NAYBINILE3U Lactobacillus acidophilus Tuamsian1siasgyiulauasdugiuingtanldvas
lrle
(Effect of Lactobacillus acidophilus supplemented diet on growth performance and

intestinal morphology of broilers).
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Fununatuiliingusvasaiiafinwmanisiaiy Lactobacillus acidophilus Tuamssonas
Wiydulanardaginerdildvedlnide shmsnunuieginuienasivinmssiuau 8 atu dau
U .6l 2586-2564 3434 L. acidophilus Tuenmsaausisiu 1x 10°, 5 x 108, 10 x 10° 4 x 10°
CFU/kg WU n94a3u L. acidophilus Tuemsfisesu 5 x 108 CFU/kg Sravilisnsnnsiasadule

wazdaugiuinetald dduedislsiniunisiadu L acidophilus Tuemis 4 x 10° Tidnsnas
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Wigulanasduguingrdaldlinaliwnnaeainnquatuauwdiuudldung @y Ay 3saunse
ajuladn masiasu L. acidophilus Twemsfiseau 5 x 10° Wiausuusansasyiulauasdugu

Wealduasiniie MIUAITRITUNTOVIRNUTNTUYDY L. acidophilus TI1R8

AMdAeY : Lactobacillus acidophilus kil n1swaseydiule dugruinerdldvadlniie
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Tnslulefin (Probiotic) nunedls wueiseiienduaglualdlvng dadunuafiSenivsslesinesnanie
laun wuaiSenas1ensauanin (lactic acid bacteria, LAB) W Lactobacillus wag Bifidobacterium
wupfisenguil wulundndaeionnsvdn wu wused wua Al legstiesdudinissybivlaves
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PeiandnsAinenldluslulefnnainwatvaneiug areWug Lactobacillus acidophilus Wudnwile
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v say vu v X9 Yo ' ] A )
aneugnlasuauauls anunsaldlanslunusazdnd Faldiusgraunsvaiy edigusulsenis
Muvesalduaznisiasgiiule (Samant and Seo, 2016)

f51891u71 nsvialuslulednaneiug Lactobacillus Acidophilus TuansdniUn dawalv

[
o

MsgosuaznsgAiaIsomsivu Uiuaunavesgaunidluald shwssuunaduemishiudanss

warUsuUTIN1InauaueseandAuiu (Patterson and Hur kholder, 2003; Hellsta Rebolledo et
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al, 2003) fatuduuunatuidell TnguszasAie@nuinaves Lactobacillus Acidophilus Tusnmssie
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WaN13ANYI Lactobacillus acidophilus sisn1siaseyiaulavasliiile
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Forte et al. (2017) $1897UWaY8INSLE3U Lactobacillus acidophilus Tussiniiiadas
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91y 42 dawabimvindafiiudu dnsnsasyiulawazdnsinisasuomsidudimindafvu

a v

ag1afidedAneadin (P<0.001) wieawFeuiiguiungualua Feaennassiu Wu et al. (2021)



F1891UINNTLESY L. acidophilus Tue1m1558AU 5 x 108 ey 10 x 10° CFU/kg damalwmiiinidngn

a

gnsnsiasgiule dnsnisiule wazdnsniswdsuemnsiludwindivedlndelutiseny 1-14

Wz 15-21 Tu ATuuAnAN9INNgNAIUANBE1iitddsy (P < 0.01) (Table 2) w51 L. acidophilus

YIYNUNITATNAUAAUATLUUNILAUDIMITHAENIIYATUA TOMTUNTTEAlANINTY faensedu

ﬂﬁiL%?ﬁUyLﬁUTﬁ%@ﬂldLﬁJ@ﬁsﬁu (Patterson and Hur kholder, 2003; Hellsta Rebolledo et al, 2003)
F9919970 Zhui Li et al. (2018) 518477 Mav09n 154834 L. acidophilus finasouminda iy
gMIINTATeYAULe é’m’m’mﬂ?{&mmmuﬂuﬁmﬁ’ﬂﬁ’;LLaxﬁmmmmsﬁﬁuiﬁu,mﬂm'fmfa’mmju
muAu (P > 0.05) enadumsgssdunnuitidures L acdophilus Sanududuiia Fslailidana

monsiaseulaveslniile

Table 1. Effect of dietary treatment on body weight (BW), average daily gain (ADG) and feed

conversion efficiency (FCR).

Item Sampling time C L SEM P
Day 1 45.18 45.13 0.396 0.930
BW Day 21 511.67° 550.66° 8.159 <0.001
Day 42 1444.03° 1636.40° 18.845 <0.001
Day 1-21 22.21° 24.07° 0.549 0.038
ADG Day 21-42 44.39° 51.70° 1.082 <0.001
Day 1-42 34.97° 39.78° 0.0591 <0.001
Day 1-21 2.57° 2.31° 0.052 0.018
FCR Day 21-42 3.13° 2.68° 0.118 0.028
Day 1-42 2.94° 2.56° 0.079 <0.001

C: basal diet; L: basal diet supplemented with 1 x 10° CFU/kg of Lactobacillus acidophilus.
Source: Forte et al. (2017)



Table 2. Effect of L. acidophilus on growth performance of broilers

Day 1-14 Day 15-21

L. acidophilus gy ¢ ADG, ADFI,  FCR BW,g  ADG,  ADFl, FCR
g/d g/d ¢/d g/d

0 373.46° 25.10°  34.11°  1.362° 757.01° 52.44°  77.44° 1477
5x 10° CFU/kg  408.21° 27.99°  36.42° 1302° 815.22° 5752° 86.45° 1507
10x 108 CFU/kg  410.08° 28.12°  36.61° 1.303° 83243° 5929° 87.18° 1.470

P-value 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.007 0.001 0.001 0.001  0.450

25 Means within the same column with different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.01).
Abbreviations: ADG, average daily gain; ADFI, average daily feed intake; BW, body weight; FCR,
feed conversion ratio

Source: Wu et al. (2021)

Table 3. The growth performance of broilers during 14-21 day old.

L. acidophilus BW, ¢ ADFI, ¢/d ADG, g/d FCR
0 733.45 78.81 55.05 1.44
4 x 10° CFU/kg 747.05 79.52 55.11 1.45
P-value 0.242 0.465 0.949 0.589

Source: Zhui Li et al. (2018)

Wan13sANYI Lactobacillus acidophilus saduguingraldvaslilile

Forte et al. (2017) n154@3al L. acidophilus vl¥augeves vilus Fudeifionuas Goblet
Cells 1inTu (P<0.05) uslsifinansznusiennudnues crypt veudeyaildvesliile (P > 0.05) 3

A0AAABIAUTIBIIUTOI Wu et al. (2021) nauoan15L@su L. acidophilus (5 x 108 CFU/kg) denal

a v v

V/C gpsdnldidnaduduwaranugves lleum Villus iivndvegeiiveddgyfieny 14 u (P > 0.05)

]



v Y
v a

Jwnsg L. acidophilus vilsirugeves villus Wiy el (Junsng L acidophilus \dld
nszdu goblet cell ludldidndrusuvinlilassaisveadeifloninmauasuutaslufuesaimgs
madfiuamgees villus shlviuialunisgaduanseslfifisnnndu (Chichlowski et al., 2007)
(Table 5) uANF1991NN15ANYIY0Y Zhui Li et al. (2018) Wuin L. acidophilus Mlviadnugaves
villus Taifianauanananeadd widuualtufingedy uasdwaliannudnues aypt Wiiuaniu

(Table 6)

Table 4. Effect of Lactobacillus acidophilus supplemented diets on intestinal histology and

morphometry.
Muscular wall Villus height  Crypt depth Mucosal layer Goblet Cells
thickness height Pas+
C 433.27 2021.98 ° 588.28 2610.27 ° 66.62°
L 491.54 247152 ° 777.58 3249.11° 84.18°
SEM 48.801 146.61 80.087 209.25 4.044
P 0.406 0.040 0.107 0.041 0.005

C: basal diet; L: basal diet supplemented with 1 x 10° CFU/kg of Lactobacillus acidophilus
Source: Forte et al. (2017)



Table 5. Effect of L. acidophilus on jejunum and ileum histomorphology

Jejunum Ileum
L. Villus Crypt V/C Intestinal Villus height, Crypt V/C Intestinal wall
acidophilus height, depth, wall mm depth, thickness, mm
mm mm thickness, mm
mm

0 1044.62 200.85 5.29 195.17 802.92° 199.83 4.14 222.48

5x 108 972.29 169.48 5.88 188.78 893.36" 209.25 4.32 204.39
CFU/kg

10 x 108 974.31 191.33 5.34 190.35 800.64° 204.01 4.10 221.90
CFU/kg

P-value 0.599 0.277 0.613 0.913 0.098 0.642 0.832 0.407

5 Means within the same column with different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05)



Table 6. The jejunal histomorphology of broilers on day 21.

L. acidophilus Villus height, Crypt depth, Villus height:
U Mm Crypt depth

0 965.43 145.49° 6.89

4x10°CFU/kg  1097.56 174.82° 6.36

P-value 0.057 0.014 0.238

5 Means in the same column with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05)

Source: Zhui Li et al. (2018)

GEL

NaYeINSIESY Lactobacillus acidophilus Tuemsinifledwaliaussanimnisiasaauls

= U v A o q v . a 3 M o ! = =
AT wenanuuy Galnavinlinugeves villus Winsndu wiliidinadernudnves crypt veudey
arldveslnide asdudsuusihliiasu L. acidophilus 71 5¥9U 5 x 10° CFU/kg LS89 281 AL

UszdnSnimnisasyiulauazdwmafsedugiuingidildvadlniie
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