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Effects of food and physicochemical factors on crustacean zooplankton community struc-
ture
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Abstract. The effects of food quality and quantity on zooplankton community structure are rarely examined in the field study. Here,
the relative importance of food quality and quantity as well as physicochemical factors on crustacean zooplankton community was ex-
plored in 14 water bodies in spring in Hubei Province, China. The results showed that the density and biomass of crustaceans and
the biomass percentage of Daphnia were all significantly and negatively correlated with K;, while the community mean body length
decreased with the increasing of chlorophyll-a ( Chl.a) concentration. Canonical correspondence analysis showed that 37.4% of the
total variation in crustacean zooplankton community was explained by seven factors. The first four most important factors were listed
as K;, Chl.a concentration, seston C/N and C/P ratios,accounting for 11.5% , 8.9% , 5.6% and 4.9% of the total variation, re-
spectively. Cyclops vicinus vicinus was found to be inclined to inhabit in waters with high concentration of Chl.a and low irradiance
of light, while Sinocalanus dorrii in habitats with good light irradiance, low concentration of Chl.a and low seston C/N ratio. Daph-
nia hyalina peaked in waters with low concentration of Chl.a and better light irradiance as well as high seston C/P ratio, but Bos-
mina coregoni liked the habitat with high concentration of Chl.a, better light irradiance and low seston C/P ratio. In general, food
factors explained 19.4% of the total variation in crustacean zooplankton community, and physicochemical factors explained 18.0% ,
while 62.6% were left unexplained, suggesting that there are other important factors that are not involved in the analysis.
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1, O IR R B AR B AR PR U Sh R R A A A R R — R Ut TR R R K Bl P U 8 ) 5

TR FEE T I S SBUR IS RS A /N R TG R AR B, 2V R TR
BN BT ASAT N X e R 2 X PR U S T S A O SR i 25 L AR R AR B T I TSR

X TR B 50— 22 e B RO AR AR R 58 e W e W i, L LR e B kR
LA FIRG R e , (2 Ve S O REVE S5 h 7 A M ) S KM AR W S i £ o U
ERIFY) (seston) [ IR TR, JUHUE C/P [0 3550 T 12 608, I 4 b e R AR L& 5=
TR L4575 R HAil 22 7] 69 2K 348 1T B S A2 355 s 04, 32 ( Daphnia ) J W 77 B 32 50 B9 PR IR 504
YIS AR Z I, A KA BRI A B T B Al A 2 S 1 SR KRR R Bl
WIS A A AT Y S R LR 7 — WD Bl T kA o £
BRI S A R SR X I U 0 ) A KRR R K I 4 5 A £ R [, Andersen 2517 % B
ARG A 3 o 0 5 5 R 40 8 S A2 F Daphinia 24 B Daphnia =3y 05 53 15 €0 4 i AR S i 5 &2
£ 5 G HE Ak R o B Sarpe 45540 % B £ A I , E B0 Daphnia A3 R0 53, T Y £ 4 5
AR, AR R 5O AL R () Daphnia 173 245

PEALPE T, AN PHAR ST 5 7e4h RLEE pH 3 W B 45 Xoh VR e 5 0 S ) L T X IR B 1 R R 4
B R R A X R B S S BT 9T SR A 2 A B R R S T TR T B A
BB IEA LA W TR B WL HH R T — BB Daphnia. % & 31 B 7 130 PR E 0 0 Y
FERNW B ALV , % R 0 KA £ R, AS YRR e B 1E 42 22 AT, 70 /K MR B 6% LK AR o
WK SRy 3. AR SCHY 32 B A RE A XIS T 14 AR SRAE BT, SR Bk (LU IR O/P 1L
HC/N HR) BB (L4 a 2R ) LA SCHAER A N 76 5730 FP 76 Sl e v 405 4 3 s vP R 1 )
T A X R B

1 HRFA*E

1.1 BFShRAEE

ARSI JEE Y 14 AORRIEFTRE SRS, Forisiie 4 A, K E 10 4~ BFAMRAE I 7E 2014 45
12015 4R 4 20 H—5 H 9 HIEFT. O T ARUE R — 47 SRRk e oK BH 4R 53 R BOH R] , BT A8 SRR B FE B B K
S 10:00 S A AT HERT 2 JAZAEAG SE AT B RAE TAE. 90— /KARTEE 3 ASRAE . R KRR, H 5
L SRk S84 IR A1 G 1 m (977 s MK B 1R T 3R 4E 15~20 L/kEE, 35408 205 BUER 48 /K BEAE 0] St 28 F T8 55
+h 5% a(Chl.a) ¥ BEFIE WAk U85 EL U € . B B B (Secchi depth, SD) F % G AN ; 18 5 508 &
B(K,) A LI-COR 1400 Y &-FiHmE , i A A0k

(1)

A E(2) FRUEIE N 2 IR | E, 3R K1 (O6 IR B, H K76 0.2.0.5.1.0,1.5,2.0,2.5.3.0 m
SR P A I R S B | AR (1 U A5 B F AR s B oy K,
1.2 HEBEFHHF

S T AE Chla ¥ K 200~ 800 ml FTRA AREE D GF/C R g , U8 B A47 FH M AK 4808 Tk 43 i
TEVKFVS URARAT 24 b, 2S5 10 ml 90% PYBIEF TR , 76 vkAS fR il B 16 h 5 850 BB W 7E 40
SEREH I MR | BT K425 630 645 663 il 750 nm. il Chl.a B i 38 I /KRR F T3 e 5 Fe b
VB AE . AL (TDN) e 138 POV 1o B R B TS A, SR 76 2 A0 66 BE o 143 B &2 220 Fi 275
nm BRI, AR (TDP ) e 35 28 3o 7 I B T A A5 BT e L 32 00 2 5 40280 (N, -N) 9 38 T 4 [
FIH M. bR EREE I T I 7 12528 OR AR a5 ) 7 . A RIS FeR S g a8
FeAR A58 %k (wophic state index, TSI) it %454 L) TDP Chl.a il SD HIEREHFTIHE, AR K .

TSl =4.15+14.42 In (TDP) (2)
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TSI, =30.6+9.81 In (Chl.a) (3)
TSIy, =60-14.41 In (SD) (4)
TSI = (TSl +TSly, ,+TSl,)/3 (5)

A, TDP Al Chl.a AL pg/L, SD BHLAL g m.
1.3 FFREZHYIHTHRITE
TR TR ST BN IRE T I SRR AT 64 pm PR EA ) 00 (0 4 B SE I, AR 0.5 /s, SREEIR
HUURY AT Z 1 0.5 m BKTE. RAEAIRE S AR R DARIRAE , B 2 5% . W) 20 )N 25 B 5d i 1 7k
BEREAT S e A, ARSI e sh i 4 2 B0, R ECR B i/ NS Rl S B0 R, A 8RB R 28 4 58
S 3CHR( 29-30] . B —HF A ITHECGE SR XL S A BEHLIEEL 30 AN HEAT IR , Bt B/ i Py )R ar
B 2 AR, AR5 R I — R T 7 R ST TR W S R T JC A A AR AL S A AR ST T 22
R 172 S A 10T K (mean body length, MBL) HH5E/A 580
MBL = Y x, - L/ Y x, (6)
o, S FORYF R », TR (DRI L RORE | NIRRT
RSN
Y=f n/N (7)
A, Y R n S5 R BRSNS RB SR S R E S A S L L B AR R, Dl
PEFFPE B4 HRITE— € JE N E 2 Y > 0.01 I, i R s
1.4 BiZYumuitt ME
PR 5 B VPR B AU L 2 i VR B /KR SE 4 64 wm THEZH 8, RERVRIE R s sh W dE T AR B i K ki
SRIG LRI R et i) GE/F JERE LT 4R AR (500°C , 3 h) i iR AT REL /KA, ZJ5 H 1 mol/ T AR FRTE M 25 Bk
TR B2 . P8R 28 50°C 4 25 48 5 5 75 3T s rp 8% B OB R JH T oo R GE. kA& & it ] Carlo Erba
NC2500 JTER F3 TSI A& 5 Bl 35 fak A A [ /KR, 2 B b 11 D SR 2R 28 P o At PR 0 41, SR 80 T
WO E
1.5 Zit 547
BT T4 B A BRAL A ) PR A S FERE /N B TR], S 2D BB B /N 5 RS Y 43 BT B,
TR Z X A B 2 HEAT LA 10 Sh IS X B0Fe . 37 Ui T 50 s REVS 45 M R AT 5 B ) AN AR TR 1~ 22 1]
HIAHIC MR SPSS 14.0 BRS8N B3 HT 5 3 ) %% B2 5E I 1 B #4XF 132 4347 ( detrended correspondence
analysis, DCA) fix KER A y 3.2, ¢ W J T BAIG A5 B (1) B35 X6 157 43 B1 ( canonical correspondence analysis,
CCA) HIE A AT, DCA 1 CCA 43 #1i@ 3 CANOCO 5.0 #AF SEI , 74T ) BT b B 1 i o MoK i d
y P<0.05, 525K B B BB R 999.

2 BERE M

2.1 REEK AR L HFE

SRR TDN ¥ AL [ 2 0.55~3.24 mg/L, SF-3E 4 1.44 mg/L. TDP I NH,-N ¥ &7 3 (e
53502 0.07 F10.69 mg/L. Chl.a i FEF-4{E K 13.8 pg/L, e/ IME 1 TE EIOKE (1.1 pg/L) , S RAE T
TERINK E (52.8 wg/L) . ARAE TSI A, 75% MK A & 8 FRARAS, R 19 25% 4b T H g 3R K, AR 1
BRI R B MEH B AE KR (0.34 m™ ) ROR (L HI BRAE T3k (3.33 m™'). BRIP4 C/N
W ARSI, A 8.1, e KA L AR WK P (12.2) , e/ IME L BEAE 2014 4F T8 (6.0) ;C/P [
ARG RO, S B IAE AR 1L (307) , B /IME(59) HH BLAE B R K I BB 139(5R 1).
2.2 BRI HEEEN

TEAYCRFE T, R B PR 52304 22 Fh, FOP A A8 13 Bl B RS O Fh. (LR iz REAETT K &
(Sinocalanus dorrii) %W 1% ( Daphnia hyalina) 3248 8 7K % ( Cyclops vicinus vicinus ) | {6 YK 4 Kz % ( Bosmina
coregoni) &5 15 1R8N 7K T ( Thermocyclops taihokuensis) F1 ]~ A7 H1 & 7K & ( Mesocyclops leuckarti) . TE FAF 24 i
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Tab.1 Physicochemical factors and seston stoichiometry in the sampling water bodies

TDN/ TDP/ NH;-N/ Chla/ K,/

fio ] RFEKAE ZE BE ) (mgl) (mg/L) (pe/l) wmt NP
2014-04-20 4 1113H] 114°34’40"  30°18'15”  0.58 0.03 045 57 093 175 307
2014-04-22 bl 114°21'18”  30°25'56"  2.17  0.09 095 388 333 6.1 131
2014-04-23 7Rl 114°23'48"  30°33'57"  0.94 0.06 0.17 182 1.60 6.6 166
2014-04-25 BTl 114°32'47”  30°14'53"  0.55 0.04 0.16 54 146 6.0 120
2014-05-01  HL=2sKJEE 113°05'24”  31°00'37"  0.63 0.02 0.19 50 061 6.6 168
2014-05-02 RISk JE 113°05'37”  30°53'21”  1.04 0.03 0.8 55 098 63 155
2015-04-22  WHEKE 112°4121"  32°13'11" 1.59  0.13 089 164 150 8.6 59
2015-04-22 XM 112°41733"  32°11'22" 144 008 091 100 1.11 105 131
2015-04-23  JLRBAKE 112°46'40"  32°1024" 147 0.1 0.89 86 1.18 8.6 120
2015-04-24  RILIKJE 113°05'37”  30°53'21”  0.96 0.07 053 44 068 108 151
2015-04-26 BT 114°32'47”  30°14'53" 183 0.07 085 9.8 170 8.8 194
2015-04-28  FYKJE 114°49'41"  29°47'13"  1.65 007 1.06 1.1 040 85 126
2015-04-29  ZEWKJE 114°46’20"  29°51°01”  1.86 0.07 0.84 18.1 034 122 140
2015-05-06  F5 K 2R 111°20°40”  30°23'33" 324 0.08 090 528 0.69 7.3 67
2015-05-09 4 VbiKJE 114°35'37”  31°17'45" 182  0.08 072 1.9 038 85 93

2015-05-09 KWK 114°40'47" 31°23'25" 1.32 0.11 1.03 19.2 1.27 6.2 99

I, B R A YR R A4 5 B B UK % (32.7 ind./L) F1 2014 AR F1(1.05 mg/L) 5 5/ MBS
PAEF I, 4> 314 0.49 ind./L F10.02 mg/L(& 1).
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Fig.1 Density and biomass of crustacean zooplankton
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TEREIE S N (B 2) |, I SRS K 22 B WK R LB K 2 0970 3 ) 14 268 X (I 35, AR X 485 2 53 1) Ay
98.2% ,80.0% F1 70.8% 5 14 Tl 76 X A7 K J2E 2555 2K P FNAR WA A0 o A — 000 5, AR 28 B2 43 ) Sl 19.2%
15.4% 1 21.8% . EWIREAE 9 A7k g DR 3EFh , AHXS 28 BEh 27.2% ~82.9% , F-H(E N 65.3% . 1 RISIKFE |
FIKPE A WAL 1, 58 W1 () A b Y 55 — DR A b R 0 R AR T K S, AR R BE 43 IR B T
20.7% 8.9% .27.9% \14.9% (2014 4FEZEF1)) Al 39.3% (2015 4E 371 , LLW Rl 7E XURR K J7E (67.1% ) 2014
AR S K P (42.5% ) FZR I (24.7% ) AHXT 5 BEBOR. faT o4 B A 7E imy 30U K 2 (23.2% ) T 2014 4£11
UK (38.3% ) i A RIS AEXIRR K P W7 P (2014 4F 14 S52 K PR HhoRH X 95 B2 242 10% . 35 iR
SR AN A h SR 8 h T AR B, P Y AT X, 505 IR — R 25 R, P TR K I MK A
ARIIARXT B BERCR, 43900 S 69.9% 1 22.7% . ey SUUYH 149 L A% Fob S AR o) 85 8 5, 22 oh 7 JE I 8035 ( Ceri-
odaphnia quadrangular) F1#0 5 F6 7% ( Bosminopsis deitersi) STk, 77 F 72 sh) BEVE 00 S Y94 K AR A 30 6 R
0.59~1.10 mm, BJ{E>}y 0.85 mm , e IR Y AL LT, e/ MELH AL 7 8b ).

Rtk Mipdksehks OBEME BRg RS BEEREVKE fihalks BHAD

100% == = r— am— -
80%} X I

2 - % |
 60%F = =
= = o] E
K 40%| - ;
N 1 E
20% |- E =
| LALE
0% 1 1 1 1 .“ .“ 1 1 1 1 1 ‘l ‘I‘ I‘ I:
2 2 B F &8 8 # # # # =¥ M 4 4 8 o
SR % b ¥ ¥ ¥R RELE R R R
#+ N Mo £ ¥ K K £ KX ¥ X 5 » K
B R R R = ® Wk &3
Iy =

P2 PR H ST SR B0 T 20 EE LR
Fig.2 Percentage composition of crustacean zooplankton community
AT R IR e s E B M L S K 5 3 A5G (P<0.05) 5 PR KB Chl.a ¥ 2 AY
TR N (r=-0.54, P=0.029) ; Daphnia FFAXTAEY &S K W2 B E MK (r=-0.68, P=0.015).
PRl R e SRR SS A RHIE S S B SRR RER ) C/N L C/P T B ARG (P>0.05) (K 2).
2 IR TC S IR SRR AR L PR P T AR S BT

Tab.2 Pearson correlation between characteristics of crustacean zooplankton community and environmental factors

W T W A=W RSOILNS Daphnia AHXT )

TDN n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.

TDP n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.

NH;-N n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.

Chl.a n.s. n.s. -0.54" n.s.
Ky -0.63™ -0.54" n.s. -0.68*

C/N n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.

C/pP n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.

* FIRLEANK, P<0.05;  FIRM L E AN, P<0.01 ;0. KR A KMEA R, P>0.05.



728 J. Lake Sci.(#:a#2) ,2018,30(3)

2.3 gy ELEFIE PR EE LN
Chla CCA Sy ibsn 7 AP 5E N LA B 1 R 347 i
F R S B S5 AR SR 1) 37.4% | M T 05, 17
TR B BATERTR T 1 2 A PR T4 STk R 45 K, 0 Chla, 43
ntiegl VREET RS HIRZES 11.5% (P=0.006) F18.9%
(P=0.010). BARHEAESS 3.4 (iiff) C/N LA C/P LLX]

GRS E, BEVA A5 /IS SRR 85 MK T 52 90y P =0.058 Fi
5 P=0.056, % BRI/ B 3 ABIEL FRATKR
VRLAEPTK SO P IBR 22 10 F8 ASMRT  E ATT4  A
EUHE Y BT REIELEH S 00 5.6% Rl 4.9% 4 /JA TR
T ORI i e sh R 2540 B8 5110 30.8% (6 3) .
0.6k Vo HE 3 A ARSI K & B AR T AR Chla e K
1 R RBES A P T R AT K 35 U B A 8 K

[ 3 b S RS T & TG Chl.a ¥ JE ALY C/N L BAK B 7K R

Fig.3 Relationship between dominant BB AP TG AR Chla W B DI RAT &
species and environmental factors T C/P LA Ry K AR T T 905 B e 2 T

Chl.a Y& DEIR R AF EI7Y C/P HE/INY K R

TR AR F M)A GIK AT 7R Chla YRR & DR IREAE BIF Y C/P AT C/N HEAR I K 3

2

3 PLBrrlie P 7e sh i 5 BT N 1 28 ) BT PR 0 i e it

Tab.3 Statistical table between dominant crustacean zooplankton and environmental factors after forward selection

K, Chl.a C/N C/P NH;-N TDN TDP
TRFER/ % 11.5 8.9 5.6 4.9 2.4 2.8 1.3
pseudo-F 454 4.5 3.8 2.5 2.3 1.1 1.3 0.6
P1i 0.006 0.010 0.058 0.056 0.360 0.262 0.576

3 itit

3.1 AR R S B B T S I 2

YT 5SS SR AL RO A R AN T T A RS R B, TR S A e
Hrt Daphnia (9P SRR C/P HOSE W E GRS BAEASC R R BLZ M. — B, Daphnia
X C/P Hm R BIE R 350 22471 R TH%AA , JL T RE2 P Bl A BB AR JL T S SRR e 568 . 76 A
G A R KR IR TR C/P L/ NTZ B, (H e BRI B R 40 3F R 2 BT KK Daphnia
B, NFETG Daphnia %)% K i ACZBIKIZE K GEMRUK R0, LR C/P L3I/ T 150, (817K 3% 2
ST I, — 1 S0 P R S A AP L Bl o A 28, LA i P 1) £ 2 3R 3. 3 4, i A1
M) C/P Hot 22Xt Daphnia H5 A& RSB 72 A 4 TS W, Elser 2567 % B, 44 C/P H/WNTF 120 i,
Daphnia = KA R AR FIASHR. 2RS0T IR C/P LLRHR/NT 200, {04 4 1K1 C/P H/NT 120,
CCA 4} % B Daphnia BAFAETHAERITY) C/P SR /KPR (R, 37307 FF 52 3 ) - 2 (A K B Chl.a ¥
FER B INTTAS /. FE B Y & B RERAIE R AN Daphnia HEA7 WG BL T, 3 FhAS /MK ST 3 A K A
D TATTIE S T 3083 A A7 A0 At 0 2 Ve P B 7 S 18 (A K B /DN 9 2 LU K 28, /N 1 2 (B core-
goni ,C. quadrangular Fl B. deitersi) (5 FCIKF] T 68.5% , 74 2HL I (9 /N5 AL T RE B 22 5 97 Ui ML 400 1) FOE 9% 45 44
LR 2 AR A R R, PR A2k A Sy T T TR K A | A8 SR R I A R ek 4 O B, K 0 S A
GIAN, AR IR T AN o5 A B LB, /N F 2 0 TE G S s KT Daphnia ™ . 75 HAX T Daphnia i1}
BRI, JOXUBRAK i AR, B AR A7 U3 3, (B TR K 1 30 R A4 K 3% A8 V7 s 8 o o A
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TS, — IR, TR FA Y N sk CCA Shrt R I, 14 R AT K A1) T e 2L P2 ) C/N
FEAR A K A4t BRI PR SR U ) 61K C/N A C/P L (&5 Chla ¥R EREE IR R & 5 51k
TR R, BRGNS AT K B AERROK I KR MROK B A AR . X4 2% Loosdrecht #1435 9 4R RIS
R ASBE R SR 105 BRI SIK % F 5BIF Y C/P HRE R IR . Hed 2014 4EH 2015 4F S8 K 4 |
eI TR T SC S R P 4548 , T LUE 212 Daphnia ARZMALIGARSS , 17 RLARIE K 28 OB ED G O, 350
AL BN ISR B R 702 O 2SR M sl A R 5 e, A A5 A e — &

— B, B SR N, TR S s AR W it T ARV 2 P AMIF Y AR B T IESE. {H K A
BT A 2 PR A IS A LR T R AR O e VTR TR W A K I P, 24 BB (TP) >0.097 mg/L
i, 37 U F e s A e PR Ea A BN AR A AN, B B AR R S SR P R R e sh k) s RE Chla
WP TR RS FEAHESE IR IR S S R W R S Chla YR BERAEAE B A k. BARA
SCREME TP W EE (A 78% /KK TDP ¥k 3 = T 0.07 mg/L, T HLETI% 85 04 7K 2 Fiiia FAR A7 A Ml
63, X PRI Y A S Y B 2 A R 0 25 A G P RB IR B (S R BV A, A AR ) 4 2 L3R
FEHS BT P 2= oK A T R B T RS R B R BT IR S W AF i 5 Chla ¥R 22 (] 1) 55 5
ToARSEE
3.2 B EFxHFERF R R EE SN M

IR IR I8 S5 5 R 0T LA JR S S A T A ML SR AR — AR e L B
RTEAMR T IRIFH e sh A7 i 5 Chla RIS IR ER MR BE W) A B E A OCHE B K, SR H 52 sh Y A= i
I P 3 5t W 25 A AHOC T B Daphnia AN AR RS K B2 B AAHDC, W K PRI Y B & Y T
W B — s 3, 1 Bz A8 hn W B B 545, Bk 1k, V8 2 56 F PR sh P 26 4 8 0 (4 F 53 3 AR
WATE R, BUNRE AR L TP R Chl.a ¥ B R 3=, AR PS40 48 0 RS FORAAT 7K A (4 I P v 22 Hh B 55 4 G
s TCAH S, IR R AR AR A Pl . 25 BRI B YA B 1 2 5 T IRAT WA AR A, Ik A HE
BRI IRANSE | N AZTER R 5T o LR K, 58 R Chl.a ¥R BETE 0N 1 % 3 400 26 A I A 40
4. CCA Zbr B3, 4B ENK T B4 AL TR A K T OBIRER 5 1k A, WL By i R, 2 A 2 B K I
ACRBIK R A AR Z YR B A & B FRKAR B & ZE R R R TR AR SR, AT LIE K A & 8 SRy 45
RYIFR. M LGB, Daphnia S 3EK TG IRE S b B, Dei 7 4 C/P LU Chla & 35 5AIK.
Laspoumaderes 25> IF 5 & B BB 3 X0t 17 25 £ 00 o A B8, M S WAL [ 85 950 SR P U st AL S P B 1)
HEST.

AT T 45 K5 e ) BTRR SR U, K, DTRRER R, 3X P RB 5 HOM R 7R Ak AR 25 G PR BE A 8 A O s B Bl HE
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