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Abstract

morphosis rate and growth traits at different months of Pinctada fucata martensii“Haixuan No. 1” and control groups were measured and com-

(Zhanjiang Aquatic Technology Promotion Center Station, Zhanjiang, Guangdong
[ Objective | Growth traits of Pinctada fucata martensii Haixuan No. 1 were studied. [ Method ] Fertilization rate, hatching rate, meta-

pared. [ Result ] There was no significant difference in fertilization rate between “Haixuan No. 1” and control groups (P >0.05), but the larval
hatching rate and metamorphosis rate of “Haixuan No. 1” were significantly higher than that of control groups (P <0.05). At days 3 and 5, no
significant differences were found in the larval survival rate between “Haixuan No.1” and control groups, but survival rate of “Haixuan No.1”
was significantly higher than that of control groups at days 10, 15 and 20 (P <0.05). At days 3, the larval shell length and shell height did not
significantly differ between “Haixuan No.1” and control groups (P >0.05), but shell length and shell height of “Haixuan No. 1” showed signifi-
cantly higher than that of control groups at days 5, 10, 15 and 20 (P <0.05). Similarly, at days 40, 100, 150, 250 and 360, shell length and
shell height of “Haixuan No. 1” observed significantly higher than that of control groups (P <0.05). [ Conclusion ] “Haixuan No. 1” exhibited bet-

ter growth performance than control groups. This can provide a basis for breeding work and industrial applications of P. f. martensii.
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Fig.1 Comparison of fertilization rate, hatching rate and meta-

“Haixuan No.1” and control groups at larvae stage
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Tablel Comparison of growth performance of P. f. martensii between “Haixuan No.1” and control groups at larvae stage (n =150; x =SD)
p,m
@ 521 Shell length 775 Shell height
H it N V)
Day old //d R 1 A W 15 o
Haixuan No. 1 Control Haixuan No. 1 Control
3 78.38 £1.65 a 77.82+1.98 a 65.33 £2.07 a 64.87 £2.21 a
5 87.75£1.06 a 82.68£1.75b 75.14£2.93 a 70.91 £3.49 b
10 103.80 +4.15 a 92.08 £2.43 b 92.75 +4.16 a 82.54 £4.06 b
15 162.87 £7.59 a 118.28 +7.55 b 137.81 £6.89 a 103.32 £6.22 b
20 196.76 £10.00 a 171.26 £4.94 b 163.21 £10.35 a 139.17 £8.43 b
AR FBERR 22 F AN 2 (P >0.05)
Note : Same superscript letters indicate no significant differences at 0.05 level
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Table2 Comparison of growth performance of P. f. martensii between “Haixuan No.1” and control groups at juvenile and adult stage (rn =150; x
+SD) pm
521 Shell length 15 Shell height
[Eia%:Qul(l //d k15 X Hi k15 X i
’ Haixuan No. 1 Control Haixuan No. 1 Control
50 2.24+0.10 a 1.92+0.11 b 1.85+0.08 a 1.63+£0.09 b
100 11.59£1.29 a 9.42+0.69 b 10.69 £1.18 a 9.26 +0.61 b
150 25.34£4.03 a 19.67+£1.43 b 24.36 £3.33 a 19.87£1.72 b
250 38.44 £4.59 a 30.85+£3.73 b 37.58 £3.51 a 31.03+4.81 b
360 49.48 £6.12 a 41.72+4.32 b 48.78 +1.48 a 42.98 +2.52 b

T AR P RFOR 2 R A B (P >0.05)

Note : Same superscript letters indicate no significant differences at 0. 05 level
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