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B — UGN 9.9%., AHISY & 7E A f i k0 B Fh R R AL T B4, s R

KEW: R, AR, BESEL BEH
FE > S: S96 WHAFRERD: A

% ft1 (Siniperca chuatsi) e E 52 7K ™=
SRR (AR SRR S A E AN T &
POBEHE, WA TR, 8RR R AP
BRI R g, A HURE PO TR B, FRAE L
WRT W, ZUREERAREY, 2 AT R Rl ek )
BE M EAEKHE B, Pradi ks S0 R AR Y
B AR T R S AT SR AR 3 ) AT

TEA TP AL o ROk, E£EE FhE H i
W Z W E8EE FiUe DL R s S M A
FE A8 7 PR ORI, 25000 4 50 IR R
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BB AR R N T 23.4 9, $E1 34.7%,
2ot 5 T AREF ORI IR E A R T
13.0 g, 1R 14.9%. A& KR PR X 5 %
(Carassius auratus of pengze)itf7 1 7 4F 6 fRHIFK
RIEH, BFRHAERKBER R T 53.2%, IR
R e m e, b A — A B Al rh LT
PEH AL R

B S RUE A A BRI, E
AR AL SHOS FAG TR AVE . e N T ks
Jrvk . BN PERSORA EEE SR P, JEik
T f0 3515 B A S EGTHE B PR B UL ER G
FoRARIE . THR B SE SRR ST T 22 4 5%
(T 54t 1. Patterson Z:241971 4F 3k T 25y
K ARL SR 1 (restricted maximum  likelihood method,
REML), 1987 4 Graser 25205} i 47 otk 42
T REML AYHER 5832 (derivarive-free restricted
maximum likelihood method, DFREML), Jitk T
A B, Meyer®  Thompson %5127 Boldman
2128 DFREML JE3Z A4 B iy, 2
Huish® & Mty 24 a s r k. AR5
Hh A g ST [ HE R MR fa R R, R IRAEK
PR B, FIHSER, R DFREML J7 kAl
THOR 0 A KRR I 815 281, B TE e i o 4
AMRHCRIE BRI

1 HESHE

1.1 EEpEE

ABIFFE P R f R R B O N T e B REIA, Rk
HF 28 W i B I XA KPR B A R A
Al HEFG] IR SRR A . T AR IR R
. VLR R RIS, T 2010-2013 4E Pk LRI FR
W | fEEETOR HARE KT 0.75 kg BUEME 0%, Mk
Fef 1 : 182 183 : 1, @57 204 R R
K7 o MR R P AR TR 5 AT B 251 .
YR AR AR T MR MR Rk s, Bk
BRIk A — AR 0% K R 43 i FE /K Ut
EHEZE 10 cm &£4, AR TFR&F TRE, A5
RFRAER — M, % B ariE T — kg ss, Bt
B RO . MR R AR 1 B AN — AR, B
PE5RE 0.3,

12 REZEE5ES

TERRAER) 4-7 A ZA R, Phik ik F AR,
REFRRZ R . Rk, BT U, B R AR AN O
BH I 1] UL e, A T A L RS VRO
W, AKIGRE A SREOT T ST R N T A=, Mifa
55 B34 LHRH-A, 15 ug+HCG 1500 1U+DOM
5 mg/kg, MRS R EE . A THEE R
Ji AR T FOR R o R FHP TR B RG, B0+H
T B RO R, FH P B RS WS B R 34 5T R
A 30~60's, MAGTE T 0.8%[1 £ 7K, Bk,
IR PR BRERBTE, WA S), HAR L,
HRYELERL 2, X AH B Y 25 o

RN EN L R N R g
LA BT, WRLiE HKIE N 23~30C, fF
st e 3 REE NI IL i I ek T . 5d
ERKZE 1Lem £, #%EKEMWET, 1K FRK
Je % B 1000 F2, A ) B A R 11 6 £ sl
fift | WEAE, S ER, HEEE LA KELALA, B
Al HFRRZE TR, ZJERIALE T . TR A
Iio WY, RERFENRERMFEHAKNE .
WAL RRERM— RAEBHETIE L

Fz1 20102013 FEENHIEFTRAR
Tab.1 Familiesbuilt for selection between 2010 and 2013

S e
REEH SR REBE  AH
family year breeding method number of number of
family individual
2010 4[] full sibs 6 188
4[] ML ) A
2012 full sibs & half sibs 6 362
2013 PR M half sibs 9 638

13 MEFE

TS b R RO SR RS S 8~10 cm, R
k1 2000 J2/ i (1 /i ~ 666.67 m?) . 51~ % 2 ¥ # 300
B, AR 7, KRG T KM, KR
PLIEHC 30 L B EE SR, 30 gm®
MS-222 ¥k BERH 1 BRI S, DU B AR (BW) L 1A K
(BL). & (BH) 3 MEAMAR . IR AT RKFFx
HREES 0.1 go R PR T EDRGN &, A5
) 0.1 em FHBEER AL | MR I B TR AT

PR W i i 2 R 0 RS (B B s — Ak
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FEHEE 0 2R I ) 1) 2 ELBE 2

TR R s A i o R R, R Ol 6
AL A5 5 AR S £ A P A R
1.4 HIEAIE

I BT A5 19 BT A A PR B HE SR A Excel
2010, iz 1 Excel 2010 F1 SPSS 17.0 % {4 K 4 17k
TTHT B SR B 3 Ar, HE ST RS RO . N
FH SPSS 17.0 BANEEA K-S X Fir A I ot (9 R
K REEEEEAT EAS R . H SPSS 17.0
AR GLM X £ 25 52 5 0 AR K AR SRR AT
T ESM, HH SN-K LT 2 E .
15 HHiEs

HR AR X 532 M A PR 118 28 R 1 45 RGN 49
2K, R 3FSPEIARL, 3 ik 210 H %L
KR35 1% SHL

Y = Pp+Aa +el

Y = PptAa +Ff+ell
Y = Pp+Aa +Dd+Ff+elll

L, ¥V FHAERKMERAMEAE 0 & pr FERUN
IR SR 1K 8 £y VAT o M [ 08 S VA [ R
d: ARRAGRLN 0] it e FRZERL N [0 #E; P LA F .
D 3 2 [ ON s B RN | 4 (R MR |
ACA A% SN ) R B I
1.6 EEMA

FIFH ASReml F {4 FH It 5 52 LI A i) B
R PRERL AL T A0 210 HIR AR Rk
R 22458, I s A% 0% S BERLAON, K
FAE (family year, FY) 4y [ 5 200 #1 ] ASReml
AR RIS Ak 15 R AR 1) 1 A A5O0E {EL
1.7 FHEAHHIT

FI ] ASReml . EXCEL 2010 #1 SPSS 17.0 %k
14 FH sh W B R RS - f0. 210 H #4485 A2 KA Sk
R——kE K. K& W24
1.8 S#fhit

T SRR Ak T DR BEBLSON ik st £
BUONE, BEALECNE, WAL 2513 B 2, UK
AL RN, FEALSON, ACAS 8 AL Jr 2513 A 5 2% ;
SR MR, 4RI 7 2213 B 0y 2% BR 2= 800,
BEMLAN, R0 22/3R BT 2%

PR AL 1 1A A R (B2 M

2_ 2,2
h“=c3lop

A, ob WERIT 22, o5 Itk AL 7 2

FHABIER HCAS 36 6 AS ] Sh A A 30047 EL A K
ESiHA: LR = 2In0(Linax | B 1/ Ly | Y 11,
A, LR ISR HAE, Lina | I 1 T L | B 11
43 PR AS RIS R () 8 K BUSR PR AR (E - LR {H
MR R T 434, B AL 1 AT S5
BGPTSR 2

AR R BT A R OA:

¥g=CoV(a, a2)/(ca1022)

Ko, g WIRAEHHICREL, cov(ar, a)hy s Flfk
KAIGRALE T 22, o i 02020 301 A K FIMA TR (9 0
PRI AG AR ER .

1814 3 & (genetic gain) & AR N

AG=ih?

K, AG FHEARTHRN FHE S 20 N Tik$EE
FRSEABEACST- A8 2 fe] A et 22, h? Mgt 1.

2 #RE5HH

21 Fril& BRI MR

2010-2014 4 4= K 210 d il <& 8 8k 2 58 2 )
TR | R RS EdE, FH SPSS 17.0 41t
PR e G s an sk 2 iR, ik 2 W LR
W, ARV B BB FE AR — K, EEEM T
Fr GH oL AR L bR A I Ve L S SR A I R Y
Wi, FTIAE AR 0y, 2013 4R4KHE (78 5 R 8
K, b 0.55, iR | AR AR S BB, AR
ANKT 0.18, F SPSS HAFEA K-S A6 46 Xt % 121
REE KR IES AR, 2558 8R0T
HEZZ R KRS 500 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z
MK B (E>0.05, RIAHFGFHIES M. £H
AT R R B, AR 19 A Kotk 25 5 B
(P<0.05) (3¢ 2).
22 BERKMRVIEREEREZSH

T MR EE TR R R A 0 % £n 1k
&R MR R i R 3 (P<0.01) (3 3).

23 & 210 HRERMERNARERETER
a2

231 FaEEARARERFEHDILE £ 475
HUF B AR S AR RS, % 210 H I fa 44 5 1)
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Tab.2 Number of recordsfor mandarin fish, descriptive statistics of each trait and multiply comparison of the means

PEAR traits AEA)y year n YI{H mean FrifE2 SD ARZRFCV K max F/ME min
/g 2010 188 250.96° 108.05 0.43 692.20 50.90
BW 2012 638 269.73° 110.38 0.41 663.00 39.00
2013 362 204.11° 161.45 0.55 1059.50 59.60
K /em 2010 188 21.60% 3.40 0.16 31.00 13.00
BL 2012 638 19.98"° 2.73 0.14 28.30 11.20
2013 362 19.40° 3.27 0.17 31.50 12.60
A& lem 2010 188 7.37° 1.18 0.16 9.80 3.90
BH 2012 638 7.34% 1.13 0.15 11.50 3.60
2013 362 8.10° 1.46 0.18 12.90 5.00

T Al — 50 8l 7 BEAS Rl 3678 22 57 12 3% (P<0.06).

Note: Different letters in the same column indicate significant differences at £<0.05.

#3 e 210 HRE KM RREZFEMNFTESN

Tab. 3 Variance analysisfor family year factors of 210 days-age growth traits

ES 1k T/g BW K fem BL & ®lem BH
X F F k F
factor BW df BL ar BH df
F R  972879.2 3 4151”7 1520.54 3.00 29.34" 108.28 3.00 58.25"
FY 23439.43 1925 51.83 1924.00 1.86 1925.00

T xR B3 25 5 (P<0.05), “** " R 22 [l i 25 (P<0.01).
Note: “*” means significantly different (P<0.05); “**” means ertremely significantly different (P<0.01).

x4 TRZERETT 210 HRFE A ENHFEAS K 0.45; H I AL AN ZERL L 11 2l 0.46,

Tab. 4 Variance component estimation of mandarin fish

210 day-age body weight [ WL A Fre/ NG AERE R 11, D 0.0, fHUARAR
#8 model | 1 i RURRIER EEAG I, 25 SR RBABIRL 1 11, 1 Zh) 2
)5 %% phenotypic variance 194231 193105 19732.1 SN 3 (P>0.05),
Jnss 577 2% additive genetic variance 8666.90 8332.7 7868
4 [ 175 7% full-sib variance 648  120.7 *=5 TEIFYER M 210 B FE KK A=A
AN J5 7% paternal genetic variance 595.8 Tab.5 Variance component estimation of mandarin fish
I 5% 2 residual variance 107562 10913  11147.6 210 day-age body length
Pk i f5 400 additive genetic effect 045 043 0.40 B model I I 0L
4= [RIfa%k B full-sib effect 0.003 0.1 F M7 2 phenotypic variance 27.5 26.67 27.06
LA 4553 paternal genetic effect 0.03 HPE{4 )7 2% additive genetic variance 11.10 11 10.9
B2 B0% residual effect 055 057 056 Z:[F 1 J5 2% full-sib variance 024 021
ALY 7% paternal genetic variance 0.43
T MG E . PR B AL RN AE A [) fR A op 5% % residual variance 134 1243 1242
I, IR AL RN B /N B R 11, K Itk s A& %% additive genetic effect  0.45 0.46 0.45
0.40; s HYSLEER || S 0.45, 47l F/h S [a MR8 full-sib effect 0.01 001

g . s B L K AL RN paternal genetic effect 0.02
E‘JIE*%:I: II’ j‘j 00030 1&1$i*}%:bﬂ@{u% [:E*LTL{J\IJI 9}22&5‘&@ resdual effect 055 053 052

SESLRIAEAL |11, 1 2 6] 225K 3% (P>0.05).
232 WHEEKARERFEHASILE £55 233 HacSAEEEFEASLR X 65
AR SR, XF 210 H @SR R SRS R % 210 H #8657 £ i w5 i
T3 2o WA THE . P RO A A IR R Oy 22 20 A3 A T . I 844 300 A AN [ B 50
ZERIANTR, FERERY | ORIBERS 1 vh, PR AR RO 22 g K, NP s A RN e /N B R AR 11,
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%6 AFRFYERMIT 210 HRFEaESHHERS
Tab. 6 Variance component estimation of mandarin fish
210 day-age body height

2 model [ Il I

ZE )7 % phenotypic variance 1.69 2.05 2

Jnk 5455 2% additive genetic variance  0.57  0.57  0.57
4= R Jfd J7 2 full-sib variance 036 0.25
AR J7 2% paternal genetic variance 0.06
IR BEF% 2 residual variance 112 112 112
Jn s %300 additive genetic effect 034 028 029
4 [F) s full-sib effect 0.18 0.13
LA & 4% % paternal genetic effect 0.03
TR residual effect 066 055 056

0.29; f KA EMA I, 4 0.34, L[FMERN Fe/)
PEBAY 11, iy 0.18, MR S AL A (ISR LA,
2R SR UM | SRR 111 22 A 2 5 B 2 (P<
0.01) AAY 11 S8 (11 Z [A] Y 25 AN ik 3% (P>0.05) .
24 fFf 210 HREKEREESH

=7 FNEA MR Zh PR, X B 57 5
210 H A A A AR B g% ) Ak e . S
FEAH 210 HIARE | K. RS 1150518
0.40£0.19., 0.45x0.16, 0.29+0.11, [ I ZVEIRSh
PIRERl DFREML A btk ] 1 35 4% AH 56 K
SPSS /%) CORRELATE A Bl it it A4 4H ¢
SRR B AR AERKER B A B BRI
BAZAHG, RIFIEAHE, KE SR Z R R
8 HH 5 I R (0.96); 1R =5 5 4 4 2 8] i 35t 4% AH ¢
B (0.92), 1R 5k Z M AL HHC R 0.94,

xR7 HEEKEREFRDREREIZEEFEX
Tab. 7 Heritability and genetic correlation of growth traits
in Siniperca chuatsi

AR trait k& BW K BL A% BH
R #H BW 0.40%0.19 0.96 0.94
& BL 0.45+0.16 0.92
& BH 0.29+0.11

25 210 H#EKMEREEFHE

i . F, (2012 4F) IR st it 7.5 g, Fs
(2013 4F) R (st fL ik JE ol 9.75 g, #ifii F3 (2013
SEVAE LN 0.22 em. [AIRFFIA] SPSS
17.0 X fa iR E | R . KR 3 AR Rk
T80T, Fp (2012 4F)FEASTF IR B —1R

B9 7.5% (P<0.05), Fs (2013 4F)Ff 141 A i 45
55 AR 9% (P<0.05), %55 —1%(2010 4E) -1
TREIN 17.2% (P<0.05). F3 BEAFHA K5
— IR ERE . Fs FEAT A = 558 — A3 m
9.9% (P<0.05).
3 itig
31 HEERKMREESHEITEERRIRER
M &b 32

TEAZEE P, 2 o P PR B A [R) 1T 1
iR T Mk KRR . B,
JiE AR Rl N R I O 2R 4 22 A R e B0,
TESEBRFE I TN [R FR 58 25 AF B FR 0 SO AR Ak
BOR BAR T DL i 1% 8 T 0 O ok B = E A
P, (BT LR AR AT 7, i H B TR
MEFE T B RRE R, BUES N RREHT
[F]—IRBE A T Z AL T 3% 56 %% B2 A [R) AR A T
AR ESR, XAEAFRARE G RN 2E RS
5y TF ToE 2B A9 7 22 oAl i B o R,
TEA0 KT RS B P R AR 25 fE R B, 2B
XK A 2 (Micropterus salmoides) 4 %1 6 A
W AR AT 7 2240 53 43, 4 IR 6 ] #%1A
T IEEFR A K 64%. 60.7%., &) Zel2n
K35 ff1 (Larimichthys crocea) ‘[ 15 13 A ¥ E
KRR T 240 50 500, HARE . (KK K&
BT 22300 735k 90.7% ., 94.8%. 90.4%. X
7K 3 BT o o B ) A T AR K AT 7 R R4 3
M) 22 H o e A, HAR BT AR 22400 7E 0.19~
0.74, S BE R 22 50N BA AN —E, BNTHE
SR T AR B R A R RE 10 35 5 B
AT R, RETHBRIAEE R, Rty
RECE RSB T e . R ISR AR
RETH BR R B A Mrh SRR R e ), (HOZ R Dy £
ALK AR ME X 43 [A] — Fh 25 40 & T IR~ K
U0 A 0 28 B TR T R RS R B F SO,
It AR T R RS, BAICERRE . XM
A B A R B e /N 29 B R K R
FAS AR R 3 R VR 7, S 0 R T AR R A A
i SR BR N, R EIRE AR TR K7 (8,
H A b ic © 280 H 2 88 W13 B 65 (Labeo ro-
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hita) . % AE 40 K PG PR A 0 2R PR T AR T8

ARWFFE AU A BRER IR 2, X 8 R AT L T
FRIC)E RIS SR TE, A R > T AR N A EREE 25
o AESR AR KPR A S BT, A5
B2 7E 0.52~0.66, 5k 1A HY  opaplSElp A K
PEIRAG T AR AR 22 A, IR TR i 1
Srf R AR 22 A AR AR S R R AR
3 X6 A R MR ) B2 e #5425 (P<0.01), 1 AR
P ARMEFRER, FaBEERE, RRERK
8 PR O L B0 55 B3 B AR OK P B SR AT 0 Y
1 JC A R 2 AR5 B 0% o Ak KR, R R &R
SR R —A B 2 R0 e S i, A 5
1505 2 IR 2
32 FEEEEMMEREHE

HEM L, BT FSIRZK T A W) i 2
MR el R ik o SRR N R T il it B2 e
TFAOM ARG i 38 0 T e 17 6 AR )
[ 0 2 B AR H P25 A R AR . O Flyrm 45140
Xof B KK PG 9 fee SR R AT e R R, RS
ANGHEF WX R, P8RS 1Y VG f A A
SRR TN 4.39 kg, X HALL K E A 3.51 kg,
WEINT 25.07%; Ponzoni Z:14%} g B % 4 fa ki
HEAT T 2 QA T, BEHRIR I A 10%; Neira Z:04Y

XF KRS 8.(Oncorhynchus keta)E47 T 440IIET,

SRR L, AR 302.4 g, 425
T 10.2%. Gall 2%} 4 f1 3251 98 d F A H ik
1TBLUPEFEE R, £3d 3MEH )G, SILalEr A
LR, RERINT 24 40%, &R0 EMET
4 B 2,51, Rezk ZEM7%H B i SRR | 77 A 1)
REPAT BT M, Stk =RnEE, —4
Feh T AR E N 453 g K3 583 ¢, MK T
29%, J3—FRAH M R AR E M 530 g i 51 642 g,
KT 21%, Chevassus 25 3% k5 fik (Salmo trutta)
PEATHELE 4 R E G, SXTIEAA L, PR
£ 6.2%, {AEHEK 21.5%, Teichert-Coddington
el B A f LA KT IR, 45 RA LS
A K g % R . Ponzoni ZE1 i XF
Bttt ok F s, HIGRR AT R 141 g
W3 186 g, T K 3.13 g, 4T, 1F
— BB SRR G 0 28 F RS AN H b, AR E

] LABRAS 10%~15%0 i A4 $ w5 0 A W5 Hh x5t
s 2 AR B RHARI T A KR, &
PR FR A Fy BE RT3 A5 — R
7.5%, M 250.96 g 3Nz 269.73 g, wtfL it
75 g, F3 BEUACF IR E A0S AR 9%, M
269.73 g #4 %] 294.11 g, wtfEHkE R 9.75 g, &
SRR N 17.2%, IR R 8.26%.
Fa BEACE IR K 5 P b TG B354 5 . Fa REIRF
YR Fr ik 9.9%, M 7.37 cm 343 8.1 cm.,
Fa BEAA A 35 1 35 A4 15 ey 0.22 om, 15 f 2 R A0 2k
BIH AR 10%~15% R FE I AR, A
WFFE PR EE - 4 AR ARG i 8.26%fw /)N, 1T BE &
TRH RS, HREEIRE, WakE K
ARSI BEAR TR ERR, 15 TR OV
P18 R
33 WaEERKMERREEEHEXSH

PR EEENOR, BAAEME R AT
HARMER o AWFFERT 0% 4 K AR SRR | K |
m 3 MRIMSHEHAT T Gt orbr, KBIEER
AR5 R B R, N 55%, W A 3 MR
AL 5 B (18% LA ), TEMLEE | KRV (Cyprinus
carpio) YRl A — BB 45 R fE
P, (R AL AR R A R R, BRIk
YRR PR UK, DR AR ik E B ek el
A Lo HA R A MR 2 3RS AR I BE B RCR . Xl
i 3 PNRAVER YA AT R, £ MR ] 2 30
B S R A DG, AR AR (] 8 A% A G I
K, A 0.96; PRE-RwE ML 0.94; 1k
KR E B A R/, o 0.92, 3 AN
R B B 5 AL AR SC R IR B TR R K R
REX 3 MHRAEBE TR B EMXH, BHE
AT F2 2800 5 PR T i Sy () — 2 5 R 8 5 PR 22 )
BORGEDT, XSRS A 0 R SR A5 R — 3
Vandeputte 175 fIF 57 kb 844 250t & B AR
i 5K 3G MR 0.98., Dupont-Nivet 2550
TE W 5T 163 65 (Lateolabrax japonicus) T B H% (400
g 2o ) WAL S50 & Bt b R T SR K Al i A%
3R 095, Myers 25 PUAR G T KB M £ (O.
kisutch) VK H 5 A& 1Y 38t 1% A G FE 0.95~1.00,
Rutten 2 54F F gh Wk w15 5 T 5758 426 d 247
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Je B Bk iR E 5RK A 0.87, 1k
S RE RGN 0.92, KK 5RE K B%E
MR 0.77, %6 H A T U 5 AR Y
WAEFHE R 0.78~0.94 A K 51k & s i A ¢
0.88~0.91. T SRy L 0.77~0.95,
LSRN R N SN % N= 1l ST B E B S Y =T v
2 BT 0% £0. 1) % B RHA R A T BE R B I, H:
R IR R R B [k %
34 HeaEREREERS

YR B AL )RR E kN EESH
W, — A, WL 11 (>0.3) IR iE s E A
SR B T R BRI AT LSRR AT B 1E B AL
R, B IT AR AR A ) (<0. 1) B B0 T &L
RAE, "R R LB R R NEER g
EIE B ROR . XA MRIR B L T A T
HIHRIE B A AP, B4 (Cyprinus carpio)13 H iR 1K
FAYEAL S 05854, EFEMA, Bentsen &1
FIHI 5 483k 62000 >4 [F] A %7 I fa B A 11 Holk
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Estimates of genetic parametersfor growth traits of Siniperca chuats
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Abstract: We collected different geography groups of mandarin fish (Siniperca chuatsi) from the provinces of
Hunan, Guangdong, and Jiangsu, and multiplied them by artificial propagation. Twenty-one families of mandarin
fish were set up in 4 years. Based on the data of growth traits measured in mandarin fish we used derivative free
restricted maximum likelihood to compute the genetic parameters of 3 growth traits—body weight (BW), body
length (BL), body height (BH), by mixed animal models. The genetic parameters of mandarin fish on 210th day
were estimated by Asreml program. The heritabilities of BW, BL, BH for 210 day-age of Siniperca chutasi were
0.4, 0.45, 0.29. The different genetic variance components of BW, BL, BH, computed by 3 mixed animal models
were compared. The high and moderate heritability of growth traits suggested that additive genetic effect of these
traits in mandarin fish were high and it was expected to have good genetic gain through individual selection and
family selection. The genetic correlations between BW and BL, BW and BH, BL and BH, were 0.96, 0.93, 0.92,
respectively. The high and positive genetic correlations between growth traits suggested that selection for im-
provement in body weight of mandarin fish would result improvement in other two traits. After two generations,
the average body weight of F, was 7.5% more than F;. The genetic gain in BW of F, was 7.5 g. The average BW of
Fs was 9% more than F,, and 17.2% more than F;. The genetic gain in BW of F; was 9.75 g. The average BH was
9.9% more than F;. The genetic gains in BH was 0.22 cm. It was the right way to improve the value of mandarin
fish in aquaculture.

Key words: Siniperca chuatsi; growth trait; genetic parameters; heritability
Corresponding author: LI Guifeng. E-mail: liguif @mail.sysu.edu.cn



