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Acute toxic effects of crude oil pollution on Nauplius Il of

Chthamalus challengeri

QI Lei-lei, SHA Jing-jing, TANG Xue-xi
( Department of Ecology, College of Marine Life Sciences, Ocean University of China, Qingdao 266003, China)

Abstract . Oil pollution is a severe threat to the marine ecological environment. To figure out the acute toxic effect of
oil pollution on marine organisms, the effects of water-accommodated fraction ( WAF ) of crude oil on nauplius Il of
Chthamalus challengeri were examined under the condition of the laboratory adopting the static test method. The re-
sults showed that; (1) The survival rate, developmental rate and Catalase ( CAT) activity were not significantly af-
fected after being stressed by WAF for 48 h (p >0.05). (2) With the increasing of the concentration of WAF, pho-
totaxis and Superoxide dismutase (SOD) activity did not show significant variation (p >0.05). As a whole, the fluc-
tuation of phototaxis of nauplius Il exhibited a downward trend after rising first and an upward trend was observed for
the fluctuation of the SOD activity. Phototaxis and SOD activity were significantly changed only by WAF of 27 mg/L
(p<0.05).(3) The reason for the low toxic effects on the larvae might lie in the stronger resistance of larvae to oil

pollution or the small amount of volatile and low boiling point hydrocarbon dissolved in WAF. (4) The phototaxis and
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SOD activity of nauplius II might be employed as monitor indicators for the pollution of oil in the ocean, because they

were much more sensitive and precise to reflect the acute toxicity effects of WAF than that of survival rate, develop-

mental rate and CAT activity.
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Fig. 1 Device used to test phototropic response of nauplius Il
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Fig. 2 Effect of WAF on survival of nauplius 1l
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Fig. 3 Effect of WAF on phototaxis of nauplius Il
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Fig. 4 Effect of WAF on developmental rate of nauplius II
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Fig. 5 Effect of WAF on enzyme activity of SOD in nauplius Il
( = represent significant difference with the control at the
0.05 level )
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