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Table 1 Total lengths of grouper fry used in the study. N =20, mean+SEM

Experiment/Classes I I v

Experiment 1

Total length (mm) 34.18£0.13 38.20£0.14 43.41 +£0.15 60.49 £0.20

Ratio to class | 1.00 1.12 1.27 1.77
Experiment 2

Total length (mm) 37.06 £0.15 42.72+0.13 46.42 £0.13 64.82 £0.21

Ratio to class | 1.00 1.15 1.25 1.75
SESTE LR MRS (otal length, TL) (9 WL 7
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Table 2 Experimental evidence of prey size selection
in cannibalistic orange-spotted grouper

Result Frequency

Experiment 1

Class | was the first cannibalized 7
Only class | was cannibalize 5
Class | — Class Il 2

Class Il was the first cannibalized 6
Only class Il was cannibalize 4
Class Il - Class | 1
Class Il = Class Il 1

Both class | and Il were cannibalized,

but the sequence could not be 2

discriminated

Total 15

Experiment 2

Class | was the first cannibalized 9
Only class | was cannibalized 7
Class | — I 1
Class | — 1l 1

Only class Il was cannibalized 1

Total 10
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Prey Size Selection in Cannibalistic Fry
of the Orange-spotted Grouper (Epinephelus coioides)

Jinn-Rong Hseu

Mariculture Research Center, Taiwan Fisheries Research Institute

ABSTRACT

During larviculture of the orange-spotted grouper, Epinephelus coioides, cannibalism is a frequent
phenomenon. The aim of this study was to investigate the prey size selection of the cannibalistic orange-spotted
grouper fry. The results showed that when offered prey of three sizes, the cannibal preferred the smaller prey to
the larger ones although it was capable of engulfing the larger individuals. Size selection should be related to an
optimal foraging strategy by the grouper. An increase in the energy in pursuit and handling time for larger prey
would exceed the benefits gained from consumption of the prey. Eating smaller prey can reduce the risk of
failing or the prey escaping. Thus, grouper can efficiently gain energy through cannibalistic acts against smaller

prey.
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