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Table 1  Growth of control and experimental yellow catfish

2531 TG R BT b /g A5 AR BT R /g BTREHE N/ g
Groups Initial body weight  Final body weight Gain

1 34.5+3.6 41.24+3.8 6.7+1.2

I} 34.2+3.3 42.4+3.6 8.2+1.3"

Il 35.1+3.8 44,2+3.7 9.1+1.1*

I 34.6+4.1 43.944.2 9.3+1.2"

Vv 34,843.8 44,343.8 9.5+1.3"

X8 Control 34.443.5 40.3£3.9 5.941.6

DR PEE R 10 B AR 8 F0 0T ME 5+ Ron K50 240 5 0 ]
Mm% 8 E, FTEF. Mean value of 10 experimental
yellow catfish; * indicates significant differences (P<C0. 05)
between treated groups and the control,the same as below.
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A3 B A Il TR A0 M PP P S &5
RN 2 PR, w5t AE B ATy v B 2 5
WP E A0 PP ORT PT Yy F X B4, i PP AT PI
Foe 1R P 52 O i B 2 o 3R 4R Ol 800 mg/kg Y
SV, Gevhora g R A B, i 50 4 B A i v
4T i PP AT PL ¥y 8 25 5 T X B4 (¢ I 5%,
P<20.05), 1 4 X ¥ 4 =z ) %A 8 E 2
(P>>0.05),
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Table 2 Phagocytic activity of leucocytes
in the blood of yellow catfish

21 5 FFWETEPE Phagocytic activity
Groups PP/ % PI
1 49.5+4.3" 4,114+0.39"
Il 51.2+5. 2" 4,0840.42"
1T 52.3+5.4% 4.32+0.54"
v 52.8+4.6" 4.44+0.47"
Vv 50.6+4.5" 4,.3640.37"
Xf B Control 42.3+£5.2 3.03£0.69
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Pt B 900 1LV I TR S R M B DU A
RN 3 PR . BeWR A T i w24 i 500 14 3 40 4 o
00 IV H R I T O PR TR R i TR R
I e 2 58 VI 20 (B 5l 800 mg/kg) , FLRZ S
VAHGEEE N 1000 mg/ke). Geit4rHrah %
BRI VIRV 4 580 I 3 i o Tl O S TR
22 A P 22 53 (c R, P<T0.05) 5 1M 56 1
AME N HEXNBHZHER L EEER
(P>0.05),
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Table 3 Lysozyme and complement activity
in the serum of yellow catfish
21531 T AMATG P Complement activity
Groups Lysozyme C3 C4
I 0.23240.042 0.28240.043 0.29340.063
Il 0.23840.053 0.323+0.054" 0.33440.059"
Il 0.34340.048* 0.342+0.058" 0.35340.056"
v 0.388£0.051" 0.37540.055* 0.36940.063"
Vv 0.37440.062* 0.382+0.064* 0.372+0.056"
%f B8 Control 0.214+0.046 0.26940.058 0.28940. 055

et B 00 1 3 R kA C3 R C4 B T PRI 2
SRR W] PRy rh 7T 24 1 50 Y B v rh Ab
& C3 Fl C4 15 PEY & T X BR 4L, #MA C3 Fl C4 36 7
R AR R A 1000 mg/kg HYHE VA, K2
M HE Y 800 mg/kg WA IV 4, GEitsrirasi i
aGH L VI LIV A VA o 3060 i s T AMA T S
XTHR A 2 (R A7#E B 35 25 5 (P<<0. 05), i 28 1 15
Xf FRZH 22 6] TG 4k 2 1k 25 5 (P=>0. 05)
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Xof JHERT X 56 A B Sl 20 N TR e L A5
MIFET I DL SR 4 Bim . BEWR A J v 2 24 3 570 1 2
PG T e w9 RPS, 1M 78 R s hn &2 7
H 2GR 600 mg/kg DA B EEE I LIV ATV 4 8 5
AT R BACT W NN 200 M1 400 mg/kgl2H
T A4,
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Table 4 Mortality and relative percent survival of

yellow catfish,after challenged with live Aeromonas hydrophila

g0 Iﬁlﬁﬁﬁ":éﬂ( FET fh AL i) % PFHX‘J‘%TF%S/%
Groups Number of fish Numbelr of Mortality Relative 'percem
challenged dead fish survival
1 30 13 43.3 50.1
1 30 11 36.7 57.8
I 30 8 26.7 69. 2
I 30 7 23.3 73.1
Vv 30 7 23.3 73.1
X} & Control 30 26 86.7
A A
3 i it
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rhS TR AMATE PR B X R g R R BTG
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Effect of complex Chinese herbs on non-specific immune
function and disease resistance in yellow catfish
(Pelteobagrus fulvidraco R.) by oral administration

SHENG Zhu-mei’ HUANG Wen' ZHANG Ying-jie®
YANG Hua-lian' MA Li-ming' XU Xiao-ling' XIA Lu'

1. Beijing Aquatic Product Technology Promotion Department ,Beijing 100021,China;
2. Department of Food Science and Technology »
Huazhong Agricultural University sWuhan 430070 ,China

Abstract The effects of the dietary complex Chinese herbs on non-specific immune function and
disease resistance in yellow catfish (Pelteobagrus fulvidraco R.) were studied. The yellow catfish were
divided into 6 groups and were fed with feed supplemented with different ratios of complex Chinese
herbs, 0 mg/kg(control group),200 mg/kg(group I ),400 mg/kg (group I ),600 mg/kg(group 1),
800 mg/kg(group IV)and 1 000 mg/kg (group V),respectively. Thirty days later, the yellow catfish
were blooded,and the leucocytes phagocytic activity, serum lysozyme activity, complement activity and
disease resistance were monitored. The results showed that the phagocytic activity of the leucocytes were
significantly higher than the control group (i-test, P<{0.05). The lysozyme activity of the serum in
group IlI,IV and V were significantly higher than the control group (z-test, P<C0. 05),but there were no
significant differences between group [ , Il and the control group (z-test, P>>0. 05). The complement
activity of the serum in group I , I, IV and V were significantly higher than the control group (z-test,
P<C0. 05), while there were no significant differences between group [ and control group (i-test,
P>>0.05). The results showed that the best supplementation ratio of the complex Chinese herbs for the
yellow catfish was about 400-800 mg/kg.

Key words yellow catfish (Pelteobagrus fulvidraco R.); complex chinese herbs; disease resis-
tence; Aeromonas hydrophila ; phagocytic activity
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