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Morphological Analysis of Sepiella japonica in Different Wild Populations

SUN Lian-lian, ZHOU Lin, HE Mao-su, CHI Chang-feng" et al
ture, School of Marine Science and Technology, Zhejiang Ocean University, Zhoushan, Zhejiang 316022 )
Abstract
[ Method ] The morphological differences of 4 different Sepiella japonica wild populations ( Zhoushan, Wenzhou, Xiamen and Zhanjiang) were

(National Engineering Research Center of Marine Facilities Aquacul-
[ Objective] The aim was to compare morphological characteristics of Sepiella japonica in 4 wild populations in China sea.
compared through single factor variance analysis and multiple comparisons. [ Result] The results indicated that the formulas of arms are not in

consistent among 4 populations. Among 12 morphological indices, there were significant differences in mantle length, mantle width, fin width,
eye distance, cuttlebone length and cuttlebone height. [ Conclusion] These results provide a certain theoretical basis for protection and devel-
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opment of S. janonica resources.
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Table 1 Comparative analysis of S. japonica arm length in different wild populations

i Arm length // cm

SRR

Wild populations 1 2 3 4
FFL(ZS) (n =50) Zhoushan 4.40 £0.15 4.50 £0.14 4.70 £0. 14 5.13£0.18
M (WZ) (n =60) Wenzhou 5.67 +0.15 5.79 £0.14 6.13 £0.13 7.16 £0.24
JEIT(XM) (n =20) Xiamen 3.27 +0.18 3.22+0.16 3.31+0.15 3.84 +0.15
JEYT.(ZM) (n =43) Zhanjiang 3.83+0.09 3.92 +0.10 4.00 +0.11 4.14 +£0.10
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Note ; Different lowercases stand for significant differences( P <0.05).
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Fig.1 Body weight comparison of S. japonica in different wild
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same picture stand for significant differences( P <0.05).
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Fig.2 Comparative analysis of cuttlebone of S. japonica in different wild populations

FAEZE S, Hoh WZ H 2] AR 36 28 5, HABREAA ] 14 77
e E 25 SRR 5 980 LLfE A 1.31 ~ 1,59, i1 4
AN A PRI 1) 2 [ TC T S I R R AR AR 22 5

3 e 54it

3.1 WAFRE BHRAPIARIME L LET 4 AR
(v RS CFFLL TR R TT RV B2 ER TT 5 I fi =X

ZES, R A DR AR — B 2R A R SRR
AU IE R A A TV (T R IR ) 2 A 1
AR S5 v 4 e LA SR — 8, o TR A
(B 25 R 5 40 I AR ) R T A VLR i M — 3, 1
VRIS I & [RTCAT 225 10 ZAE AT, 7R i X
AT R AR S S T IREAR RSN 2 <1 <3 <4, 58



44 K11

FNEEF TRRBLEARE KA L RS FILER 19

—_
w

[

JA¥% Mantle length/f cm
=~

c
] /
M d
HIEELK Wild populations
LS d
s | € =
= b
=
=
g a /
S ] —
. /
¥ ///
Wz M yA)

HeIEELK Wild populations

T Rl — & r AR NG R R 22 57 B3 (P <0.05)

5 d
== C
=
S
2 5
c _
= /
=
# /
g
Wz M 7]
HeIEELK Wild populations
5 d
8 C
|
= a
3 Bee /
2 /
[=a]
& /
=
Wz M 7]

HeFEELK Wild populations

Note ; Different lowercases in the same picture stand for significant differences( P <0.05).
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Fig.3 Comparison of mantle length ,mantle width,fin width and eye distance of S. japonica in different wild populations
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Fig.4 Comparison of mantle length and width ratio of S. japoni-

ca in different wild populations
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Table 4 Comparison of the diversity indices of bacteria population in

different tail water samples from various sewage treatment

plants
o SRAER(H) () FRIER)
ewage treatment . . . . .
Diversity index ~ Evenness index  Richness index

plants

TP 1.9156 0.921 2 1.924 4
CB 1.753 8 0.901 3 1.5417
BS 1.663 9 0.855 1 1.402 9

2.4 AEBKCEKKERAEHBENREST NS
FIE 2 ATRUE WS R EAE K (TP) S H3RdeTs KT
(CB) A2 AR EARIE R B 0.800 0, I /R B KI5 K
(TP) SR (1Y 11357k (BS) (40 T A BEA M 2 80
0.666 7, ifgrg FHYP T 15K (TP) 55 3L 5K~ (CB) 1Y
MR UE R ECH 0. 714 3 ARHE Jaccard FHBIE £ 85
B JRIERAP5 KT (TP) S HIBAE 5K (CB) B2 4
RS AEBKTRBAKERBHMBLBLIERE
Table 5 Similarity coefficient of bacterial population in different tail wa-

ter samples from various sewage treatment plants

y57K) Sewage treatment plants TP CB BS

TP 1.000 O

CB 0.800 0 1.000 0

BS 0.666 7 0.714 3 1.000 0
B
P
BS

60 70 80 90 100
Similarity

B2 AREBKTEKKERARMBENBEEITER
Fig.2 Clustering analysis result of bacterial population in dif-
ferent tail water samples from various sewage treatment

plants
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