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Peru (12 30'S 7® 50'W) shows thaMicrocotyle
nemadactylu®illon & Hargis, 1965 was the only
parasite of the gills filaments, with a prevalence

Distribution Patterns of of infection of 75%. No other metazoan parasite

. was found on their gill filaments. The exact posi-
MICI‘OCOter nemadaCtylus tion of each one of the 566 specimenshhf

(Monogenea) on G||| nemadactylusollected was registered. Four sec-

. . tors were defined in each gill filaments (Fig.). The
Fllaments Of Chellodactylus monogenearEncotyllabesp., a parasite of pha-

variegatus (Teleostei) ryngeal plates, the copepodkavellotis dilatata
(Kroyer, 1863) parasite in the gill arches, and

Marcelo E Oliva/+, José L Luque* Caligus cheilodactylugKroyer, 1863), parasite
of the skin, were also found, with prevalence of
Instituto de Investigaciones Oceanoldgicas, 3%, 35% and 60%, respectively. An ANOVA,
FAREMAR, Universidad de Antofagasta, Casilla previous rank transformation of intensity data (W
Postal 170, Antofagasta, Chile *Departamento de Conover & R Iman 198 Amer Stat 5124-133)
Parasitologia Animal, Universidade Federal Rural doshows that distribution of worms, along the four
Rio de Janeiro, Caixa Postal 74508, 23851-970 gjill filaments, was not homogeneous (F = 3.71,
Seropeédica, RJ, Brasil 0.05 > P > 0.02, df = 3, 71) (Table I), an “a -
posteriori” SNK test shows preference to the first
Key words: monogenea - marine fishes - ecology - gill arch, suggesting an hor_izontal pa}rtition (K
: habitat segregation Rohde 199Zcology of Marine Parasite2nd
ed., CAB International, 298 pp.). Additionally, the
same analysis was done on sectors of the gills,
showing a similar pattern: no uniform distribu-
Preference by restricted habitat in the gills ofon (F=4.04,0.01>P >0.005, df = 3, 67), and a
reference by the sector 4 (transverse partition).

fishes is a well-known phenomenon among ectc%[n. o=
. ) ilarly, the log-likelihood G test (JH Zar 1984
parasites, especially copepods and monogenea iostatistical Analysis2nd ed., Prentice Hall, 718

Rohde 1977Zool Anz 199164-172). Factors that . .

could explain this preference are not yet clear. Aﬂfé)h s;noc\i/vssetggtr tirs]eng;ouprﬂfrg?rz o;\ V;\)I?ergfelgczafg?
approach to the solution of this problem has bee&Ie first gill arch ( G= 37.9, df ':3 P < 0.001) is
proposed by J Paling (196BExp Biol 48 533- ?vident (Table II). Microhabitat segregation is a

544), who showed that the spatial distribution Of smmon process observed when more than one
glochidia is determined by the differential action 'on proc ! ; )
of water flow through gill arch. A similar conclu- parasitic species are found in the same microhabi-

. . tat (i.e. gill flament). K Rohde (197ZParasitenk
sion was reached by J Davey (198®ar Biol Ass ! . S
U K 60 1061-1067). When microhabitat prefer_53. 171-182) postulate that habitat segregation in

ence is studied in species with similar ecologic gpecies with similar requirements are due mainly

requirements, ecological instead of mechanicaf. COMPetition, reinforcement of reproductive
phenomenon are apparent. The presence of a sin %rnefr k(]langngen(;rlc s;lpemesgl :co avoid produc-
species of Monogenea in the gill filaments of th ?}n of hybrids and/or the nelze or ensure r_natle.
teleostCheilodactylus variegatu¥alenciennes, ese processes are critical to ensure survival at

1833 allows us to test the hypothesis of habitat r opulation levels in species with low or no mo-

striction caused by ecological processes ility. Additionally, it has been shown that tem-
The analysis of 100 specimené of poral segregation can occur in congeneric spe-
variegatus obtained during November 1989 to1es (M Oliva et al. 198%ev Ibér Parasitol 49

March 1990, from the fish market of Chorrillos _209-214)M..nemadactylueccyrs in the four gill .
arches and in each of the defined sectors, but dis-

tribution is not uniform and clear preferences by

a gill arch and a sector of the gill is evident, sug-
*Corresponding author. Fax: +56-55-247542. E_ma”ges'ging a longitudinal anq transverse partition of
MEOLIVA@REUNA.CL habitat (Rohde 199®c. cit). M. nemadactylus
Received 11 September 1997 is the only ectoparasite @f. variegatuqat least
Accepted 8 April 1998 in the central Peruvian coast) that use the gill fila-
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TABLE |
Mean number and standard deviatiomMi€rocotyle nemadactylus each gill arch and sector
Arch
1 2 3 4 Total
Sector 1 1.6 (0.55) 1.0 (0.0) 1.5 (0.71) 1.7 (1.15) 1.5 (0.67)
Sector 2 2.1(1.25) 1.9 (1.3) 2.0 (2.0) 2.2 (1.83) 2.0 (1.4)
Sector 3 2.5 (2.0) 2.5 (2.4) 2.9 (2.2) 2.6 (1.19) 2.5 (2.05)
Sector 4 3.7 (3.18) 1.6 (0.94) 1.0 (0.0) 1.3 (0.58) 3.1(2.9)
Total 2.9 (2.53) 1.9 (1.7) 2.1(1.9) 2.2 (1.3)
TABLE I
Proportion ofMicrocotyle nemadactylu@s
percentage) in each gill arch and sector
Arch
1 2 3 4 Total
Sector 1 1.4 0.4 0.5 0.9 3.2
Sector 2 10.2 9.2 2.1 3.7 25.2
Sector 3 14.1 7.1 4.6 2.3 28.1
Sector 4  37.3 4.8 0.7 0.7 435
Total 63.0 215 7.9 7.6 100.0

ment as habitat. Due to the absence of closely re-
lated species, process of competition, reinforce-

ment of reproductive barrier and/or temporal seg-

regation can not be responsible of habitat prefer-

ence. In absence of further evidence, the observed
preference for an habitat, appears to ensure con-
Fig.: free hand sketch of a gill showing the four defined sector¢act between mating partners.




