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(De La Chesnais et al, 2019)
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, (mm)
, (beak) (8)s 95%
(radula) )
(Braley et al, 2010) ,
DNA )
( , 2018; , 2020; Bo ef al, 2020) 80
’ DNA 15°N
10° +
b 50 [
0°r Eﬂ% .,
5° - 4
1 0 Zxe
10%y & By,
1.1 15°5 L . . . . .
1 125° 115° 105° 95° 85° 75°W
¢ D,
2017—2019 1
( 1) s Fig.1 Sampling locations of S. oualaniensis and D. gigas
1 SEHNMEZEXERER
Tab.l1 Sampling information of S. oualaniensis and D. gigas
(mm) ANOVA
2°37'—2°53'S
S. oualaniensis 29 280+44
100°11'—102°20'W
2017 P=0.047
1°53'—2°25'S
D. gigas 31 260+31
99°37'—102°30'W
1°14'—2°35'S
S. oualaniensis 20 184+38
98°50'—103°13'W
2018 P=0.007
2°12'—2°56'S
D. gigas 22 214+£31
99°36'—102°54'W
2°46'—3°37'S
S. oualaniensis 31 231+42
102°18'—105°20'W
2019 P=0.583
1°43'—3°19'S
D. gigas 27 237+44
102°34'—106°11'W
1.2 1.3 DNA
Olympuss ZX7 , s 100 mg
R , PBS
R DNA
> DNA (
, Shimadzu ( ) DNA, Nano Drop 2000
0.000 1 g) DNA
95% , Leray (2013) mlCOlintF
95% , mICOIintR  Lcol490 Hco2198 (Geller et al,
DNA 2013), C I
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(mitochon-drial cytochrome oxidase subunit I, COI) 2020) 1% , PCR
PCR , ( ) ( ) DNA
, 2 NCBI (National Center for Biotechnology
PCR 25 uL : 6.5 uL H,0, 12.5 pL Premix Information) s )
Ex Taq (TaKaRa) (2x), (0.25 pmol/L) BLAST (Basic Local Alignment Search Tool)
0.5 uL DNA S5 uL :95°C 99% , 99%
5 min, 95 °C 10s, 56 °C 30s, 72 °C 90% (Ward et al, 2005); R
1 min, 1°C 90% , 90% 80%
16 , 46 °C 25 (Costa et al, 2007; Xu et al, 2019;
72 °C 10 min, 4 °C ( , , 2020)

%2 PCR3IMER
Tab.2 Information of the PCR primers

(5—3")
Lco1490 GGTCAAATCATAAAGATATTGG Geller et al, 2013
Hco2198 TAAACTTCAGGGTGACCAAAAAATCA Geller et al, 2013
mICOTintF GGWACWGGWTGAACWGTWTAYCCYCC Leray et al, 2013
mlCOlintR GGRGGRTASACSGTTCASCCSGTSCC Leray et al, 2013
1.4 2 3 ( 3
, DNA 33, 7 6
N% F% 9 1 , 3
W% IRI, 5 2 ( 4
IRI% (Hyslop, 1980)  Shannon-Wiener ,
) : 4 64 37,
N%= / « 3
%100, (1) (Copepods) (Amphipoda)
F%= / %100, (2) (Euphausiacea) (Decapoda);
W%= / (Myctophidae) (Phosichthyidae)
x100, 3) (Stomiidae) (Gadidae) (Gadidae)
IRI=F%x(N%+W%), (4) (Nomeidae)
IRI%=IRI/S IRI><100  (5) ( Onychoteuthidae Chiroteuthidae
Shannon-Wiener : H=—(3 PxInP)), (6) Thysanoteuthidae
P i Cranchiidae ) ( Nuculidae)
(W% Limacinidae Pterotracheidae
2 Cavoliniidae)
2.1 53 50
143—380 mm N% (65.36%),
172—380 mm, (ANOVA, F=0.128, (29.71%) (19.56%) ,
P=0.72) 101—1552¢g 165—1577 g, (18.35%) (7.60%),
(ANOVA, F=0.86, P>0.05) N%
(49.70%), (Corycaceidae)
31, 16 3 1 44.70%, (39.58%) (5.80%),



52

1306

00°0 €0°0 11 610 winsourds punuaSold ) «
000 950 €0°0 'l 61°0 eRORI[RY L, S h
vL'T T0°0 'l £0°0 HSPADMPS STIUOLD)
vL'T T0°0 'l £0°0 oepruniiod {5 5 %
LET 10°0 'l £0°0 SepIueX o iy Ky«
000 ST €0°0 Iy €0°0 10°0 690 LT°0 8¢ 80°0 epodedaq 3 -
LET 10°0 pYypunILUOUW DPOdOUDSAY ]
Iy L¥'0 §9p109q13 visnoydn
9601 Na DIuIXa DISMoYAng (4] «
LET 10°0 8T 6¥°0 Dano24 DISRDYANT it {1 T «
SH0 91'C LOST v6'l 10°0 ¥1°0 1 6¥°0 sepusneydng fg i
656 80°0 Y0'L 8€°0 oBpLIBWIWED) {gf Jifif7%
LOST 010 DLID}UIPIS DUIUOAY J LT 2 Y 4
LOST 010 QEPIUIUON] {gf X i}
YL'C LO0 171 80°0 SRLADUUDIUD STIOYIUAYLOULS TE 5 Bl Bl
vL'T LO0 'l 80°0 oepI[eydooAxQ {2 e f
LOST 870 986 1L°0 s2d13u0] Sap1011odAF] Y T ¥ YU T 3
LOST 870 98'6 1L°0 euepoepILod A o 3
1o §9°¢I S1°0 6T'€T 750 0T0 ¥9'€T 9€'0 6¥'¢l LT epodiydwy 37y
99'¥T 98t 8¢ v€0 spodado)) payynuaprun 33y 3 i 4 ¥
(Y 610 plino »NSQ.G:EU wv?vmm_wm«*
€Ty 61°0 QBPIIORPUE)) {38 N/ Ac B
LE1 v1°0 €Ty v€0 snipnuapppnasd Snupipony I8¢ b (I i) «
LET ¥1°0 €Ty ¥€0 seprue[e)) {8 ¢ I
8€Y9 0L €11z 0€'LT oePIoROAI0)) {sk BN/ Y
0€¥T €L°69¢ € A SL'S9 0L 6t 4 Az 1,79 SE0 L1'8C Se8l podado) 3734
19°LT 9¢'L6T ¥ 8¢ 1L°9L 81°CS €€'s IT€E1L 101 08°¢¢ 80°0C BIDRISIID) (74 (2 2L thy
%Al 145 ™1 X% Yo Yod %N H %Al Y140 = I X% 5¢ Yol Yod %N
LOgEEm S Gpm ey MO sl MO g WabmEy mEday HOHEE sl W RS S

sp313 snotp1soq WAEFE

SISU21UP|vNO %N&NSNNON.Q&N@&AM. g .-N_IW

orjded ﬁwﬁOuwﬂ—uO UJajsed Ay} url WQMNM ‘(d pue sisua1uvpno g jo Eomtmogaoo pooq ¢'qe],

WHHSBEZNMG SPEERERHLYH

€%



(Dosidicus gigas) 1307

(Sthenoteuthis oualaniensis)

141 80°0 SBPIIINIIA {5 ity
84S S0°0 8T 80°0 SBpIPRD {5
0¥'LT 6v'1 66°0€ €91 puvydpip xGdou121s i k4
0¥'LT 6v'1 66°0€ €9t aepIyoK1dowsng | I fif i
8T 0€0 wn3uo]a PWOISOUOL) B YL
(44 0€0 depIpeD i JC,
w 0T0 €y €'l 1uDOojs snpoInvYy) i
w 0T0 €y €'l Qeplwols 45 [1
CI'L9 L8°0¢ 1Ts¢e 9¢°61 011201 DILIINSIOUL] TG Nosese
L9 L80€ 1T°¢s¢ 9¢6l QBPIAYIYOISOY o B $£7C
vl 1o 0SS1L DUO41O2]T T [ By}l
00°0 00°0 v0°L 8€°0 “dds snydpiq (e [yl
8t'S 91°0 v0'L 860 wnppp wnydoSAH gy [ «
LE'T €00 0L 0€°0 “dds wnydo3Apy (g [ {1k
000 000 v$'TT 8L'T ppnpaiaivd smpoduvduv w [Y 722\
8%°S L00 S8 LT 142314 WNIYODIGOUUDN T [ ZH 5T
w8 60°0 ¥0°L €0 “dds snpoduvduvy 8y (478
8t'S 1o LTI 89°0 wnipu121]04nD wnydorda H A ML wx
€€°TI 61°0 6v°S1 €Ll wnpnpiiu wnydopGy TR [
vL'T 700 wniqouy >8] wnydojodiy I, [ 11X«
$t'8 we sudut xnj1aind gy, [LH
w8 €10 6v'S1 9L°¢ snupaIxXaul snAnjoydid] g [ 3 {8 il g
17SYy L9°€ 79°9¢ 6101 snypu12p] sCpyo1u23017 Gy 1 [
0L€l 0€0 89°'TI 81 $nS.42424 sn10ydojoquIAS T [fN4 {5 hl 2 4
yL'T €0°0 8'C S1°0 1uDULI2AD SNL0YdoJoqUIAS T, [ 1314 Y] %1
SL'S9 08t 0799 1L°6C seprydoroAIN {5 3, [
SISy 68°CST9 Y0'vE £6'18 86°6¢€ 0€°L9 6°166 L cL6E 90°9L 9¢€°S9 ust ¢
%Il 4144 I X% YoM Yol %N H Yol 44 1L AT X5 %M Yol %N
EE SR X B E fly ML sk g, by gy MR sk iE MO LR S

sp313 snop1soq WHAEE

SISUDIUDIDNO S1YIN2JOIIIJUAS Wil sy Gt




52

1308

¥ 91 LTO 0L €0 aseprynalodoud o ¥y 3% NT
L' €0°0 QepIINNONYD o K <+
) ) ) ) vorfiovdoipiiaw s1yinajoyodu()
9601 650 [4: 4 61°0 WA\ e B e
8T €70 “dds snyppnajoyodu) ¥\ «
€eel 650 €9°¢ 170 QBPIINGIOYIAUQ e S \I(
0L €l 80°0 0L 0€°0 SISUDIUDIDNO S1YIN2JOIIIIUILS Wi & o s
18°L1 010 LTl 09°0 D313 SNIIPISO TS s
y1°0¢ 810 0691 060 seprydonsewnuQ {5 3
S0'8¢ €9'188 € YT19 ¥9°19 8 L1 9°9¢ 0L091 € 1¥°8¢ 68°Ly 09°L epodoreyda) 3¢
1cee [8°110 ¢ [4N4 €CIL vC'8 68'7¢ LY'S99 v vTes 8€°¢9 LEVI BOSN[[ON [ (7 X}
€0°9¢ 1Tl €0°8¢ 60'8 SAYSI] pAYNUIPIUN S [ 4}
8¥'¢S 050 [4: 4 8€°0 SeALRl USl Ly m {7
yL'T L0°0 snadjdo.otu snyduivy.10ddxO wY |4 E8i\[/«
YL'C L00 QepId00XH {4 FH Y |4
1 800 snjpydasooydiy sap1o4o0yds i liy| H F=
2BPIUOPORIA], i 11 hrl
€Te 01°0 dds sexny g2
€Ce 0ro BPLIqUIODS o Fiij
1 800 snapn1apd sdaoiqn)) Sy L
Iy ¥0°0 11 SIo smpippaonnd sdod1qn)) G [ B5 G «
A% ¥0°0 [4: 4 €C0 SePISWON g i 4]
LE1 S0°0 421503044340 saP103D)AYIDG T fL 3L 1) Bl
LET $0°0 depie|Ayres |y ¥k
A% ¥0°0 €y €C0 $15U210420 SNID]OdIT Tif Bl Fi3¥ 06 W & ol
A% ¥0°0 €y €00 QepHBWOISOIN g T [1\[/
96°01 o ¥0°L 09°0 “dds so.r2opuiSa.g 8 S
9601 TT0 vO'L 09°0 sepnolsoeworg o Fjsh
%Idl H LY 1 X% %M Yol %N M %IIHLGE T XSk %M %1 %N
EA G SEw X Spam fclly ML MO Ry WakmE Y wmEfxay HMOHEE skEWE MO HRY

sp313 snop1soq WAEE

SISUDIUDIDNO S1YIN2J0IOJUAS Yif sy Gt

Stk 5 E




(Dosidicus gigas) 1309

(Sthenoteuthis oualaniensis)

Aokl AT S Il Y A VNG E S e I ol B G S0 BRI A3 VNG B ]

S8'9 90°0 €Ty §1°0 DIDIUBPLLY DIUIOAD]) EiEA I —
S8'9 90°0 €Ty S1°0 QBPIUI0ARD {4 T
887 ¥0°0 €Ty S0 SBPIOYORIOINA o i, e
9¢'8¢ oL's ¥6'€C 8€'S OBPIUIORWIT gk ¥
181 61'15T SLO 9¢'8¢ 08'S LET 9%'791 18°0 Y6'€T 86'S epodonsen 37 Ef
€10 SeLl €10 61T L9°0 90°0 $6'9 €0°0 Sv'8 6L°0 QBPINONN e e [
8%'S 90°0 1€°81 99'% spodojeydo) paynuapIun 3 (i 4y
11 80°0 0340 DINDUO LY FAG R B e
I¥'1 80°0 oePNNBUOSIY { Hif4llf
8'S LT0 19)d0y S1yINd}0138421J I BE «
8¢ LT0 QBPIINGIOIA] e i G X
LET €0°0 8T 61°0 2D1AIP]DA DIYOUDAD0LT Yif by 3 L7 W TS 1
0L €l v€0 €9°¢ SLO DAGDIS DIYIUDAD) Xif e e[/ 4
0L €l LEO St'8 v6°0 QBPIYOURID i 1 e[/
LET 10°0 v0'L 90 SRQUIOY.L SIYIN210UDSAY [ Wi Sy B 37 +
LET 10°0 v0'L 90 seprynajouesAy ], i 5 5527
91 LTO v0'L Y€0 “dds sisdon.aqy s s W i «
%11 144 DI X% %M Yol %N H %Il [ E ™1 X% EF %M % %N
B R, T R 2e A e O O s I L S

SD318 snopIso(] HAEE

SISUIUDIDNO S1YIN210]2|WAS X S for




1310 52
%4 BAMBFETERS DNA HFEEM
Tab.4 Comparison of partial morphological identification results with DNA molecular identification
DNA (%)

1 E. pseudattenuatus 99.51 EU599529.1
2 C. curta 98.52 HM045360.1
3 H. longipes 86.78 EF989685.1
4 S. antennarius 91.88 HMO053505.1
5 P. sedentaria 99.02 MT062492.1
6 E. recurva 93.94 MG669394.1
7 E. eximia 99.68 AY601080.1
8 Euphausia gibboides 99.52 AY601081.1
9 Thysanopoda monacantha 97.60 MH572669.1
10 * Xanthidae 84.79 KU285973.1
11 * Cronius edwardsii 97.69 KT588227.1
12 * P, spinosum 99.02 MK466377.1
13 S. reversus 99.69 KJ555469.1
14 M. lychnobium 99.09 GU440415.1
15 M. nitidulum 99.84 GU440416.1
16 M. aurolaternatum 99.69 KJ555427.1
17 H. atratum 99.68 KJ555397.1
18 V. lucetia 99.84 HQO010067.1
19 B. argyrogaster 98.33 KU902900.1
20 C. pauciradiatus 97.62 MH638789.1
21 Auxis spp. 98.34 MH638721.1
22 O. micropterus 99.21 KX579979.1
23 D. gigas 99.56 KY446781.1
24 S. oualaniensis 99.67 DQ885842.1
25 Onychoteuthis spp. 91.75 AB199561.1
26 Onychoteuthis meridiopacifica 89.41 MHS570324.1
27 Chiroteuthidae 94.86 AY557529.1
28 Abraliopsis spp. 91.10 MK185878.1
29 T. rhombus 99.23 EU735371.1
30 C. scabra 98.93 GQ853498.1
31 L. valdiviae 99.22 AF000050.1
32 P. hoylei 99.85 JQ248117.1
33 * A. argo 100.00 AB191273.1

, W% (61.24%), (33.04%)
F% (76.06%), 1.75% 1.49%
(66.20%) , (47.89%) IRI  IRI%
(28.17%) (84.93%)  F% (IRI>713.11; IR1%>5.33%)
, (65.75%) (61.64%) (IRI>3884.63; IR1%>28.05%)
, F% IRI IRI%
(67.12%) 2.2
, W% (ANOVA)
(58.41%), (39.72%),
0.81% 0.35%; ; 9



5 : (Sthenoteuthis oualaniensis) (Dosidicus gigas) 1311
N% W% s , N%  40%,
F% >
77% , 2019 (1
F% N% R 76% ,2019 N% W%
R 65%, F% N% , N% s 2017—2019
85% ( 3

x5 ELEHMEZEAUERMLILR

Tab.5 Comparison of dietary differences between S. oualaniensis and D. gigas

2017—2019 2019
F P F P
N% 0.630 0.430 0.025 0.874
W% 0.253 0.617 0.989 0.332
N% 5.629 0.019 5.878 0.019
W% 1.955 0.165 10.157 0.003
N% 23.147 0.001 11.235 0.002
W% 0.232 0.631 1.473 0.232
, (H=2.79) ol

(H=1.56; ANOVA, F=4.820, P=0.030)

(multidimensional scaling analysis, MDS)

>

(2
0.4+
0.2+
@
a 0.0r
=
_0.21
0.4
| | 1 | 1
-0.6 -0.3 0.0 0.3 0.6
MDS1
2
Fig.2 MDS analysis of S. oualaniensis and D. gigas food
composition
SIMPER  3),

(Vinciguerria lucetia) (Diogenichthys

laternatus) Wk (Sternoptyx diaphana)

(Myctophum nitidulum)

, 33%

30

FRE (%)
S

HEC

10

KR kEre BRI RN 8le WX
KEN 1%&

3 SIMPER

Fig.3 SIMPER analysis of S. oualaniensis and D. gigas food
composition

3.1 DNA
4 DNA

COI , 33
66.67%

, DNA
DNA
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, F% , 65.75%,
, F% 33.80% ,
(Braley et al, 2010) , (67.12%),
(61.24%),
, , Markaida(2006)

>

(Benthosema panamense)

(Ahlstrom, 1968),
(Frank et al, 2002),

(Symondson, 2002) DNA ( )
(Benoit-Bird et al, 2002; Bertrand et al, 2002)
s Rosas-Luis  (2011)
( , 120—300 m ,
2015) DNA , ,
3DNA b 9 b

: (2020)  DNA ,

13, N%
8 , DNA ,
SIMPER ,

L

(Eduardo et al, 20006),

B

3.2 )
F% N% ; )
, F%  66.20%,
, W%  59.24% Shchetinnikov(1992)
( )
, (2016) ,
, (
) (Markaida et

, al, 2003), ,
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(Ibafiez et al, 2010; Bruno et al, 2021) ,

Ibarra-Garcia  (2014)

, DNA

>

s Shannon
, SIMPER ,

( » 2020,

, , 2019.
,28(3): 331—343
, 2020. DNA
, 39(4):
61—69
, 2019.
, 2803):
402—408
, , , 2020.
, 40(15):
5418—5423
, 2004. . ,51—52
, , , 2019,

, 28(3):

344—356
, , , 2015. DNA
, 24(2): 203—210
, 2018.
, 40(4): 394—403
, 2016.
, 12(4): 80—87
, 2019.
,43(12): 2511—2522
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Abstract

and they have sympatric distribution in tropical eastern Pacific. We evaluated the interspecific food compositions by using

Closely related cephalopods Sthenoteuthis oualaniensis and Dosidicus gigas have important economic values,

a combination of visual evaluation and DNA barcoding of stomach contents to investigate the feeding habits and
differences of these two squid species. Results show that fishes, cephalopods, and crustaceans were the main food sources
for S. oualaniensis and D. gigas. In addition, as shown by ANOVA, there are significant differences between the Shannon
diversity index and the N% (percentage of individuals) and W% (the percentage of food mass) of crustaceans and the N% of
fish. Moreover, SIMPER (similarity percentages breakdown) analysis revealed that the differences of stomach contents
among species are mainly reflected in the species composition and percentage individuals of fish. The research conclusions
intuitively reflect the phenomenon of food specialization of similar cephalopods in the same domain, and provide data
support for the subsequent exploration of the coexistence mechanism of cephalopods.
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