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1.1 OISR ERE RS IR I R
201947 H1TH A30H, 78 BB 7 Ak B F K
72 T L 4 5 b S 56 3 R v I 6 X PR AR )
LR . VDI 68 K Pl R DR AR M Bk B L
FEIEFE ML, 2285 (Cirrhinus mrigala Hamilton). 7RHR
fi#(Squaliobarbus curriculus Richardson)ffii( Para-
bramis pekinensis Basilewsky) i N\ T. 7= 58 1H Kl 4,
>k B E R FRFEI I, ZF A (Pseudorasbora parva
Temminck & Schlegel). 5% i (Pseudolaubuca
engraulis Nichols). =i{&#E: i (Rhodeus ocellatus
Kner). T BV 5% f.(Rhinogobius giurinus Rut-
ter) il H ATRER, >k B [ — KA EKE . b
Y458 FRAE E HP3AN B /KA (600 L), 8FHEELAY)
G308 FRAE ZE A3 HL N SR & KA (600 L), S
I8 FH K 35 W SR i 48h I SRk, 87 77 W TB) Fe 4L 78
R, B FRTAL B B IR E VD R S R, TR
A R S AR R O G e sk, S 7 B 1) i
FrE =5 mg/L, /KiR24—28C . EEGE—MAEKTD
Y6, X5 AT YL Hk48h . TREG 7E % N BRI EL T AT,
7:007F4T, 20:005%4T o k56 10T 3d B B HL, K
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Tab. 1 Total length (TL) and body weight (BW) of eight species prey
4K TL (mm) IAEBW (g)
Fi%Species FEAKNumber — pyfabiizz BAME mOK BEshREE RAME ROl
mean+SD Minimum  Maximum mean+SD Minimum  Maximum

F W5 C. mrigala 8 23.2+1.6 20.5 25.4 0.09+0.02 0.06 0.13
FHAP. parva 8 23.3+0.9 213 24.9 0.08+0.01 0.05 0.09
fiP. pekinensis 8 22.9+1.5 21.0 252 0.08+0.02 0.05 0.11
RIS R. ocellatus 8 22.1+1.2 20.2 23.9 0.1+0.02 0.07 0.14
HAYBYERM. nipponensis 8 21.9+1.9 19.7 26.3 0.09+0.03 0.06 0.15
TRV R R, giurinus 8 26.7+1.4 25.3 29.1 0.12+0.03 0.09 0.17
FRHREES. curriculus 8 23.6+1.1 21.3 26.0 0.09:0.02 0.06 0.12
BRI P, engraulis 8 22.6+0.9 20.6 24.3 0.08+0.01 0.06 0.1

R2 ZHMHRSRRELK, FE. AR
Tab. 2 Total length (TL), body weight (BW), body height (BH) and body width (BW) of S. curriculus with three sizes

2K TL (mm)

AFEBW (g)

A= BH (mm) A SEBW (mm)

Mk R HMEx HH+

Size Number FHEE B/ME  HRKH

H{E+ KM

+
pRfEZE R/ME BORME AREE ROME S BORME AREE ROME BOKME

mean+ Minimum Maximum meant Minimum Maximum mean+ Minimum Maximum mean+ Minimum Maximum

SD SD SD SD
KLarge 8 40.6£2.2 36.6 43.4 0.56+0.1  0.42 0.69 3503 3.1 4.1 24+03 1.9 2.9
FMiddle 8  30.1£1.9 263 334 0.19+0.04 0.13 029 52404 4.6 6.0 34+0.2 3.0 3.9
/NSmall 8 21521 18.6 27.6  0.05+0.01 0.03 0.08 7.0£0.5 6.2 7.8 4.6£03 43 4.8
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PR RL RS SR PR VERE L. VD I 88 1% BT 75 TR AE
¥k 1L e SR, Vb I 6 AR AR A 38 T 5%
FE B AP IKIBML(12 m*yH, 7K VR it ik B 6—8 R
17 B4 0 38 (KR 5745 om, 8 % 1H10.04 m®), B 7]
FREEFEAR, AKIRANEIE IS N AR A1 T 37 1 m] oy
D S TR A H B2 DR, Bk
1A 5 HF 46356

20204E7 H23 A1E3 KPR (12 m*) 43 4%
130 Vb I #(59.3+6.8) mm, &S /K I b i E
6—8AR H A ik, FRAH IR b AR 2 Ao
s B VR f(Z2 %), VR B R VD Y S SR
R, B BEBORT R D S R A, AR,
TG I [l PE Rt A R MR 2 VR R L TR . PR £
UG 2R (202048 HAH . 8 H22 HAI9H 4 H)fi5
TR BV PEEE &L AR K. R,
R RTE. IR EATI R 5E, ) e B B A,
ME Bl Sy PhEpaKE. MR eBENEEAH
Pl AR s R, St 35040 T Ak 1R PR AR £ D
BRI B B K, A B B I P S A K,
1.3 HIELES S

PPR=TLyrey/T Lyredator

A , TL prey?'\j'ﬁﬂ*imi%éﬁ(mm), TL predatorj\jﬁ
A K (mm), PPROVIFEAYI &K S E 2K,

a={rifni)/ D_ iy

W UE SR AR RS L FA AL AR A () 47 £ ok
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T BB RN B 4 B B, moA2 VR AE )RR S B R
M AL

iz FIIBM SPSS Statistics 22.0F1Excel K {433£ 47
Bt AEE o AN [F) b 2 18] 70 3 658 06 PR A=
PIRIFI IS . BRI B8 BUE 1B~ 5 MR 6 J5 it AT
BRI R T 2299 M1 (One-way ANOVA), 22 53 . 2 B+
Duncan’s testiF {72 H LL# . 12 F PearsonfH < i85 4L
SN YD U 8 4K 5 AR E R 4 K FTPPRAE
FIAH M, 18 F XU A K olmogorov-Smirnov Testi:
FC VD R B ) A AR R PR BT A DR R R

IR P<0.05 % R 5 E KT
2 £R

2.1 UIEEEXHER A AR AR AR M

WE R, B T KA ER A [A], Yoy g
Xf [F] —Fp BRI IR R O E R E N E R
(P>0.05). A EAKERTAG HKEZMET, W%
i of 8 (10 e P A A ) B2 KT N F R TR R A
VIR B 2 (P<0.05), V0 55 i % 3] 42 7RI ERH A= 4)
I FEAR LR T 3 M 22 R (P>0.05)

Wi 20N, A Tl B G A FR A F], vy g
Xof [] — RUAS TEORLAE P R i B4R R B M 72 R
(P>0.05). TELT HAKFZA T, W YEHERT /N ALAS
TERM AW () e AR H R 3 KT HOM R, s e
B AE YR B R H(P<0.05), T XA, F kS 1H
LA e B AR B[R] JC B3 MR 2 ¢ (P>0.05); 1E 1 3
IKELZEAE N, YOYEEE S /N RURS TERH A 1 (k£ 45 5L
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Fig. 1 Preference index of eight species classes of O. pota mophila
in different vegetation treatments
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Error bars indicate standard error and there was significant
difference between averages with different letters on bars. The
same applies below
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Fig. 2 Preference index of three size classes of O. potamophila in
different vegetation treatments
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3 25 KT HORE A AL A W #8415 48(P<0.05),
T Y& 80T RS TR AE WDk B AR B S O R D
FIUAS VRS AR ) e B 48 2035 T 2 35 1 25 5 (P>0.05)
TETCA FAKE LA T, WO HE S NS TR AV )
IEFRAR O 3 R T 07 AR B TH Vb I 8 ) R
TR A M 1 128 £ 45 £ (P<0.05) o

2.2 PESEAREAE KM BT R B KN ERE

YOI 4 K oN43—91.5 mm, FEME A4 KN
24—63 mm., ¥IEEE K E A EMELKRN:
W=0.0019 TL****(n=96, R>=0.937, P<0.001). b3
i 4K 5 22 i KA ISR RN y=0.3448 x+1.0834
(n=39, R?=0.152, P=0.014).

TEVD IEEE A K FE T, H B &Y £ 8 ) PPR
{E50.23—0.73, PPR¥JE 50.49+0.11(mean+SD),
PPRIETEQ.31—0. 79 5, Ali894.9%(Kl 3). LA
ANTRRFE I ] 3E AT 0 2., 25 R 3% B Bt o5 D 0 i A
P3N, $R N0 [ PPRAEE T PR (K 4). ¥DHg
4K 5PPRAEAH KK R R IL B i 3 /K1 (P=0.206;
K 5).

VO YEHEAE 3 RAFEIT (AT 22 05 ) A 70 A 5
PR P 2 1 AR 00 A O B 3 M 2 R (P>0.05), (%
NZZ G R o A0 /N TIN5 Th 2 A 0 A, $ R
% IRBE R /NI (1 22 5P 6)

3 g
3.1 IESEXTIE R P AN AR IR E

2 Fh R B 1 B R AN (Siniperca chuatsi Basilew-
sky)*"\ K E 5 (Micropterus salmoides Lacépede)”
1B f1 (Esox lucius Linnaeus) " fl 42 i (Perca
flavescens Mitchill)' 45 2 57 [ 2Lk (00 £ %, &
AR RS N TS TR, KT DR E A
RO (EARM A, FELA BAKELMET,
SR AELAL A 4y 35 e 0 B 8 il R, 3R BH VD I 648 mT 4l 3R
PRGN 2 PR Y . TAE A 7 K B2 A
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Fig. 3 Frequency of PPR for C. mrigala fed by O. potamophila
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naeus). 7iiE fA.(Scardinius erythrophthalmus Lin-
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Fig. 4 Relative frequency of PPR for C. mrigala fed by O.
potamophila during different stages
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mrigala. The same applies below
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Fig. 5 Relationship between PPR for the fed C. mrigala and total
length of the predator O. potamophila
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%0 8H4H [1 & Stomach

80 F~1= """ 8H22H " .

70 R EXJ ¥4 Environment
|

512 Frequency (%)

TR A% Length of C. mrigala (mm)
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Fig. 6 Length frequency histograms for C. mrigala captured in
the environment and frequency polygon for C. mrigala fed by O.
potamophila during different stages
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ERRAE T EZIN i BN SN N L
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iR 1 ORI R R S AR A B DB,
Bl 7 B o R v R B A A o A R AR T I B
5 R RRG 23 AR T, VI B SR B AR ot 2R A 52,
LR A 0 (1) R 0 A I T R 55 S A 0 A, VD
8 378 B 95 22 AT P (/N RS AR
TN 68 2K, RESR NS I A K
— R A . Vb AT R R 245 R Y 8
TEAH a1, 47 07K B AR 15 R A7 6 52 T /b i o AL ) 2
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PREY SPECIES AND SIZE SELECTION OF ODONTOBUTIS POTAMOPHILA

REN Yan', MA Qin’, LIU Yi-Ran', XIE De-Bing', HU Shao-Di', WANG Hui',
SHI Yang-Bais, LI Bo' and ZHU Si-Hua'

(1. Wuhan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Wuhan 430070, China; 2. Nanchang Normal University, Nanchang 330006, China,
3. Freshwater Fisheries Research Institute of Jiangsu Province, Nanjing 210000, China)

Abstract: Odontobutis potamophila Giinther is a carnivorous and high-priced fish species. Shrimp is the prey of O. pota-
mophila which has high cost, so, prey fish with lower price may be more suitable for O. potamophila culture. In this
study, we verified the prey selection of O. potamophila during different growth stages using eight prey species, and
identifid prey species of a suitable size for O. potamophila culture in three different sizes. The results showed that O.
potamophila had a strong selectivity for Cirrhinus mrigala Hamilton, with the preference index which was signifi-
cantly higher than that of the seven other prey species. O. potamophila also exhibited strong selectivity for small-sized
individuals, such as Squaliobarbus curriculus Richardson. Significantly positive linear relationship was observed
between the total length of O. potamophila and C. mrigala. Prey-to-predator size ratio (PPR) for C. mrigala consumed
by O. potamophila ranged from 0.23 to 0.73 (0.49+0.1: mean+SD). With the increase in O. potamophila sizes, PPR for
C. mrigala consumed by O. potamophila decreased. Moreover, O. potamophila fed relatively smaller C. mrigala dur-
ing different growth stages. Overall, the results indicated that C. mrigala with PPR of 0.38—0.6 could be used as a prey
for O. potamophila culture.

Key words: Prey; Predation efficiency; Preference index; Odontobutis potamophila Giinther
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