F3TE 3 KD ¥R E Vol. 37 ,No. 3
20164F 5 H Journal of Hydroecology May 2016

DOI:10. 15928/j. 1674 —3075.2016.03. 015

FRFREAAEE O R Z H 5 HH R

), 1 337 21 >
56w R Z A

ﬁﬁz’iﬁ:ﬁla’% i)&l

(LHBRUARFHIMEFZ, 5E AT 830052; 2. /BRI AFHWHFFI, HEARGT 830052)

12000 47 13 2014 4F 8 J1, MHUR ST ( Perca fluviailis Linnaeus) JE77 5% BE 25 32 FIGE 5 )7 4
WIS 27 1 52 C1 s ( Diplostomum ) 1075 1) 5K 1. 45 220, 6 A 2510 253 FR I, 42 111 ot e
BNy S1.38% , 72 A7 T bR VA F B 364 30k 11, 86% 1 9. 09% , 72 A7 J53 ¢ ¥ 16 R e 36 43 31y 40. 329%
30. 04% s I LI KT 1, 1AL W R RE SL SR S 404, L Ly, 1 R, FEAEFRIE 4 50. 63 F1 34,97, 75 F Ly, Al
Ry, 3. 18 1 5. 58 5L [K] 2 77 22 40 B 4% 1 1 41 52 11 0% B 600t , % B [ (K BR 7 Ly 1 Ry, 2 5K 1 3%
(P>0.05) 7€ Ly, Fl Ry, 255835 (0. 01 <P <0.05,P<0.01) , % [ /e SR PRI 53 3 10 43 174 1 5 2%

S0 T IR b 2 WA L s A
SRSRIR) <] 75 S VR L 5 R AR 5 B 35 5 [B) A
HESES:Q75 XEIREE:A

BWURFT W (Ergis River) Y A A [ B /R 22 111,
SR I SRR ALK o R ST 28 B
WEE, A /MEE (Acipenser ruthenus Linnaeus) |3
B (Salmo taimen Pallas) JUHE a4 ( Salmo arcticus
Pallas) VT.f% ( Cadus lota Linnaeus) % 35 fi 44 i/ £
F(HEHEE,2002 ) 5 Hovp, Wl fi 57 420 1O 28 11 o
BERMERS, S FEMA T AR — Hak
B, 1] 65 ( Perca fluviatilis Linnaeus ) R SR AR 1 B3
WA A A L TS T R TR R R AT TR
JLJE ) , P ASE ft RAAE ,  E OHR O B 7
Xof Ty Ay B AR SO P, ™ B A T R R

52 1 R SRR T B 44 ( Trematoda ) | 52 5 M L
.44 ( Digenea) .25 H ( Strigeiformes ) X7 F} ( Dip-
lostomidae ) & I % 1 J& ( Diplostomum ) , [E A%} F
SO R L AR R A 41 B
( Niewiadomska, 1996 ; Locke,2000) ., A T35k iE,
2012 AFAEAE [ BR3P 30 I SR A & B0 9T 5 HR I 75 A A
2R SIS 5 00 TR I S S LR R
H: 5% ( Behrmann-godel , 2012) ; 7EEE 7L, A
F &I AR RS ( Larus cachinnans ) JfiE A E 1%
HUB AR, IF i FHZORLR COT PR % 5E Diplosto-

Wi B E3:2015 - 09 -29

ESTE K [ AR 4 (NO:31360644) .

YEZ R 35,1990 4FA:, 2, WL A=, B 5E 5 Il g /K A A
Y12, E-mail ;23721395@ qq. com

BIEIEE  HI0, 1958 4R 4R, B, B, T A= 0, BF 5 5 1) Sy
KA~ E-mail : yuec@ xjau. edu. cn

NXEHS:1674 -3075(2016)03 -0102 - 05

mum spathaceum ( Georgieva, 2013 ) ; Ana Pérez-del-
Olmo X5 111 H ) R HLHEAT T 03 T A W) 22 M 0 I
fi LRI 52748 14 (Pérez-del-Olmo 2014 ) ; 41, 75
IEER 3 [ 45 b 25 2 00 101 Wi Mo Ja g 1 0 )™
I HAiE R BA 3 F BIIAL A 1 2 ( Diplos-
tomum hupehensis ) {5 & 52 11 W B Diplostomum nie-
dashui) A1 1L P8 &2 0 W & ( Diplostomum shanxinsis )
(HEBREA TR, 1963 ) , WA R BR T3 HAE &
SFORIAR S S TS, e = % A2 1 H 1) 7S ] 43 A F
Foo TERFFPA AT H 20 K A 1 W A7 AE 28
) 3 A B GR, T8 3k PR A5 20K 55 il B 52 10 g e ) 25
6] 3 AR R A, B R O I e i i — 2B W g 4 1 ot
B, R A BRRE Dy 10 28055 T By 6 SR AL AR

1 RS 7%

1.1 B

M 2009 4F 7 H 2 2014 4 8 H , T4 /R 57 i
TR AL (I T A R FEEAT BEATLRAE , X A
AT DRI IO BRI IR I , 76 )
BE T A A AROR R AN 5 %W, A IR AR Ly,
Ly A MARBFHIK R Ry Ry, FRBOFIC R 11
MR E BRI B IR HUT 75 % 54 T IR AT
1.2 SARBEMEKSA

N R B 1 ] B LA 0% B [RIBR 4328 5 MR
(L) #H,%1#.L<10.0 cm,1 #%:10.0 cm < L <
12.5 em,2 #%:12.5 em < L<15.0 ¢m,3 §#:15.0 cm
<L<18.5 cm,4 #%.L >18.5 em(fF553%,2002)



2016 % 3 5t

B %, BURFE T 8 A 0 R i B AR

103

1.3 ZitaHm

FR4E 2013 4E 7 F % 2014 4F 8 J RkEJH A 45
GVt R R B A A A T R R, S
KA b B SR ] Margolis 45 (1982 ) il i 42 2% 45
(2012) HIRFFEI7 i, J7 2 (S°) AL (X) 55 07 i
RS /X <1 RHEME; /X =1 R BEHLS i
S /X > 1 R HAENG

LG 75 R ASEYE + FriE 22 R, 18 1T Excel
F1 SPSS19. 0 K AFHEA7 5504 43 B, A FH P [ 28 5 22
(ANOVA) K 330 855 IR 5 AR [ B8 002 Ly Ly Ry, Ry
SRR A B 1 W ol ORE S A 1 S M, R E P >0. 05
WAL E, 0.01<P <0.05 HEFE,; P<0.01 kT
E,

2 HBREHH

2.1 RFFRGT

X 253 i B B AT IR gE i, B T A
SVEGER N 51.38% PR A T U £ 250
Fo i 7e IR R AR A B 3 WU UL RO 1. 86%
40.32% , A7 BR f AR AR 5 IR G R 9. 09% |
30. 04% , f R A s 38 UL AR 22 T 3 1E 4y
KT 1 AR A% R 2 BN W 7 VA T, 5 i e
AT AR AR RN B3 22 A S B B SRR 0 A
2.2 RBRRGHBLEE

AR 5 1 A PR AR B 28 90 A AR 1 O
T R AR BRI (B 1) o

®1 SEORAETHRRENEZRELER

Tab.1 Infection status of Diplostomum in the lens and aqueous humour of Perca fluviatilis
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Fig.1 Prevalence rate and mean intensities of Diplostomum in lens(A) and aqueous humour(B)
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Fig.2 Prevalence of Diplostomum in the lens and aqueous

humour of different body length groups
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Fig.3 Mean intensities of Diplostomum in lens(A) and aqueous humour(B) of different body length groups
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Spatial Distribution of Diplostomum in Perca fluviatilis Linnaeus in Ergis River
DANG Rui', HAO Cui-lan', JIAO Li>, WANG Jing-jing', YUE Cheng'

(1. College of Veterinary Medicine, Xinjiang Agricultural University, Urumqgi  830052,P. R. China;
2. College of Animal Science, Xinjiang Agricultural University, Urumqi 830052 ,P. R. China)

Abstract ; Perca fluviatilis Linnaeus, one of the primary economic fish in the Ergis River,is high in protein and nu-
trient. Diplostomum , an eye fluke found in fish, is parasitizing the lens and vitreous humour of Perca fluviatilis. The
obvious pathogenicity, discovered during this investigation, is severely impairing aquacultural development of
P. fluviatilis. In this study the spatial distribution of Diplostomum in the eyes of P. fluviatilis Linnaeus was investi-
gated with the goal of accumulating data for the continued study of Diplostomum and providing reference for disease
prevention and healthy culture of P. fluviatilis. From July 2009 to June 2014, P. fluviatilis samples were randomly
collected from the Ergis River at Beitun, Habahe, Bu'erjin. The total length was measured and fish were placed in-
to five groups according to the total length; L <10 cm, 10 em < L<12.5 cm, 12.5 em <L <15 c¢m, 5 c¢m <
L<18.5 cm and L >18.5 cm. The fish were sacrificed, eyes were removed and the lens and aqueous humour were
inspected under an anatomical lens. Parasitic Diplostomum in the left and right lenses and aqueous humour were re-
corded and stored in 75% alcohol. The total prevalence of Diplostomum in the 253 individuals was 51.38% . Prev-
alence in the left and right lens was 11.86% and 9.09% , respectively, and 40.32% and 30.04% in the left and
right aqueous humour. The ratios of variance to mean exceeded 1, indicating that Diplostomum population exhibited
an aggregative distribution in the host fish. The aggregation intensity in the left and right aqueous humour was
50. 63 and 34.97, much higher than those, 3. 18 and 5. 58 in the left and right lens. One-way analysis of variance
shows that the prevalence intensity of Diplostomum in the lens and aqueous humour of the different length groups
was significantly different, with evident selectivity toward the aqueous humour. The prevalence rate of Diplostomum
in the aqueous humour varied significantly with size. The highest prevalence rate (60.0% ) was in the group of
10 cm < L<12.5 cm, with prevalence rates all above 40% . The prevalence rate of Diplostomum in the lens of Per-
ca fluviatilis Linnaeus did not change significantly with body length, ranging from 5% to 30% among groups. One-
way ANOVA also shows that there was no difference in Diplostomum number between the left and right lens among
different body length groups (P >0.05),but a significant difference between the left and right aqueous humour
(P<0.05). In conclusion, the Diplostomum parasitizing Perca fluviatilis Linnaeus has an adverse effect on the
growth of Perca fluviatilis Linnaeus and negatively impacts breeding.
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