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B A RS Bl B 4 2 K N7 R M A B B o

x4, AXE, B OF, HAar’, A AT, £ &,
BRES, #HIB, EAE

(L. Hp R B2 BE 5 e s K = BEFE I, LR K B 2660715
2 LI RAK AR FE BT, I F Rt 3130015
3. AR = EORMET G, b AT 100026)

WME: ARE T TRAXREE M HE(G) hRE AKMFEERNEES K, N HEHH
B GedtBHEPEETERBEEMS K ZRAMS 3R X Ra5| 374, & 1 X7
AXMEARBEN, "ELRABEMIEARE R, BIMXAFANHR YHaE2T P EH R AR
FREFNEE, BEBRAN—NRFHTERKFPFFNR. AAFERSDRERE N FHEZ
Aap it £ KB EERN T 2 A0 fmE g5 %, Bk @R MLmTNEET AR
Ak EFEERNENE, BAXREEGHFERRREREMEKKRE D 2 K 0.41 £
0.074410.32 +0.064, & TH & I AP, FHR BRI EF(P<0.05), REEFER M
BAPREFLEREMTCRKEN L ERATRIE, R b T Aot 35 15 KR A3t 7 335
BMBRAE-—REFH > RENETERS . WREREM KR EK LB fE 24X R
Bahl K 093097, kAN GELMEEMK, FEERKNEE TN 0.037 £0.016, %I A
RGN, ERHRBRMEINEEAF(P<0.05), RAERK(KKAREMRKEK) 1 F
TE MR H AR E A K R B A 0.065 A 0. 100, 5k I OF K & % EA K OF B R IT AR
BRAEZF(P>0.05), AREHZTMNTER EKMFEERATHANTHERL AR LK

REFHK T ERHEE

KB pE 0 X B A £K; FE; fESHK

HESHES: Q346; S917.4

BE S X2 fim ( Ictalures punctatus ) 75 FR 3€ M
s Yy 6%, J® T 6% B H ( Siluriformes ), fiF £
(Ictaluridae ) , J5{7™ 7° 36 [, HA PR BT 40 i L i 70
Bl AR R P RE ) IR SRR . H 1984
I E W G FRFEALBGRGE $K, 2006 4 42 [ 57
A 70 J7 R, PR Ek R 12 07 ¢ H TR E
BER SRR R AR R B2 S AR R eF R E R,
T s SR M £ 7 B K, B A R AR SR A S T RE
ST A E R B4 2 K I 3R A A B S
MR 2 T W AR A AL i
F RS A ST ER IR LR . AR

%5 B #5:2012-01-29 &8 B #§:2012-03-08

XA SR A

S N BT T R < b i) e o s W = S S S
Wik Z BA B BB R, BE AR
PP 5 1Y) B A SR R Rl (R D) &N S R
TS ol AT R SR A e R R i o 1Y E
[] &,

RIS R Z AR B (6] A5 A
JE RS Z % AN E 5 S, 18 A 2 AR R B i
(restricted maximum likelihood, REML ) Fll £ {4 £&
P G 4 T8 I 7% ( best linear unbiased prediction,
BLUP) #1735t (6 V58 , KI5 25 A Mo P4 ok % B
A, BB K S Y A R ) — Fh

BHBE 2 i PEAT I (RO ) BHIE L T (200903045 ) 5 [ 5 B4 3 4% 11 % (2012BAD26B03 )
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Jitk o KRPGVESEE(Salmon salar) J& /K 7= S o —
AN ST KRR FE AT SR R K
VG I B A 5 5 LA 0 PR 1 3t A% g A B L
WA 0.03 ~0.44,0.01 ~0.17, &3t 5 AHHACE
P& R VPR BEE 0 R I WOIR AR T 5 LG B A T A4
FT115% PR R BT T 20% . S X
# ( Oreochromis shiranus) ™' T % ( Oncorhynchus
mykiss)'® . # ( Cyprinus carpio )" | K VI & fiHl
( Cyprinus color )'®' | K 3% #F
( Scophthalmus maximus) """ F1 F 8 ( Paralichthys
olivaceus) """ S Yyt IF R T 38 4% 2 BRI
LERUEERRIIE 20/ S

5 ] BRAR R 2 ) TR A4 % 7 125, X G A B
RO S R T B R, @it 3 ARk
PR A KB E RS T 21%
29% 7 R RE 1A B ik o g 4R R A R
FE R P AT DL IRAS S5 G 1 s A% R (U ol Tk
ZRIEAE M UPE AN AP B R AR Y 3 58 K
-, 5g B BEBR, H AR PR B A 5
BT ARSI S ANBE A SR | R
T XUH A% 58 7 1k v g R AR 4 5 R 1) 22 8
HoAR AT A R M (2 [6) g ) 2K % 5 #| H] RFID ( radio
frequency identification) #3 ic ™A , 1R 3% 0328 A4 K
FAE G PR A P 2945 B 29 A R L8R 12

( average

carpio var.

information restricted maximum

likelihood , AIREML ) , i 1 P4 P4 IR 3 4 455 34 7 2%
RE7S A USSR AR BT WS AR R A 3
AR Jr 22 oy st AL S 80, Wl E B R H AR LG
VPRI BRI e PRI SR 2 %5

1 MRSk

1.1 SCIGBHE

I 7 B SR o ] 55 A% R PG (7195
BRI TG A 1 B ) 64T o BESERE AR
1997—2004 4F[6] 51 A [ N 19 BE 5 SR8 i 5 A i
A, 23 531 by 78 g g% 4 (1997 ) BEAR (BT 5 8 (1999)
FEUR VP9 7Y L (2001) fE A4 B 5 € (2003 ) B 44
FIB H545,(2004 ) AR ALA ™ o 390 F 418 5138 5%
AT R R B B AR D o R 2K M T S RFID
PR IC G, A IR IR iR AL & o

2009 4E 5 H , WEEAS 5| BERE (A b ok 2 1 i
IR AR 2R AR oK 58 4 U8 2% 22 T A
AR (R 1) o FIHE M LR HAR, il 5
B (1 MR 2 MR ) )i D S 2 [ i ¢
55 A Kl 15 AR E R A (1 B
52 RMEf AR A 2 AR R, 15 AR
PRI 30 A EFREAKR) . B IPHR
B AL 4 )k 7 i BB AR, KR 20 ~ 26 ik
WEAL , e R AL 20 do

®1 HAXEESI#BERAZTMEZAGHKRYE

Tab.1 The number of families per hybrid or selfing combination from five introduced populations in channel catfish
A male .
&ZK Vi = r Fisy Inze Eisy Fisy %1+
female 8 50 5 4 (1997) Bl 45 €2, (1999) VU Y b (2001) B 45 €5 (2003 ) Bl 5 €5 (2004 ) total
TEXAS(1997) ARKANSAS(1999) MISSISSIPPI(2001) ARKANSAS(2003) ARKANSAS(2004)
i 3 (1997
T 5 1 307 ( ) - 5 ) ) ) %
TEXAS(1997)
i B 1999
FT5 £.(1999) 3 2 2 2 1 10
ARKANSAS(1999)
e 2001
WVH P L ( ) 4 2 1 4 3 14
MISSISSIPPI(2001)
i 2003
P £(2003) 5 2 2 2 1 12
ARKANSAS(2003)
i 2004
P £.(2004) 4 2 2 3 — 1
ARKANSAS (2004)
411 total 16 10 9 13 7 55

BAFRAFEWEE 2 ~3 d 5, FEALAE 000
RHA, B AENKIEH (3.72 m x0.92 m x0.6
m) JE . RN RIS Y, AR e AT
AL, HET H IR 2 30 d B, B4 5 £ Bl AL E B

500 RHERT, BB A ES P EIEHE M (3 m x2 m x
1om) P47 95, B 3% W), 4 fa iR i & 1 5% ~
10% R MEFL AR, PR R H g 122 d, Mk
PR i A R B 32 g B, B 5K & Bl BL Al S50
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FEHE #8114 RFID 451, [A] I 0 5% 4 2 a1
MEG S KA S BEAGS KRS ARic i
) R BT AR K SR B . 2 diRid 4 ik A
0.67 hm’ 3 i 5% , MK K &R A A4 K A7 T8 PR
REFYH Y 518 d B, S W4 4K 4 5B A7 16 I 3
AR I AR G 5, D AR 9 4R 5T
MR KSEE B, BN R R AN D8, I
B,
1.2 ZitaHh

HEAL LRI A A, AL AIREML Jy 5 i
ASReml Ak 1 B 55 S ) i 3R 44 5T 5t e 3k
R T 24050 o & B4R AR R W PR A
(SHILYE S

Y,, =p +C X, +C,X; +a, +e,

{Yzl, =, + C X, + CpyXa, + ay, + ey,
Kb, Y /Y, A0 S 5 R ) WAOR A BT £ R I
BRI A, o, T g, 23 590 A AT SR AR J5E 5 1K
R BRI E, X X, 856 | B fARic i )
i B AR EM] , C,, . C, (Cy Fl Cyy y BIH F
B a, F0ay 530 D 5 0 R AR AR A R ARG 1Y
WAL, e, Tl e, 53 30 2 5 i A0 A T B R K
R REALER 25 . BT B SRR i R A K 3 ~ 4 4R
IR B VE RIS A g A WM, DRt AR AR T TR IR R
AN AE A [ 2 R0 o

WSO A T AR i st % it A =K

g
2 a
h™ =

ol o+ o

A, o kAL D7 2R Ay o ok 2 U 2k
Moy

RAEERKMAG R G AFE M ERIC RN 1,
FET-AARIC S R 0, B FH A RL R T LR PR IR &
F&i AU ( generalized linear mixed model, GLMM ) J5
i (logistic 43 A ) i iHAFIG PEAR I Iy 2477 B
Foft 3 A A1 Sy 0 B R AR

Pr(yijk = ])Pr(li]‘ >0) = |

Hts+d;

e/.n-slﬂlj

Py FORSS k BAIAAERAS (1 875 ,0 5t
T2) L TR 2R 1, >0 AR A vy, =1 IR 1, <
0 R4 vy =0, S BRI, s, 955 i A SCAR
R, d; 95 j A REAS A IS A A0 o
710 PR TR AL 7 3 5K

2
4o,

B =
2 2
200, + 0,

KoL, WATEE T ZH M, o NIRZE
Z24H 41, logistic 73 A FYME N 3.289, I TR &%
AR T B AR 1), TR O 7 85 70 rh s B0 A0 A
PEIAE Sy [ 5E RO

WA ST T AR K A T MR T 2 L 4y
i 1 ASE AL rp AT B SR R BR B RN o BLAK HE R
¥ 56 (likelihood ratio test, LRT) FEHA , fiti 45 AU e
TS [R) BR 458 00 I, H RO 5 I A 2 O T
F 285, H AL R IR EE Oy 22 440 Al HE AR D,
M A5 AR e S0 o3k ) B B8 200

FIFH ASReml R4 1o W M IR 3l ) 45 2L Al 1
WA AR B AR SRR AR 11 398 28 AH 56 R B8O 35 A% AT
KARE TR R RWOR TR ORI 5 1716
PR R BTN E FE R (E S , 85T SPSS 4 i XX
705t A DG A3 BT AR R A 1 1 WSO AR B o RAE O MR
WK AR I 395 1 R ] 178 3 R R 35 12 R O R 8

2 45

2.1 £KMEFRERHOBRESITE

S MER A A S R B, WO AR B R s
(CV=62.94% ) ,fric A K&K (CV =12.01% )
(£ 2) . ZBNHCFR % T F5 FH I ] 1) 52 ) , U 4K
TR 978 S RE(CV = 62.94% ) KT hric 45T
#H(CV=37.08%), K1 UMLK IEX G 1
BE s SRR 55 A 8 7 WOIR MR 5T RSB K 1Y
Rk QIR VR N SR LB VA S N H N I 5 A
IME R RAE IS . B AR AR KR RO A T
RIS AAR A H 3 B ) A2 AR L 73 9] Sy 6500 ~
520.00 g,21.50 ~38.00 cm, 5 & ] 2 55 k.
— % 2% P4 #5 B ( general linear model, GLM ) 43 #f
W FR WY, G R [E] WL R AR J5T S AR SR AR K 1 A7 7E
WBEZF(P<0.01), FRIFHERY, B XE
R Al A A R RAAE R R s fe 2 5 . KR
FEIG R (2 58. 58% , 8 Ak 35 [l &y 32. 00% ~
74.00% A5 S RZHN 15.74% (£ 2),

e S5 AR K AN 48L& 7 F v, el 15
L4 BE B K T — vk a1 3 (MR R R7: 0. 396 >
0.387 /&K R*.0.401 >0.400) , 3 H [8] 13 % 5 5
KEIHR R F K (P <0.01) (18 2) . X RIS
AR S5 B A ) SR TR R R B AR AR o
EB R, P Al 5 22 240 50 i) TELR PR IR 5 1
AU HeR ARG R B i PR IC R KORTBE AT 89 ik Oy 3
[F] £ Sy Bip 2 e o T S0 4% 5 5 AR A HEA T8 1
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*2 HMAXEEEMBETHRE FAKAEEERNYE. SN BXEGEENERRY
Tab.2 Mean,minimum,maximum,standard deviation(SD)and coefficient of variation(CV) of tagging body weight,

harvest body weight,tagging body length,harvest body length and survival for the base population in channel catfish

PEAR ¥i{H /ME I oN: T e 2 A5t RE %
traits mean minimum maximum SD cv
FRICAAR JF /g tagging body weight 32.07 8.80 117.80 11.89 37.08
FRic /&K /cm tagging body length 16.24 10.10 24.20 1.95 12.01
W 3 1K it/ harvest body weight 246. 10 25.00 775.00 154.90 62.94
i 4k & K /cm harvest body length 29.70 15.00 43.00 6.04 20.34
K ZRIFHEAFTE 2/ % family survival 58.58 32.00 74.00 9.22 15.74
800 . 45 ¢
%D 600 | <
20 -5 g &
e 5z
= 2 3
< 2 400 ] . = 2
Bz I £z
= =2
£
= 200
O : . 10 A L L L 1 L L 1 L L 1 L L
TeQqQ AT TRRATIQAN TRAAFEQATRATT QTR TTAQ
=A R TTQRAQAT QL QDOAQ SATTTITATT AT QLT QAR Q
ToaNo < AN AN TOoONMT =N NNOT AR
A PN =S AR SN A = R = = N DR — S N ISy
S HNSSSg S5 S SoooaadSaanSSSa S5
SSSS S S SSSS " S5SS S
4’5 no. of families KRGS no. of families
(a) (b)

E1 HaXEEEMBFERARREREMBERERKBELZE
BT LR B U A A BORI SRS = 0 A B R P R /ME BRI AT A B A L x  x RIORIR
Fig.1 Box plots of harvest body weight(a)and harvest body length(b) for the base population in channel catfish

The median,25" and 75" percentiles are plotted as boxes. Mean , minimum , maximum and outliers are shown as A, x , x and O.

LR PEEIH:y=—13.97+8.11x,R?=0.387 ZAE[E] ) :y=-2.08+1.96x,R°=0.400
ZIRIE I :y=-82.17+12.12x-0.052x%, KA :y=-9.70+2.91x-0.029x%,
200 45 1 R=0.401 /
700 40 F
. 600 =
g & 35 +
25500 55
W > ¥
£ 400 £330
g By
= 2 300 E 5 |
<=
200 .
20 + T. . SEJME observed value
100 observed value L. — ZYEEA linear regression
JH linear regression = - .
9 quadratic regression o ~ KA quadratic regression
L . . . . | 15k L | L L . )
20 40 60 80 100 120 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
PREAE R /g FrigfkK/em
tagging body weight tagging body length
(@) (b)

B2 HAXEEEMBEEERERESHREERE WREKSHFRIZEKHEIRAXER
Fig.2 Regression between harvest body weight and tagging body weight(a) ,harvest body length and
tagging body length( b) for the base population in channel catfish
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2.2 WHRERE WRERKMEEERNATEA
S EfEAMEAREX

BE i, S R i A A 3 MR ) 9 T 25 4 4y
AL I WL 2% 3 B s SR SRS A T et AR Ak
A st A% Jy Al A 3 9 0. 41 £ 0. 074
0.32 +0.064, K Eimit 1 (h*=0.30), 5% &

U 73 B 485 A — B, 545 T 23 B Al 2 W] 2R Al 7
PR AR APARAF A B 5 WAL 7E 5 o AE s PR
WAL Ak S 0.037 £ 0. 016, K ik 38t 1£ )
(B <0.15) (£ 3), LRT GilF ks %W ,3 41
AR 3L 1 Bk B 8 2K o AN T s AR g Al
(6,3 PR A bR E SR 2T RO

K3 HAXEEEMBEGERRERE BURER FEERHTEZASMERS

Tab.3 Variance components, heritabilities of harvest body weight,harvest body length and

survival for the base population in channel catfish

. J7 7% variances
PR traits o ey o n
IS HAA i i/ ¢ harvest body weight 15 463.27 6 366.95 9 096. 32 0.41 +£0.074"
I #RA K /cm harvest body length 23.09 7.46 15.63 0.32 +0.064 *
TE7% %/ % survival rate 3.414 0.125 3.289 0.037 £0.016 "

ooy R %, o MRS AL 7 22, 0l AR INMEEAL T 2, 0F. 522, 10 3B 01, + BBk B 8 FKF (P <0.05)

2 . . > . . . > . .. . . .
Notes: o, phenotypic variance, o,. additive genetic variance, o,. the mean between sire and dam additive genetic variances, o-i. residual

variance , i? . heritability , * means estimate is significantly different from zero( P <0.05).

Bt o S R A A A 3 A P R T 1 e R R st
AR B ER 4. 3 MR ] FBAH OC R B,
DAWSOIR A% 3t o A SOAR AR K (i e &5 (r = 0.93)
KN ELMEIEM O, G5k 8 Tk E
JKF(P <0.01) o WA BT i 5 47 16 (ORI
EJAF I MR 1] B 2% AL AH OC R B BN, 4ol
0.077 F1 0. 115, 32 B0 F I BF % P IF 40 26 (r<

0.3) ,Gitk s AR 3 MR8 AL A,
[ Ao LA SR A o i RSO AR R ) A G JE e o
(r=0.97) , AR AR 5t 5 A7 3 PR AR 18] fe A% (r =
0.065) o ZK Z WO MR 5T 1 FAE I PR R AR K
FIAT 336 AR 77 o 1 1) B P (IR 3) i dit s, 4%
B RT3, K AR B R ELRD IR G 8 Y

x4 HANEREMBERRI MERREEMENEEXSH

Tab.4 Correlation analysis based on phenotypic value and breeding value of

families among three traits for the base population in channel catfish

PR WA A i ik e /RUSS 1716
traits harvest body weight harvest body length survival rate
1§ FR 44 JFi & harvest body weight 0.93™ 0.077
i 3 4R K harvest body length 0.97* 0.115
1% survival rate 0.065 0.100

TE X AR DL LN R X R LT o R E AN SE, o TR GG B0 38 B  2E K - (P <0.01)

Notes ; Phenotypic correlation( above the diagonal) , genetic correlation (under the diagonal) , ##* means estimate is significantly different from

zero(P <0.01).

3 g

BRREA E AR R 10 3845 ) ST 8t A o R
B st B S8, AR R BR,
S 25 S )R R TR A A B A B RS AR KR T
B TR . S R BRI AL A5 R
BE 5, SRR Al B A KR A R, B
AR R B W T o A BE 4 R e K ANAE I
PER 38t 15 2 B4 1 19 BT 58 37 18 % /0. Reagen
2420 ) P 4 ) 2L N R S R A S T B R i

15 A M 5 8 AR K 1 3% 0, Al T (E 4 1 R
0.75F10.67, ¥ K @it fe Jy. #8100, 5 REML Al
SRR Jy vk A L A, 4 TR A 4 P9 R O O RE
FHARIE 2B 505 B, 0 B JC 350 4y BE LA , 3L
A8 — e 5 ' . Dunharn 257 i) B 1A i
$: )7 %) Rio Grande \Marion #l1 Kensas 3 > £ 4
FRGH 1 BE i SRR AR A AT R R AT T AR
PR, LB AL T AT EAE 0.24 ~0.50, Ry
1A% 71 5 4k 22 % Kensas Fl Marion B /> it R i £
“AMRE LB E Ty 0. 16 +
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£ 150 .
g ..
z
£ 100 | .,
m ¢ .
=z S
E .2 50 (X} LN °
bt . .
i 8 o tett s
= g o *° .
3B . g ° ]
£ -50 3 ] ° .0
= hd . ]
g o
£-100 .
8 1 L 1 L ]
-0.25 -0.15 -0.05 0.05 0.15
FEHME
estimated breeding value of survival
(a)

=

E

5 .

;4' oo

2

S 3r

g ot ."o.
gé ° 0. ° : °e *
ir s 1 o hd
K g 8 o .:o.
25 0r o, %
ol et ¥

£ .

3 A o!

-2 . ° ®

o * ] ]

o _a | .

g7 . .

£l

8

-0.25 -0.15 -0.05 0.05 0.15
I HME
estimated breeding value of survival

(b)

B3 HMaXE@EEMBEFERANZEREETME.WREFRKEMEMFTEEMERS
Fig.3 Scatters of harvest body weight(a)and harvest body length(b) for the base population in channel catfish

0.016,0.23 +0. 015" Rrp &L 1, ALK
gifm T ER S s A% Iy AR T 4 (R M2 AR G
AT, SR B A g R g
) 2 A T e i AL g s AR ), 3 v s A
J1o AHZ 32 JEREREIR S M 52 ma , 2L R PRS2 0 5
Ve 58 4% RO TR AE — B TC 2k #) Ar, EAE R IR O
22 o3 Al AR B o 3 R A 8 3L [R] BR800, T
AR S 55 WSAR AR JB e R A K 3 A% ) Al T R s . I
Hh, B A BRI R, 32 0E A I G AN A2 157 B Y 5
W), 1) 22 A A B0 Al 3 i a5t % ) E EEAIR T R
AHEAECHE B A a5 50 R, B e I
T30, 2 1% 45 5 RTI E 50a i AN =5, R
Z A AR T 9 BE A SR M A% O A KPR
WG IRk — B R

e [] B 5 A4 AT A Ay S 4 (] P 5 G BR A
LV QIVANE | IR 6B o VA SRS N QA Ry @ T
AR S B v (] 55 A5 5 0 18 4 R TRV TE —
T 43, 3k 3 R B R SR M Al A 1
SEAPT U E I o 5T, SRR AR CE AR (] 0 15 B
ANUEFE o FH TR e Al B A 5K 3R 1) 2 f B AR 11 O
SR AR BB Y R 2 8 ROIFANIE R, Hae e
MEREZL R E A E M TR KR HEAl
FER Y ACBEAS TG v SR AL 2R 3545 DR Bl B 2 v O 22
WG HER B . LR, SRR R K R =
ARMBLIRR . AL AT T 30 42 m K
R A W RABEN 5% LB AR R b
2 W 5K 2R 0 B R AR . AR B AR — A AR,

I FLAB S FE Rl B A 1) S A 1) TE SR A5 L R I, B
TPRIME RN, KRR RBMELZRBNE,
RS REE P T AR B A SR i I i
PRBCHE TC 1 Mo ) o0 Hh R R R BE A0 . 5 AR SIS
Al AR A [f] , 76 AT REML J5 35 4 1 o g |
B AR a2 K 35 6 ORI BE Y 6 AR ( Penaeus
monodon ) ") S 1l BE A A K VIR 8 1 il i
LRT A5 56 76 Ak 1455 70 rpr 289 5 B 17 e [) B0 B 20
B v AR 0 R B3 i, R 5 R B A AN
LR R AR R SO % V), 78 3 il
AR TS B A 38 AL g R e [R] R BT AN 23
. el 0 A GIFT B ka7 A~ R R
TERIECHE , Al TE 3 R BR BE &L R (0. 34
0.017 5) , AR R AR/, AT B e i >
FEE PR AE B i 8t A% 27 B X 43 Sy B IR

T RRBSFE W0 A (716 MPET) H 78 5
& 1t Z 3 e B E 2R . ATE MR 8L 5
Bt el 2R, e K= s v A i
BEAT LR B W BT N B E B R B R O vk .
O N M SRR AL T T e B % A £ L
A XF KF ( Litopenaeus vannamei ) 17 1% PEAR B9 15
& J3, Ak {8 4 % ok 0. 03 ~ 0. 14, 0.04 ~
0. 10753 fH o 2 N R, A7 36 MR 5 2R
KA LR R AN ), AR BB L 3 3235 R 4% 200 5 35
BN (R R A, LR AR 3 A — S A 2
BUARZE S FI T GLMM J5 3 R BF 3 104508 3k
oM Be s N AaE T . ARSI A A REE
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BT T T B A S 2 i il 7 A A 0 P AR 7 3t
T3 AETHE ARG Jy o FERSEEE 1 v X E
( Fenneropenaeus chinensis )"’ P4 ¥ fi: . % HE
i 0 A6 ( Haliotis rufescens) 257 2k ¥ & #h #F
G A AR A A VS 0. 03 ~0. 16, d1 R
AR AL T K ol T AR PR A R R AR
BN AL ARGE AL ) R EAT AL MR T
B2 IAME R, AR RNEEZ K,

PEAR T B9 352 4% 40 5C R BOE i E H AR PR 9 5
BRI o B A5 S R Ak A R K AR WO AR S5 A
A7 MR TR A A 35 MR 1 382 45 A OC &R 8L
PIAR/N R AR M IEA G (r <0.3) . fE3E
T Xof MR A A A v WSOR AR S5 i A O R R
ERIHC R EWAR /N (r =0.05,P >0.05) , [/ #F
BB G HE LRV A OE T o ol [ X U 7 R Al
BEARZ R 170 d R 5T FLAE T PEAR B R 2 2 3%
BN IRBERPE G (r= - 0.24) 770 fEfilsE L
YR E R EHARE, R R AR R, 2
PO SG #%0 BF 10 47 15 M RO A 215 B)0A Zok
L R RES M RRARAY TS 00 . L, 72 F AL
RS, A7 0 R 28 5% AR BT g3 L A D7
2, X AF TG PR AT — 8 AN AL, il & Z PR 255
VEREFRHC, 0 I PEAl AN PR F5 0 B AP oA, M
1% e B % At F0 PLAN T 0T N 2 7 R O BE L AT
R4 5T 5 114 35t 1% AH 56 R B3 9 2 0. 458 £0.20,
0.40 ~0.42(P <0.05) " F P Hyrh E LML
K (r<0.4) fEdlE & MR, & f H b
AL A WOIR R o 6, IS T IR SR 4 T AE
TR PORBAR AL, 2 8% 7 5 2.0 B A7 15
PR 215 3] —E FEEE AR .

S 230k
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Genetic parameters for growth and survival of the base
population in channel catfish ( Ictalures punctatus)

LUAN Sheng', BIAN Wen-ji’, DENG Wei’, HU Hong-lang’, KONG Jie'* , QIN Qin’,
CHEN Xiao-hui*, ZHONG Li-giang’, HUANG Tai-shou’
(1. Yellow Sea Fisheries Research Institute ,Chinese Academy of Fishery Sciences,Qingdao 266071, China;
2. Jiangsu Institute of Freshwater Fisheries,Nanjing 313001, China;
3. The National Fishery Technical Extension Center,Beijing 100026, China)

Abstract. Genetic parameters were estimated for growth and pond survival of channel catfish Ictalures
punctatus using full-sib and half-sib families from cultured brood females collected from five different
populations of the United States. The fry and juvenile were reared,tagged, and thereafter communal-reared in
one pond. Variance components and genetic parameters for growth and survival were estimated using a two
traits animal model and a sire-dam threshold model. The estimated breeding values of all animals were
calculated using best linear unbiased prediction. The heritability estimates for harvest body weight and harvest
body length in the base population were high (0. 41 £ 0. 074 and 0. 32 + 0. 064, respectively ) and were
significantly different from zero( P <0.05). These estimates are likely biased upwards due to the common
environmental effect other than additive genetic effect, although tagging body weight and tagging body length
was fitted as a covariate in the mixed model to remove this effect. There was a high phenotypic and genetic
correlation between harvest body weight and harvest body length(0.93 and 0. 97 ,respectively ) . Heritability
of pond survival was low (0. 037 = 0. 016 ) but still significantly different from zero ( P < 0. 05). The
correlation between family breeding values for growth ( harvest body weight and harvest body length) and
pond survival were low (0.065 and 0. 10, respectively ) and not significantly different from zero( P >0.05).
Therefore , growth and survival must be included as breeding objective and simultaneously selected in the
future generations by using a multiple trait selection index method.

Key words: Ictalures punctatus; base population; growth; survival; genetic parameters
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