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Tab.1 Stomach content samples of juvenile
Setipinna taty from each size class
2 HE(%)
percentage of

number empty stomachs
empty stomachs

A (mm) <5 =H%

size class

35 ~39 15 3 20

40 ~ 44 12 4 33.33

45 ~49 33 5 15.15

50 ~54 43 4 9.30

55 ~59 46 10 21.74

60 ~ 64 36 4 11.11
>065 22 2 9.09
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Fx2 EHMHEHNEWHRK Fh 2 K &5 ki) M i ( Acanthomysis longirostris) , /|
y 8
Tab.2 Diet composition of juvenile Setipinna taty WE LN 5. 35%; Hk ik o] B
THH % i lo o o . . . N
TR PR prey items W(%) N(%) FO(%) ( Acanthomysis hwanhaiensis) ., & WF 25 1K )2 W
72K Crustacea 93.41 94.65 92.48 . . . .
225 Copepoda 5.45 44.04 41.73 ety 7 —E A L], AR AN FE R g iR
N K Paracalanus parvus 1.37 16.30 12.03 K AT R KR R R TR a4 D
e 3 K% Calanus sinicus 1.87 10.22  9.40 %ﬁ vl jz:? A Tﬁﬁ:‘ﬁﬂg {LE#J\JH:II )L'E/J,fﬁ‘/ ° Ig/%
FH Sk % Labidocera euchaeta 1.57  7.06 6.39 THEWHRRZ I, Mt E L BR JE L
ER Te discaud 0.18 1.95 3.01 S Ny VAo, —— Mool 2 2
Eigﬁimﬁfp eaudata ool 170 1 BRI AT ik =R 15 L BRI,
SUHIZ 4R K % Acartia bifilosa 0.13 2.19 2.63 HAE S5 1.95% 2.68% F10.73%
T2 KIRGIKF Corycaeus affinis 0.03 1.22 1.50 e
;&ﬁﬂgﬁu%%%ﬂhz:;ix;l;ﬁm 0.02 0.73 1. :3 2.2 ?ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬂ'ﬁ%ﬁﬂ’,
KP-PELi4K % Acartia pacifica 0.06 0.73 0.75 ZRG I R PHL, VAN 8 S s R B (O =
Pontella sp. 0.07 0.24 0.38
e s, 0B 030,97, P <0. 001) FIZEH R (F =26. 94, P <
RIRELK e Corseaeusdabia C ok o 0.001) BN KA B E ML, HR % K
Wil 2 fi/K & Pontella spinicauda 0.07 0.24 0.38 ey - - 4 T
KoK 2 Calanopia thompsoni 0.2 0.24 038 FFBAT B0 B S ) AR AL R AR, ST XA 4R g O]
KAl Oitona . © om0 R KRR A (1)
KUfilJ& ffi7k #& Labidocera bipinnata 0.05 0.24 0.38
ANA[HEARIEE 2 Unidentified copepoda + 0.24 0.38 Ex ; .
jl\ﬂ)\ﬂe Ostracoda 0.69 1.46 0.75 =g AR percentage of empty stomachs
72 4))/& Crustacea larvae 2.06 3.80 4.14 P —— P FEE mean stomach fullness index %
KRBT IR A Maeruran larvae 1.61 3.16 3.01 2 357 - 10.35 2
AR 2R Leptochela larvae 0.33 0.49 0.75 £330} 1030 _ 2
SRR H Brachyura megalopa lavae  0.12 0.24  0.38 S 225t 025 ﬁ i
124 Cumacea 0.61 0.49 0.75 =~ ‘é 20 | 020 32 E
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4% Amphipoda 0.11  0.49 0.75 g 5l Loos " 2
e RUIRAAUR Ampelisca Cyclops 0.07  0.24 0.38 § 0 ‘ ed ) ) . ) . 0. s
XUAREHUF Ampelisca sp. 0.04 0.24 0.38 2 35~39 40~44 45~49 50~5455~59 60~64 >65 a
BRURE Mysidacea 1412 7.79 10.15 X K4 /mm size classes
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Wi iT2% Euphausiacea 57.51 32.36 27.82 Fig.1 Mean stomach fullness index and percentage of
Efj’;ﬁ%mﬁ Euphausia pacifica o1 2; 53 ig 22' 22 empty stomachs for each size class of juvenile
EELN cetes 7.: 2. . . Lo
HRETBAF Acetes chinensis 732 2.19 3.38 Setipinna taty ( vertical bars indicate SE)
%5 F22% Brachura( Megalopa larvae) 0.72 0.24 0.38
m]:?’é Decapoda( Macrura larvae ) 4. 84 1.70  2.63 ﬁ@ﬂp@@%ﬁ%gﬂ}ﬁ %Rﬁ E/\Jgﬂsﬁ ED% E E/(J
% F2& Polychaeta 1.37 1.95 2.63 o ok e . .
Wb Glycera sp. 0.33 0.73 0.75 E5 . BIENEE S (E 2) , XK 45 mm LIF
RYLAE Lumbriconereis sp. 0.42 0.24 0.38 b5 1 3 L S 2 _ 9. 73 P <
W& B Aphralita australis 0.37 0.24 .38 E/J - /El] Zb s g J\ )Fj% E 7~ (X ’

VWY %E Nephthys sp. 0.07  0.24 0.38 0.001) A, /M £ /D & 1) Wi IR 28 FOBR IR 2k,

0
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0

0 0
3 2
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Tar R Papyriscal latifasciata .24 0.38

2R L MR Nassarius semiplicata (): 52 0.24 0.38 E% s &ﬁﬁ@w%ﬁig%ﬁggﬁ% ’ /ﬂ\:‘(jﬂ\ﬂ‘j%/@
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88 Pl B 0 0 5 ) 454 S AL T — Y

0 0
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RATHEAROILIEE unidentified gastropoda 0,36 .24 0.38 ZAEEFRE RN Levin AR UEFE BUR B, 51X K
i B L 0T L1 A - A SRR 3) ST
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ARATHHARIALEE unidentified bivalvia 0.97 0.49 0.75 AR o 1A SR ALY Levin FARHE 45 BUER
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Notes: + indicates that the ratio was smaller than 0.01% . @EI]ZB @ E{] @{ ‘@ ﬂ\] ﬁéﬁ“f&% ﬁft &I\ , E EJ» LJ % Hj ,
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Diet composition and ontogenetic variation in feeding habits of
juvenile Setipinna taty in the Haizhou bay

GUO Bin'*, ZHANG Bo', DAI Fang-qun', JIN Xian-shi'*
(1. Shandong Provincial Key Laboratory of Fishery Resources and Eco-environment ,Yellow Sea Fisheries Research Institute,
Chinese Academy of Fishery Sciences ,Qingdao 266071 ,China;
2. College of Marine Sciences ,Shanghai Ocean University ,Shanghai 201306, China)

Abstract ; Setipinna taty,is a commercially important fish distributed from the northern East China Sea to the
Bohai Sea,and plays an important role in the marine ecosystems. In recent years, the catches were mainly
composed of juveniles, and characterized by lower age population structure. In the present paper, the diet
composition and ontogenetic variation in the feeding habits of Setipinna taty at fork length ( FL) of 35 — 79
mm were examined by applying the Kruskal-Wallis test,a chi-squared test and the cluster analysis, according
to the total of 207 samples from seasonal bottom trawl surveys in the central part of Yellow Sea in August
2008. Based on stomach contents analysis,the Setipinna taty was a generalist and more than 40 prey species
were ingested. Crustaceans, including copepodas and euphausiaceas, were the most important prey groups,
accounting for 94. 65% of the total food by numerical percentage. At the species level, Paracalanus parvus ,
Calanus sinicus , Labidocera euchaeta and Euphausia pacifica were the most important prey. The relative
importance of polychaetas, gastropodas and bivalvias was comparatively low. The feeding intensity, as
indicated by the percentage of empty stomach ( PES) and mean stomach fullness index ( MSFI ) , varied
significantly among different classes of sizes. The MSFI increased with increasing fish size,but the PES did
not present the obvious trend of change. The percentage of euphausiaceas and mysidaceas increased
significantly with increasing fish size, whereas the percentage of copepodas decreased. The Levin’ s
standardized indexes of each group are all below 0. 6 ,which indicated that Setipinna taty has narrow dietary
breadth. And the Levin’ s standardized index is less and less with the increasing of fish size,and this shows
that the fish’ s diet becomes more and more especial. So they can make full use of environmental resources
and enhance their ability to accommodate the impact of environmental fluctuation. The mean weight of prey,
besides, also becomes larger and larger with the increasing of fish size. Cluster analysis revealed that there
was an abrupt change in diet composition in the fish at about 45 mm FL. Copepodas dominated the diet of
fish smaller than 45 mm FL, whereas euphausiaceas and mysidaceas were the dominant prey for fish greater
than 45 mm FL. The result shows that the ontogenetic variation of Setipinna taty is not related with the age,
but with the length.
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