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Table 1: Effects of dietary treatments on the growth performance and feed utilization of A. arabicus for 70 days
(Different upper case letters indicate significant differences between dietary treatments (P < 0.05). (means+SE, n=3)

Dietary treatments

Parameters Control PRO BA (0.5) BA (1.0) _ PRO+BA (0.5) PRO+BA (0.1)
IBW (g)~ 27+00 2800 27+00  27+00 2700 2.8+0.0
FBW (g)? 1174£04°  119+04°  103+01° 10.1+0.1° 10.9 +0.2% 10.9 +0.2%
SGR (% IBW dayl)? 2.1+ 0.0° 21+00°  19+00°  1.9+00° 2.0 0.0 2.0+ 0.0
Survival (%)* 975415  950+29  950+29  97.5+14 925+1.4 100.0 £ 0.0
FCR® 1.5+0.1° 15+01*  17+00° 1701 1.6+ 0.0° 1.5+ 0.0°

FI (g/fish)® 13.1£0.1°  129+04°  126+0.0° 12.3+0.3 13.2 £0.22 12.1+0.0°

LIBW: Initial body weight; 2FBW: Final body weight; 5Specific growth rate (SGR, %/day) = 100 x [(In FBW — In IBW) /
number of feeding days]; “Survival (%) = 100 x (final number of Fish / initial number of Fish).; SFeed conversion ratio (FCR)
= total feed intake (g) / weight gain (g); SFeed Intake (F1) = total feed intake (g) / number of fish in each tank
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Figure 1:. Effects of dietary treatments on the liver glutathione (a) superoxide dismutase (b) and catalase (c) activity
in A. arabicus (Different upper case letters on the columns indicate significant differences between dietary treatments

(P<0.05). (means=SE, n=3)
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Abstract

A 70-day study was conducted to examine the effects of dietary butyric and probiotic (Lactobacillus
plantarum) supplementation on growth, digestive and antioxidant enzymes activities in Arabian yellowfin
seabream (Acanthopagrus arabicus). In this regards, butyric (BA) and L. plantarum were used to design
six experimental feeds as follow: 1-control (diet without supplements), 2- probiotic (1.6 x 108 CFU/qg) 3-
BA 0.5 (0.5% BA supplementation), 4- BA 1.0 (1% BA supplementation), 5- PRO+BAO0.5
(probiotic+0.5% BA), 6- PRO-BA 1.0 (probiotic+1% BA). Five hundred and forty fish with initial weight
of 2.7 £0.1 g were distributed among 18 polyethylene tanks (300 L). Fish were fed with the experimental
diets three times a day up to visual satiation making sure no feed remain at the bottom of the tanks. Water
temperature and salinity were 31.3 °C and 46 ppt, respectively. Fish fed control and probiotic diets had
higher growth rate and feed efficiency than other groups. Fish in PRO-BA1% group had higher total
length than other groups. Alkaline phosphatase and chymotrypsin activities in fish fed mixture of probiotic
and BA was higher than the other treatments. Amylase activity in fish fed BA1%, PRO-BA0.5 and PRO-
BA1% was higher than other groups (P < 0.05). Protease, trypsin and lipase activities did not affect by
dietary treatments. Glutathione level in the liver of fish fed control and PRO-BA0.5% was higher than
other treatments. Superoxide dismutase activity in fish fed BA1% diet was lower than the other treatments.
Catalase activity in fish fed mixture of probiotic and BA was higher than other groups. The findings of the
present study demonstrated that inclusion of dietary BA alone might marginally compromise growth in A.
arabicus juveniles, but using a mixture of probiotic and BA in both 0.5 and 1% can improve digestive
enzyme activity and antioxidant capacity in this species.
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