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Fig.1 The sketch map of behavior measurement device of juvenile S. sinensis
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Tab.1 The morphological parameters of experimental fish
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Tab. 2 Comparison of spontaneous swimming behavior characteristics of target experimental fish
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Tab. 3 Statistical table of the linear mixed model of fish preference in the present study
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Fig.2 The preference of juvenile S. sinensis to the same or unequal body size stimulation fish shoals
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Fig. 3 The preference of juvenile S. sinensis to either starved or normal-fed stimulus fish shoals
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Animal Sciences

Effect of Body Size and Nutritional Status on

Shoal Selection Preference of Juvenile Spinibarbus sinensis

XIAO Lingtao, FAN Jie, ZHENG Yuhui, FU Shijian
(Key Laboratory of Animal Biology of Chongqing, Laboratory of Evolutionary Physiology and Behavior,

Chongqing Normal University, Chongqing 401331, China)
Abstract: [ Purposes ] To explore the shoal selection preference of juvenile Spinibarbus sinensis to different body size and nutritional
status. [ Methods] The experimental fish were divided into either large vs small body size groups or normal feeding vs starvation
treatment groups (respectively given normal feeding and fasting for 14 days). Swimming behavior parameters such as swimming
speed, total moving distance, exercise time ratio, etc. of the target experimental fish were determined, as well as its preference for
fish groups of different sizes or nutritional status. [Findings]1) The median swimming speed and total moving distance of the target
fish with larger body sizes were significantly higher than those with small body sizes, and the differences were statistically significant
(p<<0.05), however, the target fish of both body sizes were more inclined to choose the larger body size stimulus shoals, and the
relevant statistical test results are statistically significant ( p<C0.05). 2) There were no statistically significant differences in all
measured variables of swimming behavior of target fish as well as the shoal selection preference between the starvation treatment
group and the normal feeding group. [Conclusions]The swimming ability of large individual fish is stronger than those of small body
size fish. However, the experimental fish of both larger and smaller body sizes are more inclined to choose the larger body size shoal
possibly due to the decreased predation risk stayed with large shoals. Short-term starvation treatment did not result in a significant
change in the nutritional status of the juveniles” swimming ability and fish selection preference.
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