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(115.50+6.67) g 1 FhF25E W B [ SR 16 K 7K Ik
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B, HOE e e M THI8UR 37°C
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K -3 M) b (L (COo16, B RUE M AEY T2
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P TE B BTG M, JLE TR L U g
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Fig. 2 Effects of different salinities on lipase activity in the
intestine
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Fig. 7 Effects of different salinities on protease activity in
the liver

TE: AFFRRR AR T TSR I BES J1A 222 53:(P<0.05)

S15 1 S35 411 | 1 H e 26 i 1% J17E 6 h B & T
MFHRAL, 2 )5 45 S U Hh B AL W ) A R RS ) RE
5 I T) A 8K T A AR, S5 41 72 h i) AR AR 1
TG S THaE, T S10. S15 Fl S35 ZHIITE 96 h J5 #4
FRoE, H5XRAAE B2 5 (P<0.05)(K 8).

350 m5 m10 =15 mX[i4 m35
300 g4 a a a a a a
250F 4 B b
20012 a b zod

150} b
100} ¢ of¢  cfe

N
(=
[=N
(=N

dd

41 ) B A RS J1/(U/mL)

<

6 12 24 48 72 96 120
Wt al/h
P8 N [ T 1A 1) R A 1 T 0 RS
Fig. 8 Effects of different salinities on protease activity in
the pyloric caeca

ERIPNCESE T S N ENC RN TR &S] S PIE T 2l TE
5 (P<0.05)
2.3 RBEEE RN

4 A SEIG A B A4 £ 8 VE R IS ) AE RS b
P AR v 28 AR I X B AL TG g, ELAE AR A [ A
B R A A B, S10 2115 TERy TG ) b 2 B 1R A
B bR 8h; S15 41 E VE R RIS 1 RFLEREAIL, S5 A
S35 AHMI7E 96 h J5 #a FHE (Kl 9).

g 38 93 TG A S 6 2 v A e X R 4 A 1
1, RVARBERT ] n 2R B e, S5 R S35 A TE
Ky BT J RS AR, T S10 A1 S15 ZHIAE 96 h 5
THE (] 10).

Marine Sciences / Vol. 44, No. 6 / 2020 67



HRIEX
0.35¢ u5 w10 =15 mXfHE W35
osob a2 ¢ % % oo

a fa
025}, oo o
b be
0.20} ] [ rc FRY PR PR

d [
0.15} ed €

0.10
0.05
0.00

€

B VEMTEHG J1/(U/mgprot)

6 12 24 48 72 96 120
1 /h

B9 N [RIERBEXT 18 T4 Wi ) A R

Fig. 9 Effects of different salinities on amylase activity in
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Fig. 12 Effects of different salinities on amylase activity in
the pyloric caeca
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Abstract: In this study, we assessed the influence of salinity mutation on the digestive enzyme activity and an-
tistress index of juvenile yellowtail kingfish (Seriola aureovittata). Five salinity levels (29, 35, 15, 10, and 5, ab-
breviated as S29, S35, S15, S10, and S5, respectively) were designed. Here, S29 is natural seawater and is regarded
as the control group. The effects of abrupt changes in salinity on the digestive enzymes, superoxide dismutase
(SOD), and thyroid hormone (T4) of juvenile yellowtail kingfish were measured without salinity acclimation after
transfer to S29, S35, S15, S10, and S5 during the 120-h breeding experiment. The results showed that the lipase
activity in the gastric, intestinal, hepatic, and pyloric follicles in the experimental group were not significantly dif-
ferent from those corresponding to S29 in 6 h (P>0.05). The lipase activity decreased with time after 12 h for S35,
S15, S10, S5, and it was significantly lower than that for S29 (P<0.05). The protease activity of the gastric, intesti-
nal, hepatic, and pyloric follicles in the experimental group was significantly lower than that in S29 after 24 h
(P<0.05). The protease activity in stomach and liver in S35 group was greater than that in S29 group in the time
range of 6~12 h (P<0.05). The amylase activity in the stomach and intestine in the experimental group was signifi-
cantly lower than that in S29 group (P<0.05). However, the amylase activity in the liver was higher than that for
S29 in the time period 6~12 h, and then, it significantly decreased after 24 h (P<0.05). The SOD activity signifi-
cantly decreased in S5 as time elapsed (P<0.05). The SOD activity in S15 and S35 began to decrease and ap-
proached values of the activity of S29 at 120 h. The concentration of T4 in the serum of each experimental group
was significantly higher than that in S29 group for the period 6~96 h (P<0.05). Then, the concentration of T4 de-
creased with time, reaching a stable lower level at 120 h that was close to the concentration of S29. These results
demonstrate that the salinity stress significantly influences the digestive enzymes, SOD, and T4 of yellowtail king-
fish. Thus, it can be concluded that the yellowtail kingfish has a strong capacity for salinity adaptation. These find-

ings also provide a basis for the aquaculture of yellowtail kingfish.
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