR 1] 25 52 1 35 (P<0.05). KT LKS T AL B, RS T 20 Ryl LR 401
Fig. 7 Effects of broodstock size on F1 GSI of Eriocheir sinensis during adult culture stage
a. Male; b. Female. * means significant difference between two sizes (P<0.05). Size I in the
figure is control group, size 1I in the figure is oversized group.

a. MK male
127 n=4; ¥+SD
[ AT size I
* AU size 1T
z -
= 8
NS T
= .
jo
==
0 1 1 1
9.10 10.10 11.10
H A date

JFFBeRR 5 %0/ % HSI

ys - O B female n=4; T£SD
0 8T size I
T B FIEI size I

10 T

5 -

0 1 1 1

9.10 10.10 11.10
H$ date

P8 AR RLAR b AR Gl B S A 1 — AT IO SR 51 o BT Il it i ) A2 A 155
a. MEMS; b BEMR. BB IE TR A s T AR R (8] 22 57 .3 (P<0.05). P RS T 2H 0 % FRAH, HUA% 10 ZH 8 R AL 2.
Fig. 8 Effects of broodstock size on F1 HSI of Eriocheir sinensis during adult culture stage
a. Male; b. Female. * means significant difference between two sizes (P<0.05). Size I in the
figure is control group, size II in the figure is oversized group.

HSITT 5, MRS HHERELE 10 H 10 H A HSI &
R TN IR 4 (P<0.05), LA i ] A5 68 R AR 41
AN HST W = 15 R4, (HJG & 35 25 5 (P>0.05).
223 REMESMT K9 HPERER A R AR
KA ARG Ol o BRHEAR I 5, X AR S0 00 8 (A
TP T 140~169.99 g Fl 170~199.99 g KAk X [H]
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Fig. 9 Effects of broodstock size on F1 body weight distribution of Eriocheir sinensis during adult culture stage
a. male; b. female. * means significant difference between two sizes (P<0.05). Size I in the
figure is control group, size II in the figure is oversized group.
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Tab. 4 Effectsof broodstock size on F1 final body weight,

survival rate and yield of adult Eriocheir sinensis
n=4; X+SD

i i
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size I size 11
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average body weight & female 140.83+19.84 172.67+9.81"
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72 8 (/) iR male  80.48425.41 89.04+11.54
yield HifK female 60.52+12.97  73.01+4.30
1R R ¥ FCR K total 2.57+0.09 2.76+0.24

T [FATHR AT PIRDHUAR ] 22 52 .35 (P<0.05). R P AA% 141
Joxt HRZE, RS 11 20 Sl R HAS 4

Notes: Values in the same row with * are significantly different
(P<0.05). Size I in the table is control group, size II in the table is
oversized group.
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Abstract: This study was conducted to evaluate the breeding effect and growth performance of oversized Eriocheir
sinensis parents (maternal=300 g, paternal =400 g) using normal parents (maternal= 150 g, paternal=250 g) as

the controls. The experimental period lasted for approximately 20 months. During the experiment, multiple
growth-proofing and gonadal developmental anatomies were combined with the final harvest size distribution. The
growth performance, gonadal development, and culture effect of the two groups were comprehensively evaluated,
and the results showed the following: (1) the average body weight of the oversized group was higher than that of
the control group at the bean, juvenile, and adult crab stages, and it was significantly higher than that of the
control group from September to November during the juvenile crab culture stage (P<0.05). For adult crabs, the
average body weight was significantly higher than that of the control group in July (P<0.05), and there was no
significant difference in the average body weight of the two groups in other months. (2) In terms of
puberty-molting and gonadal development, the puberty-molting rates of males and females in the oversized group
were significantly lower from September 5 to September 25 and July 25 to September 5 (P<0.05). In addition, the
gonadosomatic indices (GSI) of males and females in the oversized group were significantly lower on October
10th and September 10th (P<0.05). The hepatosomatic index (HSI) of males in the oversized group was
significantly higher than that of males in the control group (P<0.05) on October 10th and the HSI of individual
crabs in the oversized group was higher, but there was no significant difference at the other time points (P>0.05).
(3) For juvenile crabs, the survival rate and yield of the oversized group were higher than those of the control
group, and the yield of male bodies at the juvenile stage was significantly different from that of the control group
(P<0.05). For adult crabs, although the oversized group had a lower survival rate, the average body weight of the
oversized group was higher and the final yield was higher. The feed conversion rate (FCR) of the oversized group
at the juvenile crab culture stage was significantly lower than that of the control group. (4) In terms of body weight
distribution, the proportions of large crabs (>12 g) and large adult crabs (>230 g for males and >200 g for females)
in the oversized group were significantly higher than those in the control group, and the proportions of small crabs
and small adult crabs in the oversized group were significantly lower than those in the control group (P<0.05). In
summary, individuals in the oversized group had faster growth rates and higher yields than those in the control
group, and the proportion of oversized crabs was significantly higher than that in the control group, which gives
the offspring of oversized parents a significant economic advantage. The application prospects and markets for
large Chinese mitten crab parents are broad, thus it is worth popularizing and applying on a large scale.
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