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Fig.1 The sketch of Lake Taihu and the location of
fish pens in Meiliang Bay
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Fig.2 Seasonal dynamics of water temperature in fish

pens from January to October in 2005
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Fig.3 Body length and body weight of silver carp and bighead carp in fish pens from January to October in 2005
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in fish pens from January to October in 2005
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Fig.5 Seasonal dynamics of hepato-somatic indexes

of silver carp and bighead carp from
January to October in 2005
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the gut contents of silver carp and bighead carp from
January to October in 2005 ( Cited from Ke et al, 2007)
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Relative Gut Length and Hepato-somatic Index of Silver and Bighead Carp in the
Biomanipulation Fish Pens in Meiliang Bay of Lake Taihu

KE Zhi-xin' , XIE Ping*, GUO Long-gen®, XU Jun®*, ZHOU Qiong’

(1. Key Laboratory of Marine Bio-resource Sustainable Utilization, South China Sea Institute of Oceanology,
CAS, Guangzhou 510301, P. R. China;
2. Institute of Hydrobiology, CAS, Wuhan 430072, P.R. China;
3. Fisheries College, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, P. R. China)

Abstract : The relative gut length and hepato-somatic index of silver and bighead carp were investigated in the bio-
manipulation fish pens in Meiliang Bay of Lake Taihu during January to October 2005. Our results showed that the
relative gut length and hepato-somatic index of silver and bighead carp greatly changed over time. The average rela-
tive gut length of silver and bighead carp was respectively 9. 66 and 5. 73, which significantly increased in summer.
The variation of gut length of silver carp was more significant than that of bighead carp, suggesting a stronger ability
of feeding phytoplankton. There were significant positive correlations between the relative gut length of silver and
bighead carp and water temperature, while, no significant correlations were found between the relative gut length
and bogy length, bogy weight and food composition. Relative gut length of silver and bighead carp should mainly be
influenced by the temperature-controlled feeding intensity. The average hepato-somatic index of silver and bighead
carp was 1.57% and 1.91% , respectively. Bighead carp usually had a higher hepato-somatic index than silver
carp, which maybe attribute to more zooplankton in its diet. Hepato-somatic index of silver and bighead carp were
significantly correlated with temperature, bogy length, bogy weight and food composition. Environmental variation
can induce dramatic changes in the traits of organisms.

Key words: relative gut length; hepato-somatic index; silver carp; bighead carp; Lake Taihu



