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it BRIETT WRJREE 1500705 3. EHEIRTE RS KPR E X R mg O, Bl 2013065 4. BiFRTERY: b
HEK 7 IR TR, B 201306)

B E: NHIULI KV R BRSSP v AR S A U8 B Bt A R PR RE AN SR BHBOR 22 52, AE AR LAY 1t
SRR AL VIR R SR s P B SR 08 2 U . R et LB TE FR B A v 9 A I AR BRI e R A
MR A B RO, M — LR 1RGSR R RO R SR B A 5 28 5 o SRR AR AR K B4 4o
OB IR TR S EE AR (WGR) RS E A KR (SCR) HTC R EME 225 (P> 0.05) o MR AR B 85 72 o e
HMBAET H 25 HEI8 A 25 HHEARAFIBE RN BU7E 8 A 25 HEI9 H 25 Ho NTFRFHILINK &
A BB T ) S T ZR R AR — B, JE R R AR . 9—11 ) EREAS PR 14 i IR IR A5 i (HST) 1B
R, PERRIE R (GSD) B35 B Tho 4 41 vh A SR B M 70 0% 5 ™ i MR R B Iy AP TE B 22 7 (P <
0.05) ., FRASR RN AR RS T 100.00 ~ 175.00 g, HEAA GRS T 175.00 ~225.00 g, £ |, i
S RVIK RS A KRR A S TR E MR 2 57 (P> 0.05) , iL K R AR G B B AE VLR 4 0d
PEPEFRFE G , A PR RER SR 7, A RIR IR 2R T LA YT OK AR rp AR G B B D REAR 1) 21 S Pl GG 3
PRI

KR PG RIDUKAR; ILRDKR; 258805 JRAaERE

HESES: S966. 16 XERARERS: A

ARGy B fE ( Eriocheir sinensis) & T i sh 2018 AR P~ E o 75. 69 J7 t, PR {E A3 500 42
YT ( Arthropoda ) H! 5¢ 4 ( Crustacea) | /& H JCH o TTIR WIAG | 2E HOR T G 4 A T R R G
( Decapoda ) J7 % B} ( Grapsidae ) 2% # % J& 2|1 63.31 Jjt, HE/" =M 84.30% ;LT .7 bk

( Eriocheir) , 15 0] 8 | 6 8 s ] 8%, 2 7% [ 5
Wg Ry " L PR R
A5 T v [ 25 7 W 1 b DX 6 1 T O 3 o
K0 3t P 0 G Sy A ] 0 e B R, 2
FERIREIN: eI S ARN LA LI RAR = N TR )
IR VLl e S Tk [ Fp A 0 B8 5 B A T 22 11 26
B 0T ORI YT S Ay X B S AT
SRR , T4 VTR 00 R S A K TR, E
KAIT/K Ry O B8 A o
BTG LIS R 0 S5, 30T 6 4 S Y 8 7 1 8
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a5k, — R A FE A M Re 7 L T HEA B
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6 1] JEK B 2 A0 AT IR ZR B AR SRl v AR 5 2 B i 1y BE R AL R RE L AR 821

LG LA ZR A A i ) 25wk ™ il 37
VIR F Bk ez —"  FERR K S R
2 N PAY 3 i SO 45 7 T, o (1) % S R T B
Shy DRI XE Tl A AN T B R 5 DO 4 3
22 A DU g DU gt = e
R P ARG IR

i B RS T L R YK R R
LT IRFaFNEE A LS W B IR BV RE 22 5+
HAR WA TIRFHILI K ATK R S AR SRR A
PERE Y FLAE, 3 L] R YK R o A6 48 28 1 i
JRGTIPEO AR . P, S 1 S T il
Tl TR 28 B HL 2k 5 b v AR 0 B IR SR A i
AR N SR B R REHEAT PEAT , LA S 5 B AR
PR A F RS %

U RPRS ik

1.1 n&kiERFEEE

S L) KT 5 M H R s2 Ok A
IR SR M, 2018 A 3—12 ] #EAT IR
BEFRAE S B, VR 12 A>T AR AE R (S PR oK T
KxFExBH=10.4m x7.6 m x1.2 m) /Nl
FANIR I, VU A 50 em = 1) Bk LR
I A BB 48 A 35 em i B BB 16 A B 1 S 5
e i B A%, 2017 4F 12 F R A & A K
(P 300 T R B R A RS ), 10 kg/9) X 52 5
b 39 T BRI A 3L ] I A S 3 O R R R AR
B (Elodea nutallii ) 0] 8 [, #REE Ry 2 m, 47
FEoR 2 m,

2018 4£3 J1 10 H , WIZV K VLK &R K H 2
ACFPFTVAE P KRS AR I 16 7 HE B 00 AR i 47
FREE S o TV 7K 2R I8 A K - 3 4K Jo
I3 (8.39 £1.25) g FI(8.94 0. 11) g; KVLK
ZH(8.07 +0.54) g F1(9.90 +0.33) g; KIT.8 x
LW Q H(9.89 £0.73) g F1(10.07 £1.03) g;iL
TE x KV Q M(8.58 +1.21) g Fl(9.09 =
0.43)g, NEEZ 30 mg/T. 5 4l Al v TR 11
7 0.5 h JFRENLESR T 12 M dflih , S Fh 5
53 W, BRI IR 00 HnE (2 6 =
L) IR RER 1.0 ~ 1.1 H/m? SRy i5 K i
R H B i, T 5 A WITE S 1 I N 430
5 kg MR Wi ( Margarya melanioides ) . 3 2k 4¢ i
( Aristichthys nobilis, 250 g/F& ). 3 4 [ fif
( Hypophthalmichthys molitrix ,250 g/ F&) 1 3 245

( Siniperca chuatsi,3 ecm/ &), HAFEFEIAME],
P AR 1 AR R A A B A0 78 Al T o vl S
AL, HZEEIRKARFFAE 1.0 ~ 1.2 m, 4]
AR AR B, IS 5 C K AE AR (Alternanthera
philoxeroides) . 83z J I i BEK 55, Bf 1k 7K Bt
CATIES QIR QLN TSN B8 ¥ &1 5 ) =S W)
C I I R M T REA DR (T TR AR ) A R
YNGIDIBTIPUR a1 S A= o 4 RURE SN S
WA, 7 AT IR A i AL A
PR WRZZ /K 53 A2 4k, 700 S G 7K BT S 387
AR 1 ~2 U, PRAEK B Hro 7 58 I 1R
ERIEpH FE 7.0 ~9.0,D0 > 3 mg/L, H & <
0.4 mg/L, WASERELA < 0.15 mg/L,
1.2 HBIERRERSH
121 AERPERE
TS5 A7 1.9 AR H 25 H XA
MBI EESTRE , MERRE A HTRE 10 ~20 Ko FHB MK
T K A3, W AR R RORS B D Sk g FT A
S MR 58 CR R 2] 0. 01 mm) o HL 5 KPR 5 A
HOEHF]0.01 g) , LIt 5a4 # 38 (weight gain
rate, WGR, % ) Fl4% & A= K 3 (specific growth
rate, SGR, %/d) ,
Ryc =100 x (W, -W,_ )/ W, (1)
Ry, = 100 x (InW, — InW,_,)/D (2)
AP Ry MR, % 5 Ry WFFE R KA, %/d;
W, J55 o PSRBT, g W, 5 -1
BRI, g5 D Sy RAE Y [B] BRI 8], d
1.2.2 BBt R MR IR A 7
7 125 HIOVhR, B0 15 K, B s 4T
120 ~30 KUy, 2 8 E B4R 50 i ) i
T B 25 58 AR FE W 58 0T B A0 5%, TR AR BRI
7.2 ( puberty molting rate, % ), A WLELTA] B iR
RERO,9—11 H, 5 H 25 H Mg EEHLI 6
HEE(Q: 8 =1 1), KFEra PR o 16 A 1), B
ol 7 O 7 R A 7
( hepatosomatic index, HSI, %) F1 1% If 5§ %X
( gonadosomatic index, GSI, % ),
Iy = 100 x Wy /W (3)
I =100 xW./W (4)
O Ly Ry TP IR IR T8 5, % 5 1os Ty VERRTE 50, % 5
Wy BRI i, o5 W N PERR TR, 5 W R 1K

JiH, g0
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1.2.3 pis R 7 i Ak R 4L

10 A i B THid b, HE B I R e
B, 11 H 25 HIRSmmai ol , He T sk, o
Tl IR ORGP SO T T TG A (yield,
Y, kg/hm?) 5 Ge A7 16 A ABOR T 5 80T =R
(survival rate, SR, % ) ; £7 1% FIF 5 A4 1) 65
55 R 0 R AR kLR B T R R &R
#((feed conversion ratio, FCR) ™',

Ry=100 xN,/N, (5)
Y=Y./S (6)
RFC:WF/(WT_WO) (7)

Ry R IRTE % 5 Ny Ry S A7 15 A fi
FIASARE Z T N, ARG B AR B Y Sy B
A=, kg/hm? 5 Y, IR & i kg S O U
FER KB, hm® 5 Ry MRV R B Wy R T #E
PR ST, g5 W R B 2457 IR B i g
W, R GG SR S, g
1.2.4  FmZOFIR R LI i

R AT 1t 3R o B 24 AR T B 8 - 1)
BOEYAR R, 2 R MEMAR R R R, 2 | HE
S W AT AR 20 o MEIRSY R T 9%, 43 B
% =250. 00 g.225. 00 ~ 249. 99 g 200. 00 ~
224.99 g 175.00 ~199.99 g.150.00 ~174.99 ¢
125.00 ~149.99 ¢ 1 < 125.00 g; ME(AS> H9 5 4%,
433 =150. 00 g.125.00 ~ 149.99 ¢ .100. 00 ~
124.99 g.75.00 ~99.99 g il <75.00 g, ic 57
T8 FUSUH TR A AR TR S 90T o Ll
1.2.5  Fdlisrth

N SPSS 19. 0 B AF X S8 A T 58 1T 45
B, BT E 8 12 5% FHOF- Y948+ FR fE 1R (Mean +
SE) £/ RH Levene L4177 22 55 Mk 5, 4
AN R FE R Ty 25 B XA A LB e AT I IE 5% 5K
ERRAR . R One-way ANOVA £ 5 4% 3l 45
PRl 22 54k, P <0.05 AR E

2 4k

2.1 AKHEgE

B 1 R, TR AT A E K 4 2 Hp AR gl B
BT RS BB EEER (P>
0.05) o AN A M AR IA 2 A4, 3—9 H IR 1y
B3, i 9—11 ARiE I FrER . 3t
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MECRTT &, LL A SR i F YY 338
LM x YF 47 ¥4 T 8 78 A K5 W (9—11
) Felfo SEEEAT , fEAE KT (3—T7 H),
LL 4IPS S a1 YY 41, (04 K (9—

11 H)WLLYY 9k
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|0 @ X3 & LL
a1 ¢ X KT YY
QKIT & XL L YMXLF
BT & XKL QIMXYF

250

200

150

100

{KJF & Body mass/g

50

AR RN

;| 11H

September November

A4 Month
(b) Hfk Male

1 RENRERENAZTK
Fig.1 Monthly changes of body mass during
adult Eriocheir sinensis culture stage

K12 R0, 4 2 h ARG B8 1) WOR ST R
G IR EEZES(P>0.05), 3—5  WGR
i, 2978 300% ;1 9—11 J] WGR fflk, ME{A 2y
K T% KRR 10% o, sk S ,3—7 H YM
x LF 41 WGR % fi, {H 7—11 H WGR M4 & .
LA =, 3—5 HR9—11 A YY 41 WGR
i%,5—9 H WGR %

& 3 FH],SGR A8kt 5 WGR JEA —
o, BT ,3—7 H YM x LF 4 SGR 41Kk,
fH7—11 J] SGR WA, i = ,3—5 A Al
9—11 A YY 41 SGR #H:4%,5—9 A SGR M4 Es .
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6 1 Ji7K B S5 D R VTK R
200 W T @ XTI & LL
@ KT @ X KT YY
= 100 8 KIT.& XTI @ YMXLF
2 & 1L & XKL 2 LMXYF
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~
=}
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= 7/
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5

5 7FJ 9 11H

3—5H 7 9H
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(a) MEfK Female
500 =TT @ X & LL
oKL e XKILJ YY
= 400 B8 KT & XITH L YMXLF
) @ I & XKL S LMXYF
g 300
i
& 200
-
)
= 100
(]
B
M
]
s

— 7)EJ T—9A 9111
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(b) itk Male

2 BENBREEXRILE
Fig.2 Monthly comparison of body weight
gain rate (WGR) during adult

Eriocheir sinensis culture stage

2.2 HEEBEERMEREE

Hi [ 4 R4 41 Ao B 8 I 8 ] I i fili
S B S 5 ME VAR AR B I ST R T I A R 0 A=
BT Rt BLPE 7 H 25 B 8 H 25, 1 Mk 1A U
MEIRF 8 H 25 39 H 25 H, BIKKE, 2254l
AR T A A (G E R (P >
0.05) . whMEMI S8 H 25 H,LM x YF A= 5t
FeR b, FEJE RN YY 4. YM x LF 40 fil LL
4159 A 25 H, MR 48 o8 A gl i e o w4k
Miw,8 J 25 H A5 i 7 R i & B I
YY >YM xLF >LM x YF >LL; 10 A 10 H ifEfk4

TR A FE ST
25 T S XSS LL
EKIT @ XKIT S YY
BKIT & XTI L YMXLF
B8i0 & XKIL R IMXYF

&
Q
8
]
=~
=
)
B
2
® 1.5
[$]
&
S 1.0
&
¥
% 0.5
H : :
¥ 3—5H 5—71H 7— 9)% 9— 11)51
H43+ Month
(a) WE{K Female
s BT 9 XL LL
B KIT 2 XKITJS YY

B KT X LYMXLF
B I & X KIT £ LMX YF

S

®

H . —

= ‘:VEE

g RE:

% 15 1:'/’§ L F

EE 1

e = ‘[#H

o -.’: '§=

g Lor BHE Y=

= AIE NAE

2 = 1

5 e

K 0.5 5§ 45

# e HE o

1 0 AEE WS : =l

# 5—5H 5-7H 795 9—11H
H4+ Month
(b) HEfk Male

3 BENRSEEKEILE
Fig.3 Monthly comparison of specific
growth rate (SGR) during adult
Eriocheir sinensis culture stage

FEFRISE 7 58 U, PRI A TR R
ANEE M I e, 16 1 R A 7 00 R I R -4
R (CHSI) 23 TR, PR IR B0 (GSD) 235 TR (%
1) o SRMEMRTT 5 :9—11 H 4 41 sh A4 i HSI
HIGST TR #7257 (P> 0.05) s HSI R R i
B2 2R K K O LL (40, 35% ) > YY
(39.66% ) > YM x LF (38. 88%) > LM x YF
(35.32% ) , GST M J52 el v 2 KA UK D LM x
YF (315.32%) > YM x LF (298. 19% ) > LL
(286.08% ) > YY(219.75% ), Wkt 5 :9—
11 7 4 4l AR5 8 HST R [ A K, GSTI
B Th L 9—10 J3 3 T i B fwe K, g ol 3k E
81.53% \82.67% ,124.63% F1 129. 17% ;10 J I
11 H 25 H 4 41h e 8E GSLAFfE . Bk 22 57
(P<0.05),
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£ 100 e 2.3 BEE CEREANRR
g ///r/zﬁgmmwu [ 2 R LRI 1 7 ML 1
= '_/' —— KT @ X KILS YY | =2 B V>
ggso 1 e KT xumenixip  TEZEIF(P < 0.05), d1E ERAKUCH TM x YF >
&2 40 I & X AT @ IMX YF YY > YM x LF > LL, # {4 f1 %5 (& TG 15 2 24 5
ez (P'>0.05) s A=l 25 , Wk A A8 DA 7 15 2. 35 1
= 225t (P <0.05) , fi A 1A 0 G & 3 1k 22 57 (P >
7.25 8. 25 9.10 9.25 10. 10 Qb =Tl 5 - HEET [ AN
7 e 0.05) ;i REOM F , LL 4l , BlS KK
(a) MEME Female LM x YF 2HF0 YM x LF 20, YY 4%, H e
£ 100 P Y5 AR ENZEF(P<0.05),
% s 2.4 BATHBRERENK
@ 2 o LL 20 \YY 20 \YM x LF Z0 i1 LM x YF £ i %
i 10 ST 9 XL & LL WEAART- 25 A 5 & 43 39 O (137,52 £23.77) g,
rily —— KILe XKILSVY (138. 46 = 18.37) g, (129. 13 =+ 19. 03) g #i
£ 90 —o— KT & X I @ YMXLF X o
2 ‘ s xkreuixyr  (140.66 =24, 33 ) g, HE R P 24K it 18 o3 Bl
= 0779 815 82 910 1010 (181. 47 +44.97) g, (199. 49 +25. 20) g,
H#i Date .,
e (196.21 +26.10) g fn (‘192. 34 £35.42) g, 4 4]
HHE YR fie 2 R U 1 ARG T 43 H A R OE
B4 BEMEERERBRRELEE

oA (85 ) B2 HUAS B LU A AE—E 22 5% o
SUMECRT S, AT & 2R A 100..00 ~175.00
g, U LL 41 <100.00 g 5 , HA3 HMfAE
x1 HEMBETRERESRERERLER
Tab.1 Comparison of the gonadosomatic index ( GSI) and hepatosomatic index ( HSI)
during adult Eriocheir sinensis culture stage

Fig.4 Comparison of puberty molting

rate during adult Eriocheir sinensis culture stage

HEIAR Female HEA Male
i H IF ] Kits x  Iis x KiTs x LS x
. THET KILAR N o T ER KA N -

fem  Tme AETAZERILAR KiT 9 MRz RILAZ gy KiT 9

- YM x LF LM x YF . YM x LF LM x YF
_ 925 H 10.26+0.42 10.74£0.20 10.21+0.41 10.250.35 8.700.59 8.65+0.27 8.370.50 7.96+0.30
H;?Z%E;?I:E 10 H25 H 8.55+0.50 8.97+0.20 8.02+0.43 9.22+0.21 7.53+0.49 7.96+0.29 8.26+0.49 7.44 +0.24
11 HA25H 6.12+0.07 6.48+0.14 6.24+0.52 6.63+0.29 6.24+0.37 6.60+0.20 5.61 +0.34 5.82+0.26
5 9H25H 2.37+0.48 3.24+0.28 2.21+0.36 2.35+0.40 1.57+0.07 1.50+0.06 1.34+0.11 1.44+0.08
g{“’% 1025 H 7.62+0.15 7.41+0.31 6.40+0.43 7.53+0.34 2.85+0.21* 2.51 £0.10" 2.50 £0.06® 2.30 0. 13"
11 H25H 9.15+0.75 10.36 £0.22 8.80+0.57 9.76+0.43 2.60 +0.23" 2.74 +0.12* 3.01 +0.08* 3.30 +0. 14*

T AT EAR A S MR FRER R 25 5 B35 (P < 0.05)
Notes: Values in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05)
x2 HEMBEREERE. ERAMRHILR

Tab.2 Comparison of survival, yield and feed conversion ratio (FCR) during adult Eriocheir sinensis culture stage

BH SIRCNEEN KILAR KILSE x LI Q@ TS x KITQ
Ttem LL YY YM x LF LM x YF
JTE & Survival/ %
WA Female 42.22 +13.33b 57.78 £3.51% 56.67 £3.33% 73.33 +£3.85°
IR Male 57.78 £2.22 62.78 +8.18 61.11 £14.44 62.96 +9.63
JEMA Pooled 50.00 +£7.78 60.28 +5.12 58.89 +8.89 68.15 +6.55
7= 48 Yield/ (kg/hm?)
WA Female 265.05 +117.62" 396.32 +36.56" 387.98 £30.49° 416.72 £27.23*
IR Male 516.77 £39.38 596.02 +82.35 537.38 +196. 66 499.33 +83.57
JEA Pooled 781.81 £157.00" 992.34 +82.27*% 925.37 £227.15* 916.05 +101.44°
1Akl 2% FCR 3.13 £0.67° 2.38 +0.22" 2.63 £0.84% 2.84 +0.46™

R EAR A S AR PR ZR B3 (P < 0.05)

Notes; Values in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05)

http: //www. shhydxxb. com



6 1] JEK B 2 A0 AT IR ZR B AR SRl v AR 5 2 B i 1y BE R AL R RE L AR 825

—E . YM x LF 21 =175.00 g i L ] %
L HAS A A 2257 AR (P> 0.05)  wlbfE A
o R EEAEPAE 175.00 ~ 225.00 g,LL 2

J5=250. 00 g Ji M,
70 @79 9 XTI LL

2 60 o KT @ XKIT YY
g 8 KIT & XL L YMXLF
g 50 8L ¢ XKL L LMXYF
(=1
3 40
[ B
£ 30 5
g 20 =
0 3 A =[: 0 - [2=0
<100.00 g 100.00~ 125.00~ 150.00~ >175.00 g
1249 ¢ 149.9¢ 1749 g
{&JFii & Body mass
(a) MEYH: Female
B @ XL S LL
oKL @ X KITJ YY
50 8L X IV ¢ YMXLF
= 15 BILT & XKLL LLMXYF
N
e 40
8 35
g 30
§%
a 20
N 15
& 10
Im 5
0 . |Hl=)E 1% . ] £ A
<125.00 g 125.00~ 150.00~ 175.00~ 200.00~ 225.00~ =>250.00
1499.9 g 1749 g 19.9 g 249 g 249.9 g
& Fi & Body mass
(b) #EHE Male
ES5S BAFERBBERENSS
Fig.5 Distribution of
different final body mass classes
3 g

ZRAPL ISR 15 P~ 18 % 17 55 AN TR A R AR 2%
SRR A AR B ) PR R R L
SEAR 7 BB P B B SR T i
(2 SR P R R S TR B P 3
DR 205 7 2 8 1y, R A T] 11 2 DR A0 3R 22 e K
W JE AR AR 2 s e vl B i >, I
Z AT HE B S MEAR A AT A B R, B i
AR LRI BGR DR R AR KRR
T, FAS 20 5 A S 2 45 A A i I A 2 S
(P>0.05) , =3I ARFIH W] 2 1 28 ML 5
HZ LM x YF UEARGR B — 5 1 22 58 4 %o
ATREJRIA « (1) Hh e R A T o A A1 L ] Ao A
LI ES I ) B P 2 BN S

AR (2)20 22 80 AFK VIR REFAE rhAE 4%
HETR TN 5 HE U5 B0, 5 B RN 2R T
DRI I — S 5 A 30 ] /K 2R v A SR B s i 1 I
TR, 9 HOR B A B, SUl K VT K & A gl
TEFP T IRIR A% , AN 4l ) o AR 8 B R i T 8 A
LG EHZE BN, M HEARE ., DL
25 AR 0 2258 T B ik B R A AR KPR
SRR R ME Y o {38 3 498 Rt A% IR Bl 4R
gl J5T (1) 77 v B0 T LAk B3R THAE K ERE B
[ o ARSCIL ] K YT K Fo Ho A6 I RS 18 2R i
15T WU 25520 J5 50 1 88 - 2 4 R i, T RE &
2018 4E RS B SRS A K . RIS
IR SRR 4 2 4R 4 B B 1Y) WGR A1 SGR
it 5 7 HEL B (1] F9 JE 177 328 37 T e, i 5 SCRik [ 19-
217—%

A B R T AR SR B R R R B I R
L AR PT R IR R LRI R ok
B ASCHA BT R R T A A H R
PE2ZF(P > 0.05) . FEMBIIRA AT, il fg
wERRER T EENEN, 22 I IE A
B (HARERERR, LK R A g AR KT
IR 1A W E SRR S, A R T IS
M SERTiFge " F WALk R B AR FA T
FRIAFE R AE R VLI UG , R FE T AR FE W ST R
AR R 10 B A () s B e v A 0 B i
IR T AT LR SR E 40 LS
NEPEFRFE G , HAL 7K R rh AR R T AR I
T A IAEEE N M, SR VTOK R 3 e g
B2 TR AL . T fig S HRM B % A ¢,
PR PR IR K B AH O A DNA FT 4R
9—11 H ,4 41 h 44 5 HSI 3% #i %A%, GSI 2
X, FEEFEEER LT B, R
BRI  h E  PR AL TR A E B ER 4
BERRUE ™ . AR 9 A 25 HZRse itk GSI m
ST AU B 11 H 25 H 7438 4l fk GSI g 3%
T HKH(P< 0.05), i HEH IR A F
Je S A B — 2 AR A

B 2 R VDR R BB IK T & S
JRGE VR A A T B AL 4, 2 7l % R it AR
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272.

Comparison of culture performance of juvenile Chinese mitten crab inbred
families and hybrid families derived from Liaohe River and Yangtze River

ZHOU Yongchang', WANG Shihui'*, CHENG Yongxu'**, WU Xugan'>*

(1. Key Laboratory of Freshwater Aquatic Genetic Resources, Minisiry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, Shanghai Ocean
University, Shanghat 201306, China; 2. Heilongjiang Fisheries Research Institute, Chinese Academy of Fishery Sciences,
Harbin 150070, Heilongjiang , China; 3. National Demonstration Center for Experimental Fisheries Science Education, Shanghai

Ocean University, Shanghai 201306, China; 4. Shanghai Engineering Research Center of Aquaculiure, Shanghai Ocean
University, Shanghai 201306, China)

Abstract; In order to explore the difference in growth performance and culture effect of Chinese mitten crab
inbred families and hybrid families derived from Liaohe River and Yangtze River during adult Eriocheir sinensis
culture stage, the juveniles were reared to adult crabs under similar pond conditions. The growth, puberty
molting rate and gonadal development were comprehensively compared, and the differences in survival rate,
yield, feed coefficient ratio and final body mass distribution were further evaluated. The results illustrated that
there was no significant difference in the mean body mass, weight gain rate ( WGR) and specific growth rate
(SGR) of Eriocheir sinensis during the growth stage ( P >0.05). The peak of female puberty molting appeared
from July 25 to August 25, and the peak of male puberty molting did from August 25 to September 25.
Compared with Eriocheir sinensis from Yangtze River basin, no significant earlier puberty molting was observed
from Liaohe River. From September to November, the hepatosomatic index ( HSI) of Eriocheir sinensis
individuals gradually decreased, and the gonadosomatic index ( GSI) showed a significant upward trend.
Significant differences were observed in survival rate, yield, feed coefficient ratio among these four inbred and
hybrid families (P <0.05). The final body masses of the adult females were concentrated from 100. 00 g to
175.00 g,and the males were concentrated from 175.00 g to 225.00 g. In summary,there was no significant
difference in growth performance between inbred families and hybrid families derived from Liaohe and Yangtze
River basins (P >0.05). After adaptive culture of Eriocheir sinensis from Liaohe River basin, the growth
performance was improved, and the two-year early-maturing trait disappeared. The hybrid families with
Yangtze River basin of Eriocheir sinensis as the female parent had higher survival rate and yield.

Key words: Chinese mitten crab ( Eriocheir sinensis) ; Yangtze River basin; Liaohe River basin; crossbred;

culture performance
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