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WE: 183 H(Dactylogyrus sp.) M (Carassius auratus) 85 H B EUR 27 48 8, AR s, XH
TS 50T AW S G 17705, 0527 B AT 1 R SRS . I FR IR R AR LT A
o () T A5 R AR s A &, & ISR L AT TR BE e, 23 il 35 5 IR ERER 3K H(D. vastator). HHARLERIE HU(D.
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fg 8 B 4k BoRh K 2 A Tt S B, oK
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B TS E R R OR IR Gy, T B0 SR RS
T, R E AR RS %L T8k (Hypophthal-
michthys molitrix) 1548 ¥ H(D. hypophthalmich-
thys) 5 /NESFE IR HU(D. vaginulatus), % %7 £ T H M
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latus S5 4R 45 B PR 7K £ 283 e kA et .
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KT H(D. formosus) BEAMEIAH(D. inex-
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SEEBBMRGR T AT LingS "l 716
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St mEEt o e ROCR " 4
()<t EEARIE T IR R R EA e, T IX Le R IR
FEH E# A HRE .

— MR A 2 PRI L, X Bl B G A A B
(Rutilus rutilus)F1 K S BRHE 8 (Squalius cephalus)
R R I A R S A R ok T A
HMeo TR LB R EE, FERMIEEY 4
G TSR T A R R R K RS
Fi A LR, Hosh = 2 730, AR 7 0 3k
2T AR FE R R UR A, BRI A B A S
fiE, FFAR ALy 120 RER, BT A FR PR U AR
BRSPS FEIE

1 MR5ERE

1.1 EFHRERNE

R 5 9 b BT F-i81(30°11705.460"N,
114°37'33.984"E), 3:50)2 . K if iz [l sLie =,
Fe T KRR . K SEge i BRI (MS-222) 5, £Efif ]
Bt (Nikon C-DSS230) T, FH I IR IR o T8 22 46
. BRI G, MR AR RS, NG
KA, T R AR AR B R N
2, M, TV MRS S E, — s R
R OIS F, AR — 2R S &,
1B U FH 90% I A 8 2, AR 70 745 7€
1.2 EFHPESZELEE

7 BB (OLYMPUS-CKX41) M %2 difA T
450, IR H BT B Bi(Pro-MiceoScan 5630)i1T
IR AR . ISR R B S HR b
FI| FH ¥ At (Scope Photo 3.0)%) L& $A I 117 48 34 Ha i3t
TR, X UT mamidtir i,

13 ENHMPFEEMRGELBE AN

DNAZEL., #1850 F FrESMET RS
5RO, BRI R N, e AR A BEK
Py - A B V2B B PR HUJE R ZH DN A 328 47 57
PB4 4245 18S TDNAL A3 ITTS 1 rDNA
Ji535.8S iDNASE | B 5175145 3o i 5l
¥1S1 (5-ATTCCGATAACGAACGAGACT-3"); F
W5 9HT (5'-GCTGCGTTCTTCATCGATACTCG-
38 #HIR8 (5-GCTAGCTGCGTTCTTCATCGA-
3,

PCRY™ 1K 2 450 uL, L35 20 ng 2 45 4634
HIEFHADNAL 1.25 UMEX Tag® A #(TaKaRa).
1 puL 20 mmol/LI E 5[ #). 4 uL 2.5 mmol/L
ANTP W . 5 pL520 mmol/L MgCl, ] 10xPCRZ%
PRV, B e P K R W 8K E R FS0 uL. ¥ &
MR R: 95°C AR Smin; 94 °CAF ¥4 1min,

55°C 1B K 1min, 72°C ZE{# 1min30s, 35/ME3; 72°C
J& #E4#110min.

PCRP=WITE 1 Yo ¥ B R A 4 1 Hh H ik 20 25, D1
H 2% JEEIWLDNA, 2R j5 FipMD18-T#i /4(TaKaRa)
BHATER:, BB DHS B2 S, 50 uL/mLE
FHBERMNLBE AR 722 513 B 7
BRECPH 1 T B, TR I PCRIF %, 5 B 14 7o B 13 ik
IR R FE PRI 7 2w AT I 7

NFEE F3R1S 148 R HIDNA P41, 78
NCBIH AT BLASTLEL G434, 18 i 5 204k PR b &
PEAZ AR ACLBE B i 19 72 B R AT X L, 9 LR 7 771
BB IE AT i 22 5, E— DT e T BRI Fh R

REEAB7H AW FLILIRAT S PP A R
DNAF %), 55 MGenBank3R 15 HAh F T E KRG K
B WA HDNA P 51374%, Thaparocleidus vistu-
lensis{E N R G KB WIS EBFGE 1) R
%1 5 AMAFFT v7.313%, % DNAF 5147 % &
R A3t B 5 % 5 415 A\ PhyloSuite v1.2.2"ff)
GblocksHEATEBIALIE . FIModelFinder™ #4441t
SR AT B AR 5 . SR FIMrBayes v3.2.6
) 2 U1 -3 HE 187 (Bayesian inferences, BI)HJ & 4t
REW, BRI NGTRAF+HI+G4, DR Rl I bk 1
S 4FR % J7 7% (Markov chain Monte Carlo process,
MCMC) ¥ B N2 2k 4 ST 1247200000018 . A£1000
3T R GERHRE, BT25% 7 35, HEHE ) 43 FE A 4 2
— 0 (Consensus tree) 11 A S HL, PAFIMER
(Posterior probability, PP)3K 3K 78 £ 7 S AT {5 % .
181 FHIQ-TREE v1.6.8" 4 & 5 A AL 4R ¥ (Maximum
likelyhood, ML) R4t K H 4, H 3k B iR,
SR L BN TIM3+F+I+G4, bRt H BB N
1000fX. HRG K & W IZEALNEIETOL v6 (https:/
itol.embl.de/)"*" % Adobe Tllustrator 2021 25.05% & -

BLAN, 75 R GR A W B3R L 35 HGES 43 I il
TR AR RUFREA B, BT SR (Kimura-
two-parameter) K457 41 (AL FE 55

2 #R

2.1 ETHENESFELERE

JE 0 25 A R S TR A RRAE LU, 430 %
TE NI AR PR HU(D. vastator Nybelin, 1924), 17
IR H(D. intermedius Wegener, 1909). 3JEFEIA
H(D. arcuatus Yamaguti, 1942). NN+ 3 H(D.
formosus Kulwiec, 1927). 5 Z{8¥M H(D. baueri
Gussev, 1955). B MG HU(D. inexpeatatus Isju-
mova, 1955)F1 X 254834 HU(D. dulkeiti Bychowsky,
1936). T HZTFIEI BB &AL RIR, &
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N5 359 K FH pom g B2 R FRLAT

IRERIE IR HAARAERECR, £467—1016
(n=8), %i124—353. H#i¥g130—72, BALAL, BN
35—84., MK 13—44, HHKo—25 HARK
515, BPIRIR. GBS THHL S NG K B 5E
FEARARAL, K27—77. BEGE R —, K47—106, %
4—15. THE BRVEIR, RKumiisr, K31—72, J5
Uity iy — 2L, K21—65, TE6—24, HEI ARl A 5 A8
B AR S 1, R i 40 A 3, R — SO [R) B I )
ERXRE, K26—73 (K 1),

hRIIEIA R H A K268—901(n=13), %
108—251. i K16—27, B N4, Bk
15—25. ErHEKTHE, BHs—16, K
37, BRK6—13. JERARIITRL LN R 5E
4 JEARAEL, K19—36. BEGE R —, K23—39,
W2—4. AZWE ERVEIR, Rimioe, £23—353, 5
Uy —JE B, K 11—55, HE6—22, FBh R EL A 5 IR

85 PR R ARL, R 3 43 9 3¢, A — SO m) 5 T 2
EHREE, K22—59 (H 2).

[ isE 2N BRI N (n=28), £96—490,
H23—106. FHHK, K81—160, i HI1AIMEZ,
B 52—85. MEM K, K27—106, AN &,
BRK20—74. JEWERII6XT LS/ N K E T4,
TGN, K8 72 MNih%/NEK 15—
37, BR&E R —, MR, K17—51, 5E8—11.
L NI, 0 BE, 10T n) A i AR 2,
£:30—76, HHBIAC B AR 0, K23—53 (K 3).

EWIEMEH BB, K218—462(n=11),
WA8—97. HERIHE, K49—79, HIfEK28—52,
fEHK24—45, R K10—22. EWR B KRB RN
WG NEAH 6N, TEARFL, TR, K17—31.
egh i B —, PR ) N S IR, RS B, K
18—42, %i2—7. AFE R, BRVEIR, RimEiR,
K 1430, Jaumar—3L s, 2 U5k, SHBIAC it 4% 4

F1 RELEXHHARTRMHZEREBEEMNZ. GenBank HRS . 18SHTS1+5.8S rDNAKE KR =

Tab. 1
sampling location

List of Dactylogyrus species used in the study and their host, GenBank accession number, 18S+ITS1+5.8S rDNA length and

GenBank

R A GenBank R STk L
number (bp) location number (bp) location
Abramis brama D falcatus ~ AJ564130 1070 o Gobio gobio D. cryptomeres AJ564123 1067 o
D. wunderi ~ AJ564164 1032 R 4 Zb?;iiijms D. finitimus ~ AJ564133 1066 R
D.zandti  AJ564165 1042 ) Cfgg’;’;f D. achmerowi  AJ564108 1012 v
Alburnus alburnus  D. alatus AJ564109 1031 FETT D. anchoratus  AJ490161 998 $E
D. fraternus ~ AJ564136 1032 o D. extensus ~ AJ564129 1021 o
D.minor  AJ564143 1030 #Ew C:;’f;f;gs D. vastator ~ AJ564159 1020 o
D. parvus ~ AJ564146 1028 £ D. intermedius  AJ564139 1006 e
Barbus barbus  D. carpathicus AJ564115 1030 5 D. formosus ~ AJ564135 996 5
D. dyki AJ564127 1033 o D. dulkeiti ~ AJ564126 1043 Eri
D. malleus ~ AJ564142 1037 R D. anchoratus  AJ564111 1002 e
Abramis bjoerkna  D. cornoides ~ AJ564118 1032 7 i) D. inexpeatatus AJ564138 1043 7 )
D. cornu AJ564119 1036 o D. vastator ~ KM487695 1012 H[EHriH
dis ”.ng’i;en dus  AJ564125 1035 E7 i D. vastator ~ KJ854363 1035  H[HI ¥
Rutilus rutilus ~ D. caballeroi ~ AJ564114 1032 R D. intermedius  KJ854364 1049 W [EIMES
D. crucifer ~ AJ564120 1027 7 i) D. formosus  KM525669 1020 ' [E[
D. fallax AJ564131 1028 E7 i D. vastator ~ KC876016 1045  1E#IdL
D. nanus AJ564145 1033 R D. intermedius  KC876017 1013 " EHIL
D. rarissimus ~ AJ564151 1030 5 D. formosus ~ KC876018 1002 ™ E#it
D. rutili AJ564152 1034 o D. dulkeiti  KC876020 1049  HEAdL
D. similis ~ AJ564153 1050 e D. arcuatus  KC876019 997 " E#L
Clenopharyngodon 1 umeliarus — AJsea141 1130 HE% Oligfup o -
Pseudorasbora 1y o imens  AJS64156 1120 R Silurus . ictulensis  AJA90165 830 3
parva glanis
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PE19—73. HiEE, K40—52, BHEK23—30.
fEH K 18—30, WHA IR, #K16—21. Ja

348

=3, o — SRS EART A B A, K11—25 (Kl 4),
SEEHFH  BERD, K120-369(n=6),

b

a

20 um

- %

50 0 pm 20 pm
K1 IRERRIA ORI R LT B4 M (a. SRR IR JUREAA, b, B8 S /N, ¢, SCFC s o' HRoORE; b WG/ o ITERGERE; d'
ACHCAS)

Fig. 1
b’. marginal hooks; c'. dorsal bar; d'. copulatory organ)

D. vastator and its sclerotized structures (a. whole worm; b. anchors and marginal hooks; c. copulatory organ; a’. anchors;

K2 *i?aﬂﬁ%ﬁiﬁﬂaT SEK(a. T BLFRFR LA b. BB L S /NE; ¢, SCIEAR; . PR b ISR/ ¢ E% B d. A4S
L &%)

Fig. 2 D. intermedius and its sclerotized structures (a. whole worm; b. anchors and marginal hooks; c. copulatory organ; a'. anchors;

b'. marginal hooks; ¢'. dorsal bar; d'. copulatory organ)

K3 %W?EHE%MS&ILT FREH (a. IOEAEFR JUBAE; b, Bl R0 20/ NE; ¢, AR, ' R RH; b UGN, o BREEHE; d'. 22
(3]

Fig. 3 D. arcuatus and its sclerotized structures (a. whole worm; b. anchors and marginal hooks; c. copulatory organ; a’. anchors;

b’. marginal hooks; c'. dorsal bar; d'. copulatory organ)
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WHATHN KRB ML NG, K14—21. B
P b —, B, EE — e, K26—37, 5E2—4.
ZHELA L 5 T, ACHLE MU IR, £26—38, Hiibh
TR 7> N33, I S A E A L, 125—40
(E 5).

BIMEIR R HEEUN, K110—301(n=6),
B16—57. HiEHE, K54—60, WK 32—35,
g 25—34, HHAHE, K2, BRK
21—26. JEWAMEBTHN R ERENLG /N, K
15—25, BR&ikp—, 8K, K32—39, %i2—4. &
f s AR, Rumdnt, K17—54, fBhC Rl 8y 2
IR, Rk, B TTIR, £20—36 (4 6).

XZEH|IAHR  FEREBDN, K357—480(n=17),
P65—106, HELM, K37—57, #2131,
I 19—25, G AL LS, B A &, 8

a b
10 pm

c
50 pm 20 pm

RK15—-31. FEREBMEETNRE EENILZ /NG,
K15—31. BR5#gi, K30—46, %i2—4. L
B, R, K:22—30, 4 BhAS A £ i H A K,
e _E o WS, ERECIR, BEAN R ERRE ALY
¥, K18—33 (& 7).
22 NTFEESRGZLAENN

AW ARG IR ERFE A B P ARFRIA R, 90
TEARIR L, EATFEIA 5 SRR SPR 3 )
18S+ITS1+5.8S IDNAJF %1l BLAST4 R 7w, I
HEFE IR B[] 1045 bp 7 51 (KC876016) 554 v (134
BEAE IR L (AT564159) ML H96.37%, F71E38M
HESR, PAREIR 1013 bplfF 51 (KC876017)
S50 th AR IE L (AT564139) LU 999.01%,
FELE L0 i (1) 22 75 S4B 3R 997 bp #)F 41)
(KC876019)5 4 5o 48 £ 5 8 H(D. anchoratus)

~

]
20 pm

K4 IR OB R U T TS5 M (o, SRR PR HUBEAR b. 880 ROU BN ¢, ZTE S o' TPRORE; b I B/ o IREE R, ' 22

e #)

Fig. 4 D. formosus and its sclerotized structures (a. whole worm; b. anchors and marginal hooks; c. copulatory organ; a’. anchors;

b’. marginal hooks; ¢'. dorsal bar; d'. copulatory organ)

@
4

/20 pm

K5 SRR RUT TS (e, 525485 HUBAR, b. 88 ROU SN, ¢, ZTIE S o' TPORORE; b IS/ o IREE IR, ' 2

e #)

Fig. 5 D. baueri and its sclerotized structures (a. whole worm; b. anchors and marginal hooks, c. copulatory organ; a’. anchors;

b'. marginal hooks; ¢'. dorsal bar; d'. copulatory organ)
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(AJ564111)F1ELE J995.29%, 7EGenBank ™ A1 X
AT EIFEIA L1002 bp 751 (KC876018) 5
FE 0T () SE TN HE 3R L (AT564135)FH 180 2499.90%, 1Y
PRV AT 2 57 TR PR HU#11049 bp )T 51
(KC876020)5 4 7 (1) X 2245 2F HU(AT564126)FH AL
% H999.71%, ANAFAEIANL 1 1) 22 57

F Do B2 A0 g K AR SR 725 40 2 Y BIAR ML AR
W 56 4 — 0, SCREZE KNI 225 AN [FEHBIX )
HH AR A R — kS, SRR B A —
YR, JUBHEM HE E IR RN — 3L,
B BT BT A FE R RO — K SZ(BI0.99/ML
100; & 8).

FF18S+HITS1 rDNAFK A 7 4138t A% FE 25 43 At
B, REEFR PR B ()R Py 153 4% FE 25 090.004—0.058,
Fp Y B PR H ) R Y 34 B S 0.007—0.013, SR

a b
20 pm

c
50 um 20 um

TR B B AR H P b (R1EA% B 5 90.046—0.064
(K 2)o H AR IF H(KI8543635AT564159).
(KM4876955AJ564159)F1(KJ854363 5KC876
016) 7 P 18 4% B 29(0.058/0.051/0.048) 55 K, 1 H
ANTF IR R R rp R AR B () ol ) 35 A% BE .
B2 R B, 5 18S XA LL, IRAEAE IR B A% 5
FHERAELEITS-1X(F 3).
3 g

IS T NG>T4 08, TE RIS
RIVTRFEIA L, RIR SRR IR L, R ER L 3
TEARIR R, SZE4RIR . EMRIA . BAMEIR
LY QY E XiEI N
3.1 EFHMESZELETE

TEA b, INEEFRFA U HoAhe M 28 AR EG:

a’I
20 um

=l

K6 HEAMEF QU RL T TS5 (. BEAME P AR, b. 8 R G/ N ¢, ZTRE AR o TPRORES; b I/ o REE B, d'. B

AL &)

Fig. 6 D. inexpeatatus and its sclerotized structures (a. whole worm; b. anchors and marginal hooks; c. copulatory organ; a'. anchors;

b’. marginal hooks; ¢'. dorsal bar; d'. copulatory organ)

a b

20_um
c -
50 pm Ml
K7 XCEEIRIUBAA R LT BUAE M (a. SCEERIR JURAR; b, Bl KL G/ ¢, ATHCA%; a'. T R EE; b I /NG, o BRAE B . A2

e #)

Fig. 7 D. dulkeiti and its sclerotized structures (a. whole worm; b. anchors and marginal hooks; c. copulatory organ; a’. anchors;

b'. marginal hooks; ¢'. dorsal bar; d'. copulatory organ)

S

20 pm
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PARAR RGO, A B H AR R, 2 I, 5
IR BRI S5 E M ANREET, Ling&,
Ogawas!" fIBorisov' i 1) [FFPMA AR LL, ASHF
FURTE IR BEFE PR B ) 2 K (30—72 vs. 32—39 vs.
30—36 vs. 37—44 vs. 35—45) 5K [FI 3R AT 82
B HRAE IR d S B4 R G VIR, Borisov' B 4RHE T
L%, T Ling " RIE f R G ER LA e LE b
BOREHE.

R 3R 5 Ao Al e PR d A bl FLEE B
AR I 2 OB R, AE A8 22 Bl B A8 T 4 K iy
SIS, Hod— R R AT A R . AR R
B JE g LT S5 A T &S S IR BRI U
FEARL, {ELIR 8 45 38 A B 4 2 K (30—72 vs. 16—
27) I B HE[(47—106) % (4—15) vs. (23—39)x
Q—)] LA B PR d K — 2 H R 2R TRIR .
AT ST AR IE 1 R R 20 U ] ARGE 9 TR A A
PRI AR R P A — 3,

ST Pt 5 J Ao Fh 48 2R HUAH Lk LA B
K, M AASMR 2, RERKEM, 35 A,
THLE NI, BN i, 4B el as i, 2
SRR, A S TR ER s A T 2R R A
6L, AEIFEHE 34 B )l B T K (81—160 vs. 49—79 vs.

0.95/75

40—52). 55 [ A I R £ R R A AR B, A
B FE R I i 36 S B A B UK [(17—51) %
(8—11) vs. (18—24)x(3—5)]-

EN TR 5 HAheFh 48 R HUAH LL: H A2
AN D Sk s TR 5 T i ) P 25 Wl IR R, SRALL S R
THCE EARVEIR, FB B A AR R . SRR
WU R s LT A TR A 5 OB R HUE
JIARAEL, (HSE I T P ) B A AR I 48 38
)—=F, Had S EL s B TEA AT DA A EER HL.
SEAAMNEEET, Tugg®, Ogawa’%[“]\ Borisov'"”
Al Tancredo" 538 F) [F) R AN AR EL, ASHIT 9 36
LN IR R B R K (18—42 vs. 16—24 vs.
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Fig. 8

Phylogenetic trees (BI/ML) of Dactylogrus spp. based on combined partial 18S rDNA and ITS1 sequences, rooted Tha-

parocleidus vistulensis. Numbers along branches represent the Bayesian posterior probability value and the bootstrap values of maximum

likelihood
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Tab. 2 The genetic distances based on Kimura-two-parameter
between Dactylogyrus vastator and Dactylogyrus intermedius
infecting C. auratus, for combined partial 18S rDNA and ITS1
sequences

faH duphsk
(GenBank &% 5)
Dactylogyrus species 1 2 3 4 5 6
(GenBank accession
number)
1. D. vastator
(KC876016)
2. D. vastator
(AJ564159)
3. D. vastator
(KM487695)
4. D. vastator
(KJ854363)
5. D. intermedius
(AJ564139)
6. D. intermedius
(KJ854364)
7. D. intermedius
(KC876017)

3 BRI R PRI HMITSIFIIET NS
BURBIEIEIER

Tab. 3 The genetic distance based on Kimura-two-parameter

0.005

0.041 0.051

0.048 0.058 0.004

0.058 0.062 0.050 0.057

0.059 0.063 0.052 0.064 0.013

0.051 0.056 0.046 0.053 0.007 0.008

between D. vastator and D. intermedius infecting C. auratus, for
ITS1 sequences

faE duphk
(GenBank 3% 5)
Dactylogyrus species 1 2 3 4 5 6
(GenBank Accession
number)
1. D. vastator
(KC876016)
2. D. vastator
(AJ564159)
3. D. vastator
(KM487695)
4. D. vastator
(KJ854363)
5. D. intermedius
(AJ564139)
6. D. intermedius
(KJ854364)
7. D. intermedius
(KC876017)

0.009

0.081 0.099

0.071 0.090 0.008

0.120 0.127 0.106 0.096

0.109 0.116 0.100 0.090 0.013

0.107 0.113 0.100 0.090 0.013 0.004

FEALPEE B i, 996.37%. i — KT 18S+ITSI
rDNARLE 7 51 1) 38 4% FE 25 2 A1 A 30, PR EEHE 24 i
() il Py 38 4 B B9 990.004—0.058. LingZ!" 40
Chaudhary 25" 4538 7 HR8E 3R UK 9 18S +
ITS1 rDNABKE 7 AR ANE, AR Bl N A2 5 (R 3
Ko AEHARFRIR Hrh R I LE LA, Beno-
vies PN A R B T 18S+ITS1 rDNAKK A 3 41,
D. folkmanovael?)Fh A 18 4% 85 °50.002—0.037, D.
rarissimus ¥ A A% EE 25°50.001—0.030.
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MORPHOLOGICAL AND MOLECULAR IDENTIFICATION OF 7 SPECIES OF
DACTYLOGYRUS ON GILLS OF THE GOLDFISH (CARASSIUS AURATUS)

CHENG J iang—Wenl’z, PAN Ying—Zi3, MA Xing—Rongz, WANG Gui-Tangl’2 and LI Wen-Xiangl’2

(1. College of Science, Tibet University, Lhasa 850000, China; 2. State Key Laboratory of Freshwater Ecology and Biotechnology,
and Key Laboratory of Aquaculture Disease Control, Ministry of Agriculture, Institute of Hydrobiology, Chinese Academy of
Sciences, Wuhan 430072, China; 3. Tibet Academy of Agricultural and Animal Husbandry Sciences, Lhasa 850032, China)

Abstract: Dactylogyrus species has high pathogenicity to the goldfish (Carassius auratus). In order to investigate the
species of Dactylogyrus, we identified specimens of dactylogyrids collected from gills of the goldfish in Liangzi Lake,
Hubei Province, based on morphological and molecular data in the present study. There were seven Dactylogyrus spe-
cies, including D. vastator, D. intermedius, D. arcuatus, D. baueri, D. formosus, D. inexpeatatus and D. dulkeiti. The
morphometric characteristics of sclerotized parts of the opisthaptor in these dactylogyrids were measured and re-
described. D. intermedius, D. formosus and D. dulkeiti were identified by the higher than 99.0% similarities of
18S+ITS1+5.8S partial sequences to the related Dactylogyrus species from the GenBank. The sequence of D. arcuatus
was obtained for the first time. However, the sequence similarity between D. vastator and the related Dactylogyrus spe-
cies from the GenBank was only 96.37%. In addition, high Kimura-two-parameter genetic distances (0.004—0.058)
were detected among D. vastator using partial 18S rDNA and ITS1 sequences, but lower than the interspecific variabi-
lity (0.046—0.064) between D. vastator and D. intermedius. In the present study, the morphological characteristics of
Dactylogyrus were redescribed comprehensively and molecular classification markers were sequenced, which provided
the basic data and a reference for the identification of Dactylogyrus species on the gills of the goldfish.

Key words: Monogenean; Dactylogyrus; Opisthaptor; Sclerotized structure; Identification; Carassius auratus
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