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Abstract The ain of the present study was to identify the distrbution » change and relationship of the
individual absolite fecundity (F) and relative fecundity (F; in eggs/am and Fy in eggs/g)- 48 specinens of
Pamcanthobrama guichenotiwere obtained fran Lake Cheng in 2008 F varies from 17 100—38 300 (average
24 500) eggs F, fram 940—1 520 (avemge 1 130) eggs/an, and Fy, fran 95 =155 (average 119) eggs/g

The relations of F of Paracanthobrama guichenoti to body length body weight and age are shown to be
quadratic linear and cubic positively respectively The relations of F;, to body length and body weight are
shown lo be cubic positively butFy is not related to body character indexes The mature fish should have the
body length fran 21—23 an and age fron 2—3 years Curve estination regression analyses via SPSS software

showed its F and F, significantly related with body lenglh weight and maturing coefficient but relative

WFSHER. 2009-12-01

EEWB . T RPN TSR I AR Tl 55 35 L 0 & B0 A (2007 JBFBO3 ) ARl K A= s s 45 & PR SR AR W
FEICTE 56 % FFHCASE H (BM2007-08 ) e [5] JK 7= B 27 BF 53 e 1R 7K A2 78 55 {52 3% 41 8 0 JFF 0 5 56 28 JF iR ATt
(2007FEA0203)

YEZE ST, KRR (1963 ), 5, SR LRI, ZENHE AR HF AT L EHET HHZ . Email jyscze@ sina can

BREE . BAY Email quif@ ffro on



616 I

O K ¥

¥ 4 193%

fecundity per gram (Fy ) only with maturing coefficient Futhemore based on the relationship between

individual fecundity and morphological indices

the individual fecundity and reproduction ability of fish

population should be estmated and forecasted Overall the resulis of the present study indicated that the

relationship between body weight and fecundity was closer than that of body length and age in a way it is

suitable to use the body weight of Paracanthobrama guichenoti to estmate the population productiveness
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Fig 1 Frequency distribution of Paracanthobrama

guichenoti fecundity
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Fig 2 Relationship between individual fecundity and

age of Paracanthobrama guichenoti
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Tab 2 Rehtoonshp beween individual fecundity and age
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Tab 3 Analysis of variance of the individual fecundity
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Fig 3 Relationship between fecundity and body length
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Tab- 6 Regression equation of individual fecundity on body characteristic indexes
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