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(2)“78 1978
(1982 )
(1981 )
(3)“88 1988
(4“ 7 ICLARM 1992 , 1994
(5« 7 1993
1.2
1
1 (1995 )
Tab.1 Envirenmental parameters observed at experimental stations of Qingdao,
Huzhou and Guangzhou areas ( 1995)
(mm/ ) (h/ ) (C) (mg a/m?) (mg/L)
3618 6 ~ 10 107.0 200. 8 24.3 10. 87 4.53
30°55 6 ~ 10 137.5 183 29.3 42.88 2.45
257 5 ~ 11 222.8 168. 6 28.8 9.38 4.25
Dk 6: 00
1.3
1.3.1
( )»
( ) ( )
(1)
@
4~ 6cm 2~ 3g
@
A. ,
B. B
C. , ,
(2)
17
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Tabh. 2 Culture systems and inputs for growing performance evaluation of 5 strains of Nile tilapia

(_/m?
12% 0. 72m? GF78 AM EG 6H 950717~ 950816
13%x Im? GF 88«78 1 500 950608~ 950817
8x 1m? G F* 8% 1 000 950528~ 950731
12% 2m? GF 78 AM 100 950817~ 960418
12x 1m? GF 88«78 200 950817~ 951010
8§x 1m? G F* 8% 200 950804~ 951101
4% 7.5m? GF78 AM 19 950817~ 950916
12x 3. 5m? GF78 AM 29 950817~ 960522
4% 2. 5m? GF EG 40 950914~ 960421
6% 28m? GF 88«78 7.1 950731~ 950822
4x 28m? GF 88«78 5.4 950823~ 951006
6% 28m? GF 88«78 5.4 950823~ 950915
4x 730m? GIF*“88“ 78 EG 1. 096 950716~ 951012
4x 390m> G F* 8% 1. 025 950804~ 951102
1x 66m> GF 78 4. 54 960530~ 961003
1% 3300m? GF 78 1.21 960530~ 961004
2x 730m> G F* 8% 1. 81 960506~ 960920
2% 390m? G F* 8% 1. 64 960511~ 961019
GF— L EG—« " AM— < »
1.3.2
. (
) 50 .50 30m*>
2 2 2
1.4
1.4.1
SYSTAT [ Wilkinson 1989]
1.4.2
[ 1990]:
Wo- W,
(AGRw, g/d)= ——
t— 11
InW2— InWi
(IGRw, %/d) = X 100
t2— t1
Wi W, t1 b
1.4.3
Yi= C+ ST+ E; (1)
Y;J’Z C+ ST+ SEj+ ST;x SEj+ Eii (2
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Y= C+ ST+ PO+ Ei (3)
Yijk= C+ STi+ SE;+ PO+ ST; xSE;+ ST; x PO+ SE;x PO+ Eji (4)
Yik= C+ STi+ SEj+ SIk+ STix SEj+ STix Slk+ SE;jX Slk+ Eijk (5)

C , Y ,ST; SE; PO Sl
, ST x SE; ST; x PO SE;x POy
, ST; x STk SE; x Sl
Ei Ej Eix Eijx
] (4)7 ] ]
(1)
1.4.4
[ Neter ~ Wasserman 1974]
2
2.1
(P>0.05), ,
2.2
2.2. 1
30 64 70 0.73 1.9
5.6g, 3
, “88” “78” 7o« 7 3.4% 9.7% 3.7% 4.1% ;
, “88” “78 7o 7 28.4% 7.7% 19.8%  16.
0% (P< 0.01)
3 ( )( %)

Tab.3 Comparison of growth rate of body weight among 5 strains of Nile tilapia (in net cages)( %)

(IGRw, %/d)

(AGRw, g/ d)

/%88 /478 /< /< /%88 /478 /< /<
105 103.7 104. 1 109 119.8 116.0
102.3 114.3 134.7 106. 3
104. 4 122
103. 4 109. 7 103.7 104. 1 128. 4 107.7 119.8 116.0
2.2.2
, 43 887’ 3 7877 « » « ”» 1 3 . 1 % 6 X 0 %
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0 . 2 % 24' 9%; R « 88” [13 78’7 [13 2 [13 ”»
2.5% 17.8% 36%  28.6%
, (P< 0.01)
(P< 0.01)
4 )
(P< 0.05) (P< 0.01) : ,
(P> 0.05)
4 (
Tab. 4 ANOVA analysis of final body weight and contributions of factors
of growing experiments of 5 strains of Nile tilapia (in ponds)
F P F P
3 22346 24.34 0. 00 30.4 1 4722 3.98 0.05 5
2 4680 50.99 0. 00 6.3 2 8945 7.53 0. 00 9.4
1 41873 45. 62 0. 00 57 1 75023 63. 18 0. 00 78.8
x 6 1354 1.48 0.20 1.2 2 831 0.70 0.50 1
X 3 48 0. 05 0.984 0 1 2139 1. 80 0.18 2.2
x 2 1286 1. 401 0.248 1.7 2 2409 2.03 0.14 2.5
342 918 1.2 170 1187 1
2.3
125 150 , 255~ 475¢g,
“88 “78” 4.1% 13.9%:; “88” “178” 11. 7%
24.9% (P< 0.01)
2.4
1 ;
[13 887, ) )
43 88” [13 78” 7(( ”»” 43 2 ,
2
R 0. 1g/d; , lg/d
; R 2¢/d s
> [ 88” > [13 78” > [13 ”» > [ ”»”
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Fig.2 Growing rate of 5 strains of Nile tilapia
1800 (6~ 10 at different growing stages
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183 h/m 168. 6 h/m; 11. 76 mgO»/1/d
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ON-STATION EVALUATION OF GROWING PERFORMANCE
OF FIVE STRAINS OF NILE TILAPIA
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ABSTRACT Seventeen experiments have been conducted to study the growing perfor-
mance of 5 strains of Nile tilapia, including GIFT strain, “78” strain, “88” strain, “ Egypt”
strain and “ American” strain, cultured in netcages, concrete tanks and earthen ponds
practiced with either polyculture or monoculture systems in Qingdao of Yellow River
basin, Shanghai and Huzhou of Yangtze River basin and Guangzhou of Pearl River basin.
The three basins represent the major agro-ecosystems of China. M ajor results showed, re
gardless of the strains cultured in what agre-ecosystems or culture systems, from fingerling
to adult stage, the ranks of growing rate were GIFT strain > “88 strain > “78” strain >

“American” strain > “Egypt” strain. The phenotype-environmental interaction was not
found in the variations of growing rate of different strains of the Nile tilapia.

KEYWORDS Nile tilapia, strain, growing performance



