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Effects of Probiotics on Performance and Intestinal Mi-
crobial Frola of Yinxiang Chickens
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Abstract. The effects of probiotics on performance and health of Yinxiang chickens were studied
in the Grststage. 1000 1day-old chickens were allotted randomly to two treatments, 500 chick-
ens of each, with two replicates. The treatment encompassed of 0.1% probiotics in the basic di-
et and 0% probiotics in the diet as control. The probiotics used in the experiment consists of
Lactobacillus and 3Bacilluses. The treated diets were fed for 7 weeks. Feed intake, average body
weight, diarrhea rate were recorded weekly. At 49-day age, intestinal floras content was meas-
ured. The results showed that the body weight gain of birds fed with 0.1% probiotics diet was
10.04%,9.08%, 8.53% and 11.65% higher than that of the controls ( P<C0.01) in the third,
fourth, fifth and sixth week, respectively. No significant difference was observed in other weeks
(P>0.05). Compared with the control group, the feed conversion rate of chickens fed with 0.
1% probiotics diet increased by 19.31%, 17.15%, 7.08% and 21. 56% in the first week ( P<<
0. 01), the third week ( P<C0.01), the fifth week ( P<Z0.05), and the sixth week ( P<Z0.01),
respectively. There were no significant difference in other weeks ( P=>0.05). During the age
from 0 to 6 weeks. the average body weight gain of birds gived 0.1 % probiotics diet revealed
12.81% higher than that of the control ones ( P<C0.01). The contents of Eschericltia coli in
jejunum and caecum decreased by 26. 16% and 27.90% ( P <C0.05) in the probiotics group
than those of the control one.The content of Lactic acidin entric increased 20.96% and 13.52%
in the probiotics group ( P<Z0.05). Both the diarrbea rate and the mortality of the probiotics
group declined when compared with those of the

.2011-01-07 control ( P<C0.05).
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Table 1 Effects of probiotics on body weight of Yinxiang chickens

2.2
0~6 11,
2 .
Table2 Effects of probiotics on feed intake weight gain, and

feed conversion rate

/

Average daily Weight gain/ Feed

foed intak e Average daily

(g/ single) gain(g/ single) consumption

Age

Contrmol Studied Control Studied Control Studied

group  group  group  group  group  group
1w 2.93a 3,122 1. 452 1.73¢  2.02 1. 80¢
2W 11. 132 10.49= 5.65¢  5.86¢ 1.972 1.79b
3w 24.75  26.09: 11.73 a 13.73¢  2.11»
4W 25.73  25.69a  11.59a 12.41> 2.22a  2.072
SW 27.48: 25.61=  10.65 a 11.28= 2,58
6W 36.47+  42.532  14.702 17.87¢ 2.48  2.38
0~6W 21.42a 22.260  9.292  10.48 2.300  2.12b

P> 0.05,
(P<< 0.05, (P<<0.0D .

In each row, the same letters, adjacent letters and non-adjacent letters
indicate no significant difference (P> 0.05), significant difference ( P
< 0.05) and highly significant difference (P<Z 0.01), respectively.
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Average body weightC / ° )

Group oW 1w 2W 3w 4W SW 6W
38.11+£0. 8 48.560. 15+ 88.1470.492  170.2540. 422  251.4110.468 325.55+0.560 428.45+0. 454
Control group
. 38.0940. 72 50.21+0.13>  91.24+0.35> 187.35+0.40> 274.25+0.35¢ 353.2440.41c 478.3610. 38
Studied group
(P> 0.05), (P<C 0.05), (P<< 0.0D) .

In each row, the same letters, adjacent letters and non-adjacent letters indicate no significant difference (P=> 0.05), significant difference (P <<

0. 05) and highly significant difference (P<Z 0.01), respectively.
3 7

Table 3 Effects of probiotics on frola contents at age of 49 days

Campylobacter bacteriacount(log,q cfu/ g)

Intestinal bacteria count(log,ycfu/ g)

Group
E.wli Salmonella ” Lactic acid bacteria E. coli Salmonella Lactic acid bacteria
Control group  7.34+0.31* Little 6.25+0.26* 8.78+0. 42¢ Little 8.21+0. 23°
Studied group 5, 4240, 22" Little 7.56+0. 34" 6.33+0. 34" Little 9.32+0.33"
* (< 30cfw/ ), (P> 0.05), (P<

0. 05,

(P<< 0.01) . The number of Salmonella is too low to be counted(< count 30 cfu/ flat), so that it is marked as

Little. In each row, the same letters, adjacent letters and non-adjacent letters indicate no significant difference ( P~ 0. 05), significant difference ( P

< 0.05) and highly significant difference (P<Z 0.01), respectively.
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