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AR AT LA VL, o, i B R A
RS ITE, Z B C & T 2 a8
Rl % 5. W GARRETT "™ fig filt ( Isopseita
isolepis ) FI | JE % ( Parophrys vetulus ) I FL 248 5
R TIE 2 50, RINA S S AT SR A
TWIZEAZ 6] BECK 26" 1 FR A PR AT 304
# T ¥ ( Ctenopharyngodon idella ) 5
( Hypophthalmichthys nobilis ) i < — 5K R 4%
SR R AE T BIF S M £ 6 ( Erythroculter
ilishaeformis ) @ X 3. 5 ( Megalobrama
amblycephala) & W) %428 F QLA K WUk BB 254
AR AFFN A TR AR 23 A 2 PR R A T30
622 A X AR A G R A T ik A ) BE
( Channa maculate) @ x 2l ( Channa argus) & M
HA Al HER R E 1k 100% . Z IS i b
(SR R o A R STt I A
S BT, V2T s A K )
HT BB A% A b Ut BH R () ) 22 S R 2, T 0
AEFPRE, R, X /Nt R B A DL SN B
(@) 5REMm(S)MaL TRt R AR
Mg , It Jr 22 50 R4 B LS 43
Xf 3 Fif AT 2 Y MR Y 22 ST, ) 2 58
TR BURFIE S H 5 R A R G OC R LI, L)
R TG HORAAE R B b st i 748 50
E 1 35 P/ i R B N D S ) € S s

BRI

1.1 W& RERNE

SEH A Ry 2017 4 4 H R AITE W LA T K
FERIFGE PTG 3 i N T B2k B /N L R
ot N H e (OB @ x Rugfad ),3 ff
a1 m’ BN 22 A P A LR 2 30 H
W%, A BEFLBRE 1 000 BIR G F#5 T 10 m* %
WK Je b, K 8:00 il 16:00 4545 1 R AT
BC A DRt B A A AR R B B 4 B RO A2 1) )
B B A AR 3% ~5% )5 1 h ik
K T0% ~80% ., S5 K M 25 B wE UUIE J5 1Y
VDB K, 37 FE o R rh KR B 2 SORE T 18
CHINNZ 28 °C,EhFF 27 ~29, %4 > 5.5 mg/L,
pH 7.6 ~8.5, FFifiFPiks] 90 H LT, 3 20
m® 5 PRV P SR , F5 A BT AR K
EREE AL KR BEE R 28 C A
215C, TLwmatKzE3 Al 4 Ji% .6 %8
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JWE 11 W 15 T, 43 5l IR & A rh BE AL
PEICINEE f R N e S AR, AT T A
SRR I FH F, - SR M A 00 7 g 2 2 4 4K o o
(body weight, Y) ,¥5#50.01 g, (&7 8 Hidmt
B, HoAd IR 30 2o 8 H iBI,3 i #1.4% 200
Fe, FHE AR R RO 2 T8 S PR, AL 45 2 K (total
length, X,), &K (body length, X,), 3k (head
length, X;), K+ & (trunk length, X,), B K
(tail length, X5) , B#§K (caudal peduncle length,
Xs) , B 5 (caudal peduncle depth, X, ), &5
(body depth, X,) HEHIZ 0. 01 cm, il 485 7
TEASIX 53 3 Tl ; /N B0 58 S04 W 4 S AN S5 K
R 0 S W ) SO TSR 5 228 U S A
A AP, b — e S 5 — LR
PLEFFIT A ER I 3, AT R & 7
B 1 ik T AT 3 Mg S R 25
I3HT
F1 3 FMENESIEREERER
Tab.1 Detailed description of the traits

MeAR Traits
4K Total length /X,

PE4N4Hid Detailed description

W) i ) A8 A S PR Lk
&K Body length /X, W) 35 ) R B AT 1) P 2B Y
3 Head length /X, Wy sy ) B0 5 R PR LR B

PR Trunk length /X, 6835 B J5 2% B R 65 i1 0 10 1 2% E o2
JEHHIK Tail length /X5 ik £L3/ 25 31 FE 6 A S 11 T 2R B 2

FEAK K Caudal peduncle
FEARE Caudal p HEMALS I 25 FE AL 2B

length /X,
L} 5 Caudal peduncle
R Sl el bt @ o
El=%y I=Ree &y
2 Body denth /X i 8 I e b B I S
P Body depth /X, A% 45 T LB B

1.2 SFAE

TSRS R AT 0 A, IR B AR
FEIRIPEA R . RIS 9 B s 1 ] SPSS 19.0
PBAFIATR R ST b iR AU 5 3
£ A RE 5 B ( condition factor, CF) ., & T JH kM
PR /I 28 T 25 P AR EICHE (9 52 i), FE 1A T
TG I3 M Z i, SE B e AR ) I A T A5 AR B
PAHARAS , 017 55080 bn ME A, 9K 5 >R JH R TG B
) Fc LIRS R IEXS 3 D HEIARY 7 A Lo ik
REAEAAT R0, M RO R M, L
BRI (9 21280 0 2R 5 2R O A5 40 3 4 A 7 126 %
3 AHHARREA AT H 2047, X 03 3 A HEA BT A
FEAARI A& 5 i 2k th % 3 28 25 = ok
FRBEIRIIPEAR 53 570 2 S 0 ek K5, P DA HI 300 3
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I REAS I T4 MR I R R K 253 1 531
HER A I EE AR 2 15 A T

Y
Cp =5 x 100% (1)

e G MIBWEEE; Y NIRTUR, g5 X, MIEK,
FIAIMER %0 = JI3 TE B POREAS S0 AR S5
& x 100% ;

Gt HUE R = 35/ 3T, @

X on FORHEARRL, S; FoRE A IE
HIREAKL, T, 7n 5 © DA AR

2 RS0

2.1 3MERFARERELRI T

0 b I PR AR 5T Y 00 R 23 B S B T
RN IR 1 3 o f AT AR XS e B, 32 2 O 3
FEAE 3 4.6 8 11,15 J RIS AR i G145
R IR0 Al AR BR T 4 Ak
I, 3 bt 7R A ] ) 3% S0 R Do o A 7 3 25 S
(P <0.05) , A\I& 1 i 2EIA 3 A #&mk, /)
BB R TR T OB AR S AN E R E Y
e B = F RO R, 225 22 7 W TR SR A
MW, =FoegREEM 4 HRE6 AIk,3
A AT 4 U N, 2 B R A A R
Horp 2R s AU e 25 v TR B AN B £
BORAS— B 4ERF 2] 11 A %, BEAE R fa 2R KO
FER BT IS0, 2 15 0% ey Ao, R B £ A o
/N AR ST

x2 AEARKRNEE KREEREZETFR
FREMNGIT 4R (Mean = SE)
Tab.2 Statistics of body weight among
L. crocea, L. polyactis and their hybrids

within different months of age

ik

N T G ] Rt FAETAR
Months . .
Number L. polyactis L. crocea Hybrid

of age
3 30 12.06+0.37° 6.88 £0.33* 8.77 £0.32"
4 30 17.59 £0.71* 14.90 £0.88* 16.75 +£0.59*
6 30 33.31+2.14" 31.32£2.12° 42.59 +2.03"
8 200 38.28 +0.61* 38.28 +1.09* 51.50 +1.31°
10 30 47.78 £2.03" 62.27 +5.02% 74.65 +7.18"
15 30 63.23+7.05*108.78 +7.57" 91.73 £7.35"

VR AR 2 R ) B 2 [ 22 5 0 (P <0.03)
Lz, ME A RE(P>0.05)
Note;: The same superscripts in the same row indicate non — significant
difference ( P > 0. 05), and the different superscripts indicate
significant difference (P <0.05)

Fr (/N Q x KEh S ) M2 T 191
120.0 ~—K¥fL L. crocea
2 100.0 ~/NEH L polyactis
% : -3 T Hybrid
T 80.0
>
£ 60.0
m
iy 40.0
S 20.0
0.0

3 4 6 8 11 15
H¥# Months of age
Bl XE&NEEREZTFREKTRE
Rk RET L Lk
Fig.1 Curve of body weight change during growth
of L. crocea, L. polyactis and their hybrids

2.2 3 MaRBERERERIT

8 WAL i Bt e i vk (S BRAR A 15 2
W KA J5 /N B R R AR R 2 A8 T
AR bl 2R 2390 O 170 (168 K 189 Fe. A
SPSS R AF X R IHAT 0B , AL AE A PR A 2
(B 228 S BB, LA M 3 b 2 ) A MRk 3R
TUE Y 22 57 B 3 PE A, S5 2R 9 T3 3. R
AT A R B AR fp R DR A S AR R
R TSR 3 Fhia g R TR 7 R AN
REVIMRUCH KRB > 58 fi > /Bt Ak,
29 S Ao A A 9 B8 4 A 3 v T R B AR R
B (P <0.05) , U B I 2% A2t HA B W0 2k
RAOEH BB, R X 5 M) 2%
SR R R KT/ A, o5 A K
Xo BERT/PEAMAESZ M, bR T X5 X, a8
A AR T AR (R 2 g T R R )
M (P<0.05),
2.3 FEBBHSERERMHELR

XF 3 AR T A PR TEIR (FE 82 IR
PRRAEARBR ) #4707 22 04, 25 R 22 W1, 3 AN
REPESPRIRZ 7 B3 (P <0.05,%3) . 3 fif
Y Xo/ Xy WRENIMER N R B > /N >
s, UL £ Y R AR/ B i M S T
NN Fi51, Xo/ Xy 8 3 Fh A Z A A7AE 2. 3 22
5(P <0.05) , WREI/MKIR K # 8 > 2858
> /huet . AR R ZR A AR SRR B
HRB N AR —E 25, Al AR X 73 3
Fifi
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*3 8 ARK/NEE XEEREZZTFREBEIEREIAEST
Tab.3 Descriptive statistics of phenotypic data of L. crocea, L. polyactis and hybrids at 8 month of age

/NEE At L. polyactis KEifa L. crocea Z232 74X Hybrid

PEAR  Trait e 5 R A ¥{E 5 R A ¥{E A5 5 R AU
Mean ( +SD)/g CV /% Mean ( +SD)/g CV /% Mean ( +SD)/g CV /%
2K X, /em 15.76 +1.15° 7.30 16.03 +1.84° 11.48 16.83 +1.81" 10.75
K Xy /em 13.01 £0.91° 6.99 13.30 £1.56° 11.73 13.71 +1.55" 11.31
KK X3/em 3.72 £0.30° 8.06 3.78 £0.47° 12.43 3.97 £0.35" 8.82
KT Xy /em 4.71 £0.48* 10.19 4.63 0. 65 14.04 5.08 £0.65" 12.80
R Xs/em 4.82 £0.44* 9.13 5.17 £0.63" 12.19 5.21 £0.59" 11.32
K Xg/cm 3.34 +£0.30° 8.98 3.57 +0.45" 12.61 3.42+0.39* 11.40
FetiE Xq/cm 1.17 0. 11" 9.40 0.93 +0. 14 15.05 1.24 £0.16° 12.90
i Xg/em 3.85 +0.36" 9.35 3.74 +0.46" 12.30 4.15 +£0.43° 10.36
WFERY /g 38.28 +7.93% 20.72 38.28 +14. 19" 37.07 51.50 +17.97" 34.89
JIE B CF /% 1.72 £0.16" 9.30 1.57 0. 14* 8.92 1.94 +0.22° 11.34

T [F] AT AR RN AR R 2 1) 22 52 B3 (P <0.05) [z, W22 5 A .35 (P >0.05)
Notes: The same superscripts in the same row indicate non — significant difference (P >0.05), and the different superscripts indicate significant
difference (P <0.05)

x4 3IMEARSHOMERM RS ( EHE REE)
Tab.4 One-Way ANOVA for target traits of three fish populations ( Mean +SD)

MR Traits /NEE L L. polyactis K#Eifa L. crocea 2232 7 Hybrid
R/ X, 2 1.211 +0.035* 1.206 +0. 035" 1.228 £0.033"
KKK X572 0.286 =0. 020" 0.285 +0.022° 0.291 0. 023"

TR/ X, 2 0.362 +0.027" 0.348 +0.027° 0.371 £0.030°
R/ A Xs2 0.370 £0.017" 0.389 £0.021° 0.381 £0.018°
B/ R X2 0.256 £0.016" 0.269 £0.019° 0.250 +0.016°
e/ K X, /2 0.090 =0. 007" 0.070 0. 005* 0.090 +0.007"
W/ kK X2 0.296 +0.023" 0.282 +0.017° 0.304 +0.020°
AR/ A Xe/T 2.872 £0.271" 3.870 +0.447° 2.790 +0.294*
/Bt Xg/7 3.307 £0.211° 4.039 £0.343° 3.380 £0.241"

T A —A7H BRI 2R 225 A8 B3 (P >0.05) , R Z MR 22 57 B3 (P <0.05)
Notes: The same superscripts in the same row indicate non-significant difference (P >0.05), and the different superscripts indicate significant
difference (P <0.05)

2.4 RESH K5 IVBEHRKES (URSERIIRE)
SN AR REE AN 2 A8 AR TE S MR R T Tab.5 Normalized euclidean distance of
%gﬁg&;ﬁgﬁ}*ﬁo x5 K3 A 1:/]} HEAL MR B B 2% morphology among the three populations
TS R RS R R R IR S . IR Rl LLA . «’ﬁiﬁ% . /J\E;*@ 4 chﬁ«i@ E%%‘
. e M R - . opulations . polyactis . crocea ybric
%L:)L@E‘J‘/J\i%\:@ﬁ/,w ri/{j( H/JB;&EEEEI%H?/J\’ jﬂ /NEE L. polyactis 0.000 1.237 0.112
0. 112, Fr LATERG @A AR T, Ze 58 0 5 /N il f0 i Jefieta L. crocea 0.000 1.265
FERAE 8, i o 5 R PR B BOR 1 R B R A ASC T U Hybrids 0.000

R, B T R SRR (2) . o s 0 15w s
[ 2 ST LB H, A RIS HER S AR Lopolyaotis

B B 36 FLIT -5 R 1 35 REFR Hybrid ]
FIHGL, T 2658 TR T 45 L (a1 i L

FhE.
B2 3ANBERESHRRE
Fig.2 Cluster dendrogram of the three kinds of

fish species according to morphological traits
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Fy (/N £ Q x KBTS ) RIERIHT 193

2.5 F|RSHR

PA3 A BT A BEA R 7 AR S TR
Vi ek 72 e A7 3% 280 5 o Ao AR OI A% 72 1
XTI TTRR RN, 38 A0 S B AN HH DG o, e &
e T S SR AR S AN RR, AL X/
X, X5/ X, X/ X, Xo/ X, R X/ X, VG P] ST 4%
AR R NEE (Y, ) CREA(Y,)
AAZHL(Y;) B3 R AR 28 o3

Y, = -802.482 -949.656 x X,/X, +631.351
x Xs/X, +30.026 x X;/X, +517.302 x Xg/X, +
20. 148 x X,/ X, ;

Y, = — 828. 755 - 945. 472 x X,/X, +

x6 XHEBNEER

686. 114 x X./X, - 169. 013 x X,/X, +560. 075 x
Xo/X, +35.131 x X./X,

Y, = — 828. 058 - 961. 283 x X,/X, +
678.975 x Xs/X, — 40. 071 x Xo/X, + 542.647 x
X/X, +21.442 x X,/ X, ,

FIFH BT EESE A0 eR A, X 3 AR YRR A
AT 432, I ZE R 6, Z5REW 3 A4
U 0 0 I A 238 i R B/ IR Oy KB £ R 58
i NI, SR FNEER 80.6% o Hrhksc
55 /INE AR IR SRR, P A B R A R F
20% L) I

3z & REOR R F R 53

Tab.6 Discrimination analysis among three populations

432 Forecast classification

HETHZR Discriminant accuracy/% s I EY

Pupﬁiﬁons Rt ey Aesctn PN vl Nt Izt Comprehensive
L. crocea L. polyactis Hybrid L. crocea L. polyactis Hybrid discriminant rate
K L. crocea 159 3 6 94.6 1.8 3.6 80.6
N A L. polyactis 5 125 40 2.9 73.5 23.5
ZL A8t Hybrid 8 40 141 4.2 21.2 74.6
MRAESE S A AR B HERR 2, AT LA ﬁ?\qﬁpﬁuﬁiﬁ’,ﬁ;
B3 AFHA A — SR F IR 2, N T X LR L polyactis
IR B 3, 3 iR 3 A EFIR A B 414 Group centroid
TEH G PR A s L. W LAE h, R 6T
INE R JR ST AR X O3 O B, RO D B 5 4f
[T A T/ B 5 255 g T D, B Bl
BRI NV E, B R IRA, 4 ig% J
SR MRS T S5 AN — L, gD U R 2 ?;g o
S A R 0 /N 28 0 T U, 2 Bt A ni-2l
Lo 2.l
3 o
3 vhe 6}

3.1 MNEBSXHEEMERZTRAMLE
ZRASTH A AT 38 AL P R E B R U vk
Z— BT, BATHEAT /N B MR B A 2 58
TR, SO B B o A A B R L A ST O LB
AT R e i SR/ NBIA B R 2 58 e e /i
AR A8 T o8 H A4 ar, s N
AR PR L, BATTZ 18] A9 2% 5 & T ]
ZRAC . WA, Bl IE) % S RE AR, A58
ARMEZRAT T o ELR /)N 3 £ 5 DR B 0 19 2 52k
B, A28 AR BT B , B A AT LA OE R
A, AR gt — A 0T /N B 5 O ) iR

% 4 2 0 2 4 6
B HIB

First discriminant function

3 4K/ ESHFABESHAE
Fig.3 Scatter plots of canonical scores

for four L. polyactis populations

ACHMBE T H R

RUMETE S B, AERE A R FE v, /e
B MEONRE AR, 78 Ak 11 H
Wiy HE A T A P A, 2 22 DU IR L e
AN AL TR L T S, KRR R T
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RETE KA IR, Rt rE 11 AIRZ S
e INE IR AU o8 N 1N R d i S S A AV
T2 B i PR e P R e A R e A A T L T
KB A0 AR B B LA RS i g e i H T
Ao BPRL, 28 1S A H B BRI X e 20
FATAT LIS th A 58 AR B R R A . s
X T o/ N B AR N A Y ) A
HEE L,
3.2 ZEZFRESHERNERE

AR AR AL GOl — B AR H
FPBIFTE B E AL, DF TR W, 2R 5 o 1) B S MR8
SR HE LR A 1] T REAS, RIVAEAE B ASON , 9K T
AR AL b AT H A e, A7 B MEARIF AN
PRI —FAE , 2 = A 67 0 1A K 6577 1) 1E s S 28 A
FFAE— 8 B BRSO, (B2 — 28 IR 2 400R
PBEIE SRt B B DR I G 5 g A 32
) T TR SR A 1] T BEAS , (ELJ2 AT 788 20 1 R )
EAFRCEZ . Ht, 245 Fh e Sk %
BE S BRI g 3 RS AL . 1 ] SCAS |
[ BY A ] BEAS . ARBFFE R, N E (@) 5K
B (6 ) A8 T RABYIE SR 5 BEAS 1 22 5
AR TACAS, BN 52 AR AT 2546 bp 15 A0A
Regfa 22 e BOR, B4 B A /i f, & T BEAC
{8 , B 9 4 S 5 R ROk
HRAE Y A% 52 A B £ 78 SR I 285 07 D 58 i 1) Bk
AT A — 2
3.3 EEERSW

I 251 R A W e W ) o o 26
Z— ORI E AR . B ER 25 R BRI
P SEAR GRS, 7 A 1 Je AT B B SR —
WA TP RAZ ], PR I B A 38 o] T 25 R AE X 4
ERNHEAT R o AU TE 0 S i A 2R A A
TR AR 5 A R 1 L 55 ) T 1A R 2%
S, A I 25 22 S5 R AT 2 58 b B SR Y X
JERIATHY . 2SR B) & [R) S [a] 5 58 7 A 1Y
BAEERROCHRZRE ™ ARIFRE
B, A IR G BA/ N A LS 22 R U R
BN T AQAS R B A (8 TS 25 R 22 S U A
XK, Ui A 245 AR TE 25 P bR B i [ T B A%
/N M, % 45 R OTE R IR 88 ( Squaliobarbus
curriculus) @ x i (Aristichthys nobilis) & Bl g
A BEAR P A A T SRR 5 v A A AR
il X — A AT R R R e sg TR
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BIREANL AR , 8l SR A AG I AE R B
R R R S R T FE AR B A
S — AR A LI 45 Br ) I 9T X AT A R 2
BIVES 82 3 VI R =< sy S e S A
ZHIRI . A4 S T A S T R
KW & JE £4. ( Oreochromisco aureus) 9 x
(Siniperca chuatsi) & LS 0158 AT 30 5 43
T IR AE 90% LA b 5 56 SR % A 3k
5 55 = £ 85 R AR B % 28 JE AR I TE S AR AT
SUBIGIHT S5 FI AT R 86. 3% ; 22Uk 451 Al
FHAGN A 5 DOEZS B X4y 1 it SR e VT
BEASGE RS B 2R FINMERR 3y 87.5% o A<
WE5Eia H1E A A J1E , ikt 5 A AN TR i 742 &,
Sy R T /N AR R S R AT AR 1 ) )
OS2 RARHE AL R SR Bl A 7 B, HE
FRAFEA B VAR, e 2 5045 256 H HETR 3R 8
80. 6% , Hirhr, B £ 1 A 1 HE B H B, Dy 94.
6% , 10Ty /]~ ¥, 0 1 2% 52 £ 14 ) ) HE R R 35 Ry
G3R T3, 5% F1 T4, 6% , P YA TR B
HE I A B 4 1 R A a8 AR S AR
SN BN, WE EE S B F AR
MES, BN E Z AR 8w, REAR T A5
WS . Hy LR D 0 30 A 230 ) e {1 RE 8 e ke
AR R S 25 SRR L
3.4 FIREMEZWMSHT

SR b A0 ) 23 A T A ] £ 28 SR ERIE
SPEARE A #4723 A, PRI, 6 U S MR EH
(1 22 /0% 485 SR AR A 52 ) < 6 OER H /0 FT e
oxistin B S PR, R BOR IS O i AN HEH A )
HERR ARG . AR R 14 B PEIR
X RBEHAT T I, 56 HI A6 ) 98.85% ;
T 8 25 F 22 AN B 7 o B X K 35 6
( Scophthalmus maximus ) 55 5 BE JI| 8% ( Platichthys
stellatus ) A SR HEAT T H01 73 7 , 25585 F1 0 3
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Morphological characteristics comparison of Larimichthys polyactis, L.
crocea and their hybrids (L. polyactis @ x L. crocea & )

LIU Feng', GAO Songbai’, LIU Yangyang®, CHU Tianqi’ , ZHAN Wei', LOU Bao'

(1. Institute of Hydrobiology, Zhejiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Hangzhou 310021, Zhejiang, China; 2. Marine and
Fishery Institute of Zhejiang Ocean University, Zhoushan 316021, Zhejiang, China; 3. School of Fishery of Zhejiang Oean
University, Zhoushan 316022, Zhejiang, China)

Abstract; In order to investigate growth and morphological differences among Larimichihys polyactis, L.
crocea and their hybrids (L. polyactis @ x L. crocea & ), the body weight of the three kinds of fish were
compared in3, 4,6, 8, 11, and 15 month of age, and the phenotypic traits (total length, body length, head
length , trunk length, tail length, caudal peduncle length, caudal peduncle depth, body depth, body weight,
and condition factor) variations of 8 month of age L. polyactis, L. crocea and the hybrids were measured and
analyzed. The results showed that the body weight of L. polyactis was significantly higher than that of L.
crocea and the hybrids before 4 month. From 4 month of age, body weight of the hybrids greater than that of
L. polyactis, and L. crocea, but the body weight of L. crocea higher than the hybrids at 15 month of age since
the growth rate of L. crocea increased obviously from 11 month of age. Thus, at last, the body weight of the
hybrids was between in those of the parents, which means the hybrid showed a mid-parent heterosis. In the
results of morphological differences analysis, there were significant differences in phenotypic traits among L.
polyactis, L. crocea and hybrids (P <0.05). In which, both the body weight and condition factor of the
hybrids were significantly higher than the two parental groups (P <0.05). A cluster analysis revealed that the
difference between hybrids and female parents is less than the difference between that and male parents,
suggested the hybrids resemble female parents in morphological traits. A discriminant analysis for the
morphological traits of the three groups was carried out, and three discriminant functions were established for
the three groups, and resulting in a comprehensive discriminant rate of 80.6% . In which, the discriminatory
accuracy of L. crocea was as high as 94.6% , which was higher than those of the L. polyactis (73.5% ) and
hybrids (74.6% ), suggested again that the hybrids has a significant maternal effect on morphological traits.
The purpose of this study is to provide theoretical basis for the morphological and phylogenetic identification
and hybridization selection of L. polyactis, L. crocea and hybrids. The study would be beneficial for
identifying groups, and for determining genetic relationships and breeding.

Key words; Larimichthys polyactis; Larimichthys crocea; interspecific hybridization; hybrid; morphological

trait

http: //www. shhydxxb. com



