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Difference of BL {mm)

[]: Differences between predator and prey body length

A: Cannibalistic rate

1 r q 0.1
0.9 | 1 0.09
0.8 4 0.08
0.7 F 4 0.07
0.6 4 0.06
0.5 F 4 0.05
0.4 r 4 0.04
03 F 4 0.03
0.2 b A 1 0.02
0.1 F 14 0.01

0 A—b——A— L —A— L—A—1—A A——A—1—A 0

26.19  29.26 30.32 33.06 33.64 43.49 43.67 44.28 57.89
Predator BL (mm)
Fig. 1. Cannibalistic rates of grouper in which there was no differences
between predator’s and prey body’s fength.
[: Differences between predator and prey body length
A: Cannibalistic rate
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Fig. 2.

Predator BL (mm)

predator’s and prey’s length varied.

Cannibalistic rates in the tests in which there was distance between

Cannibalistic rate
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Fig. 3.  Relationship of body lengths between predator and prey.
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Fig. 4. The difference of body length for predicted between no cannibalistic prey and

cannibalistic prey in same predator’s body length by equation calculated.

Prey(n): Body length of prey in no cannibalistic behavior.
Prey(c): Body length of prey in cannibalistic behavior.



MEHETS LB Epinephelus coioides R o S 147

BEA P x By RIEERI B LSS mm o T e fif
RENERZERE (e=2.7182) - IHRELARNIE
B WA -ERRAEEHRENER - T
SEARBZGRET » TIRETEEMNR &R
RAEREH LA - Figure 5 BHREHEEHRE
HIBEREREIER 1.5 5 > AT ERE R AR ARME
L RUIEEERRIGN - RAEBARRE
AT EES - EHREEES 52.5 mm iy - BER
BHERE 0.5 - BMRERRR 60 mm DL

LB RIMETER 0.34 - 54 - R AERRR
RMEREER 0.5 @ SHHEMREEGHREWERREL
ezt (Fig. 6) ELRMEMAERREN MEE
BRANHSHEENLAREZRIGK - T EHAER
K> LHAEHAERERE 60 mm DR BEBE
ZZIPEFEAMREC =0 —UE - Hit -
RBABRIBRFBACERE - FTHERE
A EERE R 60 mm Ef - BEITTRIEERT
R -

CJPredator’s BL
100 [ B Prey’s BL 1
—B—Canni. P
_ 80 f £
: <
£ Q
< 60 I
o o
S .2
<. 40 F ._f_eu
B 2
® 2t} £
(3]
O
0 1 i 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Tendency of BL increased
Fig. 5.  The relationship of predicts between body length and cannibalistic probability in
grouper Epinephelus coioides by equation calculated with fixed 1.5 time’s body length
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Fig. 6.

The percentage of predator bigger than prey for predicted between body length

and cannibalistic probability in grouper Epinephelus coioides by equation calculated with

fixed 0.5 cannibalistic probability.
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The Effect of Body Length on Cannibalism in Grouper Epinephelus coioides

Abstract

Cannibalism often happens in culture procedure of groupers’ fries. They are ease eat up each other to
increase costs of aquaculture. In order to understand how cannibalistic behavior effect on groupers, we try to
study the effect of body length on cannibalistic rate in grouper Epinephelus coioides. The result was found that
the fish body length less than 6 cm had more tendencies on cannibalism.

Cannibalistic rates of grouper tests less 0.022 were no body length differences between predator and prey. In
different distance experiments of body length cannibalistic rate, only one test was zero and the other tests more
than 0.2 were varied distance between predator’s and prey’s length. Relationship between body lengths of
predator (x) and prey (y) for cannibalistic behavior were y=23.65 Ln (x) - 59.99 r=0.912, and no cannibalistic
behavior y= 24.71 Ln (x) - 60.54 r=0.926 in body length equation was also calculated.

The relationship of cannibalistic probability predict (p) between predator (x) and prey (y) body length in
grouper equation were calculated: , _ ! , and body length unit was mm,

|+ ¢ (P R0IZ¥0 1T 2y -0 FT2IE )

e=2.7182. It showed that whether cannibalism happens or not depended upon the body length of predator and
prey.

Key words: Cannibalism, Epinephelus coioides
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