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Bt PR AR O PE AR B2, SRR B AT A &
BT RST R TETE, 5 A TR B 322N TR
ek, NUEERRB TS %

14y, Th DA KRR | A BT PR S A 22 MR Y
RSN Sl AR o A R WLARGE o AR AR ek 20 A
M AL 3T S5 ITEEESE T L ZR A 5 i B 35 5 5 g
DG IE, 2%, som . B HAR R
) J& 22 EAR I R 22 25 AR AR MOIR 22 ) B A e, 2
ST AT AR, Al o i DL A e 7 ORI SR A 7 ek
RiEAGHESE .

1 AR5 7%

1.1 #MHkE

2022 4F 3 H, 7R 5T RIS X D] 2R SR AR i X AR
IR R AE BT A 204 D1 106 A4S, DL 20 12 8.
1.2 #%EN=

TR FRE X AR HAR IR IR I e 22
AR A A A e o Wb R AR AN IR 225 AR
2 AR R R 2225 A R WL e 22 25 R
B EAE

FF i s 1] S 56 % 5 PE A DL i e, S BR A R B
HYIHET RS, Rk R RME K 528, 5t
Fi . R LZERE HARSERAR, K% 0.01 mm.
T R-FRE IR R, R AR AR, K

F 1 R UREERE A SRR T (#=106)
Tab. 1

HiF 0.01 g. FHEHE YS100 % BB S-Viewer
A A R 22 AR R AR, MEERE] 0.1 pm, BAME
M 5 M EGHTE R 22 I BOF B D MR R 22 B
ZAH(BT).
1.3 HELAH

AR E S5 R A gt o, HHEE . AR
ZEMAE S R, FIF SPSS19.0 GEit o #r ki %t 4%
g AT IR AR S . R OGP R AR S A, A PEAR
AR ) IE SR IR A Kolmogorov-Smirnov ¥, #H5¢
FRHCRH] Pearson MR FREL. IR 22 HAEAE 2225
AR, Lhret | 72 . 50 e SRR RPRR A i
Ja i R T AR T MR O A AR i, R T 2
ILZE PR W B A b, 43 IR 2 A0 181 UA 43 b AR
Xof PRI AE 2 (%) ELHEAE R R AR T, S e 2 ot ml
H R AT RRIAN AT )y 5 2 IRAR AR S UV ik
#HAT
2 HEREHM
2.1 RBSRHG

BRI FRAEPR SRR 1, EHRS
24 Kolmogorov-Smirnov K5, £F& 1EA 7070 Rk
(P>0.05). 7 DRAVHR A9 7 R B RE/IME IR M
BARBi R, flRE . BZEHR. BZHKR. %

1 = L = =3 e
H. e, B, TR

Descriptive statistical analysis of the phenotypic traits of Mytilus galloprovincialis (n=106)

E 2 e /mm 5% /mm sef/mm e/ HEFE/e RZEHA/um B2 EA/mm
VB {E 58.28 23.29 29.68 20.02 6.52 170.3 1.69
b 22 7.21 3.03 3.64 7.11 2.56 24.6 0.28

I 5 ZEU(%) 12.37 13.00 12.26 35.52 39.29 14.5 16.34

2.2 B-MOKIE B9 AR RS HT

BRI A AE I R IR 2, ANEMERER
W 3 E A (P<0.01), 2B T 48 bRt 4740 M 7
PrEAFEZEASIME. k. M. e SRR
SR 7] 4 2 I A R4 o i A R o i MR A DG MR A
MARRMERFA T MR R R Z HE . B4R
JELZ IR AR G R B R . 5 8 F A R PR R
[ AR T AR G 2B 2 KT 0.8 FIFEALE/NT 5 000,
ik AR R A E R IR R T RE, (HE 2 EH I 2
Wr, Jr 22K 8T 10, RikE]EEKF

2.3 ABR MR R )25 FE RS
PIledc . 5o, o0 5 A RPIR A4 1 o 4t
R Joi 1 A o TR 0 0 R R 22 AR AR R 2
ZEPEARBEAT MR 43 B7, 32 FLZR PR i R 5 Kk
ARBEINBR, X 22 AR RORI IR 22 25 15 428 AR 52 i)
B E K (P<0.0)IFETE . 5Tim 2 PR RIER DL
AR PR E 2 MABREMIRIA R GE 3.
4, ERER T2 m X e 22 BRI 2L HR R
Mgk, AR REST AN 0.515 A 0.508, 7¢ i iEid
F¢HE M [ 28 AR R 0.370 FI 0.365(3R 5),
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F2  EMERNREEIR )8 X R K (n=106)
Tab. 2 Correlation coefficients of the phenotypic traits of Mytilus galloprovincialis (n=106)

LGN ek FEiE FEhi Bl Ny R I A R ReZEHR
ek 1 0.804%* 0.892%* 0.891%* 0.840%* 0.845%* 0.869%*
i — 1 0.718%* 0.835%* 0.746%* 0.678%* 0.751%*
eI — — 1 0.858%* 0.815%* 0.737%* 0.785%*
AN — — — 1 0.877%* 0.706%* 0.770%*
AR — — — — 1 0.695%* 0.741%*
RLEHRZE — — — — — 1 0.728%*
JRHLZEHAR — — — — — — 1

e HH SRR B 3 K F(P<0.01)

F 3 R UARMERIE 2 MK B8 [B1)3 R EHE I (n=106)
Tab. 3 Test of the partial regression coefficients of the body measurement traits on the byssus traits in Mytilus gallo-
provincialis (n =106)

JiR 2N S8 ElEVER [TRGALE =S EVEEN T1H e
W 8.427 13.431 — 0.627 0.532
RLHRZE o 2.505 0.739 0.308 3.392 0.001%*
G 3.486 0.614 0.515 5.675 0.000%*
[rp— i;ﬁz ~0.089 0.117 — -0.761 0.448
- FEH 0.032 0.006 0.386 4.885 0.000%*
SCiE 0.035 0.005 0.508 6.440 0.000%*

Hee ok M OGRS BB 35 K- (P<0.05), **. A1 G A B 3 7K (P<0.01)

R4 EWIURRE MK B 22 MK 8918 2] V3 &R EUE 3 (n=106)

Tab. 4 Test of the partial regression coefficients of the weight traits on the byssus traits in Mytilus galloprovincialis

(n=106)

JeRZ2 2N 28 ElEVER 2 brifE iR 2E HVEEY s T1H I 2

g 120.712 5.010 — 24.096 0.000%*

B2 HAR VR 1.443 0.490 0.417 2.945 0.004%*
MR B 3.171 1.360 0.330 2331 0.022%

WA 1.129 0.045 — 24.838 0.000%*

R ZEHAR Rl iNi 0.018 0.004 0.520 4.067 0.000%*
LI ¢EN g 0.028 0.012 0.285 2.230 0.028*

e * MR B 2K F (P<0.05), ** G PEIS B 8. 3 7K F-(P<0.01)

F5 KIENUARMRKIE L MHIREIBE S (1=106)
Tab. S5 Path analysis of the body measurement traits to the byssus traits of Mytilus galloprovincialis (n=106)

PR PRI FEAR R BRI __ P _
T FEH &t
i i% 0.678 0.308 — 0.370 0.678
G 0.737 0.515 0.221 — 0.736
W i f‘iﬁ 0.751 0.386 — 0.365 0.751
FEIE 0.785 0.0508 0.277 — 0.785

YW RN 22 AR MR 2 25 HARM ERINER, 1K) 0.417 A1 0.520, R 18 i 430 o 19 18] 4
M7ER B PR R 2Z PR e A, a8 AR REUM 1 0.366 I 0.456, Ui 4 i 25
X 22 AR 22 28 HARR MBCR, B R B W22 AR N 2228 HARM BRI KGR 6).
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6 EMWAIUARE IR B LMK AR E S (n=106)

Tab. 6 Path analysis of the weight traits to the byssus traits of Mytilus galloprovincialis (n=106)

. . N (145 4E
JE 22 R GiNRERIN LB HEAEH —— —— =
5T A &1t
N=| =N [—
i éiémﬁﬁfﬁ 0.706 0.417 0.289 0.706
LGNy 0.695 0.330 0.366 — 0.696
. el TAD A 0.770 0.520 — 0.250 0.770
T AR T
L/ NGIg 0.741 0.285 0.456 — 0.741

2.4 RAMIRST R IR R AL E M

A RO R R S5 R A 22 PR ) e R
SIMEAT I LR 7 A 8 MR MR A, SEE R
R 2RI B AR E RET N 0.265 F1 0.258, T
FETER B E R AR 0.095 FI 0.149, i i 5E 5
FR TE) B ke 8 2R B0 Ik F) 0.228 I 0.282, TEIATEAR
JUPER h 52 R P B 2RI B E . SRR
TR, AR TR 22 PR 0 B E R
Bk 0.174 1 0.270, BT X R 22 IR A B
BerhsE 2800514 0.109 F100.081, i i i 415 i i
Xf J2 2 MR Y (B 2 TR 2 ZR B il ik 3] 0.241 F110.260,
i B R PR v 4V T R R S 22 MR )
BHE,
Fz7 EWRNERMRN BLMERBARERE

Tab. 7 Determination coefficient of the body measure-
ment traits on the byssus traits of Mytilus gallo-

provincialis
22 MR eI =1
W i f?%? 0.095 0.228
FCIE — 0.265
W f% 0.149 0.282
S — 0.258

*8 EMWRIAREBMRANELMERIRERLY
Tab. 8 Determination coefficient of the weight traits on
the byssus traits of Mytilus galloprovincialis

VR RBEPEIR &REE R
ERITAT T 0.174 0.241

EZEHE
! AR — 0.109
R EoelTApig-: 0.270 0.260
TR i — 0.081

25 2AaGEFENGES
IR B A Z e Rl el G 3 FIFE 4), 29
et . eEmE 2 MARMRIR N 2 5 2

EHARE 2R, e RS 2 A
R RPN 2 BRI 2L RS 2 MM
R, FeTF 4 AR B R R

BT,=8.427+2.505 Ws+3.486 Hs (R*=0.588),

BS,= —0.089+0.032 Ws +0.035 Hs (R*=0.689),

BT,=120.712+1.443 Wy +3.171 Wes (R*=0.523),
BS,=1.129+0.018 Wy +0.028 Wy (R*=0.611),

Hrh, BT, BT, WAEZHAE, BS,. B, WEZZEH
&, Ws H7ETE, Hs A7, Wy AR, Wsp F K
(LN
3 it
31 AR R204E %

ey DX 38 8 A= 3 A6 i T )y, 3 O o W % Y
FE22F B O E AR . AR i S At [ AR B 5
b, DAHGAR R S & BCE TR A ] o R DL B Ak %
JE 223 B W It — 2225 TR R 22 A2 5| L A E R,
Tt D1 J2 22 [ 7 1) 55 G 2R I T I 7 YR ) S R
B BRI RE S A AR A R R e, Ik, R
B 6 3 X6 i DL 2 — W Ry B A A A SRR
FE1221 ] s T R DI DL 5 B ok A — A S A ) A
FEARAR, E AN T KR AR DL R 22 [ AT,
MR N T T2 . Boe . A . B
KRR 155, K WFIE 4518 I k52 i g UL B
G DA B PR R85 R R L R E Y 45
HoAd g Dl A B 2R R B HE IR DTS R AR . FIA%
ISR, AR R AIRRE . E . MEY . pHAE.
WL . AR ZARDL PO g & B K
DU FNHE S WG (Perna perna) W) 5¢ K 6] /& 22 W) EASAFAE
i IEAH G, ER A AN AR DL R AN AR A
KPEFFAE I B 2200, Fe K A 2 22 25 B A7 7 B 35 1 1
A, B A KA AR DL IR AN B AR G BE A7 7
A 42 22 591 . KIRK 2P VA5 & B D1 A4 72 4 W] B & )
AFAE 535 0 15 AH G, 17 LI 1) 7 AR 1 G R 2R
TR AR R OE R 5L, JOSE ZEVIR5E & BLAE [R]
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QTR R0 DL A AE DL B A% 20 b L AR DL B 22 4 )
S22, LAY fE 22 I T R DL 2.8 £, [HINK
Bk 7 AR e B R R 2280 55, BABARRO %507
FERF ST Hh & BAE 16 Y8 22 53 DX M DL B A% 7™ A TR R o
st B R 22, AR A T VR 2R R DX G DUAR ) T 43 g B
Zigm A B 2M A RAERKMER, I 280G /N
77 3o 0 A 22 AR AR O . 2 b, 22 PR RE A IR DAY — A
HEMOR, 7832 BB 5% w0 A e T
H SR Kk, JFR R 22k R H A Z2 7 p
DR PR A OGP RN 38 A2 0 B 0T I B R — 2P 2 22 HAB A 5%
AAEENLE L.
3.2 R A MRAR KM SAT Ao B 25T

I 2 AU R AH DG 43 B 0] AT 5345 Ptk 22 1)
KRMBEYIFELE, 767 Fh 2B b o] DUHERR — 22 40 ¢
PE/NBG AR, H 2 3 R IR A9 A 56 56 28 B 1 45 48 i
) Y B DG R, SO 455 3 o At 72 o 5 i ) ] 42 56
Z, Wk, gtk e a0 S o i A7 E — 2 R PR
P o AR AT AT DAL A O 28 5005 3 1l L 5 i R )
R WIS 4y, DT AT LA A MR 2 TR B ELOE
K F, A AT E A B SR E O =5
8 Rt — A AR v R R R AT R, R 2R A
KRE. WRAK. e EXEZITME%LE
o ikPY. BHATfE LR B 2P B T R E R R A
RAF 2 B3 42 S BT O AFF 5 2500, 48 51 e B K3 40k
FCPER A o PR T A7 7 35 0 AH DG PR R 41
BIHKR, WKW EEFT MR THESS %
TE 220G DUFNESE G DU H T 8 1 AN [A) 1 IXOFIAS [A] 5%
B TR A 1) 28 PR P LR ) (8 R 6 RS A% 4 B 1041, AR
B B T 0 DR RO AR ) B R BT A DG R o ARAIRSR
AR DL BE 7 A0 TR [N 3 S 22 ) AR A
JEZEEH AR, KFet | 78T RIST S AR R R 4
TRt | BOUR  E TE MR Y B E O [ AR R, R
Y AR IR 22 25 1 AR 1 Ok DR AR 0 4 4 S T
RAIHT o G5, SR DU RO ) 2 22 IR i AR
KRECN 0.678~0.869, i MR [F] &2 22 PR R AH ¢
FHECH 0.695~0.770, H K EIM W2 AR, AF5EL,
H—EFEE A ZARDIPURI KIRKPUHFSE 4518 —
o AR DL AH S R BRI RO R 22 8] s A RO 5
A5 S PR 2 T A A 6 R BOHH L2/, 3 AT REEDIE
TR G R Y 22 0 A R K 2R S % B
HNRIREE R R R

1 TG DUAME B AR PE A 5, T 2S48 A5 32 31 3

2R R O] BB K, A I AR 43 AT R 22 O 81 IE 43 B
R R A R i S e MR R, 7 AR AR S R v
S L A CIWER - i IS S T e R Y & v NS G
SRR, MSCHEST . AT L AR M RN E
FREE ST HT AR I S5 R — 8, 72t . 5o . R
R BT B g o 2 5 e R 22 PRIk, 5 R AR oL
OO R 22 MR P R T B R ARBIFE R, AR R IR X
SR PRIR B P E ZBCH 0.558~0.689, TR TR XS
JEZZ MR B P RECR 0.524~0.611, ¥R AR
0.85 MkREDS, LI BT A 728 bk b it A 5 i
L2 PRI A MR AR I S5 Ak, ARFSE HXT
T 0TI RP AR DX D1 28 35 B DX — A DX N — S AE i B
AR IEAT T BUORE RN GE 3T, 5% 45 3 % o i v T g
W23 —E W, £ F LR AR — 258,

4 Zipr

P22 DU T ) A AR 3R, R IR AR i A
Bij L ot 7% 4R T 2 B Ak 4 IO B EAT SIS R o AW ST
SOR PSS E i TIN  Rei  [9 S S LN E R TR S-S
M DU PR L A o MR [ R 22 PR A A G 2,
K A RAEAR | A i MR A R 22 MR ARG, OF
oF 0 I e e M B A PR R A 22 R,
BEESE T RAER L A BT PR R A2 22 PR A [T
JiRe, WAL T R 22 R R A REAR | A B MR
MO ZR, 5 DL 3 7 Sl o gt B R A e At 1
AR B
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Effects of body measurement and weight traits on byssus
traits of Mytilus galloprovincialis
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Abstract: To evaluate the effects of body measurement and weight traits on the byssus traits of Mytilus gallo-
provincialis, approximately 106 individuals were randomly collected from the mussel cultivation raft of Jimo,
Shandong Province, China. Three body measurement traits (including the shell length, shell width (Ws), and shell
height (Hs), two weight traits (including the body weight (W3) and soft BW (Wsp), and two byssus traits (including
the byssal thread (BT) and byssal stem (BS) diameters) were measured. The effects of body measurement traits on
the weight traits were examined by correlation, multiple regression, and path analysis. The results showed that all
the measured traits correlated with each other significantly (P < 0.01), and the correlation coefficient of all the traits
ranged from 0.678 to 0.892. The multiple regression and path analysis results showed that the SH and BW substan-
tially impacted the byssus traits. The path coefficients of the SH on byssus traits were 0.515 and 0.508, respectively,
and that of the BW on byssus traits were 0.417 and 0.520, respectively. The regression equations are expressed as:
BT,=8.427+2.505 Ws +3.486 Hs (R*=0.588); BS;=—0.089+0.032 W5 +0.035 Hs (R*=0.689); BT,=120.712+1.443 Wy +
3.171 Wgg (R*=0.523); BS,=1.129+0.018 Wy +0.028 W (R*=0.611). This study provides new insights into the se-

lective breeding and healthy aquaculture of blue mussels.
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