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Tab.1 Comparative analysis of body weight, body length and body height between S. chuatsi ?xS. scherzeri 3 Fy and S. chuatsi
0.3 2 7 11
trait population 0.3 months of age 2 months of age 7 months of age 11 months of age
cc 0.11£0.01° 55.68+16.72° 305.16+82.48° 624.45+154.11°
/g (11.38%) (30.03%) (27.03%) (24.68%)
body 0.11£0.02° 20.01+1.53° 300.35+118.21° 540.88+173.66"
weight CsS
(15.04%) (7.63%) (39.36%) (32.11%)
1.21£0.07° 12.91+1.45° 23.17+2.09° 28.50+2.47°
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body . 0 . 0 . . 0 ) . 0
length cs 1.24+0.14 9.64+0.50 21.84+2.77 28.76+3.00°
(11.55%) (5.18%) (12.67%) (10.43%)
0.44+0.02° 4.91£0.59* 8.03+0.77° 10.52+0.96°
fem e (4.36%) (12.01%) (9.56%) (9.16%)
body 0.44+0.04* 3.16£0.0.25" 7.50+1.04° 9.09+1.13°
height cs : : : e . : : :
(7.82%) (7.80%) (13.88%) (12.40%)
(P<0.05). n=100; X %SD. . CS: Qx 3

; CC:

Note: Different superscripts in a column indicate significant difference (P<0.05). n=100; x £SD. Values in brackets are coefficient of varia-
tion. CS: F; of Siniperca chuatsi Q x S. scherzeri &; CC: S. chuatsi as control.
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Tab. 2 Relative fatness of S. chuatsi 9 xS. scherzeri 3 F; and S. chuatsi at the age of 0.3, 2, 7 and 11 months
Ricker K’ Le Cren K, Jones B Richter B'
relative condition factor K’ relative condition factor K, condition factor B condition factor B’
age
CcC CS cC CS cC CS CcC CS
0.3 6.334 5.565 1.092 0.943 0.167 0.147 0.462 0.410
2 5.037 4.191 0.868 0.710 0.068 0.068 0.179 0.208
7 5.558 6.796 0.958 1.152 0.071 0.084 0.205 0.244
11 6.448 5.785 1.112 0.981 0.073 0.072 0.198 0.229
1 40~60 g,
3 48]
1.5 213 g
3.1 , Qx 3
H F1 5
, 11
(Oreochromis spilurus) F, (540.9 g+173.7 g)
: 3.5¢ , ) R( o
180 d , Qx @) 8 (221.3 g+354 ¢g)
g : ox 4 B 7
, (mean weight, MWT) (300.35 g£118.21 g) : Qx
1659 g, (daily growth rate, DGR) a
0.9 g/(ind-d), (specified growth rate, 3.2
SGR) 2.14%/d, 96.3%, 3
41.3% (MWT) 42.5% (DGR) ,
10.7% (SGR) 22.1%( ) ,
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bl b<37 bl
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Abstract: Based on the measured data of three important economic traits (body weight, body length and body
height) of the hybrids F, of Siniperca chuatsi @xS. scherzeri & and Siniperca chuatsi individuals at the ages of
0.3 months, 2 months, 7 months and 11 months, the growth rate and heterosis of the hybrids F; were analyzed and
compared with Siniperca chuatsi, using the performance metrics of coefficient of variation, high-parent heterosis,
relative and absolute growth rate, relationship curve of body weight and body height, and relative fatness. At age
of 7 months, the mean body weight of the hybrids F; (300.4 g£118.2 g) was not significantly different with S.
chuatsi (305.2 g+82.5 g), while the mean monthly relative growth rate of body weight, body length and body
height (280.13%, 25.30% and 27.55% ) of the hybrids F, were higher than that of S. chuatsi (89.62%, 15.90% and
12.72%). The high-parent heterosis of the hybrids F, for body length at age of 0.3 months and 11 months was
2.48% and 0.91%, respectively. All growth rate curves of the hybrids F; were similar with their female parent S.
chuatsi. However, the mean body weight of the hybrids F, (540.88 g+173.66 g) was significantly lower than S.
chuatsi (624.45 g+£154.11 g) at age of 11 months. The coefficient of determination (0.992 and 0.995), condition
factor (0.059 and 0.058) and allometric growth factor (2.722 and 2.740) for relationship curve of body weight and
body height of the hybrids F,and Siniperca chuatsi were almost identical. These results indicated that the primary
growth trend of the hybrids Fywas similar to S. chuatsi, the relationship curve of body weight and body height of
the hybrids F; was consistent with that of S. chuatsi, even though their overall growth rate was slightly slower than
S. chuatsi. The hybrids F, successfully inherited the fast growth trait from their female parent S. chuatsi, with
some high-parent heterosis in body length.
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