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Vulnerability to angling of two Cyprinidae species. YANG Ya, FU Shi-jian, PENG Jiang-
lan, ZENG Ling-qing” ( Laboratory of Evolutionary Physiology and Behavior, Chongqing Key
Laboratory of Animal Biology, Chongqing Normal University, Chongqing 401331, China).

Abstract ; Fishes are constantly subjected to strong angling pressure in nature. There are substan-
tial inter- and intra-specific differences in the vulnerability to angling in fishes. To investigate the
differences of vulnerability to angling between two species of Cyprinidae and whether such differ-
ence might be related to their external morphology, we used juveniles of two widely cultured
species in China, Carassius auratus gibelio and Cyprinus carpio, as the experimental model. We
conducted a series of angling experiments including three treatments [ gibel carp Carassius aura-
tus gibelio, common carp Cyprinus carpio and mixed group ( Carassius auratus gibelio plus Cypri-
nus carpio) ] in the laboratory at (25+0.5) “C. There were three replicates for each treatment
with each replicate including 40 individuals. After 20 fish individuals had been angled for each
replicate, the angling activity was ceased for this replicate. During the angling process, we recor-
ded the total angling time for each replicate and angling rank number of the individual which was
successfully angled, and then calculated average time spending on angling for each individual.
The body length of C. carpio in the mixed treatment was larger than those in other two treatments.
The condition factor of the common carp group was higher than those of other two treatments. The
condition factor of both the angled common carp and gibel carp in the mixed group was larger
than that of the un-angling common carp. We found no difference in total angling time among the
three treatments. However, there was a significant difference in the average time spending on
angling among the three treatments, with the time spending on angling of the common carp being
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longer than that of the gibel carp in the mixed treatment. The proportion of angled gibel carp was

higher than that of the angled common carp in the mixed group, and the average angling rank

number of the gibel carp was smaller than that of the common carp. Our results suggested that the

juvenile gibel carp had a higher vulnerability to angling than the juvenile common carp, which

may be related to the differences in ecological habits and morphological traits.

Key words: vulnerability to angling; angling; morphological characteristic; Carassius auratus

gibelio; Cyprinus carpio.
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Table 1 Statistical results of the two-way ANOVA for the
morphological characteristics of the experimental fishes in
different angling treatments
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Fig.1 Comparisons of morphological characteristics of the
experimental fish in different treatments
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Fig.2 Comparison of fishing time characterlstlcs of experimental fish in different fishing treatment groups
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Fig.3 Number proportion and average angling number for the angled fish in the mixed groups
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