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Abstract : Noise can have a variety of negative effects on the behavior and physiology of fish.

Studying the impact of noise on fish is of great significance for the protection of fish resources. In

this paper, we summarized the research progress

of the noise effect on fish hearing, information

masking, physiology and behavior, and discussed the shortcomings of the current research in experi-

mental sound field scene, acoustic particle motion,

experimental setting form and experimental peri-

od monitoring. In view of the shortcomings of the current research, we put forward some specific

suggestions as following: simulating the real sound field scene, detecting the influence of acoustic

particle motion on fish, conducting various of noise exposure experiments and periodic monitoring.

Our study will provide ideas for further study of the effect of noise on fish.
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