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REXNERKENEFE ERMNELRENZIE

WEWT, B, ERT, EOE, B P, ARFT, 4

(1. B R K B E R RS miE L, B 2013065 2. vp UK 7 B2 058 Be AR g K WE 58 B, 38
2000905 3. AP AT FRARIEF ST Y BT PR R WL 246 vl , i 200090)

 E: RITER R £ 8k 0 (Scatophagus argus) 4 LTS AR FIHUAE AR W2 M, £E 6 A~ ER BE AR B (IR
JKFNELE 510,20 30 F135) T, FRAFIASTE D (6.27 £0.28) g G E M40 60 d, GiitHAFTE R & E KR,
DU 2540 T Sk fa gl 0 Pk (S8 L PR 21 2 rPolB 40 fh W B ALl ( SOD) i S Ak &0 ( CAT) (43 e H ki Ak
VIR (GPx) A H K S-54RE W (GST) I F1, LA KGR JR B 23 Jie B K ( GSH) P S (MDA) 5 &, 25 R
SRR OAEER N 0 ~ 35 BRHAETE R ] 97.78% ~100% , LR EHEM 25 (P >0.05) , $hEH 5 B, LREK
PR AR B SRR B e K, B 35 B ORI IR A SR b, B S SRR A KRR
(0.96+0.01) % , & & T HAWEL B H (P <0.05) , HEFHRE A K A0 R | AR R LG, T0 44 5 4t oy
(6.27 +0.28) g &gk fagh (R aRIEER N 7.5 R/KAUMER B 35 mish Al & fagh fa iF ik SOD 5 CAT
1 BE S T IHAMAALL(P <0.05) ,3F HIFAEH ) GPx i J1#l MDA & it ib FH K. GST i J1 5 GSH
AR AN B2 R (P >0.05) , WFRE N : S fagifafe 0 ~ 35 P ER BA M A%, H
FEARERIAEE T AR R B TRoK TR = SR PR S il [ f AR N 7 A — e R P AN . R S R gl Rt 3k
R 5~ 10,

KRG S, U A0 K s

FESEES: $917.4 XEkARERG: A

Gkt (Scatophagus argus) 3|4 Eith, S AR $REE Dy 24 ~ 35 i a2 25 i ] g

J& T % & H ( Perciformes ) H| FE fi . H
( Acanthuroidei ) 4x 4% 1 B} ( Scatophagidae ) 45 %5% 1
J& ( Scatophagus ) , 3B 53 A T 3 [ 2K 4 11 1
XU B TR R R Ak A TR S
BREE, LRI R T , &0 2 5 Pk
ATt RARENZFMED . &4
1 PR 3 I PR R 0 AR SR, AR IR T L A
PR, AT SE LB SR R IR LR A A SR A AR
3, 2 [ B 7 7 v v 39 ) A S B Y B A
E/ I

R RE A S FRAE T B B B e 1, 3
JEE OIS N £ 2 AT AR AR R AR A
E EA W R i, SR N 10 ~ 20
Bf X6 2f W 5 #5) ( Cynoglossus semilaevis) 7 41 1 1)

W im B EA: 2020-10-22 f&E B EA: 2021-04-22

BUARJ5 i ( Takifugu obscurus) ™' [l A K, %t ¥
fh ( Siganus guttatus Y B ( Pampus
argenteus ) ' . £ % P & I @ik ( Eleutheronema
rhadinum) """ ¥ 4 6} ( Paralichihys olivaceus )"
SERYRF SR , PR5E h AR Ak AT B X 4% it i 4
ACTE ST, R S R 5877 R A [ A J3E 1 A
N2 R T T L R g8 L AR & g8 A il
PERGEN e £ 5 3 B4 1 A AW B AL il
(SOD) i A1k UM (CAT) A3 bt H Ik S-%% % 1l
(GST) et ki AL Y ( GPx) 55, JEBEHE 5
G B R A BT BK (GSH) 212y
1 (MDA ) & B ph B 50t RS0 R AR 7 B2 1 740
] 52K T T B R S S
HE ) SR VE S LR A0 i 52 5 b i 1

EEWB : PRGN GFYERMIT B BT AR 55 38 L 8T 400 H (2019201 ) 5 el ARAT AR -5 1 VT 11 il R IR BR SR L v is

F1 35 H (2019)
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BER AR

KT EREEX SR sy s © 201 e, &
BRI R B T LB T T, e ANE S
B ek A K ek Y A
BARP ) HATC A LA, 44k i n] ek 1L
FeA Y EROK IR BN AR KA AL R G5
Wi A5k = AR DB 5T , HLER BE TR [ & & B Bt 4 ik
RS 1 A ) B, &) # 0) dc R 5 i 4k B AT Ak
R B AW I 1E LA 58 9 36 Ak E ok —2F
PR T S AR FE O L o 4 R a4y S K AR
JERE BIRK, SE X AR R R A R 414
BT ARSI T IR 5T, 51 4 Bk fa &)y £0.38 EL 1Y
FRAEAR G, A B T b AL R G B
AR AR BRI, $5 T 2 B SR, R A
B A4 £ 1) T 7K SR B AR DA R R SR 2 (] 4
PEFR IS o
1 MBS HE
1.1 SLEHHE L&t

FRAE S5 A v E K R 2R W 5 B AR g K
WE5E Fr A b BT BE b A, S0 FH 480 AR g K
FEWFIE T I B SC R S R — N TR
SE g, BIRIMENRE N (22 £0.5)C, #
20,24 h A E AR BF7 20 d 5 Pk
TCH , WA A BT 5 Ry (6. 27 +£0.28) g 4 ikl
Y Z SR TR R

SERUEE 6 AR BE RS BE IR K AR 5,10,
20(XFHRAL) (30 F1 35, B R AR E 3 AT
1, B EATRENLRA 30 B i, FRIA#e R
TRFA 300 LA R SR . 5250 i FRZK R IR T
FESE S L R KBRS 0, Eh B 35 .30 9SG
FH/K 2 b /K (R E 20) 557 /K b EC il A, £
JE 10 F1 5 (5250 7K B B SR 7K RIR K ¢ L4
BC I I B, R BT AT RS IE o 45 SC 4 fa 9l
675 : NERBE 20 2T G Ak , 9 18 I sl i />
3AEREE , MR RILE rTEEhE  RRE 3 d 53R
5 60 d, BRI EAR TR 2% B IE K JgF
PERC G IR (RN R AR A FRA A, EEE IR
I EH =30% , LA =3% , MK 5> <14% , /K
I<12% ML 4 < 14% , Mt =0. 8% , #i &
fR=1.43% ), FMa & 1 I 5256 I [a] A (1] 1By 72
SORFEK PR AR IR E > 6.5 mg/L, pH
7.9 0. 1,Ki K (22 £0.5)C, & EHIKR
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BRG] B AOFBEATER BERCIE, 3 d K 1 IR, &
UCHK G200 2/3 4R M i 6 A2 Ak, 6 B8 5 5
T2 1 LA B R I
1.2 FARERERBENNE
GEitah AT O0 , S50 25 oI X 4 Bk 4))
AR R BT R S bR AT R ST A TR R
(survival rate, SR) . HE 3% & ( condition factor,
CF) 38 K (weight gain rate, WGR) FlfFE R K
X (specific growth rate, SGR) , &I EUNT .
Ry (% ) =100 x N,/N, (1)
C,=100x W,/ L’ (2)
R (%) =100 x (W, = W,) /W, (3)
Ren(%/d) =100 x (InW, — InW,)/t (4)
ﬁtp:Rsr{%]ﬁiﬁ%;chnj‘jiﬁ%ﬂesmj@ %‘%i
RKEGN, N, 50900 ¢ Fl o, I SE5G 0 9 AL, 2
Wo W, G370 2 52 36 - s R 485 o B £ P A B o 5
L, RSB AE R e p) A om e S SERRAL, d
1.3 HEALERBNE
SLEGAE R YL 24 b, BEASPATRENLIR 3
HHEAT MS-222 JRIERAL B, 7oK & F A ), ORI
JUE (HE LGB B0 T R AR AR
R, L5 - 80 CUKARTRAT o A A ity [m] 5%
=5, AT SOD CAT GPx (GST 1% J1 LA I
GSH il MDA &g, L ZURE i 56 B J1 87 i, 1
BFRI 0.2 ¢ TR ARG h, #2 Br i SRR I
19 A A B R K, T KoK 219, LL 2 500
r/ming.0 10 min J5 B, SR 5 0 0 4 B 22 i
it WK I HEAT IS D € o e A A A BTG )
GSH MDA J 25 [ 5 £ (10 7 245K JT i o e i A=
W A At A R &
1.4 HiEALE
SLIG R R - {E £ B 22 (Mean £ SD)
FR ,JB 1 SPSS 23. 0 Gtk (R #EAT B R R U 22
53HT (CANOVA) , 3] Duncan’ s #5615 647 2 5
FeAL, P <0.05 LU ER B,

2 4

2.1 HEWNSEREHEERFERKNOZMN

SR EE R 25 Eh B A IE R R 97. 18% ~
100% , 5 FE 5 10 Fxf REZH &)y 0 i A7 8 i e, 38
100% , &S A AATE R 2EF AR E (P >0.05) , 4
B gl 0 2R R A LR IR T 4 T R R
A R AR B T 2 RS T R R R R R
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HIGTEERE N 5 Bk B f iy, HoP ORI R (&
AR T A R R TR 35 A (P <
0.05) . FRHEED S I, 4 Bk 4 A Ff v A R
(0.96 £0.01)% , 35w T HARHEA (P <
0.05) ;#hJ% 30 1 35 AL AYHFE L KRB HLT
XFHRAL(P <0.05) IRKHANER BE 10 S IR 2
G E VRS (P >0.05) o EREX G Ek MLl
NETEBE R AN 25 (P >0.05) o WA 1,

DA4 R A0 &) 0 1) 5 e A K 38 (SGR) S [HA2
(YY), BN B R (X)) By = mHH J5 # R
Y= - 0.0001X* +0. 0015X + 0. 9359 (R* =
0.9311) (P <0.05), 3 & 4 #7159 2 4 5t 5 4
(6.27 +0.28) g M4 B AL ARSI T EE
W B RAG EOR R AR ROR SRR N 7.5, I
1,

®1 AEARETEHREHENFIMNEKEBER
Tab.1 Growth of juvenile Scatophagus argus at different salinities

TiH EhF Salinity

Ttems 0 5 10 20 30 35
WAL Initial body length/ em 4.68 +0.09°  4.76 £0.09°  4.70 £0.86° 4.70+0.10° 4.68 +0.95°  4.60 £0.35°
2R KK Final body length/ cm 6.12+0.61" 6.56+0.48"  6.04 £0.34" 6.04+0.45" 5.91 +0.53"  5.57 +0.25"
WIEA T Tnitial body mass/ g 6.31£0.27"  6.51+0.74* 6.22+0.14°  6.26+0.19°  6.25+0.23"  6.05 +0.34"
KRR T Final body mass/ g 11.01 £0.93® 11.56 +0.55" 10.87 +0.62* 10.87 +0.82% 10.64 £0.95® 10.12 +0.54°
EIE% SR/ % 97.78 £1.11 100.00 =0 100.00 +0 100.00 +0 98.89+1.92 97.78 =1.11
AEi#REE CF/ (g/cm?) 4.92+0.93*  4.92+0.45° 4.97+0.58" 4.99+0.75"° 5.04+0.82° 5.06 £0.78"
WE R WGR/ % 74.47 £7.04 77.58 +3.89" 74.82 +4.34% 73.75+5.73% 70.21 £6.35" 67.14 +3.31°
e K% SGR/ % 0.93+0.02¢ 0.96+0.01Y 0.93+0.01° 0.92+0.01° 0.89+0.01> 0.85+0.01"

TE - [ TR L ARAN IR 2 rm 4 e A7 15 25 57 (P < 0.05) ¢

Notes; Values in each row with different superscripts are significantly different (P <0.05).

0.98

¥=-0. 000 1X*+0. 001 5X+0. 935 9
R=0.931 1

0. 96 }

0.94F
*
0.92

.90

0.88

B KR SGR/ (%/d)

0. 86

0.84

0 10 20

) Salinity

30 40

E1 sR&a4&NEEERES
HEZ B R EE5H
Fig.1 Quadratic regression analysis of specific growth

rate with salinity for juveniles Scatophagus argus

2.2 BEMERBYEREALRENZIN
2.2.1  EREEX G ) AN R 4 AT A AL B

J1F11 GSH & = [ 521

e —FR RN, Sy AR 44
SOD ,CAT GPx ,GST4 Fifi & AL B35 1 A1 GSH &5
2 E YO > 68 > LR (P <0.05) , H.

FREEXT SRR LA 4 Fh bt A AL Bl S 0 A
GSH & IC R EVER (P >0.05) , WA 2 ~5,
PRORTIERIE 35 Z%AF T, <5 Bkt 4 £0 3T ik
SOD i Jy .2 e T HAMER BEZH (P <0.05) , £h )&
9510 130 i, JFFAE SOD i g 5 % HEZHAH He o

BEEZEF(P>0.05), WK 2,
OFFpE Liver D8 Gill MMULA Muscle

800 ~ Aa

700
600
500
400
300
200
100

0

Ab Ab Ab Ab

SOD activity/(U/mg)

0 5 10

20 30
HE Salinity

35

BEbR F 5 AR RS RN R — R B R OR R VR W 22
(P <0.05) s A[R/NE FEEFR R A —HAEA R B E T F
B EMZEF(P<0.05),

Different upper case letters above the icon indicate significant
differences in different tissues at the same salinity (P <0.05) ;
Different lowercase letters indicate that the same tissues has
significant differences at different salinities (P <0.05).

B2 HENS&KE5ETH.
&2 ALE SOD & 1 H = 0m
Fig.2 Effects of salinity on SOD activity in liver, gill

and muscle of juvenile Scatophagus argus
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RIKLHFIEH CAT 3 )1 58 B 35 Az [A] 2%
SAEEP>0.05) H - FHW B EE T HAALS
JEL (P <0.05), #HAEE5.10.30 55X EZ4LAH L,
JHFHE CAT 3G /1 o & 25 (P >0.05) . ULE
3,

OFFE Liver N Gill MMULA Muscle

80 Aa Aa

CAT activity/ (U/mg)

#HE Salinity

EIbR 7 AR S FEEFOR A —$h B AR 418U 35 102
5t(P<0.05) s AN/NEG FRER R R — HEEA R E A
WEMEREF(P<0.05),

Different upper case letters above the icon indicate significant
differences in different tissues at the same salinity (P <0.05);
Different lowercase letters indicate that the same tissues has
significant differences at different salinities (P <0.05).

3 HEXNEKEHERTHE.
83 AL CAT F N KT
Fig.3 Effects of salinity on CAT activity in liver,

gill and muscle of juvenile Scatophagus argus

AR 35 AFFHED GPx I ) 5 iR /K 20 Fh 2
30 AMHL IR F S (P >0.05)  fH & & T4L
JE5.10 FIXSHRZE (P <0.05) . ULK 4,

TR AIZUp GST 1% 1 GSH 5 & 37
REVER (P >0.05) o B 4 T A
() GSH & AEIR /K AN EL FE 35 mh 4 vh i
B HARER AR T W2 5 (P >0.05) .
WIE'S ~6,

2.2.2 FHEMAEERAL AR HH MDA & &
5]

mE 7 fros: MR ERE T, AR HH
MDA & ARUC IFIE > 8 > JJLPA , 685 LY 4121
H MDA 538 75 AN [ 3 18 2 (8] 24 0 W 3% 2 5+ (P >
0.05) ;#h B2 35 B, i E A MDA & & fz i, H
BE R T S5.10.20 F130(P <0.05) ,{H5R
IR A 25 225+ (P >0.05) ;352 5,10 H130
AbBRZR 5 X BRAE AR LG, BT MDA 55 122 5 A
BEP>0.05),
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OFFME Liver D8 6ill MWL Muscle

Re 10 sab Aab Aa

H1E 60 Ab Ab Ab

§§ 50

e 401 g B B
iy B B

201" 'R | B | \'®m | |® ||

il WAL WAL R W Y

0 5 10

20 30 35
#F Salinity

b5 b ARRE T8 3R R —h BN AR 24U B % 22
F(P <0.05) { ASR/NG 5 5 % ) — A1 SUE A 40 JE R A7
BFEMER(P<0.05).

Different upper case letters above the icon indicate significant
differences in different tissues at the same salinity (P <0.05);
Different lowercase letters indicate that the same tissues has
significant differences at different salinities (P <0.05).

B4 HENSKEHETH,
&2 AL GPx & AR50
Fig.4 Effects of salinity on GPx activity in liver,

gill and muscle of juvenile Scatophagus argus

OFFE Liver DN Gill MMULA Muscle

45 A
A
a0f A A A A

o]

BBH kS-S B R

GST activity/(U/mg)

0 5 10 20 30
HE Salinity

[o%)
(53]

el b R S 5 7 SR T AR AL 2 2
F(P<0.05),

Different upper case letters above the icon indicate significant
differences in different tissues at under the same salinity (P <
0.05).

BS HENSHRELETE.
88 AP GST i& HY ST
Fig.5 Effects of salinity on GST activity in liver,

gill and muscle of juvenile Scatophagus argus

3 e

3.1 #EMs)kEHEFERESERKNZME
BRS04 22 91 0 ~ 35 Hhse
TN A AR SR Bl M. AR AL, R
( Lateolabrax maculatus) "™ 5 &7 R EhpE 4
K, HMEIRAYN IR G TR R OK P A A7, & A T
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JEOK K MBAE AL SR b . 4 Bk 0 %)) AR TR K
HAAIG A3k (97. 78 = 1. 11) % , KRBT R4
BAIRATR IR BA BRI AT E

OFFRE Liver N#8 Gill MMULA Muscle

ARCH KSR

GSH content/(umol/g)

HE Salinity

AR _EJ5 AR S PR ORI — 4R N AR LUE B 122
HF(P<0.05),
Different upper case letters above the icon indicate significant
differences indifferent tissues at the same salinity (P <0.05).
6 HEXNSEKBLHEE.
8 fLPY GSH & EHHM
Fig. 6 Effects of salinity on GSH contents in liver,

gill and muscle of juvenile Scatophagus argus

OFFME Liver N#E 6ill MWLA Muscle

Aab Aa

Ac

Ac Ac

— Jik A B
HAoBEE
corrrE
a0 O N
w
os]

MDA content/(nmol/mg)
=
@
Y
=

=
N

=}
W~
e
?//,://{/f%/{/é
P
(@}
B

L |
0 5 10 20 30 35

R Salinity

o

b5 b A RRE iR Al — 0 N A RIH SR B % 12%
S (P <0.05) s A/ FRER R R — L AHEA R BN A
BFEMERER(P<0.05),

Different upper case letters above the icon indicate significant
differences in different tissues at the same salinity (P <0.05);
Different lowercase letters indicate that the same tissues has
significant differences at different salinities (P <0.05).

7T BEXNEKEHEFE,
&2 LA MDA & 2/I5200
Fig.7 Effects of salinity on MDA contents in liver,

gill and muscle of juvenile Scatophagus argus

TEANFIERBE R, 4 4k £ 40y #0010 A KA 0 AEAE

. MOOKKAN %" 5 5% o ) 43 4% 11 4)) #0115
BN 5 B PR AR R A, TEER B R 30 B AY
FE A KRR, M7 R AR LR 2 b4
B A gt AR K b, TSR 35 AT A K

HEENE, 5L EGRER, AR, R
EE(30 ~35) Mkt g B K08, R
WEE(5 ~10) FEAAKMNHE . MR EmHE
FREEACR 2,25 il 35, A Wi 5% Fr 15 B 1 6 5 91 1]
JTHBB R Z 2 i 4 Bk 4 s AR
KERRE K] 5 ~ 10, X1 g J %5 I o 12k
REPEATRES B SR S b S A0 s B B ¢, fa
N — W B AE S5 8 A A 2t B 5 rh AR 30
e BIRIREE kB4 R £ 4y fh i 23 B
FETT IR K X 38 (ER 5 6 ~8) 1 HE I 75 3R
BE T 4k gyt 4] 308 5% W A Y e A
MEAD HTFAERKMRER S, iR AET,
SERATIHAET ZRERMTBEE, 28AEK
G% ., PRIUL, $h B IE 0 e B 2 32 5 SR T AR 1
FENR ekt RkE5HEZ
B R Bl 434 w0, AR (EREE R 7. 5) B 8%
TR AR AR B e ey, TR T = AL, W] O SR
SRS
3.2 HEMNSREHYERENLREHNEMD

Bt R —EREE T I EBU AL R
BEAHDCHE b S 2 = TR AL 42, [a] A A
SR PR R 4 R A0 4 £ D TR AL T fiE
() B G, HoHT A B A 3 8 B Ak, PR
AL T 77 B 5. GHANAVATINASAB %57 % i
BN N O A N - A 7 = A
(Acanthopagrus sheim ) 88 W0 S8 A0 il 19 775 PE A bt
SEAH Y A EAr Y R B T2 40 d
AR UL 5 LA rh e 48 Ab i 1 3 1 55 0 B4
KV—B, ARMFREE RS Z AL, £h B2 X S8 AL
A R BT AR S S A S 2 3 1 B D G
UL PR e B2 A2 Ak P e 107 B A 2H 2L S, R AR
AR AT A AN R A R B

SOD 55 CAT Jz& £ 4 1 Xof 48 Ak 451 473 114 19 o
TP ARG , SOD fEALHLIA P i)l SE AL ) 4 5
AL 0, F1 H,0,, {Hid Z ) H,0, d4
XF IS BEE F , CAT RBAEHS H,0, #4kh H,0,
WA o ASHFIT & BUAE K AN SR 35 41
T IFRAEHT SOD 5 PEAILAER B 41 5, R TR K AN
AR FREE N AR I T — R R AR, R
THBRANME P 7= A ) 2 4% B B 5L, SOD &M T .
AHNE I IRK A 55 28 8 35 Ab R IFJIE b CAT 1%
S X — 4 S DU s Dt g
PG — 5, ANFIE kB, 48 4 #0 I BE
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Hr,SOD 7E45 £ B2 1Y A3 J1 K F 8w, & T
2% 41 1 ( Oplegnathus fasciatus ) > | 7= 20 47 B fa
( Epinehelus moara) """ i W] #; 35 % ( Pleuronectes
yokohama') **" AR S g0 24 1A HEM 42 % £
IO XoF P A A A A i T T 0 P R v ) A T R
5 AR A B R 3R 1Y SOD il 2 K

RN AR AL IR, GPx LA GSH AR NS
Wy, JEMfEAL H,0, RIS S by ™ . A
WEFE R IROK 20 A R 20 HE b GPx TG PR3 e
15 SOD H1 CAT 1% PR 45— 2, X 5 8RR K22
#F ( Scophthalmus maximus) ™" %)) [ WF 5% 45 S AH
oL, 4Ry 5 I, R 26T &)y # T IE b SOD | CAT
55 GPx {1 Sy /K- #4455, #EI GPx 5 CAT ) [+]
RARNERT, I [R] 3 At ik 20 W, e R N PR R B
o XIS BES & BURE R T, ek
4t SOD ,CAT Fl GPx 1135 P FE A< 5 BRAIR i %,
IMAEA T, K 20 F s $h 4 SOD | CAT FiI
GPx T PEA my , HE A AT BB A Hij & TR GE I [] 2 70
d, KT AW ST SR 58 I [8], Bt A i ) K F &
HET AR T S S T IR ST 4 R —
J18% ( Coilia nasus) fEAN[R|ER R #2458 50 d B, 3L
JIE PR 3 18D 5 L S AT IO 8, 1 2T U
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Effects of salinity on survival, growth and antioxidant defense system of
Scatophagus argus

SUN Xuena'?, FENG Guangpeng'*”, LIU Jianyi'”®, WANG Yu>*, ZHUANG Ping'*?, YU Yanfang'?,
70U Xiong’

(1. National Demonstration Center for Expermental Fisheries Science Education, Shanghai Ocean University, Shanghai
201306, China; 2. East China Sea Fisheries Research Institute, Chinese Academy of Fishery Sciences, Shanghai 200090,

China; 3. Key Scientific Observing and Experimental Station of Fisheries Resource and Environment in the Yangize Estuary and

East China Sea, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, Shanghai 200090, China)

Abstract; In order to study the effects of salinity on the survival, growth and antioxidant status of juveniles
Scatophagus argus, fish with average body weight of (6.27 +0.28) g were exposed to different salinities
eroups (0, 5, 10, 20, 30, 35) and reared for 60 days, and the survival rate and growth status were counted.
The superoxide dismutase (SOD), catalase ( CAT), glutathione peroxidase ( GPx), and glutathione S-
transferase (GST') activities, glutathione ( GSH) and malondialdehyde ( MDA) contents in liver, gill and
muscle tissues were determined. The results showed that: The survival rate was 97.78% ~100% , and there
was no significant difference among the different salinities groups (P >0.05). When the salinity was 5, the
final body length, body weight and weight gain rate showed the maximum, while these values showed the
minimum when the salinity was 35. The specific growth rate (SGR) was (0.96 £0.01)% at the salinity of
5, which was significantly higher than other groups (P <0.05). The optimal breeding salinity of juvenile
Scatophagus argus with body mass of (6.27 £0.28) g was 7.5, obtained by the quadratic regression model
fitting based on the SGR. The SOD and CAT activities in the liver of fresh water group and salinity 35 group
were significantly higher than those in other groups (P <0.05), the GPx activity and MDA content in liver
were also at a higher level. There were no significant differences in the activity of GST and GSH content
among different salinities (P > 0. 05). The results showed that; The survival rate of Scatophagus argus
juveniles was high in the salinity range of O — 35, but juvenile Scatophagus argus grew faster in the low
permeability environment; The fresh water and hypertonic environment caused a certain degree of oxidative
stress in fish. It is recommended to raise young juvenile Scatophagus argus in the salinity range of 5 —10.

Key words: Scatophagus argus; salinity; survival; growth; antioxidant enzymes
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