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ABSTRACT

The feeding habits of Cojlia nasus were studied using 107 specimens collected from

January to December 2005 in the coastal waters off Gori, Korea. The size of C. nasus ranged from 8.4
to 29.5cm in standard length (SL). C. nasus was a carnivore that mainly consumed shrimps and cope-
pods. Its diet also included small quantities of amphipods, euphausiids and chaetognaths. The feeding
strategy graphical method reveled than C. nasus was specialized feeder and showed narrow niche
width. Both smali and large size class of C. nasus mainly consumed shrimps and copepods, and did
not showed significant size-related changes in feeding habits. However, the mean number and weight
of preys per stomach was higher than large size class than small size class.
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Fig. 1. Cumulative prey curves of prey taxa per stomach of Coilia

nasus in the coastal waters off Gori. Vertical bars are standard devia-
tions after 100 permutations.



gt 1 9], ©bzhR-(Amphipoda), 71712 - (Stomatopoda), 2}
AP 2] 7 (Chaetognatha) 7} | o] B-0] 9] 21}, Ao 52 A] %)
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Table 1. Composition of the stomach contents of Coilia nasus by
frequency of occurrence, number, weight and index of relative impor-
tance (IRI)

Prey organisms D%F %N JoW IRI Y0IRI
Copepoda 630 778 8.8 54515 480
Calanus sp. 389 553 63
Euchaeta sp. 37 03 +
Paracalanus sp. 74 20 0.1
Nudinula sp. 37 02 +
Unidentified Copepoda 352 200 23
Amphipoda 37 0.1 0.1 0.6 +
Euphausiacea 222 106 58 365.8 32
Stomatopoda 19 + 0.1 03 +
Macurua 574 114 850 55345 487
Crangon hakodatei 37 0.1 26.8
Crangon sp. 1.9 + 0.7
Eualus spathulirostris 1.9 0.1 21.1
Latreutes anoplonyx 19 0.1 0.9

Leptochela sydniensis 40.7 95 310
Unidentified Macrura 204 1.5 45
Chaetognatha 1.9 + 02 04 +

Total 1000 100.0 100.0
+: less than 0.1%
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Fig. 2. (A) Graphical representation of feeding pattern of Coilia nasus in the coastal waters off Gori. (B) Explanatory diagram for interpretation
of niche-width contribution (axis i, within-phenotypic component [WPC] or between-phenotypic component [BPC]) of the study population,

feeding strategy (axis ii), and prey importance (axis iii).



166 32 . UFE - F5] - 513

Table 2. Size-related differences in diet composition of Coilia nasus

Small (n=52) Large (n=35)

Prey items

DF %N FTW % F 90N DWW
Copepoda 88.5 71.8 18.3 345 76.5 155
Amphipoda 7.7 1.1 10 - - -
Euphausiacea 23.1 10.6 104 24.1 11.2 73
Stomatopoda - - - 34 0.1 03
Macrura 57.7 16.5 70.2 62.1 122 766
Chaetognatha - - - 34 0.1 03

Table 3. Size-related differences in mean number and weight of
preys per stomach of Coilia nasus

Small Large
mN/ST 49 79.8
mW/ST 0.0046 0.0255

A {451 AHEE I Qleh ol EE (e ¥R
Dol THZAA ARe) AXE5F 4 o] P E (domi-
nant prey)o|®, §-2 44%FE 714 (high BPC) 4] 535
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ralist predator) 9& "}F)r”“;} olF2 A AHAE
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FAE- NS 7}x1q(Pmnka 1988). £ o o)A 28 xol] hgh
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522 FolAd A B8 94 qULE 2 ER Y
JAES F2 A3 A5 E (3, 1997; ff‘ o
2008).
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ZZn ] 18.3%, & AAZNANE 2HUlE 345%, M35
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70.2%, 2 AAZNA ZHUE 62.1%, A 48] 122%, A
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0.330, P>0.05).
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