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2 10 , ,
: C Bi,B2,A1,D; - 9% ~ 99. 6% ,
D. D Ei- Es, D2, G2, G5, - 91. 9% ~
99. 7% , , Es
103 mg/ kg.
1 (G1,G3,G4 ), ( )
. G1, G3 G4
, 65%~ T7%, 1 ,
2 ) 2 ( A Gs ),

;A1 Gs , - 90%, 2.



6 : 123

B
b v
A
g D« A,
(F;] Ds
— 1 —0 @ MO
g4 2 D4G5 G
2 3
1 EZ E2E5 D3E€5 G, Ga
3
) G’?
1 Al B2
Cs E1
%4
Di D, B
| Eq !
L 1 1 i 1 T T T T 1G g
10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0 80.0 90.0 100.0° B % R RS R R AR A
BRAY-CURTIS A1,
PR AR L RNBEMTER
{ A,
! Ca
-
1 4
" ——A AsD
: 1}33 B Ge O
| 5 Gs
: —| ——EIZ & Az Ep,
E Ga Gs Cq
I  — B
H 2 A
I IB; C 2B B
e 1
; D
1 EZ
| =
L ] 1 1 1 1 1 Gs
80.0 70.0 60.0 50.0 40.0 30.0 20.0 10.0 0.0 -
LA HEZYNFERT ERS AR
BEEUNAERATREIFER
2 20

) - ( .
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Hdoschizop era sp. 1 6. 67 > 0 0 < 11. 83
Heteropsyllus major 58. 83 > 12.25 > 0.63 < 4
Stenhelia( D) sp. 3 6. 83 > 0. 05
Heteropsyllus sp. 2 10. 5 > 0
Stenhelia( S) sp. 1 8 > 1. 25
Stenhelia( D) sp. 2 35 > 0
Enhydrosoma cur ticaud a 5. 83 > 0. 65
Fladenia sp.1 11. 33 > 0
Danielssenia typica 23.5 > .05 > 0
Bradya sp. 1 3.17 > 0.7
A mp hiascoides sp. 2 9.5 > 355 > 0
H dectinosoma sp. 2 5.33 > 1. 15
Mesopsyllus sp. 2 1.5 > 0.1
Eurycletodes sp. 1 2. 83 > 0
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Pseudameira sp. 1 12. 4 > 1. 38
Enhydrosoma inter media 1.9 < 275 > 0
H dlectinosoma sp. 4 0.2 < .13 > 0
Pseudameira sp. 3 0 < 20. 33
Onychostenhelia bisetosa sp. nov.” 0.25 < 3. 67
Zosime sp. 1 0 < 2
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The study on the community structure of benthic copepods
in the Bohai Sea

MU Fanghong', ZHANG Zhinan', GUO Y wqing'

(1. Marine Life College, Ocean University of Qingdao, Qingdao 266003, China)

Abstract: The benthic meiofauna w as quantitatively investigated at 20 stations in the Bohai Sea in September 1998.
M ean meiofaunal abundance amounts to (868 8%X509. 7) ind/ m?. Bent hic copepods are the second in overall abun-
dance, constituting 7. 6% of the total meiofauna, with the mean abundance of (66. 3 £56. 9) ind/m?”. The cluster
ordination and PCA analysis of 11 environmental variables show there are two distinctly different habitats in the Bo-
hai Sea, these two habitats are divided into four sub-areas further. According to the cluster and M DS analysis of 77
benthic copepods species, four groups are divided, these areas are well coincident with natural zone. The major fae-
tors which affect the community structure of benthic copepods are depth and grain size of sediment.

Key words: meiofauna; benthic copepods; abundance; community structure; environmental variables; Bohai Sea



