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H E

REDLLEEN12 A 8K/ R 2R 48 %69 B CK - Fi914K16.94 cm., Fi51KkE70.98 g; /MNIR-FY
#K13.14 cm. “FIEE39.27 g), AHMEREREYV)FNEKX) BEKX) (kKXs). UK (Xs)-

EE?%(XS)\ H&rET,IEE(Xe)\ H&E%‘&(Xﬂ\ %%(Xs)\ %E(Xg)\ %ﬁ'&(xm)\ %ﬁ%(xl1);§11/l\ AR
Fro RHMKOH BESALZTEIRMIEEE, 23R T BHEESHERTERENHEXRE. B
REfiE 2. SREH: MIRENRBHEERENSK. #K. kK. K. BE. RBREE. BE
kK. B BE. BWK. BFRE11NES R B AR R $0551280.292~0.836, 0.132~0.464,

IR B EZEKF(P < 0.01); BESWERE, KHKEFE2MES R (EKMER) AR EKBER R
BOERREZKTFE(P < 0.01), /N BHHE IR EBE—/MESHRIME R B HEA REUA R B E KT
(P < 0.01); RERBOITERRYE, LK ERHREKNEREHREREEBLR, HhE&KSHERERRE
FE®K(0.476), RmFERETEKPMETE, /AN RIEIRFEER R E REEBR, HA R R B4R
BHE R BB KR(0.471). RERESTER SERMTERITHERHE—B: KAAERERITERS
MRS R B ES HIAR? = 0.222, R2=0.736, UiHPNEEREEMERENEEER. MEZ
BZICEANT, SmEIEREEEERLE, SRS B S DMEREARTR(Y), 2KX)AER
(Xe) NEZERILZTHE ISR 1gY = 156.340 + 7.9681gX, + 1.738Xs, XN BHTE T DK R B R FE 2
2(Y), RAEX)NEZENZITTEIESR: 1gY = 14.041 + 2.3431gXe. 2 E TR ANt THE 5L
FMER KIZERAEZE (P > 0.05), Z A T B LhrAr, NER R AEFIREERKERN I ERR.
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Abstract

Two groups of 69 black porgies (large group with average body length 16.94 cm and body weigh

70.98 g; small group with average body length 13.14 cm and body weigh 39.27 g) were selected

randomly and measured, which were at the same age (12-month old) but in different sizes. Eleven

morphological characteristics were measured, including body weight (Y) and full-length (X1), body

length (X:), head length (X3), snout length (X4), eye diameter (Xs), interorbital distance (X¢), the head

length behind two eyes (X7), body height (Xg), body thickness (Xs), the length of caudal peduncle (X10)
and the height of caudal peduncle (X11). By ways of correlation analysis, path analysis and multiva-

riate regression analysis, those parameters were calculated including the correlation coefficient,

path coefficient, and coefficient of determination of body weight (Y) and morphological characters of
these black porgies respectively. The results show that the correlation coefficients between body

weight and the eleven morphological characters above are 0.292~0.836 and 0.132~0.464 respec-

tively among these two different size black porgies, all of which show significant difference (P <

0.01). According to the results of the path analysis, as for these bigger-size black porgies, the path

coefficient of body weight (Y) and two morphological indicators, full-length (X;) and body height

(Xg), reaches the most significant point (P < 0.01). As for these smaller-size group, only the path

coefficient of body weight (Y) and interorbital distance (Xs) reaches the most significant point (P <

0.01). According to the results of the correlation analysis, the coefficient of determination of body
weight (Y) and full-length (X:) and the coefficient of determination of body weight (Y) and body
height (Xs) are higher, of which the coefficient of body weight (Y) and full-length (X;) is the highest
(0.476). In addition, the body weight (Y) is mainly influenced by body height (Xg) through full-length

(X1). The coefficient of determination of body weight (Y) and interorbital distance (Xe¢) among

smaller ones is higher, and that of body weight (Y) and interorbital distance (Xs) is the highest
(0.471). The analysis of coefficient of determination is consistent with that of the path coefficient.

For these different-size black porgies, the coefficient of determination of body weight (Y) and mor-

phological indicators are R2 = 0.222 and R? = 0.736 respectively, which indicates that the morpho-

logical characteristics we choose are the main characters that affect the body weight (Y) of black
porgies. By step-by-step multiple regression analysis, partial regression coefficient and the estab-

lishment of main multivariate regression equation are IgY = 156.340 + 7.9681gX; + 1.738X3 (the de-

pendent variable is body weight (Y), the independent variables are full-length (X;) and body height
(Xs)), as well as the establishment of subordinate multivariate regression equation is 1gY = 14.041 +

2.3431gXe (the dependent variable is body weight (Y), the independent variable is interorbital dis-

tance (X¢)). There are a few differences between the estimate of the regression prediction and the
experimental data (P > 0.05). We can draw a conclusion that the equation can be used to provide
theoretical basis and measurement index for the selection and production of black porgies.
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1. 5l

B {if (Acanthopagrus schlegelii) & T/ H (Perciformes), #i%l(Sparidae), &, AA G, BN .
G, AL, MRS, oA T AR, BAS, EhE, opEORMH &S IR, TS
W, JEAEYEmR[L]. PEEESA A, P UE, Bl ERE, FERGELRIETRE, ¥5H
finfi VR IR — A IR, MHIER . KR, BB N m B K AT, W PAEE N AE B, R
ERFEIE RE T, AT SR A R . FLE 1959 4R, B K T ST IR FRORH BRI ST BT AR LL AR H R
T 7R FH 9 DX ot ) SR 3R A7 N K, A I IS0 B Dl 1960 4F HroRt Bt 7 B DA SR K
SRBERG UM BHE 2= AT B B R0S, XT SRR 1~ DLA AT HE g MIEESEE T TS, TLIRA
FEREFEIT(E 1984 FERAE 7 BRI N TEIEAR, B H LI FIISECR Rt [2].

BRERBOTER—MIRRERAR R K RNG I, WO ZRHTX e 7). BEExR. 5
ZRE EG R MRS AERRE. SEEME. JIatRREIRAE SR ESE IR Wi K
PEIRTEAE R K RAIBEFE, TR TEAR B Ak Rk 4T € &, TS BFAE. Hil, CERHM
(Larimichthys crocea) [3] [4]. 3% £ ff(Oplegnathus punctatus) [5]. %1 (Oplegnathus fasciatus) [6]. 47 Pt
fi1 (Epinephelussp) [7] [8]~ ¥ s X Efii(letalurus Punetaus) [9]. 7% /K 2 (Hephaestus fuliginosus) [10]. A~
] 14 %) #T 6% (Oncorhynchus mykiss) [11]+ H* [E X 4F (Fenneropenaeus chinensis) [12] . H A< #& X} #F
(Austropotamobius pallites) [13]. FE/ 4317 (Ruditapes philippinarum) [14]155/K P2 8h#) L3 21H N H, H
1) A L R AE X 7 TR S AR SRR o ANBEFEINE 1 RN AR I 12 1) e RR 68 25 69 2% IR TR EUE
TR, K SRRSO 0T & 1) B4 KA, BER AR FE IR MR TR R, N
SRBR R SRR F R AR .

2. M5 5%
2.1 M8

SRR AR5 [1010 K BEH AT 7T, 2017 48 4 H 5 H~4 H 7 HAEVL IR MK FR i AR K fh i o
CREER S AN RURE RARFE AR 69 B, AT AR TR, K OK) A (X))l & H B R
2 0.1emyllE, kK Xs). WEKXy)s BAEMXs) RIAEEXe) RELK X)) Hm(Xe)s HREMXo) AR
K (Xi0)~ MR (Xen) F L FUFAR R RN (FE R A 0.01 cm)I 2, A 2(Y) M2 H B 7 KT (RS A 0.1 @)t AT

W&
2.2. BRI
BE AT S IR E 2 [15] K 7R T, R Excel BEAD SPSS 22.0 Ff AN [E) 4 S5 () 44 i & A

A F P SR 7 A AT Gt R E B AT, BRI R . R R HEIZEL R0 8 & F &
WA, SEMRIELL P <0.05 BonER T, P<0.0l BnERWEEH.

3. HREHHh
31 HMRENREEH

69 /N IKE BHPEAKIESYEREIE A v b 5, SRS EEY, BEWERE S 2B K
(32.59%), HIKEMRE(16.10%), AJH & HIAS 55 R B = (13.84%), A m IR RN, IRZENAL S
FHH/IN8.34%), FREMEIL, HAhMRE R RELEEIEER 1),
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Table 1. Phenotypic characters of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in small group

= 1L AR B RE MR

SFME(MN) bt 2 (SD) 5t ZH(CV)

LK (Xy)lem 13.1435 1.3885 10.56%
K (Xz)/lem 10.9217 1.2285 11.25%
kK (Xs)lem 33.4577 3.1138 9.31%
WK (Xa)lcm 10.5210 1.2843 12.21%
AR % (Xs)/cm 10.0720 0.8396 8.34%
AR 18] 5 (Xe)/em 10.7690 1.0940 10.16%
AR5 Sk (X7)/em 14.3462 1.6913 11.79%
A= (Xg)/em 40.2826 4.8340 12.00%
RJE (Xo)lcm 15.5808 2.5092 16.10%
FEIK (X0)/em 20.9543 2.8868 13.78%
FEMIR (Xar)fom 12.0018 3.9108 32.59%
R E(Y)/g 39.2714 5.4367 13.84%

69 B MUK BEAREAMESIDREGE S S PR 5, SMERGHERY, AR MR R /K
(23.75%), UiHIRREHABORIIERR 1, K2R RN (5.82%), BRIFFESL, HAbS PR
A2 AU BHEIE (5 2).

Table 2. Phenotypic characters of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in big group
2. KPS BERB IR

SEIME(MN) Pk 2(SD) 5t ZH(CV)

£ (Xy)lem 16.9377 1.0069 5.94%
fRK(Xo)lem 14.2420 0.9432 6.62%
kK (Xg)lem 41.3486 2.4078 5.82%
WK (X)lem 13.7401 1.3367 9.73%
IRA%(Xs)/em 11.3299 1.1880 10.49%
HRE 5] 2 (Xg)/em 13.0828 1.0524 8.04%
MR Sk K (X7)lem 17.9015 1.7476 9.76%
A7 (Xg)lem 53.1424 3.9549 7.44%
A JE (Xg)/em 20.4495 2.0841 10.19%
K (Xyo)lem 26.2251 2.6725 10.19%
T (Xar)lem 14.9201 1.2094 8.11%
TR E(Y)/g 70.9794 16.8549 23.75%

LA [RI RS B SRE AS & MR B (R R B S RO R, AN RIS 2 2 ] AR TR AR PR A2 e R 3802 31
LN

3.2. BMERERIEX ST

XF NS SRR VIR BEAT AR OG0 M, T R R B VRS, SR B R SRR AR DGV 23K AR 2 2%
KPP < 0.01) (% 3) Horr, Xo 1 Xy AR R 5K (0.986), Y Al Xy (UAHR R EA/1M0.182); F B4
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HEE %

PR S5 B A 9 R B K EVIMEIRN Xev Xov Xiv Xogv Xzv Xv Xgv Xgn Xion Xsv X1p, HAF X
5 Y MR R EERR(0.471), Xu 5 Y MIAHSE R EUR/M0.132) (4 3).

Table 3. Correlation coefficients between the attributes of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in small group

3. B ERSMEREAX R

ek K kK ik R REE REkK s BE S BWK RBWE A5
X)) X)X (X (Xe) (%) Xg)  (X)  Ke)  (Ku) )
AK(X) 1000 09867 09267 0.6597 07277 08127 08567 09397 08897 08177 04167 0.4547

A (X2) 1.000 09177 0.6547 0.710T 0.800" 0.848™ 0.9377 0.882™ 0.833" 0.407" 0.464"
KK (Xs) 1.000 0.718™ 0.762™ 0.762" 0.839™ 0.874™ 0.842” 0.700" 0.385" 0.426"
W (Xa) 1.000 0.583™ 05457 05117 06297 0599”7 05357 02177 0.343"
MRA2(Xs) 1.000 0506™ 06387 07257 0.6737 0.5377 0.258" 0.2817
L T B (X6) 1.000  0.750” 0.810" 0.7877 0.66" 04157 04717
R SR (Xr) 1.000 0.824" 07517 0.6777 03067 0.393”
NET00) 1.000 0.888" 0.784" 0472 0.363"
R JE (Xg) 1.000 0.641” 0.463" 0.430”
FEARK (X10) 1.000 0.317" 0.340"
FEARE (X11) 1.000 0.132"
RFE(Y) 1.000

s FRORMIMEAR 3 (P < 0.01).

X RFHE BB AR BT M S0 Hr, TR F VRS, ZREIR: B IRIRIAAH S 18 B0 2 2 7K
(P <0.01) (32 4). Hrr, Xo I X IIAH K R EUR K (0.947), Xoo Fl X7 HIAHR R ¥ /N0.154): SR =
IR G R B R BMKIRA Xiv Xgs Xov Xav Xin Xav Xov Xion Xov X7v Xso HA1 X 5 Y KR
Hfx R(0.836), Xs 55 Y AR R R /1N0.292) (£ 4)-

Table 4. Correlation coefficients between the attributes of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in big group
4 KHEEHRZMEREAXR

K KK kK wk IR4A REE REL #e KE BFK BFE BRE
(Xy) (X2) (Xs) (Xa) (Xs) Xe) K (X) (Xo) (X))  (Xu) (Y)
A (X)) 1.000 0.947 0.837" 0.791" 0.297" 0.628" 0.461" 0.883" 0.604™ 0.661" 0.779" 0.836"

PRK(X2) 1.000 0.821" 0.756™ 0.267" 06237 04507 0.845" 0563~ 06517 0.753" 0.814"
LK(Xs) 1.000 0777 0.396™ 0.541" 0.667" 0.814" 0507" 0.408" 0.705 0.742"
WK (Xa) 1.000 0327 0568 0411 0.711" 0471" 0.465" 0553" 0.669"
ARAZ(Xs) 1.000 0.209” 0.155™ 03297 0246”7 0.286" 0.256" 0.292"
AR IF] 26 (X6) 1.000 02977 0565 0.392" 0.498" 0508 0.593”
AR J5 Sk (X7) 1.000 0522 0.440™ 0.154™ 0503" 0.484"
AT (Xs) 1.000 0.613”™ 05107 07017 0.828"
AR (Xo) 1.000 0.408™ 0.550™ 0.603"
R (X10) 1.000 0.498™ 0.601™
JEM T (X11) 1.000  0.696™
PR EL(Y) 1.000

e FRIRM ML 3 (P < 0.01).
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3.3. BERSMRNERERERAREEXRRERIS

SR RBUNR AP AR 2 VIR, @R A v LAAf R B S AR R 2R DG R . A
FET BT RN [F RS SR 5 TS MR AR Rl e R AL SR B VEARLS, /AR S 6 R A BE (Y @ 12
FREEK(0.471), AR AT EE G445 & (10 AE RBUL B T KF(P <0.01), (% 5). KA BIEEK, 14
N BB (AR R EOA B TR R B K (P < 0.01), A KIriEAR R EUR K (0.476) (# 6).

FH G ZREAT LA 43y BB FH (AR 28 2850 0 R FH 79 4 o /N S S 8 L [ P S ) e
(0.471) KT A1 B21E(0.396), FRAR [AIE AL, FoAth 5 LA MR X A4 B B 1) BB AR FH 38/ T I/ E o AR
B LR P SO IR A1 PR, X 44 o7 &2 A1 FH B K 2 44 19 (0.459) , G244 (0.435), AR KA
JEEE A I ) L R MR ¥ R S ) 4 FH (2 5)

Table 5. Effects of every morphometric attributes on body weight of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in small group
2 5. NEUAE R E AR R 2 A2

, [nEz3- Al
pak N e e e FR——— P—
5 EE K @K kK wmk RAe RRE REkL s KE BWK RERS
(X1) (X2) (Xs) (Xa) (Xs) Xe)  K(X)  (Xe) (Xo) Xio)  (Xu1)
2K (X)) 0454 0139 —— 0162 0107 0076 0040 0.383 0058 -0.034 0.096 0036 -0.033
A& (X,) 0464™ 0164 0137 —— 0106 0076 0039 0.037 0058 -0.034 0.095 0037 -0.032
Sk(Xs) 0.426™ 0116 0129 0150 —— 0.083 0042 0.036 0.057 -0.032 0.091 0031 -0.030
(X)) 0.343" 0116 0.092 0107 0083 —— 0032 0257 0.035 -0.023 0.065 0.024 -0.017
MRA2(Xs) 02817 0.055 0.101 0.116 0085 0068 —— 0238 0.043 -0.026 0.073 0.024 -0.020
MR EE(Xs) 04717 0471 0.113 0131 0.088 0063 0028 —— 0051 -0.029 0.085 0029 -0.033
BRJE & (X;) 0393 0068 0119 0.139 0097 0.059 0035 0353 —— -0.030 0081 0.030 -0.024
fA®i(Xe) 0363 -0.036 0.131 0154 0101 0073 0040 0.382 0056 —— 0.096 0035 -0.037
(X)) 0430™ 0108 0.124 0145 0.098 0070 0037 0371 0051 -0.032 —— 0028 -0.037
B (Xw) 0.340™ 0044 0114 0137 0081 0062 0030 0311 0.046 -0.028 0.069 —— —0.025

EMiE(Xy) 01327 -0.079 0058 0.067 0.045 0.025 0.014 0.196 0.021 -0.017 0.050 0014 —

e PR FRORMISMER 3 (P < 0.01).

DRI PR 40 A5 B 1) EL R 1 (0.476) K T-H) 1248 (0.388) s B4 KAh, K HUAS SRR 2 TR AR
X ) ELRR AR P B/ TR o O i o i (R F e K AR 2 1464 (0.378), LIk i (0.357) . £E
29I RO KE D] 123 2 T SR i Buikc e N TS = T EIE S (RPN} ~ONEO R

Table 6. Effects of every morphometric attributes on body weight of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in big group
2 6. KEAEESREZ AR R R E 20

)43 5
Pk Et ‘ - ‘ - -
&% Ak K kK wmk RAe O WREE WREk s K5 BWK REWE
(X4) (X2) (X3) (Xa) (Xs) Xe)  KX)  (Xe) (Xo) (Xw)  (Xur)

4K (X;) 0836" 0476" —— 0105 0.037 0006 0.010 0099 0.054 0360 0.098 0.137 0.094
Ak (X,) 0.814™ 0111 0451 —— 0.036 0005 0009 0.098 0053 0.345 0.092 0.135 0.091
SkkK(Xs) 0.742" 0044 0398 0091 —— 0005 0.013 0085 0.079 0332 0083 0084 0.085
WK(X,) 0.669” 0007 0377 0084 0034 —— 0011 0090 0.048 0290 0.077 0096 0.067
IRf2(Xs) 0292 0.033 0.141 0030 0017 0002 —— 0033 0018 0134 0040 0.059 0.031
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Continued
MRMIFE(Xe) 0593 0.158 0.299 0.069 0.024 0.004 0007 —— 0035 0231 0064 0103 0.061
MRJEkK(X;) 0484" 0118 0219 0050 0029 0.003 0005 0047 —— 0213 0072 0032 0.061
fAiE(Xg)  0.828™ 0.408™ 0420 0.094 0036 0005 0011 0.08 0062 —— 0100 0.106 0.085
AE(Xs)  0.603" 0.163 0288 0062 0.022 0003 0008 0062 0052 0250 —— 0.084 0.067
K (X)) 06017 0207 0315 0.072 0.018 0.003 0009 0079 0018 0208 0.067 —— 0.060
Bfis(Xy) 06967 0121 0371 0.084 0031 0004 0008 008 0059 028 0.09 0060 ——

s PFFRORMIMEAR 3 (P < 0.01).

34. BESURNERENRERE S

HEL ) 2% /DN S0 5 B ) v o R B K0 (0.222), i B9 22.72%:; Hi oA (0.027), 15 2.76%:
AR JEL AR o R ) 8 R A /)N(0.001), A 0.1%. FEFL[E P REh, BRIEEEAI KM 3L veE RE0R R
(0.106), kb 10.85%; Ho s R )R A4 2 () AL [A] Yo iE £:45(0.080), 5 8.19%. & MHARI Hph ik E &
BRI R 3L R e REUA AT =d = 0.977 (2 7).

Table 7. Determinant coefficient of every morphometric attributes on body weight of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in small
%Ol;.p NS B E SR AR ERRERE
Ptk EoaiS (i3S ES'S VRS A BREEE MRERK s E R#K RWE
(X4) (X2) (Xs) (Xa) (Xs) (Xe) (X7) (Xe) (X) (X10) (Xu)
2K(Xy) 0.019 0.045 0.030 0.021 0.011 0.106 0.016 —0.009 0.027 0.010 —0.009
RK(Xy) 0.027 0.035 0.025 0.013 0.012 0.019 -0.011 0.031 0.012 —-0.011
KK(Xs) 0.013 0.019 0.010 0.008 0.013 —0.007 0.021 0.007 —0.007
WK (Xa) 0.013 0.007 0.060 0.008 —0.005 0.015 0.005 —-0.004
R4 (Xs) 0.003 0.026 0.005 —0.003 0.008 0.003 —0.002
AR [ 2. (X6) 0.222 0.048 —0.028 0.080 0.027 —-0.031
MR 5 3k (Xo) 0.005 -0.004 0011 0004  —0.003
P75 (Xe) 0.001  -0.007 -0.002  0.003
14 & (Xo) 0.012 0.006 —0.008
B (X10) 0.002  -0.002
R (X ) 0.006
TE: 0 A Z BB SRR A B A v REL AT 5 A A L I BB T T MR X 5 A P[] e R
AR RS BB 0 0 8 ¥ P e R AR (0.227), (5 EEy 27.48%;:  HKCON#AT1(0.166), 1 20.10%;

AR AR 57 B ) 2 2R B8R /18 (0.00049), (HANE] 0.1%. fEL[RWeE R, SRR I3 F e 25
% K(0.343), fiEEN 41.53%; H g KM EMKIILE e 2%0(0.130), 7 15.74%. & PR FA
SE Z2HORIT T 3 ] R e R AT £d = 0.826 (55 8).

35. ZEEVISTE
I FE D 2 R VR AR, W ST AYEIR IR R REGHAT BE VERT, B EA RO B2 1

PEAR, PR R 35 B R IR, SRR 22 e Bl T R
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Table 8. Determinant coefficient of every morphometric attributes on body weight of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in big group
2 8. AMEEREHSHERIMERERNRERE

Ve ES (iSS PSS /RS Rz MRIEEE  RELK ke g Rk B
(X4) (X2) (Xq) (Xa) (Xs) (Xe) (X7) (Xe) (Xo) (X10) (Xu)
AK(Xy) 0.227 0.100 0.035 0.006 0.010 0.094 0.051 0.343 0.093 0.130 0.089
RK(Xy) 0.012 0.008 0.001 0.002 0.022 0.012 0.077 0.020 0.030 0.020
KK(Xs) 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.007 0.007 0.029 0.007 0.007 0.007
WK (Xa) 0.000049  0.001 0.006 0.003 0.019 0.005 0.006 0.004
IRAE(Xs) 0.001 0.010 0.006 0.042 0.013 0.019 0.010
AR 18] 2R (Xe) 0.025 0.008 0.055 0.015 0.024 0.014
IR 5 k& (%) 0.014 0.174 0.059 0.026 0.050
151 (Xs) 0.166 0.082 0.086 0.069
PRE (Xo) 0.027 0.027 0.022
B (X10) 0.043 0.025
P (Xar) 0.015
T XA BB R BRI U R TR A A T RO P MR 5 R ) R E R
NS SRR 0 22 TT Il H T RN -
IgY =14.041+2.3431g X,
A Y RoRAETR(9), X NIRIAIFE(Z 9).
Table 9. Significance test of partial regression coefficients of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in small group
F 0. MHBEGREIRAYEESHRR
filal 15 o EaN (IS PSS /RS Rfe  WREE REL e IR Rk R
o h (X) X2) (Xs) (Xa) (Xs) Xe) KX (Xe) (Xo) (X20) (Xu)
mgﬁif 14.041  0.210 0.241 0.159 0.122 0.057 2.343 0.091  —-0.055  0.155 0.052  -0.077
t1E 2.423 1.138 1.35 0.953 0.948 0.451 4.376 0555 —-0.295 0.885 0.358  —0.644
wEM 0.018 0.259 0.182 0.344 0.347 0.654 0 0.581 0.769 0.38 0.721 0.522

Z[EA R A FE 8 R? = 0.736, 1 B 7 R U0 & FE LT (42 10). J7 273 M (ANOVA) £ S B (3 11),
5] A 9 FRak B A% 2 3 7K ~F-(P = 0.000 < 0.01)

Table 10. Multiple-correlation coefficients between the morphological traits and weight of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in

small group
F2 10. PHRBEEAESHREFRENEREI T
SR RHR) HRARH(RY) REIE T E ZH(Adjusted R?) FHE % (SD)
0.858 0.736 0.728 8.794183
Table 11. ANOVA of multiple regression equation of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in small group
F 11 MR EEL T E A S RENAEST
L7 ST I7A(SS) H R (df) ¥177 (MS) F1H e L
EYE 446.727 1 446.727 19.147 0.000
& 1563.221 67 23.332
it 2009.948 68
DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2021.111006 42 b k=


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2021.111006

HEE %

BB 2 u R M B, 6 ST A TR B [0 R BOHAT WE AT SR, PR im0 R A B
PR, PRBE 3 B R E IR, @ SL R ALH 2 TR A T R .
KA FRER 1) 22 Te R A 7 FE -
Ig Y =156.340+7.9681g X, +1.738X,

R Y BREFEQ), Xe MK, Xe MEE(E 12).

Table 12. Significance test of partial regression coefficients of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in big group
12, ANEERHREREEIEAREZHRE

Rl ot Kk KK Kk wmk B REE RELXK #E wE BRI RS
iy (X1) (X2) (X3) (Xa) (Xs) (Xs) (X7) (Xs) (Xo) (Xi0) (Xa1)

P[5 4

t i 8.563 3528 0902 0353 0.059 0.269 1.292 0.962 3.023 1.335 1.710 0.984
REM 0.000 0.001 0370 0726 0953 0.789  0.201 0.340 0.004 0.186 0.092 0.121

156.340 7.968 0.178 0.043 0.006 0.018  0.105 0.071 1.738 0.108 0.145 0.099

A7 R A ST 5L R? = 0.222, 5 B 5 R UL & B R (2 13). 77 2 3 BT (ANOVA) &5 L W (4 14),
6] 9 5% ZRak B4R & 2 7K (P = 0.000 < 0.01).

Table 13. Multiple-correlation coefficients between the morphological traits and weight of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in big

group
13, KHRBHAESHEREKRRENER X
HAF*ZH(R) HIIAEH(RY) F IE P 5E Z 3 (Adjusted R?) FRiEZ(SD)

0.471 0.222 0.211 4.830285

Table 14. ANOVA of multiple regression equation of Acanthopagrus schlegelii in big group
14 RAREHRS TRVAFENHFESR

EiztaN RFJTRI(SS) H H1 E (df) 175 (MS) F & BEM
EYE] 446.727 1 446.727 19.147 0.000
53 1563.221 67 23.332
Mt 2009.948 68

4. #hg

FHOGAM T AR5 AT LA I 22 e 2 20 M T LLBH B &8 SR AR DG, AR E F AR, lid b
VIR & S HAR P BRI R &R, WA IE B HRbR . AW, K/NPIRPAS [R]UA% RE 6 1) T2
PR 4 57 B (R A 2 R BAiR B 2 2 /KT (P < 0.01), {ESZBE—BHEAR MR, /NI 220 () AR 1)
PR AR T R ) B R M A BB 25 /K (P < 0.01), At PARHORS 4% ot 8t F) B SO M AR AN S 285 A% RR A
£ 4 BRI v o 42 5 8 ) L4 B RIS B A S5 2 7K F-(P < 0.01), At MbR OGS 4 o 8 ) EL PR B MR AN . 35
B, TRELZGIBHZ I, NidE— D ki & 0 FZIRS MR . A LG
ZuE AT, ERER, ZICEAS T SIS R TYIE, AR S 2 R RS 260 4
JoR R () S R, T AR ] P D A s e N A R A o Y S IR

TEH /KA T AR AT AL, Deboski S5 [16]43H 1 K VE bk i (Salmosalar) A K . AR EE . A& (] 1)
FHOAE B A YRR SRR & S AR, a2 JoR A28, S DU A MR B 28 S0 AR i
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I
b
i)

HEAIMTT. Harue 8[17]704T 1 447 2 3 FJilk & 28 FIWS AR BB AR SRR R, IF
FESL TR ARER LA R RE, ASSTIGIETE 1A ) A R LR 1) SRR AN [ TR 25 IR 5 4 o e )
KF, FESLTEANERATIRE, XAFA BB REERER L B AR RO E B EER SR . KRS
[18]HFF 7T T AN [F & B M B )R 32 6 (Scophthalmus maximus) (& 5 . K A4 K AR, JFia FiE D H I
MRS T DR E R AR R, DUAK A KON BRI Z TR, AR RS 2 — 2.

FEABTTTH, Ky NS R SIS TR 2d 20900 79: 0.826 A1 0.977, RUIFTIEKERTFEE T
SN A R AR i IBAR M, AR 20 M O A2 R M /N KA PR ) S BV R IRV, B2 K
PR SRR ) BRI oAt 5 B R DR O A [ A PR 5 ) i R R i 5 o AR S B A 7
R T HIR 8] BE XA 5 0 ) 465 5 R IR BE LR, R R ) Bk MR TR B A Dm0 o ) S B R

WA, f£RMEESRES, WTRLERE KA LR E fEbr, DLl s KL,
B F R H AR

E&WE

YL AR SH AR I H (PZCZ201744), L7544 “333 LFE” R4 BhI H (BRA2020372),
TLIR A 7K BRI 52 A 58 35 10 H (2020-SJ-006-07), 73 T R At iF 72 181 391 H (JC2019056)
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