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Table 1. Effects of fermented soybean meal on the growth performance of broilers.

Fermented soybean meal replacement (%)

ltems SEM p-Value
0 8.18 15.44
ADG (g/d)
1-21d 45.73 46.79 45.85 0.47 0.64
22-36 d 101.41° 109.21° 102.22° 1.28 0.01
1-36 d 59.67° 63.73° 60.10° 0.63 0.01
ADFI (g/d)
1-21d 58.60 61.27 59.35 0.75 0.35
22-36 d 160.35 166.36 163.98 1.47 0.26
1-36 d 100.67 100.46 101.78 0.91 0.21
FCR
1-21d 1.29 1.31 1.30 0.01 0.18
22-36 d 1.59° 1.66° 1.65° 0.14 0.08
1-36 d 1.48° 1.522 1.512 0.01 0.02

2b Different superscript letters within a row indicate significant differences at p<0.05

ADG, average daily gain; ADFI, average daily feed intake; FCR, feed conversion rates.

Source: Cai et al. (2020)



Table 2. Growth performance of chickens receiving diets containing non-fermented (SM) and

fermented soybean meal.

Fermented soybean meal replacement (%)
Indices SEM P-value

0 3 6

Body weight, ¢

Day 1 42 42 42 0.0001 0.879
Day 14 388 402 415 0.007 0.281
Day 32 1505° 1536% 1567° 0.09 0.035
Day 40 2106P 2123 2136° 0.015 0.021
DFI, (¢/d) 0.086 0.085 0.089 0.004 0.347
FCR, 1.682% 1.630° 1.700° 0.012 0.041
Liveability, % 98.5 98.0 99.5 - -

b Means with different superscripts within a row are significantly different at P<0.05; SEM-standard
error of the mean; DFI-daily feed intake; FCR-feed conversion ratio.

Source: Chachai et al. (2019)



Table 3. Effects of fermented soybean meal on growth performance of broiler chickens.

Fermented soybean meal replacement (%) SEM
ltem 0 25 s - p-Value

Starter (d 1-21)

ADG (g/d) 34.01 34.42 34.33 33.25 0.32 0.57

ADFI (g/d) 50.06 51.01 50.34 50.45 0.49 0.928

FCR (¢/9) 1.473 1.482 1.467 1.518 0.011 0.346

Mortality 1.19 2.38 1.19 2.38 0.66 0.861
Grower (d22-42)

ADG (g/d) 73.72 74.42 70.64 71.44 0.81 0.307

ADFI (g/d) 134.1 132.98 128.56 131.71 1.51 0.615

FCR (¢/9) 1.822 1.792 1.823 1.846 0.023 0.892

Mortality 4.29 1.59 1.43 1.59 0.97 0.701
Overall (d 1-42)

ADG (g/d) 53.86 54.36 52.48 52.35 0.42 0.244

ADFI (g/d) 92.08 91.85 89.45 91.08 0.87 0.725

FCR (¢/9) 1.71 1.69 1.706 1.741 0.016 0.745

Mortality 4.76 3.57 2.38 3.57 1.09 0.908

Data are means of 7 replicate cages in each group. ADG = average daily gain; ADFI = average daily
feed intake; FCR = feed conversion ratio.

Source: Cheng et al. (2020)
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Table 4. Results of slaughter analysis of chickens receiving diets containing non-fermented and

fermented soybean meal (body weight=100%)

Fermented soybean meal replacement

Indices (%) SEM P-value
0 3 6
Carcass yield (%) 74.78° 81.10° 83.90° 0.106 0.044
Breast muscles (%) 25.82° 27.07° 26.37% 0.009 0.026
Thigh muscles (%) 10.04° 10.51° 9.86° 0.022 0.012
Drumstick muscles (%) 7.39° 8.18° 7.30° 0.034 0.022
Liver (%) 2.82° 2.59¢ 2.67° 0.003 0.034
Gizzard (%) 1.43 1.40 1.42 0.128 0.689
Heart (%) 0.47 0.48 0.45 0.073 0.062
Abdominal fat (%) 0.48 0.49 0.42 0.111 0.069
Thighbone (%) 1.06° 0.97° 0.72¢ 0.063 0.025
Shinbone (%) 1.81° 1.74° 1.81° 0.041 0.016

““ means with different superscripts within a row are significantly different at P<0.05; SEM -
standard error of mean.

Source: Chachai et al. (2019)



Table 5. Effects of fermented soybean meal (FSBM) on slaughter performance of broiler chickens.

Fermented soybean meal replacement (%)

ltem SEM p-Value
0 25 5.0 7.5

Final body weight (g) 2516 2475 2300 2382 41 0.259
Hot carcass weight (g) 1940 1915 1776 1824 33 0.249
Carcass yield (%) 77.23 77.38 77.23 76.51 0.15 0.156
Breast muscle (%) 31.11 30.4 31.19 31.37 0.23 0.488
Leg muscle (%) 20.07° 18.75° 18.73° 19.35% 0.19 0.036
Abdominal fat (%) 1.36 1.48 1.32 1.46 0.06 0.773

2b Means in the same row, without the same superscript, differ significantly (P<0.05) Data are
means of 14 birds per group.

Source: Cheng et al. (2020)
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