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A prelin mary study on technique of artificial reproduction between
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Abstract In the present study distant hybridizations between Hucho tainen and Brachymystax lenok were
carried out by artificial propagation The results showed that there were no significant differences in fertilization
rate eyed rate hatching rate larva floating rate of the hybrid between Hucho ta'men($ ) and Brachymystax
lenok(g ) (HB) and control groups(P—=0. 05). First feeding larvae were fed with waterfleas and linnod rils

then the m ixture of lmnodrilu and power diets particulated diets The tan ing results showed that the fries of
Brachymystax lenok( BB)were the easiest to open mouth and to be fed particulated diets then were the the
hybrid between Hucho tainen($ ) and Brachymystax lenok(g ) (HB), the fries of Hucho tamen(HH )were
the hardest A fter six weeks the body weight and length of fries grew gradually n all groups The body
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weights of HB were 256 faster than HH and 7070 faster than BB- The regression analysis of the relationship
between body length and weeks old body weight and weeks old were Y =0. 0225 +0. 52x+7. 30 (R2 =
0. 987 4) and Y=2 817 P (RZ =0. 987 7), respectively The regression analysis of the relationship
between body length and body weight was Y= —0. 002 45 4005 1y +0. 42x+7. 4 (R2 =0 987 5). The
daily weight gain of HB was (0. 3040. 13) & which was higher than HH and BB
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Tab 2 D ifferent food choice of young HH, HB, BB and artificial acclmatization
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