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1. Introduction 

In face of the current debate about the use of antibiotics as growth promoters, due to the 
probable relationship with resistance to antibiotics used in human medicine, the presence of 
antibiotic residues in products of animal origin intended for human consumption and the 
emergent demand from consumer market for products free from additive residues, it was 
necessary to search for alternative products that could replace antibiotics used as promoters, 
without causing losses to productivity or product quality.  

An alternative is the use of probiotics, which are products made from living micro-
organisms or their L-forms (without cell wall). The micro-organisms included as probiotics 
are usually assumed to be non-pathogenic components of the normal microflora, such as the 
lactic acid bacteria. However, there is good evidence that non-pathogenic variants of 
pathogenic species can operate in much the same way as traditional probiotics. For example, 
avirulent mutants of Escherichia coli, Clostridium difficile, and Salmonella Typhimurium can 
also protect against infection by the respective virulent parent strain (Fuller, 1995).  

In poultry, the early use of probiotics was instituted by Nurmi & Rantala (1973). In their 
experiments, the authors observed that the intestinal contents of normal adult birds, orally 
administered to chicks with one day of age, altered their sensitivity to infection by 
Salmonella spp.  

From there, several studies have been made and continue being developed with the use of 
probiotics. Inconsistent results from the use of probiotics in animal production have been a 
constraint for the promotion of their use. Variations in the efficacy of probiotics can be due 
to the difference in microbial species or micro-organism strains used, or with the additive 
preparation methods (Jin et al., 1998a). However, other factors can justify the variations in 
the results of probiotic use in poultry, such as origin species, probiotic preparation method, 
survival of colonizing micro-organisms to the gastrointestinal tract conditions, environment 
where the birds are raised, management (including the application time and application 



 
Probiotic in Animals 204 

route of the probiotic), the immunologic status of the animals, the lineage of the poultry 
evaluated, as well as age and concomitant use or not of antibiotics.  

Thus, the aim of this review is to discuss the use of probiotics in poultry, with emphasis on 
the type of probiotic and micro-organisms used, action mechanism and its relation with the 
variations on the results of poultry survey. 

2. Type of probiotic and micro-organisms used 

There are several types of probiotics available in the market to be used in poultry, with a 
range of micro-organisms present and, therefore, with different metabolic activities and 
action modes. Also, they present variations as to the capacity of colonizing the intestine or 
not, which justifies variations on the results of their use. 

Bacillus, Bifidobacterium, Enterococcus, E. coli, Lactobacillus, Lactococcus, Streptococcus, 
Pediococcus species, and a range of yeast species and non-defined mixed cultures have 
been used (Fuller, 1992; Patterson & Burkholder, 2003; Kabir et al., 2004; Mountzouris et 
al., 2007). However, even those belonging to the same species can have different strains 
and even these different strains from the same species can have different metabolic 
activities. These bacteria are used alone or in combination (Miles, 1993; Montes & Pugh, 
1993). 

Non-defined mixed cultures, known as competitive exclusion cultures, are normally related 
to the treatment of one-day chicks with an indefinite microbiota derived from adult animals 
resulting in resistance to colonization against pathogenic micro-organisms.  

Among the colonizing species, Lactobacillus sp., Enterococcus sp. and Streptococcus sp. are 
worth mentioning, and among the non-colonizing species, Bacillus spp. (spores) and 
Saccharomyces cerevisiae (Žikić et al., 2006 apud Perić et al., 2009). 

Another characteristic of probiotics is that some micro-organisms are constituted by micro-
organisms normal to the intestinal microbiota of poultry, and others by bacteria different 
from the ones from the digestive tract. According to Kabir (2009) the most commonly used 
species are: Lactobacillus bulgaricus, Lactobacillus acidophilus, Lactobacillus casei, Lactobacillus 
helveticus, Lactobacillus lactis, Lactobacillus salivarius, Lactobacillus plantarum, Streptococcus 
thermophilus, Enterococcus faecium, Enterococcus faecalis, Bifidobacterium spp. and Escherichia 
coli, and except for Lactobacillus bulgaricus and Streptococcus thermophilus, all the remaining 
ones are intestinal strains.  

Recently, emphasis has been given to the selection, preparation and application of probiotic 
strains, especially lactic acid bacteria (Wang & Gu, 2010).  

Natural adaptation of lactic acid bacteria to intestinal environment and the lactic acid 
produced by them have provided advantages for these organisms over other micro-
organisms used as probiotic (Guerra et al., 2007).  
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3. Action mechanisms 

The action mechanisms of probiotics (Fig. 1) on the immune system of broiler mucosa are 
not completely clear. However, it is admitted that probiotics have immune-modulating 
effects (Cotter, 1994; Erickson & Hubbard, 2000; Edens, 2003; Loddi, 2003; Ng et al., 
2009).  

According to (Erickson & Hubbard, 2000 and Menten & Loddi, 2003), the bacterium genera 
present in probiotics that are directly related to the increase in immunity of poultry are 
Lactobacillus and Bifidobacterium, mainly when related to diseases affecting the 
gastrointestinal tract. However, other genera have been related (Hakkinen & Schneitz, 1999; 
Yurong et al., 2005; Hong et al., 2005). 

 
Figure 1. Inhibition of enteric bacteria and enhancement of barrier function by probiotic bacteria. 
Schematic representation of the crosstalk between probiotic bacteria and the intestinal mucosa. 
Antimicrobial activities of probiotics include the (1) production of bacteriocins/defensins, (2) 
competitive inhibition with pathogenic bacteria, (3) inhibition of bacterial adherence or translocation, 
and (4) reduction of luminal pH. Probiotic bacteria can also enhance intestinal barrier function by (5) 
increasing mucus production (Adapted Ng et al., 2009). 

The immune-modulating effect in poultry happens in two ways: (a) from the microbiota, in 
which the probiotic migrates along the wall of the intestine and is multiplied to a limited 
extension, or (b) the antigen released by the dead organisms are absorbed and thus 
stimulate the immune system (Havenaar & Spanhaak, 1994).  

According to Loddi (2003) and Nunes (2008), antigens (lipopolysaccharides and 
peptidoglycans) are constantly released in intestinal lumen. On the other hand, this release 
is increased during infectious processes, once these components are fundamental in the 
development and maintenance of local immune response (Hamann et al., 1998; Loddi, 2003), 
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since they have chemotactic effect on epithelial cells and cells related to mucosa immunity, 
and induce changes in the intestinal epithelium of the host.  

The chemotactic effect is accomplished by mediators such as cytokines, metaloproteins 
(elastase and cathepsin), prostaglandins, oxygen and nitrogen reactive metabolites, 
elevating the production of IgA, IgM and IgG immunoglobulins, activating differentiation 
and proliferation of NK (Natural Killer), CD3, CD4 and CD8 lymphocytes, increasing the 
migration of lymphocyte T and the production of interferon (Fuller 1989; Jin et al., 1997; 
Erickson & Hubbard, 2000; Edens, 2003; Loddi, 2003; Zhang et al., 2007; Neurath, 2007; Ng et 
al., 2009).  

The changes induced by probiotics in the intestinal epithelium are accentuated by the 
decrease in luminal pH, antimicrobial activity and secretion of antimicrobial peptides 
inhibiting bacterial invasion and blocking the adhesion to epithelial cells. In this sense, they 
improve the intestinal barrier elevating the production of cytokines (TNF-α, IFN-γ, IL-10 
and IL-12) (Arvola et al., 1999), which in turn, induce the secretion of IgA in the intestinal 
mucosa, causing the release of mucins (Gupta & Garg, 2009).  

Mucins, the layer of glycoproteins that when in contact with water, form a film that 
lubricates and protects the intestinal epithelium against pathogens, forming a physical 
barrier between the epithelium and the content from the intestinal lumen (Oliveira-Sequeira 
et al., 2008), keeping the bacteria in a safe place in the intestinal lumen (Mattar et al., 2002).  

Studies suggest that the inhibiting effect of bacterial translocation by Lactobacillus casei GG in 
vivo and in vitro could be related with the regulation of the MUC- 2 gene, which promotes 
the expression of mucin by goblet cells (Mattar et al., 2002).  

In the intestine, probiotics interact with enterocytes, goblet cells, M cells from Peyer´s 
patches, isolated follicles that are extended through the mucosa and submucosa in the small 
intestine, forming GALT (Gut Associated Lymphoid Tissue) and immune cells among them, 
intraepithelial lymphocytes. These interactions result in an increase in the number of IgA-
producing cells accompanied by the production of secretory IgM and IgA that are 
particularly important to the immunity of the mucosa, contributing to the barrier against 
pathogenic micro-organisms ( Szajewska et al., 2001). 

Thus, in the modulation of the immune response, the suppression of potential pathogens 
has been observed (Majarmaa, 1997), through the increase of intestinal motility (Gupta & 
Garg, 2009), increase in the population of intraepithelial lymphocytes in the intestinal 
epithelium (Dalloul et al., 2003), removal of pathogens (Patterson & Burkholder, 2003), 
modification of intestinal microbiota (Shane, 2001; Salzman et al., 2003), and increase in the 
height of intestinal villi (Iji et al., 2001). Added to these effects, the capacity of bacterial 
groups to develop a fimbria network that blocks the linking location of some enteric 
pathogens.  

Another relevant aspect is related to different bacterial genera, which colonize and are 
developed, producing an almost permanent exclusion environment, known as competitive 
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exclusion mechanism, which represents the competition for adhesion locations to the 
membrane of goblet cells, enteroendocrine cells and enterocytes in the intestinal mucosa, 
which promote a status of physical barrier to the mucosa by creating a special integrity 
system, preventing intestinal pathogens from becoming established (Rantala & Nurmi, 1974; 
Soerjadi et al., 1982; Salminen & Isolauri, 1996). Therefore, a mechanism proposal was 
described by Revolledo et al. (2006) for poultry receiving supplementation of competitive 
exclusion products, probiotics or immunostimulants (Fig. 2). 

As well as this mechanism, there is an antagonist effect through the secretion of substances 
that inhibit the growth and development of pathogenic bacteria (Fig. 1), such as 
bacteriocines, organic acids and hydrogen peroxide (Patterson & Burkholder, 2003; Oumer 
et al., 2001; Mazmanian et al., 2008). As well as these, other benefits from the use of 
probiotics are: increase of enzymatic activity inducing absorption and nutrition (Hooper et 
al., 2002; Timmerman et al., 2005) and inhibition of procarcinogenic enzymes (Gill, 2003). 

 
Figure 2. Proposed interactions between competitive exclusion products, probiotics or 
immunostimulants, and avian intestinal immunity. SIgA =secretory IgA; CE=competitive exclusion;  
IEC =intraepithelial cell; IEL=intestinal intraepithelial lymphocyte; LPL=lamina propria lymphocytes 
(activated T lymphocytes); dendritic cell or macrophage =antigen-presenting cells (APC);  
LB=B lymphocyte; LT=T lymphocyte; M cells =cells for the transport of antigens from the intestinal 
lumen into the gut-associated lymphoid tissue; SC =secretory component; endocytosis =process in 
which a substance gains entry into a cell without passing through the cell membrane; 
transcytosis=process of transport of substances across an epithelium layer by uptake on one side of the 
epithelial cell into a coated vesicle that might then be sorted through the trans-Golgi network and 
transported to the opposite side of the cell. 
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Proposed Mechanisms. Antigen uptake: 1. Antigen can be recognized directly by IEL, 
signals are sent to LT in the lamina propria. 2. When antigen is taken in by M cells using 
transcytosis process, there are 2 possible mechanisms to stimulate the immune response: a) 
antigen is directly taken in by macrophages or dendritic cells, which are able to process and 
present to LT in the lamina propria, or b) antigen activates B cells, which stimulate LT in the 
lamina propria. 3. Antigen uptake can be made by IEC using endocytosis process. The IEC 
are able to act as APC and process the antigen, antigen is presented to LT in the lamina 
propria. SIgA production: activated LT (LPL) produces cytokines, which stimulate LB 
activation, and finally plasma cells, produce IgA. The IgA acquires the secretory component 
on the IEC and is able to internalize into IEC; finally SIgA is available in the intestinal lumen 
to exert surface protection. (Revolledo et al., 2006). 

4. Variations on the efficacy of probiotics in poultry  

As described before, there is a large range of micro-organisms used as probiotics, with 
variations in species and strains of the same species, and therefore, they present variations 
in its metabolic activity and justify variations in the results of their use. However, other 
factors can justify the variations in the results of using probiotics in poultry, such as the 
origin species, probiotic preparation method, survival of colonizing micro-organisms in the 
gastrointestinal tract conditions, the environment where the birds are raised, management 
(including probiotic application time and application route), the immunologic state of the 
animals, the lineage of poultry evaluated, as well as age and concomitant use of antibiotics.  

Fuller (1986) emphasizes that the specificity of adhesion of lactobacilli (one of the most used 
probiotic genre in poultry) to epithelial cells is specific host and if the colonization is 
reached, it is essential to administer bacteria that have been originated form the host species 
for which they are being given.  

On the other hand, it is worth mentioning that there are probiotics presenting efficacy even 
though they have not been isolated from the original host species. As an example, one can 
mention the works developed by Impey et al. (1984) and Schneitz & Nuotio (1992) showing 
that the natural microbiota of chicken (Broilact) and turkeys provide reciprocal protection 
for chicks and poults. 

Regarding the probiotic preparation method, Fuller (1975) reports that even the 
carbohydrate source used in the growth media during the preparation of probiotic can affect 
the micro-organism’s ability in adhering to the intestinal epithelium of poultry and the 
adhesion capacity also changed during its growth cycle. Therefore, notes that even if two 
strains are identical, the form which they have been prepared can cause variations in the 
result (Fuller, 1995).  

Several beneficial effects of the use of Lactobacillus as probiotics are reported in literature in 
relation to the productive performance of poultry (Kalbane et al., 1992; Nahashon et al., 
1996; Jin et al., 1998a; Kalavathy et al., 2003; Schocken-iturrino et al., 2004). Thus, studies on 
the proteomics of Lactobacillus have been made with the objective of allowing its better 
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growth and/or survival by means of appropriate preservation methods (De Angelis & 
Gobbetti, 2004) to obtain a better performance with its use.  

In a study developed by Desmond et al. (2001), the authors have shown that in order to 
increase the viability of probiotic strains of Lactobacillus paracasei NFBC 338 during spray-
drying, a pre-stressing of the culture by exposure to temperature of 52ºC for 15 minutes 
increased in 700 fold the survival of the strain (in reconstituted skimmed milk) during 
caloric stress and 18 fold during spray drying when compared to non-adapted cells, 
demonstrating that the probiotic preparation method can aid for a larger survival time and 
consequent results obtained. 

It is important to mention that as well as the genetic variation among species, other 
environmental factors during the preparation of probiotics (pH, water activity, salts and 
preservative content) influence in the resistance of Lactobacillus to caloric stress and spray 
drying (Casadei et al., 2001; Desmond et al., 2001). 

Also, for a micro-organism to be selected to be used as probiotic, it is necessary that it can be 
able to overcome some barriers that would be harmful to its survival in the gastrointestinal 
tract. Mills et al. (2011) report that before probiotic bacteria can start to perform its 
physiological role in the intestine, they should support a number of tensions to ensure it 
reaches the target site in sufficient number to elucidate its effect. According to the authors, 
first the bacterium must be processed in an appropriate manner to allow oral consumption 
and be able to resist the inhospitable conditions imposed during its passage through the 
gastrointestinal tract. 

In order to be in a highly viable state during processing, storage and intestinal transit, 
bacteria go through adverse conditions including temperature, acidity, bile, exposure to 
osmotic and oxidative stress both in the production matrix and during intestinal transit 
(Corcoran et al., 2008). Thus, the benefit from the use of probiotics is the result of the growth 
of organisms and generation of some beneficial functions in the intestinal tract (Jin et al., 
1998a), being that the efficacy in the use of Lactobacillus as probiotics depends not only in the 
proliferation of bacteria in the intestinal tract, but also that they survive through the 
stomach.  

This is due to the fact that every food ingested (including the probiotics provided in feed) is 
submitted to a gastric pH ranging between 2 and 4 that can cause the death of bacteria going 
through the stomach in 10 to 100 fold (Fuller, 1986). 

Regarding the nutritional status of the animals, studies have shown that improvements in 
the performance of broilers have been seen when feed does not contain all nutrients in 
appropriate quantities. 

In research developed by Dilworth & Day (1978), the authors verified that the effect of 
supplementation with Lactobacillus spp. on the growth of body mass and feed conversion in 
broilers is significantly greater when the methionine, cystine and lysine levels in the feed are 
reduced. 
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Likewise, Kos & Wittner (1982) have not found improvement in the growth and feed 
conversion of broilers by the addition of probiotics in feed containing all nutrients in 
appropriate quantities. 

Equally, Mikulec et al. (1999) demonstrated the favorable influence that probiotics have on 
the growth of body mass and improvement in feed conversion of broilers when the level of 
crude protein in the diet was not efficient. 

Regarding the environment where the animals are raised, studies have demonstrated 
influence of environmental stress on the results of probiotic research. 

According to Weinack et al. (1985), the physiological stress induced by high or low 
environmental temperatures or withdrawal of food and water interfere either with the 
colonization of protective micro-organisms or reduces the protection provided by the 
probiotic. 

However, Fuller (1986) reports that the stressor agent must be present before any effect of 
the probiotic supplement can be observed and that there will only be stimulus to growth it 
the depressor agent is present, that is, the author emphasizes that for the evidence of 
improvement on the performance of animals, the breeding environment must not be free 
from challenges. In experimental conditions, the absence of beneficial results can be justified 
by this statement. 

Montes & Pugh (1993) reported similar results and showed that in birds, the best results 
with the use of probiotics happened when the birds were submitted to stress conditions, 
being by the increase or decrease of temperature, transportation, vaccination and 
overcrowding. In these conditions, an imbalance in the intestinal microbiota is created and 
the body defense mechanisms are decreased (Jin et al., 1997), which by the supplementation 
of probiotics, such problems would be minimized, evidencing differences in the 
performance results. 

In literature, several treatment methods using probiotics are described, such as through 
feed, addition to drinking water, spraying on the birds, inoculation via cloaca or in 
embryonated eggs (in ovo), through the litter used, in gelatin capsules and intra-esophagus 
(Schneitz, 1992; Ziprin et al., 1993).  

This way, the administration route of probiotics can determine an improvement or 
worsening in the intestinal colonization capacity by the bacteria present in the product used. 
Direct inoculation in esophagus/crop (intra-esophageal) is the most efficient (Stavric, 1992), 
although in practical terms it has little viability. 

One justification for the absence of results with the use of probiotics in drinking water can 
be the presence of residual chlorine and the fact of the product becoming inefficient before 
all chicks have received the micro-organisms in the appropriate dose (Seuna et al., 1978), 
and sometimes, chicks do not drink water before feeding, which makes the protection 
uneven within the herd (Schneitz et al., 1991).  
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Also, according to Siriken et al. (2003), the duration of treatment can be an important factor 
in the effect of a probiotic on the intestinal microbiota, once probiotics can be given only 
once or periodically, in weekly or daily intervals. Despite the little knowledge regarding the 
minimum required dose to evidence the effects of probiotics, experiments in mice, humans 
and pigs have indicated that the effect decreases when the probiotic is discontinued (Cole & 
Fuller, 1984; Goldin & Gorbach, 1984). 

Lan et al. (2005) reported that for the microbiota to be established in the small intestine and 
in the caecum, it is necessary approximately two and from six to seven weeks, respectively. 

Particularly for controlling the population of Escherichia coli, Fuller (1977) reports that such 
control is dependent on the presence of sufficient number of Lactobacillus and that from the 
results of in vitro tests, it seems to be necessary at least 107 colony forming units per gram 
(CFU/g).  

Currently, the modern broiler and turkey lineages present high weight gain capacity. 
However, when compared with lineages of slower growth, they are more susceptible to 
infectious diseases (Korver, 2012).  

According to the same author, modern broilers and turkeys present a depressed systemic 
innate immune response to allow fast growth, once the deviation of nutrients to the 
development of systemic inflammatory response is minimum, and despite presenting better 
immunity mediated by cells, there is evidence of increase in the mortality among fast-
growth poultry when compared with slow-growth ones, which might justify differences in 
the effects between the different bird lineages.  

Regarding age, the paper by Mohan et al. (1996) found that beneficial effects of probiotics 
were seen during the initial growth phase, happening before 28 days and not after 49 days 
of age.  

Certainly, during the initial stages of life, the intestinal microbiota is in an unstable 
condition, and the micro-organisms given orally probably find a niche where they can 
occupy (Fuller, 1995). Therefore, Siriken et al. (2003) reported that the existence of an 
intestinal microbiota at the time of administration and the health of the host must  
be considered when a probiotic is supplemented for the suppression of pathogenic 
bacteria. 

It should also be noticed that some micro-organisms that can act as probiotics do not resist 
the action of some antibiotics or anticoccidial used in the feed of birds (Jin et al., 1997, 1998a; 
Tournut, 1998).  

Other factors that might justify the variations in the effects of probiotics in poultry are: 
variations in the persistence of administered strains (relative intestinal concentration) 
(Siriken et al., 2003; Huyghebaert et al.,2011), stability during the manufacturing of feed 
(Huyghebaert et al., 2011), absence of statistical analysis of data in previous studies, 
experimental protocols not clearly defined, micro-organisms not identified (Simon et al., 
2001), viability of organisms not verified (Fuller, 1995; Simon et al., 2001), as well as the fact 
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that in many studies, the origin of micro-organisms in probiotics was not reported (Siriken 
et al., 2003).  

A study performed by Weese (2002) with eight veterinary and five human probiotics 
showed that only three from the eight veterinarian products provided data regarding its 
content; the majority of the products had less quantity than the one declared and five 
products lacked one or more strains declared; and three products had different strains from 
the ones declared in the package. 

Similar work was developed by Lata et al. (2006), where it was verified that among the five 
probiotics evaluated, four presented information on validity date, species and amount of 
bacterium per gram of product. The three products containing Enterococcus faecium in its 
composition presented the amount of bacteria as declared in its label. However, the 
presence of Lactobacillus sp. was also found, which was not specified in the labels. In the 
product containing Bacillus subtilis and Lactobacillus paracasei in its composition, only Bacillus 
subtilis was found in amounts lower than the one declared.  

With all these possible variations, it is not surprising that probiotics not always grant the 
desired result, but the fact that significant results are obtained show that the correct use of 
probiotics, under appropriate conditions and using the correct administration method, 
justify the fact that probiotics are an efficient food supplement in animal breeding.  

5. Research results from the use of probiotics in poultry 

5.1. Performance of poultry 

Using two commercial probiotics, the first composed with Bacillus subtilis (150 g/ton feed) 
and the second with Lactobacillus acidophilus and casei, Streptococcus lactis and faecium, 
Bifidobacterium bifidum and Aspergillus oryzae (1 kg/ton feed) for broilers in the period of 
one to 14 days of age, Pelicano et al. (2004) observed an improvement in feed conversion up 
to 21 days of age in animals receiving probiotics, regardless of the composition, in relation to 
the group without any addition. However, there were no significant differences for the total 
breeding period (1-42 days), demonstrating that the period of treatment with probiotic 
might influence the performance results.  

Improvement in the performance of broilers has been reported by several researchers 
(Dilworth & Day, 1978; Jin et al., 1996; Mohan et al., 1996; Yeo & Kim, 1997; Santoso et al. 
1995; Jin et al., 1998a; Cuevas et al., 2000; Fritts et al.,2000; Kabir et al., 2004; Huang et al., 
2004; Schocken-Iturrino et al., 2004; Gil de los Santos et al., 2005; Mountzouris et al., 2007; 
Rigobelo et al., 2011). 

On the other hand, works performed by (Loddi et al. 2000; Lima et al. 2003; Willis & Reid, 
2008) have not shown any benefit for the use of probiotics in any breeding phase of broilers.  

In Japanese quails (Coturnix coturnix japonica), Sahin et al. (2008) evaluated the effect of 
different concentrations (0.5, 1 and 1.5 g/Kg feed) of a symbiotic (probiotic + prebiotic) on 
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the diet of animals and have not found differences among the treatments in relation to body 
weight gain, feed conversion rate and carcass yield.  

In a similar way, Otutumi et al. (2010) evaluated the effect of including a probiotic based on 
Lactobacillus spp. added through drinking water and feed to meat quails in the period of one to 
seven days of age on the performance in the period of one to 35 days of age and have not found 
differences in weight gain, feed conversion and carcass yield. However, the animals receiving 
the probiotic presented lower feed consumption (P<0.05), without affecting weight gain.  

Yang (2009) compiled several studies with diverging results regarding the performance of 
broilers with the use of probiotics (Table 1). 

Faria Filho et al. (2006) performed a meta-analysis study resulting from 35 tests involving 
probiotics in Brazil between 1995 and 2005. Based on the results, the authors concluded that 
the usage of probiotics is a viable technique for improvement on the development of 
broilers.  

Item Control Probiotics 
Improvement 

(%) 
Reference 

BWG (g/bird)1 1892 1920 +1 
Liu et al (2007) 

FCR (g/g)2 1.75 1.74 0 
BWG (g/bird) 2216 2237 +1 

Mountzouris et al (2007) 
FCR (g/g) 1.81 1.78 +2 

BWG (g/bird) 2784 2720 -2 
Murry et al (2006) FCR (g/g) 1.62 1.63 0 

Mortality (%) 7.02 4.76 +32 
ADG (g/bird)3 49.99 49.65 0 

Timmerman et al (2006) FCR (g/g) 1.93 1.87 +3 
Mortality (%) 8.84 7.27 +18 
BWG (g/bird) 2151 2251 +5 

Kalavathy et al (2003) 
FCR (g/g) 1.96 1.78 +9 

BWG (g/bird) 1379 1545 +12 
Zulkifli et al (2000) FCR (g/g) 2.08 2.17 -4 

Mortality (%) 1.7 2.2 -29 
BWG (g/bird) 1290 1388 +8 

Jin et al (1998b) FCR (g/g) 2.27 2.1 +7 
Mortality (%) 6.7 5.3 +21 

Table 1. Growth performance and/or mortality rate of birds to probiotic supplementation. 

Eggs production has been also investigated in relation to probiotic application. Davis and 
Anderson (2002) reported that a mixed cultures of Lactobacillus acidophilus, L. casei, 

                                                                 
1 BWG = Body Weight Gain. 
2 FCR = Feed Conversion Ratio. 
3 ADG = Average daily gain. 
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Bifidobacterium thermophilus and Enterococcus faecium, improved egg size and lowered feed 
cost in laying hens. Moreover, probiotics increase egg production (Kurtoglu et al., 2004; 
Yörük et al., 2004; Panda et al., 2008) and quality (Kurtoglu et al., 2004; Panda et al., 2008) of 
chickens.  

In laying Japanese quails, Ayasan et al. (2005) observed improvement in the feed conversion 
efficiency, while reducing egg shell thickness but not affected on feed intake, egg 
production, egg shell weight, egg shape index and numbers of eggs after six weeks of 
application of 120 ppm probiotic based on Yucca schidigera in feed. 

5.2. Exclusion of pathogens and immunity 

One of the action mechanisms of the previously mentioned probiotics was the competitive 
exclusion, which plays an important role in the prevention of enteric colonization by 
pathogenic micro-organisms, among them, Salmonella spp.  

According to Scanlan (1997), three mechanisms present an important role in the prevention 
of enteric colonization of chicks by Salmonella spp. previously supplemented by competitive 
exclusion cultures: a) the micro-organisms constituting the competitive exclusion culture 
establish an enteric flora before exposure to Salmonella spp.; b) the micro-organisms from the 
inoculated flora compete with Salmonella spp. for essential nutrients, and c) the beneficial 
micro-organisms produce concentrations of volatile fatty acids that lower the intestinal pH 
and are bacteriostatic for Salmonella spp.  

Several authors (Hinton & Mead, 1991; Stavric, 1992; Blankenship et al., 1993) reported that 
these exclusion cultures seem to be more effective against the colonization by Salmonella in 
the cecum. However, some authors have reported their inefficacy (Stavric et al., 1991).  

Table 2 shows that in several works there was a high percentage of reduction in the 
colonization by Salmonella spp with the use of probiotics in broilers. 

 

Researchers Probiotic 
Treatment with 

probiotic 
Reduction (%) in 
the colonization4 

Menconi et al. (2011) Lactic acid bacteria 1 h post challenge 95% SH5 

Knap et al. (2011) Bacillus subtilis 
Diet (1 to 42 days of 

age) 
58% SH6 

Higgins et al. (2010)7 Lactic acid bacteria 1h post challenge 4 -76% SE5 

Higgins et al (2007) Lactic acid bacteria 1 h post challenge 
60 -72% SE5 
92-96% ST5 

Table 2. Effectiveness of probiotics in the prevention of Salmonella colonization in broiler chicken. 

                                                                 
4 SE = Salmonella Enteritidis; ST = Salmonella Typhimurium; SH = Salmonella Heidelberg. 
5 24 h after treatment, cecal tonsil. 
6 42 days of age – drag swabs. 
7 Data related to experiments 1, 2 & 3. 
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Mountzouris et al. (2010), studying inclusion levels of a probiotic composed by Lactobacillus 
reuteri, Enterococcus faecium, Bifidobacterium animalis, Pediococcus acidilactici and Lactobacillus 
salivarius, found that the inclusion of 109 and 1010 CFU/kg feed provided benefit in 
modulation of the composition of cecal microflora. Particularly, they reduced the 
concentration of coliforms in the cecum (log CFU/g of wet digesta) at 14 and 42 days of age 
in broilers. Also, the authors have found an increase in the concentration of Bifidobacterium 
and Lactobacillus at 42 days of age. Thus, the supplementation of probiotic in the indicated 
concentrations has been efficient as modulation of beneficial microbiota and reducing the 
studied pathogens.  

According to Leandro et al. (2010), the early use of probiotics establishes a balance in microbial 
flora against pathogenic bacteria, thus, using probiotic constituted by Enterococcus faecium, 
Lactobacillus case, L. plantarum inoculated in ovo at the dose of 106 CFU/g per egg has avoided 
the colonization of the gastrointestinal tract of broilers challenged with 0.1 mL aqueous 
solution containing 1.36x106 CFU Salmonella Enteritidis, inoculated via crop. Therefore, broilers 
challenged early (post eclosion) and not receiving probiotics presented reduction of Salmonella 
in gastrointestinal tract (crop and cecum) of the birds and a better performance.  

La Ragione & Woodward (2003) verified that the administration of viable spores of Bacillus 
subtilis to birds free from specific pathogens challenged with C. perfringens reduced the 
number of pathogens in the spleen, duodenum, colon and cecum, reporting similar results 
with a probiotic based on Lactobacillus johnsonii (La Ragione et al., 2004). 

Haghighi et al. (2006) shown that a commercial probiotic containing Lactobacillus acidophilus, 
Bifidobacterium bifidum, and Streptococcus faecalis stimulated the production of antitoxin α IgA 
from C. perfringens in the intestine of non-vaccinated chicks. 

In meat quails, Otutumi et al. (2010) evaluated the effect of probiotics based on Lactobacillus 
spp administered in the period of one to seven days of age on the counting of Lactobacillus 
spp, enterobacteria and Escherichia coli in the small intestine (at 7 and 14 days of age) and 
have not observed changes in the counting with the use of probiotic. However, it is worth 
mentioning that when evaluating the microbial population in the intestine, there is a very 
large standard deviation, which many times makes it difficult to identify differences by the 
use of inappropriate statistical models. And despite having used appropriate statistical 
analysis, the results were not significant.  

Siriken et al. (2003) investigated the effect of two probiotics, alone and in combination with 
an antibiotic on the caecal flora of Japanese quail (Coturnix coturnix japonica) and no 
significant differences were detected among treatments for pH values and total count of 
aerobic bacteria, lactobacilli, enterobacteriaceae, coliforms, enteroccoci, salmonellae, except 
for sulphite-reducing anaerobic bacteria (P<0.001).  

Unfortunately, more than 80% of gut bacteria cannot be cultured under current laboratory 
conditions, limiting assessment of the effects of probiotics on the gut microbiota. This 
drawback, however, has been overcome today to a large extent by employing molecular 
techniques (Ajithdoss et al., 2012). 
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The suggested mechanism by which probiotics might exert their protective or therapeutic 
effect against enteric pathogens include non immune mechanisms, such as the stabilization 
of the gut mucosal barrier, increasing the secretion of mucus, improving gut motility, and 
therefore interfering with their ability to colonize and infect the mucosa; competing for 
nutrients; secreting specific low molecular weight antimicrobial substances (bacteriocins) 
(Delgado et al., 2007; Liu et al., 2011), and influencing the composition and activity of the 
gut microbiota (regulation of intestinal microbial homeostasis) (Castilho et al., 2012). 

5.3. Carcass quality and blood parameters 

The quality of broiler meat as well as the reduction of fat levels in the carcass have been a 
constant concern of researchers. Thus, research directed to the improvement of meat quality 
has been made including the use of probiotics.  

Santoso et al. (1995) demonstrated that the supplementation of Bacillus subtilis at the dose of 
20g/Kg feed increased the level of phospholipids in blood serum, but reduced the 
concentration of phospholipids in carcass and triacylglycerol in liver, carcass and blood 
serum, as well as decreasing the percentage of abdominal fat. This parameter was also 
evaluated by Denli et al. (2003), who proved that the supplementation of Saccharomyces 
cerevisiae on the diet has decreased the weight and percentage of abdominal fat in broilers.  

Equally, Pietras (2001) demonstrated that L. acidophilus and Streptococcus faecium decreased 
the plasmatic protein concentrations and the total cholesterol and high density lipoprotein 
(HDL) cholesterol levels, and that the meat from supplemented broilers presented a 
significant increase in protein content.  

Other works with supplementation of probiotics based on Lactobacillus spp. demonstrated 
similar results, with reduction in the total cholesterol and low density lipoprotein (LDL) 
cholesterol levels (Kalavathy et al., 2003; Taherpour et al., 2009) and triglycerides (Kalavathy 
et al. 2003) in blood serum of broilers. 

In Japanese quails with 4 weeks of age, Homma e Shinohara (2004) studying the effect of a 
commercial probiotic based on Bacillus cereus toyoi on the accumulation of abdominal fat 
verified that at eight weeks (four weeks of probiotic supplementation period), birds fed the 
control diet with probiotic had significantly less abdominal fat than those fed without the 
probiotic.  

Moreover, probiotic supplementation has been shown to reduce the cholesterol 
concentration in egg yolk (Abdulrahim et al., 1996; Haddadin et al., 1996) and serum in 
chicken (Mohan et al., 1996; Jin et al., 1998a). 

According to Matur & Eraslan (2012), hypocholesterolemic effect of probiotics depends on 
the species of the bacteria, and can occur by the assimilation of cholesterol from either 
endogen or hexogen origin in the intestinal tract, or de-conjugating bile acids by lactic acid 
bacteria (Gilliland et al., 1990) or the cholesterol and free bile acids bind to the cell surface of 
micro-organisms or co-precipitate with the free bile acids by probiotics (Guo & Zhang, 
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2010). However, recent research has revealed that probiotics affect gene expression of carrier 
proteins responsible for cholesterol absorption (Matur & Eraslan, 2012). 

Regarding the microbiological quality of meat, Bailey et al. (2000) proposed that competitive 
exclusion cultures for broilers can be used to reduce contamination by Salmonella Enteritidis in 
processed carcasses, reducing therefore the exposure of consumers to food-borne infections. 

Likewise, Estrada et al. (2001) observed a tendency to reduce total aerobic bacteria, coliforms 
and clostridia in broilers receiving Bifidobacterium bifidum, and proven a reduction in the 
number of carcass condemnation by cellulites in animals supplemented, and recently, Lilly 
et al. (2011) observed 86% reduction in contamination by Salmonella before slaughtering in 
broilers receiving probiotic with combination of Lactobacillus acidophilus, Enterococcus 
faecium, Lactobacillus plantarum and Pediococcus acidilactici.  

Regarding the organoleptic quality, Kabir (2009), studying the supplementation of a 
commercial probiotic (Protexin® Boost, Novartis) in the ratio of 2g probiotic for every 10 
liters of drinking water until 36 days of age in broilers, observed that the probiotic 
supplementation improved the organoleptic quality of broiler meat right after slaughtering, 
as well as after 21 days storage in freezer. 

5.4. Bone quality in broilers 

The surveys aiming the reduction in growth time in poultry, together with the increase of its 
live weight, have led to the development of broilers known as conformation or yield type. 
However, the development of this new broiler came together with some undesirable aspects 
associated to the fast growth which have compromised the performance of the birds (Leeson 
& Summers, 1988). 

Among these aspects, it is notable the increase in bone problems, once the genetic selection 
for a high growth rate has promoted higher breast muscle weight when compared to the 
muscles and bones in legs, and therefore, this unbalanced redistribution of weight has 
increased the leg problems in poultry (Yalcin et al., 2001). 

From an economic point of view, there is a great concern by the companies with the losses 
regarding bone anomalies in broilers, since they have contributed for the reduction in 
productivity and increase in mortality, as well as condemnation of whole carcasses or 
during the processing of meat. 

The most prevalent bone problems in broilers are tibial dyschondroplasia, chronic painful 
lameness in older or reproductive broilers, condrodistrophy or bone angular deformity, 
valgus-varus angular deformities, spondylolisthesis, rickets, epiphyseal separation, femoral 
necrosis, curled toes and rupture of gastrocnemius tendon (Julian, 1998; Angel, 2007). 

The etiology of bone abnormalities is generally complex and apparently it is not related to a 
single factor, and sometimes there is an overlapping among etiology, pathology and clinical 
signs of these conditions. Factors affecting the intestinal epithelium, leading to the reduction 
of nutrient absorption, as well as anti-nutritional factors of the ingredients can induce leg 
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disorders caused by nutritional imbalance. Thus, genetics, handling, nutrition, hygiene and 
diseases will influence the occurrence of leg problems under field or experimental 
conditions. Therefore, even if the content of diets seems to be adequate, bone abnormalities 
can appear (Waldenstedt, 2006). 

Although studies demonstrate probable influence of probiotics, prebiotics and symbiotics on 
the bone characteristics of poultry, it is not well established the relation between probiotics 
and mineral absorption or bone growth (Mutus et al., 2006). 

Plavnick & Scott (1980) observed lower incidence of tibial dyschondroplasia and greater 
bone resistance in broilers receiving yeast extract supplementation. Likewise, Mutus et al. 
(2006) observed that at 42 days of age, the thickness of medial and lateral wall, tibia-tarsal 
index, percentages of ashes and phosphorus and the diameter of the medullar channel of the 
tibia in broilers fed with diets containing probiotics were higher than those receiving the 
control diet without supplementation.  

Although the bone abnormality score has not been influenced, Panda et al. (2006) described 
positive effects of diets supplemented with Lactobacillus sporogenes (100mg/kg) on bone 
resistance to breakage and ash content from broiler tibiae. According to the authors, the 
supplementation of diets with probiotics resulted in higher serum concentration of calcium, 
which might explain the better resistance and ash concentration of bones.  

Positive results as to morphometric (weight, length, tibia-tarsi and tibia-tarsal indexes, 
lateral and medial wall thickness), mechanical (elasticity module and draining tension) and 
mineral composition parameters (ashes, calcium and phosphorus) in the tibia of broilers 
receiving probiotics (150mg/kg) in feed were observed by Ziaie et al. (2011). According to 
the authors, the supplementation of diet with antibiotic substitutes can increase digestibility 
and availability of nutrients (such as calcium and phosphorus) due to the development of a 
desirable microflora in the digestive tract, which in turn results in an increase in mineral 
retention and bone mineralization. 

Nahashon et al. (1994) reported a positive correlation between the diets containing 
probiotics (Lactobacilus) and the retention of calcium and phosphorus in laying hens. On the 
other hand, in a study with broilers, Maiorka et al. (2001) have not observed changes in the 
plasmatic levels of calcium and phosphorus of the broilers at 40 days of age receiving 
probiotic supplementation (Bacillus subtilis). 

Working with broilers, Angel et al. (2005) demonstrated that the addition of probiotics based 
on Lactobacillus (0.9kg/ton) in feed has improved the retention of calcium and phosphorus 
by birds receiving feed that supply to their nutritional demands. However, birds receiving 
moderate density (18% less calcium and phosphorus in relation to the recommendation of 
the National Research Council - NRC) and low density feed (25% less calcium and 
phosphorus in relation to the recommendation by NRC) supplemented with probiotics 
presented bone breaking resistance and ash concentration in tibia similar to those receiving 
the control feed, without addition of additive. Data revealed that probiotics based on 
lactobacillus can improve the retention of nutrients, allowing its usage in feeds with lower 
nutritional levels, reducing excretion and costs.  
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Guçlu et al. (2011) analyzed the effect of different probiotic inclusion levels on the 
productive performance and quality of breeder quail eggs and reported that the 
improvement in the thickness of the shell observed with the addition of probiotic would 
probably be related with the greater absorption of calcium in the birds’ intestines. 

According to Scholz-Ahrens et al. (2007), as well as the stimulation of calcium entering 
enterocytes, another probable action mechanism of probiotics on bone health is the 
degradation of the mineral-phytic acid complex.  

Lan et al. (2002) evaluated the effect of supplementation of an active culture of Mitsuokella 
jalaludinii (a kind of bacteria present in the rumen of cattle) in broiler feeds with high and 
low concentrations of non-phytate phosphorus and observed improvement in the 
performance, in the values of apparent metabolizable energy, in protein and dry matter 
digestibility, in the usage of calcium, phosphorus and copper, and bone mineralization of 
broilers receiving feed with lower concentrations of non-phytate phosphorus. 

6. Conclusion 

As it can be seen, the results of research available in literature with the use of probiotics are 
very variable, once several factors can interfere, such as the type of probiotic, its action 
mode, its interaction with the host and breeding environment. However, evidences 
presented in relation to the benefit of its use justify the continuity of research with the 
objective of expanding the knowledge on its action mechanism, its immune-modulation 
effect and methodologies that aid the maintenance of its viability for use in animal feed. 
Currently, research has evaluated the genomes of various probiotic species and the term 
“probiogenomics” has been proposed to denote the sequencing and analysis of probiotic 
genomes, for further development of strains and assessment of the safety of probiotics in 
order to aid the propagation of using probiotics in human and animal feed. 

Author details 

Luciana Kazue Otutumi and Marcelo Biondaro Góis 
Universidade Paranaense, Brazil 

Elis Regina de Moraes Garcia 
Universidade Estadual do Mato Grosso do Sul, Brazil 

Maria Marta Loddi 
Universidade Estadual de Ponta Grossa, Brazil 

7. References 

Abdulrahim, S.M.; Haddadinm, M.S.Y.; Hashlamoun, E.A.R & Robinson, R.K. (1996). The 
influence of Lactobacillus acidophilus and bacitracin on layer performance of chickens and 
cholesterol content of plasma and egg yolk. British of Poultry Science, Vol.37, No.2, pp. 
341-346, ISSN 1466-1799 



 
Probiotic in Animals 220 

Ajithdoss, D.K.; Dowd, S.E. & Suchodolski, J.S. Genomics of probiotic - host interactions. 
(2012). In: Direct Fed Microbials and Prebiotics for Animals: Science and Mechanisms of 
Action. Callaway, T.R.; & Ricke, S.C. (Eds.), pp. 35-60, Springer Science, retrieved from 
<www.springerlink.com> 

Angel, R. (2007). Metabolic disorders: limitations to growth of and mineral deposition into 
the broiler skeleton after hatch and potential implications for leg problems. Journal 
Applied Poultry Research, Vol.16, No.1, (January 2007), pp. 138-149, ISSN 1537-0437 

Angel, R.; Dalloul, R.A. & Doerr, J. (2005). Performance of broilers chickens fed diets 
supplemented with a direct-fed microbial. Poultry Science, Vol.84, (August 2005), pp. 
1222-1231, 2005, ISSN 1525-3171  

Arvola, T.; Laiho, K.; Torkelli, S.; Mykkanen, H.; Salminen, S.; Maunula, L. & Isolauri, E. 
(1999). Prophylactic Lactobacillus GG reduces antibiotic-associated diarrhea in children 
with respiratory infections: a randomized study. Pediatrics, Vol.104, No.5, (November 
1999), pp. 64, 1999, ISSN 1098-4275 

Ayasan, T.; Yurtseven, S.; Baylan, M. & Canogullari, S. (2005). The effects of dietary Yucca 
Schidigera on egg yield parameters and egg shell quality of laying Japanese quails 
(Coturnix coturnix japonica). International Journal of Poultry Science, Vol.4, No.3, pp. 159-
162 ISSN 1682-8356  

Bailey, J. S., Stern N. J., & Cox, N. A. (2000) Commercial field trial evaluation of mucosal 
starter culture to reduce Salmonella incidence in processed broiler carcasses. Journal Food 
Protection, Vol.63, No.7, pp. 867–870. ISSN 0362-028X  

Blankenship, L. C.; Bailey, J. S.; Cox, N. A.; Stern, N. J.; Brewer, R. & Williams, O. (1993). 
Two-step mucosal competitive exclusion flora treatment to diminish salmonellae in 
commercial broiler chickens. Poultry. Science, Vol.72, No.9, (September 1993) pp. 1667– 
1672, ISSN 1525-3171 

Casadei, M. A., Ingram, R., Hitchings, E., Archer, J. & Gaze, J. E. (2001). Heat resistance of 
Bacillus cereus, Salmonella Typhimurium and Lactobacillus delbrueckii in relation to 
pH and ethanol. International Journal of Food Microbiology, Vol.63, (January 2001), pp. 
125–134 ISSN 0168-1605  

Castilho, N.A.; De Leblanc, A.M.; Galdeano, C.M. & Perdigón, G. (2012). Probiotics: an 
alternative strategy for combating salmonellosis immune mechanisms involved. Food 
Research International, Vol.45, No.2, (March 2012), pp. 831-841, ISSN 0963-9969 

Cole, C.B., & Fuller, R. (1984). A note on the effect of host specific fermented milk on the 
coliform population of the neonatal rat gut. Journal of Applied Bacteriology, Vol.56, pp. 
495-498, ISSN 0021-8847  

Corcoran, B.M.; Stanton, C.; Fitzgerald, G. & Ross, R.P. (2008). Life under stress: the 
probiotic stress response and how it may be manipulated. Pharmaceutical Design, Vol.14, 
No.14, pp. 1382-1399, ISSN 1381-6128 

Cotter, P.F (1994). Modulation of immune response: current perceptions and future 
prospects with an example from poultry. Proceedings of 10 Alltech’s Annual Symposium on 
Biotechnology in Feed Industry, UK: Nottingham University Press, 1994. pp. 105-203 

Cuevas, A.C.; Gonzales, E.A.; Huguenin, M.C.; & Domingues, S.C. (2000). El efecto del 
Bacillus toyoii sobre el comportamiento productivo en pollos de engorda. Veterinária 
México, Vol.31, No.4, 05.04.2012, Available from  
http:// www.ejournal.unam.mx/vet_mex/vol31-04/RVM31405.pdf  



 
Variations on the Efficacy of Probiotics in Poultry 221 

Dalloul, R.A.; Lillehoj, H.S.; Shellem, T.A. & Doerr, J.A. (2003). Enhanced mucosal immunity 
against Eimeria acervulina in broilers fed a Lactobacillus-based probiotic. Poultry Science, 
Vol.82, No.1, (January 2003), pp.62-66, ISSN 1525-3171  

Davis, G.S. & Anderson, K.E. (2002). The effects of feeding the direct-fed microbial, 
Primalac, on growth parameters and egg production in single comb white leghorn hens. 
Poultry Science, Vol.81, No.6, (June 2002), pp.755–759, ISSN 1525-3171 

De Angelis, M. & Gobbetti, M. (2004). Environmental stress responses in Lactobacillus: a 
review. Proteomics, Vol.4, No.1, (January 2004), pp. 106-122, ISSN 1615-9861  

Delgado, S., O'sullivan, E., Fitzgerald, G., & Mayo, B. (2007). Subtractive screening for 
probiotic properties of lactobacillus species from the human gastrointestinal tract in the 
search for new probiotics. Journal of Food Science, Vol. 72, No. 8, (September 2007), pp. 
310–315, ISSN 1750-3841 

Denli, M.; Çelik, K. & Okan, F. (2003). Comparative effects of feeding diets containing 
Flavomycin, Bioteksin-L and dry yeast (Saccharomyces cerevisiae) on broiler performance. 
Journal of Applied Animal Research, Vol.23, No.2, pp. 139-144, ISSN 0974-1844 

Desmond, C.; Stanton, C.; Fitzgerald, G.F.; Collins, K. & Ross, R.P. (2001). Environmental 
adaptation of probiotic lactobacilli towards improvement of performance during spray 
drying. International Dairy Journal, Vol.11, No.10, pp. 801–808, ISSN 0958-6946 

Dilworth, B.C. & Day, E.J. (1978). Lactobacillus cultures in broiler diets (S.A.A.S. Abstract). 
Poultry Science, Vol.57, No.4, (July 1978), pp. 1101, ISSN 1525-3171  

Edens, F. W. (2003). An alternative for antibiotic use in poultry: probiotic. Revista Brasileira de 
Ciência Avicola, Vol.5, No.2, (May/Aug 2003), pp. 75-97, ISSN: 1516-635X  

Erickson, K. L. & Hubbard, N. E. (2000). Probiotic immunomodulation in health and 
diseases. The Journal of Nutrition, Vol.130, No.2, (February 2000), pp. 403-409, ISSN 1541-
6100 

Estrada, A.; Wilkie, D.C.; & Drew, M. (2001). Administration of Bifidobacterium bifidum to 
chicken broilers reduces the number of carcass condemnations for cellulitis at the 
abattoir. Journal of Applied Poultry Research, Vol.10, No.4, (January 2001), pp. 329-334, 
ISSN: 1537-0437 

Faria-Filho, D.E.; Torres, K.A.A.; Faria, D.E.; Campos, D.M.B. & Rosa, P.S. (2006). Probiotics 
for broiler chickens in Brazil: systematic review and meta-analysis. Revista Brasileira de 
Ciência Avícola, Vol.8, No.2, (Apr/June 2006), pp. 89-98, ISSN 1516-635X  

Fritts, C.A.; Kersn, J.H.; Motl, M.A.; Kroger, E.C.; Yan, E.; Si, J.; Jiang, Q.; Campos, M.M.; 
Waldroup, A.L. & Waldroup, P.W (2000). Bacillus subtilis C-3102 (Calsporin) improves 
live performance and microbiological status of broiler chickens. Journal of Applied 
Poultry Research, Vol.9, No.2, (January 2000), pp. 149-155, ISSN 1537-0437 

Fuller R. (1995). Probiotics, their development and use. In: Old Herborn University Seminar 
Monograph 8, Van der Waaji, D.; Heidt, P.J.; Rusch, V.C. (Eds.), pp. 1-8, Herborn-Dill, 
Institute for Microbiology and Biochemistry 

Fuller, R. (1989). Probiotics in man and animals. Journal of Applied Bacteriology, Vol.66, pp. 
365-378, ISSN 0021-8847  

Fuller, R. (1986). Probiotics. Journal of Applied Bacteriology, Vol.60, No.1, (January, 1986), pp. 
1-6, ISSN 0021-8847 

Fuller, R. (1997). The importance of lactobacili in maintaining normal microbial balance in 
the crop. British Poultry Science, Vol.18, pp. 85-94, ISSN 1466-1799 



 
Probiotic in Animals 222 

Fuller, R. (1975). Nature of the determinant responsible for the adhesion of lactobacilli to 
chicken crop epithelial cells. Journal of General Microbiology, Vol.87, pp. 245-250, ISSN 
0022-1287 

Gil De Los Santos, J.R.; Storch, O.B. & Gil- Turnes, C. (2005). Bacillus cereus Var. Toyoii and 
Saccharomyces boulardii increased feed efficiency in broilers infected with Salmonella 
Enteritidis. British Poultry Science, Vol.46, No.4, pp. 494-497, ISSN 1466-1799 

Gill, H. S. (2003). Probiotics to enhance anti-infective defences in the gastrointestinal tract. 
Bailliere’s Best Practice and Research in Clinical Gastroenterology, Vol.17, No.5, (October 
2003) pp. 755–773, ISSN 1521-6918  

Gilliland, S.E. & Walker, D.K. (1990). Factors to consider when selecting a culture of 
Lactobacillus acidophilus as a dietary adjunct to produce a hypocholesterolemic effect 
in humans. Journal of Dairy Science, Vol.73, No.4, (April 1990), pp. 905–11, ISSN 1525-
3198 

Goldin, B.R. & Gorbach, S.L. (1984). The effect of milk and lactobacillus feeding on human 
intestinal bacterial enzyme activity. American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, Vol.39, 
(May 1984), pp. 756-761, ISSN 1938-3207  

Güçlü, B. K. (2011). Effects of probiotic and prebiotic (mannanoligosaccharide) 
supplementation on performance, egg quality and hatchability in quail breeders. Ankara 
Üniveritesi Veteriner Fakültesi Dergisi, Vol.58, pp. 27-32, ISSN 1308-2817 

Guerra, N.P.; Bern’ardez, P.F.; M’endes, J.; Cachaldora, P. & Castro, L.P. (2007). Production 
of four potentially probiotic lactic acid bacteria and their evaluation as feed additives 
for weaned piglets. Animal Feed Science and Technology, Vol.134, No.1-2, (March 2007), 
pp. 89-107, ISSN: 0377-8401  

Guo, C. & Zhang, L. (2010). Cholesterol-lowering effects of probiotics--a review. Wei Sheng 
Wu Xue Bao, Vol.50, No.12, (December 2010), pp. 590-599, ISSN 0001-6209 

Gupta, V. & Garg, R. (2009). Probiotics. Indian Journal of Medical Microbiology, Vol.27, No.3, 
(July-September 2009), pp. 202-209, ISSN 1998-3646  

Haddadin, M.S.Y.; Abdulrahim, S.M.; Hashlamoun, E.A.R. & Robinson, R.K. (1996). The 
effect of Lactobacillus acidophilus on the production and chemical composition of hen’s 
eggs. Poultry Science, Vol.75, No.4, (April 1996), pp. 491-494, ISSN 1525-3171  

Haghighi, H.R.; Gong, J.; Gyles, C.L.; Hayes, M.A.; Zhou, H.; Sanei, B.; Chambers, J.R. & 
Sharif, S. (2006). Probiotics stimulate production of natural antibodies in chickens. 
Clinical and Vaccine Immunology, Vol.13, No.9, (September 2006), pp. 975-980, ISSN 1556-
679X 

Hakkinen, M. & Schneitz, C. (1999). Efficacy of a commercial competitive exclusion product 
against Campylobacter jejuni. British Poultry Science, Vol.40, No.5, pp. 619-621, ISSN 1466-
1799 

Hamann, L.; EL-Samalouti, V.; Ulmer, A.J.; Flad, H.D. & Rietschel, E.T. (1998). Components 
of gut bacteria as immunomodulators. International Journal of Food Microbiology, Vol.41, 
No.2, (May 1998), pp. 141-154, ISSN 0168-1605 

Havenaar, R. & Spanhaak, S. (1994). Probiotics from an immunological point of view. 
Current Opinion in Biotechnology, Vol.5, No.3, (June 1994) pp. 320-325, 1994, ISSN 
0168-1605 



 
Variations on the Efficacy of Probiotics in Poultry 223 

Higgins, J.P.; Higgins, S.E.; Vicente, J.L.; Wolfenden, A.D.; Tellez, G. & Hargis, B.M. (2007). 
Temporal effects of lactic acid bacteria probiotic culture on Salmonella in neonatal 
broilers. Poultry Science, Vol.86, No.8, (August 2007), pp. 1662-1666, ISSN 1525-3171  

Higgins, J.P.; Higgins, S.E.; Wolfenden, A.D.; Henderson, S.N.; Torres-Rodrigues, A.; 
Vicente, J.L.; Hargis, B.M. & Tellez, G. (2010). Effect of lactic acid bacteria probiotic 
culture treatment timing on Salmonella Enteritidis in neonatal broilers. Poultry Science, 
Vol.89, No.2, (February 2010), pp. 243-247, ISSN 1525-3171 

Hinton, M. & Mead, G.C. (1991). Salmonella control in poultry: the need for the satisfactory 
evaluation of probiotics for this purpose. Letters in Applied Microbiology, Vol.13, No.2, 
(August 1991), pp. 49–50, ISSN: 1472-765X 

Homma, H. & Shinohara, T. (2004). Effects of probiotic Bacillus cereus toyoi on abdominal fat 
accumulation in the Japanese quail (Coturnix japonica). Animal Science Journal, Vol.75, 
No.1, (February 2004) pp. 37-41, ISSN 1740-0929 

Hong, H.A.; Duc, L.H. & Cutting, S.M. (2005). The use of bacterial spore formers as 
probiotics. (2005). FEMS Microbiology Reviews, Vol.29, No.4, (September 2005), pp. 813-
835, ISSN 1574-6976 

Hooper, L.V.; Midtvedt, T. & Gordon, J. I. (2002). How host-microbial interactions shape the 
nutrient environment of the mammalian intestine. Annual Review of Nutrition, Vol.22, 
(July 2002), pp. 283–307, ISSN 0199-9885  

Huang, M.K.; Choi, Y.J.; Houde, R.; Lee, J.W.; Lee, B. & Zhao, X. (2004). Effects of 
Lactobacilli and an acidophilic fungus on the production performance and immune 
responses in broiler chickens. Poultry Science, Vol.83, No.5, (May 2004), pp. 788-795, 
ISSN 1525-3171 

Huyghebaert, G.; Ducatelle, R. & Van Immerseel, F. (2011). An update on alternatives to 
antimicrobial growth promoters for broilers. The Veterinary Journal, Vol.187, No.2, 
(February 2011), pp. 182-188, ISSN 1090-0233  

Impey, C.S.; Mead, G.C. & George, S.M. (1984). Evaluation of treatment with defined and 
undefined mixtures of gut microorganisms for preventing Salmonella colonization in 
chicks and turkey poults. Food Microbiology, Vol.1, No.2, (April 1984), pp. 143-147, ISSN 
0740-0020  

Jin, L.Z.; Ho, Y.W.; Abdullah, N. & Jalaludin, S. (1997). Probiotics in poultry: modes of 
action. World's Poultry Science Journal, Vol.53, No.4, (December 1997), pp. 351-368 ISSN: 
1743-4777 

Jin, L.Z., Ho, Y.W.; Abdullah, N. & Jalaludin, S. (1998a). Growth performance, intestinal 
microbial populations, and serum cholesterol of broilers fed diets containing 
Lactobacillus cultures. Poultry Science, Vol.77, No.9, (September 1998), pp. 1259-1265, 
ISSN 1525-3171  

Jin, L.Z.; Ho, Y.W.; Abdullah, N.; Ali, A.M. & Jalaludin, S. (1998b). Effects of adherent 
lactobacillus cultures on growth, weight of organs and intestinal microflora and volatile 
fatty acids in broilers. Animal Feed Science and Technology, Vol.70, No.3, (February 1998), 
pp. 197-209, ISSN 0377-8401  

Jin, L.Z.; Ho, Y.W.; Abdullah, N. & Jalaludin, S. (1996). Influence of dried Bacillus subtilis and 
Lactobacilli cultures on intestinal microflora and performance in broiler. Asian-
Australasian Journal of Animal Science, Vol.9, No.4, (August 1996), pp. 397-404, ISSN 1076-
5517 



 
Probiotic in Animals 224 

Julian, R. J. (1998). Rapid growth problems: ascites and skeletal deformities in broilers. 
Poultry Science, Vol.77, No.12, (December 1998), pp. 1773-1780, ISSN 1525-3171 

Kabir, S.M.L.; Rahman, M.M.; Rahman, M.B. & Ahmed S.U. (2004). The dynamic of 
probiotics on growth performance and immune response in broiler. International Journal 
of Poultry Science, Vol.3, No. 5, (May 2004), pp. 361-364, ISSN 1682-8356 

Kabir, S.M.L. (2009). The Role of Probiotics in the Poultry Industry, International Journal of 
Molecular Sciences, Vol.10, No.8, (August 2009), pp. 3531-3546, ISSN 1422-0067 

Kalavathy, R.; Abdullah, N.; Jalaludin, S. & Ho, Y.W. (2003). Effects of Lactobacillus cultures 
on growth performance, abdominal fat deposition, serum lipids and weight of organs of 
broiler chickens. British Poultry Science,Vol.44, N.1, pp. 139–144, ISSN 1466-1799 

Kalbane, V.H.; Gaffar, M.A. & Deshmukh, S.V. (1992). Effect of probiotic and nitrofurin on 
performance of growing commercial pullets. Indian Journal of Poultry Science, 27, pp. 
116–117, ISSN 0974-8180 

Knap, I.; Kehlet, A.B.; Bennedsen, M.; Mathis, G.F.; Hofacre, C.L.; Lumpkins, B.S.; Jensen, 
M.M.; Raun, M. & Lay, A. (2011). Bacillus subtilis (DSM 17299) significantly reduces 
Salmonella in broilers. Poultry Science, Vol.90, No.8, (August 2011), pp. 1690-1694, ISSN 
1525-3171 

Korver, D.R. (2012). Implications of changing immune function through nutrition in poultry. 
Animal Feed Science and Technology, Vol.173, No.1-2, (April 2012), pp. 54-64, ISSN 0377-
8401 

Kos, K. & Wittner, V. (1982). Use of probiotics in the nutrition of the fattening chicks. Praxis 
Veterinary, Vol.30, pp. 283-286, 1982. 

Kurtoglu, V.; Kurtoglu, F.; Seker, E.; Coskun, B.; Balevi, T. & Polat, E.S. (2004). Effect of 
probiotic supplementation on laying hen diets on yield performance and serum and egg 
yolk cholesterol. Food Additives and Contaminants, Vol.21, No.9, (September, 2004), pp. 
817–823. ISSN 1944-0057 

La Ragione, R.M. & Woodward, M.J. (2003). Competitive exclusion by Bacillus subtilis spores 
of Salmonella enterica serotype Enteritidis and Clostridium perfringens in young chickens. 
Veterinary Microbiology, Vol.94, No.3, (July, 2003), pp. 245-256. ISSN 0378-1135 

La Ragione, R.M.; Narbad, A.; Gasson, M.J. & Woodward, M.J. (2004). In vivo 
characterization of Lactobacillus johnsonii FI9785 for use as a defined competitive 
exclusion agent against bacterial pathogens in poultry. Letters in Applied Microbiology, 
Vol.38, No.3 (March 2004), pp. 197-205, ISSN 1472-765X 

Lan,G.Q.; Abdullah, N.; Jalaludin, S. & Ho., Y.W. (2002). Efficacy of supplementation of a 
phytase-producing bacterial culture on the performance and nutrient use of broiler 
chickens fed corn-soybean meal diets. Poultry Science, Vol.81, No.10, (October 2002), pp. 
1773–1780. ISSN 1525-3171 

Lata, J.; Juránkova, J.; Doubek, J.; Příbramská, V.; Frič, P.; Dítĕ, P.; Kolář, M.; Scheer, P. & 
Kosáková, D. (2006). Labelling and content evaluation of commercial veterinary 
probiotics. Acta Vet. Brno, Vol.75, No.1, (March 2006), pp. 139-144, ISSN 1801-7576  

Leandro, N.S.M.; Oliveira, A.S.C.; Gonzáles, E.; Café, M.B.; Stringhini, L.H. & Andrade, 
M.A. (2010). Probiótico na ração ou inoculado em ovos embrionados. 1. Desempenho de 
pintos de corte desafiados com Salmonella Enteritidis. Revista Brasileira de Zootecnia, 
Vol.39, No.7, (July 2010), pp. 1509-1516 ISSN 1806-9290 



 
Variations on the Efficacy of Probiotics in Poultry 225 

Leeson, S. & Summers, J.D. (1988). Some nutritional implications of leg problems with 
poultry. British Veterinary Journal, Vol.144, No.1 (January/February 1988), pp. 81-92, 
ISSN 1090-0233 

Lilly, K.G.S.; Shires, L.K.; West, B.N.;, Beaman, K.R.; Loop, S.A.; Turk, P.J.; Bissonnette, G.K. 
& Moritz, J.S. (2011). Strategies to improve performance and reduce preslaughter 
Salmonella in organic broilers Journal of Applied Poultry Research, Vol.20, No.3 (September 
2011), pp. 313–321, ISSN 1537-0437 

Lima, A.C.F.; Pizauro Júnior, J.M.; Macari, M. & Malheiros, E.B. (2003). Efeito do uso de 
probiótico sobre o desempenho e atividade de enzimas digestivas de frangos de corte. 
Revista Brasileira de Zootecnia, Vol. 32, No.1, (January/February 2003), pp. 200-207, ISSN 
1806-9290 

Liu, G.; Griffiths, M. W.; Wu, P.; Wang, H.; Zhang, X. & Li, P. (2011). Enterococcus faecium 
LM-2, a multi-bacteriocinogenic strain naturally occurring in “Byaslag”, a traditional 
cheese of Inner Mongolia in China. Food Control, Vol.22, No.2, (February 2011), pp. 283–
289, ISSN 0956-7135 

Liu, J.R.; Lai, S.F. & Yu, B. (2007). Evaluation of an intestinal Lactobacillus reuteri strain 
expressing rumen fungal xylanase as a probiotic for broiler chickens fed on a wheat-
based diet. British Poultry Science, Vol.48, No.4, pp. 507-514, ISSN 1466-1799 

Loddi, M. M. (2003). Probióticos, prebióticos e acidificantes orgânicos em dietas para frangos de 
corte. 52f. Tese (Doutorado em Zootecnia) – Faculdade de Ciências Agrárias e 
Veterinárias, Universidade Estadual Paulista “Júlio de Mesquita Filho”, Jaboticabal. 

Loddi, M.M.; Gonzales, E.; Takita, T.S.; Mendes, A.A. & Roça, R.O. (2000). Uso de probiótico 
e antibiótico sobre o desempenho, o rendimento e a qualidade de carcaça de frangos de 
corte. Revista Brasileira de Zootecnia, Vol.29, No.4, (July/August 2000), pp. 1124-1131, 
ISSN 1806-9290 

Maiorka, A.; Santin, E.; Sugeta, S.M.; Almeida, J.G. & Macari, M. (2001). Utilização de 
prebióticos, probióticos ou simbióticos em dietas para frangos. Revista Brasileira de 
Ciência Avícola, Vol.3, No.1, (January/April 2001), pp. 75-82, ISSN 1516-635X 

Majarmaa, H. & Isolauri, E. (1997). Probiotics: a novel approach in the management of food 
allergy. Journal of Allergy and Clinical Immunology, Vol.99, No.2, (February 1997), pp. 
179–185, ISSN 0091-6149 

Mattar, A.; Daniel, H.; Drongawski, R.; Wongyi, F.; Harmon, C. & Coran, A. (2002). 
Probiotics up-regulate MUC-2 mucin gene expression in a Caco-2 cell-culture model. 
Pediatric Surgery International, Vol.18, No.7, (October 2002), pp. 586-590, ISSN 0179-0358  

Matur, E. & Eraslan, E. (2012). The impact of probiotics on the gastrointestinal physiology. 
In: New advances in the basic and clinical gastroenterology. Brzozowski, T. (Ed.), pp. 51-74, 
ISBN 978-953-51-0521-3, InTech, 10.04.2012, Available from: 
http://www.intechopen.com/books/new-advances-in-the-basic-and-clinical-
gastroenterology  

Mazmanian, S.K.; Round, J.L. & Kasper, D.L. (2008). A microbial symbiosis factor prevents 
inflammatory disease. Nature, Vol.453, (May 2008), pp. 620–625, ISSN 0028-0836  

Menconi, A.; Wolfenden, A.D.; Shivaramaiah, S.; Terraes, J.C.; Urbano, T.; Kuttel, J.; Kremer, 
C.; Hargis, B.M. & Tellez, G. (2011). Effect of lactic acid bacteria probiotic culture for the 
treatment of Salmonella enterica serovar Heidelberg in neonatal broiler chickens and 
turkey poults. Poultry Science, Vol.90, No.3, (March 2011), pp. 561-565, ISSN 1525-3171 



 
Probiotic in Animals 226 

Menten, J. F. M. & Loddi, M. M. (2003). Probióticos, Prebióticos e aditivos fitogênicos na 
nutrição de aves. Proceedings of Simpósio de Nutrição de Aves e Suínos, Campinas, São 
Paulo, pp. 107-138 

Mikulec, Z.; Serman, V.; Mas, N. & Lukac, Z. (1999). Effect of probiotic on production results 
of fattened chickens fed different quantities of protein. Veterinarski Arhiv, Vol.69, No.4, 
pp. 199-209, ISSN 1331-8055 

Miles, R.D., (1993). Manipulation of the microflora of the gastrointestinal tract: natural ways 
to prevent colonization by pathogens. Biotechnolgy in the Feed Industry. Proceeding of 
Altechs Ninth Annual Symposium, 1993, pp. 133–150 

Mills, S.; Stanton, C.; Fitzgerald, G.F. & Ross, R.P. (2011). Enhancing the stress responses of 
probiotics for a lifestyle from gut to product and back again. Microbial Cell Factories, Vol. 
10, No.1, (August 2011), pp. 1-15, ISSN 1475-2859  

Mohan, N.; Kadirvel, R.; Natarajan, A. & Bhaskaran, M. (1996). Effect of probiotic 
supplementation on growth, nitrogen utilisation and serum colesterol broilers. British 
Poultry Science, Vol.37, No.2, pp. 395-401, ISSN 1466-1799 

Montes, A.J. & Pugh, D.G., (1993). The use of probiotics in food-animal practice. Veterinary 
Medicine, (March 1993), pp. 282–288 

Mountzouris, K.C.; Tsirtsikos, P.; Kalamara, E.; Nitsch, S.; Schatzmayr, G. & Fegeros, K. 
(2007). Evaluation of the efficacy of a probiotic containing Lactobacillus, Bifidobacterium, 
Enterococcus, and Pediococcus strains in promoting broiler performance and modulating 
caecal microflora composition and metabolic activities. Poultry Science, Vol.86, No.2, 
(February 2007), pp. 309-317, ISSN 1525-3171  

Mountzouris, K.C.; Tsitrsikos, P.; Palamidi, I.; Arvaniti, A.; Mohnl, M.; Schatzmayr, G. & 
Fegeros, K. (2010). Effects of probiotic inclusion levels in broiler nutrition on growth 
performance, nutrient digestibility, plasma immunoglobulins, and cecal microflora 
composition. Poultry Science, Vol.89, No.1, (January 2010), pp. 58–67, ISSN 1525-3171 

Murry, A.C.; Hinton, A.J. & Buhr, R.J. (2006). Effect of botanical probiotic containing 
Lactobacilli on growth performance and populations of bacteria in the ceca, cloaca, and 
carcass rinse of broiler chickens. International Journal of Poultry Science, Vol.5, No.4, pp. 
344-350, ISSN 1682-8356 

Mutus, R.; Kocabagli, N.; Alp, M.; Acar, N.; Eren, M. & Gezen, S.S. (2006). The effect of 
dietary probiotic supplementation on tibial bone characteristics and strength in broilers. 
Poultry Science, Vol.85, No.9, (September 2006), pp. 1621-1625, ISSN 1525-3171 

Nahashon S.N., Nakaue H. S. & Mirosh L.W. (1996). Performance of Single Comb White 
Leghorn fed a diet supplemented with a live microbial during the growth and egg 
laying phases. Animal Feed Science and Technology, Vol.57, No.1-2, (January 1996), pp. 25–
38, ISSN 0377-8401  

Nahashon, S. N.; Nakaue, H.S. & Mirosh, L.W. (1994). Production variable and nutrient 
retention in Single Comb White Leghorn laying pullets fed diets supplemented with 
direct-fed microbials. Poultry Science, Vol.73, No.11, (November 1994), pp. 1699–1711, 
ISSN 1525-3171 

Neurath, M.F. (2007). IL-23: a master regulator in Crohn disease. Nature Medicine, Vol.13, 
No.1, (January, 2007), pp. 26-28, ISSN 1546-170X 



 
Variations on the Efficacy of Probiotics in Poultry 227 

Ng, S.C.; Hart, A.L.; Kamm, M.A.; Stagg, A.J. & Knight, S.C. (2009). Mechanisms of Action of 
Probiotics: Recent Advances. Inflammatory Bowel Diseases, Vol.15, No.2, (February 2009), 
pp.300-310, ISSN 1536-4844  

Nunes, A.D. (2008). Influencia do uso de aditivos alternativos a antimicrobianos sobre o 
desempenho, morfologia intestinal e imunidade de frangos de corte. 111f. Dissertação 
(Mestrado em Medicina Veterinária) – Faculdade de Medicina Veterinária e Zootecnia, 
Universidade de São Paulo, São Paulo, 2008 

Nurmi, E. & Rantala, M. (1973). New aspects of Salmonella infection in broiler production. 
Nature, Vol.241, No.111, (February 1973), pp. 210-211, ISSN 0028-0836  

Oliveira-Sequeira, T.C. G., Melo, C. & Gomes, M.I.T.V. (2008). Potencial bioterapêutico dos 
probióticos nas parasitoses intestinais. Ciência Rural, Vol. 38, No. 9, (December 2008), 
pp. 2670-2679, ISSN 0103-8478 

Otutumi, L.K.; Furlan, A.C.; Martins, E.N.; Nakamura, C.V.; Garcia, E.R.M. & Loose, P.V. 
(2010). Diferentes vias de administração de probiótico sobre o desempenho, o 
rendimento de carcaça e a população microbiana do intestino delgado de codornas de 
corte. Revista Brasileira de Zootecnia, Vol.39, No.1, (January 2010), pp. 158-164, ISSN 1806-
9290 

Oumer, A.; Garde, S.; Gaya, P.; Medina, M.; Nunez, M. (2001). The effects of cultivating 
lactic starter cultures with bacteriocin producing lactic acid bacteria. Journal of Food 
Protection Vol.64 No.1 (January 2001) pp. 81–86, ISSN 0162-7278 

Panda, A.K., Rama RAO, S.S., Raju, M.V.L.N. & Sharma, S.S., (2008). Effect of probiotic 
(Lactobacillus sporogenes) feeding on egg production and quality, yolk cholesterol and 
humoral immune response of white leghorn layer breeders. Journal of the Science of Food 
and Agriculture, Vol.88, No.2 ( January 2008), pp.43–47, ISSN 1097-0010 

Panda, A.K.; Saravam, V.R.R.; Mantena, V.L.N.R. & Sita, R.S. (2006). Dietary 
supplementation of Lactobacillus Sporogenes on performance and serum biochemico-
lipid profile of broiler chickens. The Journal of Poultry Science, Vol.43, No.3 (August 
2006), pp.235-240 ISSN 1349-0486 

Patterson, J. A. & Burkholder, K.M. (2003). Application of prebiotics and probiotics in 
poultry production. Poultry Science, Vol.82, No.4, (April 2003), pp. 627-631, ISSN 1525-
3171 

Pelicano, E.R.L.; Souza, P.A.; Souza, H.B.A; Leonel, F.R.; Zeola, N.M.B.L. & Bonago, M.M. 
(2004). Productive Traits of Broiler Chickens Fed Diets Containing Different Growth 
Promoters. Brazilian Journal of Poultry Science, Vol.6, No.3, (September 2004), pp.177-182 
ISSN 1516-635x 

Perić, L.; Žikić, D. & Lukić, M. (2009). Aplication of alternative growth promoters in broiler 
production. Biotechnology in Animal Husbandry, Vol.25, No.5-6, pp. 387-397, ISSN 1450-
9556 

Pietras, M. (2001). The effect of probiotics on selected blood and meat parameters of broiler 
chickens. Journal of Animal and Feed Sciences, Vol.10, No.2, pp. 297-302, ISSN 1230-1388 

Plavnik, I. & Scott, M.L. (1980). Effects of additional vitamins, minerals or brewers yeast 
upon leg weaknesses in broiler chickens. Poultry Science, Vol.59, No.2, (February 1980), 
pp. 459–464, ISSN 1525-3171 



 
Probiotic in Animals 228 

Rantala, M. & Nurmi, E. (1974). Hazards involved in the use of furazolidone for the 
prevention of salmonellosis in broiler chickens. Journal of Hygiene, Vol.72 No.3 (June 
1974), pp.349–354, ISSN 0950-2688 

Revolledo, L.; Ferreira, A.J.P. & Mead, G. C. (2006). Prospects in Salmonella Control: 
Competitive Exclusion, Probiotics, and Enhancement of Avian Intestinal Immunity The 
Journal Applied Poultry Research, Vol.15, No.2, pp. 341–351, ISSN 1537-0437 

Rigobelo, E.C.; Maluta, R.P. & Ávila, F.A. (2011). Desempenho de frangos de corte 
suplementados com probiótico. Ars Veterinaria, Jaboticabal, Vol.27, No.2, pp. 111-115, 
ISSN 2175-0106 

Sahin, T.; Kaya, I.; Unal, Y.; Elmali, D.A. (2008). Dietary supplementation of probiotic and 
prebiotic combination (combiotics) on performance, carcass quality and blood 
parameters in growing quails. Journal of Animal and Veterinary Advances, Vol.7, No.11, 
pp. 1370-1373 ISSN 1993-601x  

Salminen, S. Isolauri, E. (1996). Clinical uses of probiotics for stabilizing the gut mucosal 
barrier: successful strains and future challenges. Antonie van Leeuwenhoek , Vol. 70, 
No.2-4, pp.347–358, ISSN 1572-9699 

Salzman, N.H.; Ghosh, D.; Huttner, K.M.; Paterson, Y. & Benvis, C.L. (2003). Protection 
against enteric salmonellosis in transgenic mice expressing a human intestinal defensin. 
Nature, Vol. 422, No.3 (April 2003), pp. 522–526, ISSN 0028-0836 

Santoso U.; Tanaka, K. & Ohtani, S. (1995). Effect of dried Bacillus subtilis culture on growth, 
body composition and hepatic lipogenic enzyme activity in female broiler chicks. British 
Journal of Nutrition, Vol.74, No.4, (October 1995), pp.523-529, ISSN 0007-1145 

Scanlan, C.M. (1997). Current concepts of competitive exclusion cultures for the control of 
Salmonellae in domestic poulty. Advances in Experimental medical Biology, Vol.421, pp. 
421-426, ISSN 0065-2598 

Schneitz, C. & Nuotio, L. (1992). Efficacy of different microbial preparations for controlling 
Salmonella colonization in chicks and turkey poults by competitive exclusion. British 
Poultry Science, Vol.33, No.1, pp. 207-211, ISSN 1466-1799 

Schneitz, C.; Nuotio, L.; Kiiskinen, T. & Nurmi, E. (1991). Pilot-scale testing fo the 
competitive exclusion method in chickens. British Poultry Science, Vol.32, N.04, pp. 877-
880, ISSN 1466-1799  

Schocken-Iturrino, R.P.; Urbano, T.; Trovó, K.V.P.; Tremiliosi, N.G.; Medeiros, A.A.; Ishi, M.; 
Paulillo, A.C. & Carneiro, A.P.M. (2004). The use of probiotics for poultry: evaluation of 
the productive performance in chicken challenged with Clostridium perfringes. Ars 
Veterinaria, Vol.20, pp. 249-255, ISSN 0102-6380 

Scholz-Ahrens, K.E.; Ade, P.; Marten, B.; Weber, P.; Timm, W.; Asil, Y.; Gluer, C. & 
Schrezenmeir, J. (2007). Prebiotics, probiotics, and synbiotics affect mineral absorption, 
bone mineral content and bone structure. The Journal of Nutrition,Vol. 137, No.3, (March, 
2007), pp. 839S-846S (Suplement), ISSN 1541-6100  

Seuna, E.; Raevuori, M. & Nurmi, E. (1978). An epizootic of Salmonella typhimurium var. 
copenhagen in broilers and the use of cultured chicken intestinal flora its control. British 
Poultry Science, Vol.19, No.3, pp. 309-314, 1978, ISSN 1466-1799  

Shane, S. M. (2001). Mananoligossacarídeos em nutrição de aves: mecanismos e benefícios. 
Proceedings 17º Simpósio Anual da Alltech, Lexington, 2001, pp. 65-77 



 
Variations on the Efficacy of Probiotics in Poultry 229 

Simon, O.; Jadamus, A. & Vahjen, W. (2001). Probiotic feed additives, effectiveness and 
expected modes of action. Journal of Animal and Feed Sciences, Vol.10, Suppl. 1, pp. 51-67, 
ISSN 1230-1388 

Siriken, B.; Bayram, I. & Önol, A.G. (2003). Effects of probiotics: alone and in a mixture of 
Biosacc plus Zinc Bacitracin on the caecal microflora of Japanese quail. Research in 
Veterinary Science, Vol.75, No.1, (August 2003), pp. 9-14, ISSN 0034-5288 

Soerjadi, A.S.; Rufner, R.; Snoeyenbos, G.H. & Weinack, O.M. (1982). Adherence of 
salmonellae and native gut microflora to the gastrointestinal mucosa of chicks. Avian 
Diseases, Vol.26, No.3, (July –September, 1982), pp. 520–524, ISSN 1938-4351 

Stavric, S. (1992). Defined cultures and prospects. International Journal of Food Microbiology, 
Vol.15, No.3-4. (March –April 1992), pp. 245–263, ISSN 0168-1605 

Stavric, S.T.M.; Gleeson, R. & Blanchfield, B. (1991). Efficacy of undefined and defined 
bacterial treatment in competitive exclusion of Salmonella from chicks. In: Colonization 
control of human bacterial enteropathogens in poultry, Blankenship, L.C. (Ed.), pp. 323–330, 
Academic Press, San Diego, Calif 

Szajewska, H.; Kotowska, M.; Mrukowicz, J.Z.; Armanska, M. & Mikolajczyk, W. (2001). 
Efficacy of Lactobacillus GG in prevention of nosocomial diarrhea in infants. The Journal 
of Pediatrics, Vol.138, No.3, (March 2001), pp.361–365, ISSN 0022-3476 

Taherpour, K.; Moravej, H.; Shivazad, M.; Adibmoradi, M. & Yakhchali, B. (2009). Effects of 
dietary probiotic, prebiotic and butyric acid glycerides on performance and serum 
composition in broiler chickens. African Journal of Biotechnology, Vol.8, No.10, (May 
2009), pp. 2329-2334, ISSN 1684-3646  

Timmerman, H.M.; Mulder, L.; Everts, H.; Van Espen, D.C.; Van Der Wal, E.; Klaassen, G.; 
Rouwers, S.M.; Hartemink, R.; Rombouts, F.M. & Beynen, A.C. (2005). Health and 
growth of veal calves fed milk replacers with or without probiotics. Journal of Dairy 
Science, Vol.88, No.6, (June 2005), pp. 2154–2165, ISSN 1525-3198 

Timmerman, H.M.; Veldman, A.; Van Den Elsen, E.; Rombouts, F.M. & Beynen, A.C. (2006). 
Mortality and growth performance of broilers given drinking water supplemented with 
chicken specific probiotics. Poultry Science, Vol.85, No.8, (August 2006), pp. 1383-1388, 
ISSN 1525-3171  

Tournut, J.R. Probiotics. (1998). Proceedings of 35ª Reunião Anual da Sociedade Brasileira de 
Zootecnia, Botucatu, 1998, pp. 179-199 

Waldenstedt, L. (2006). Nutritional factors of importance for optimal leg health in broilers: a 
review. Animal Feed Science and Technology, Vol.126, No.3-4, (March 2006), pp. 291-307, 
ISSN 0377-8401  

Wang, Y. & Gu, Q. (2010). Effect of probiotic on growth performance and digestive enzyme 
activity of Arbor Acres broilers. Research in Veterinary Science, Vol.89, No. 2, (October 
2010), pp. 163-167, ISSN 0034-5288  

Weese, J.S. (2002). Microbiologic evaluation of commercial probiotics. Journal of the American 
Veterinary Medical Association, Vol.220, No.6, (March 2002), pp. 794-797, ISSN 0003-1488 

Weinack, O.M.; Snoeyenbos, G.H.; Soerjadi-Liem, A.S. & Smyser, C.F. (1985). Influence of 
temperature, social and dietary stress on development and stability of protective 
microflora in chickens against S. typhimurium. Avian Diseases, Vol.29, No.4, (October-
December 1985), pp.1177-1183, ISSN 1938-4351  



 
Probiotic in Animals 230 

Willis, W.L. & Reid, L. (2008). Investigating the effects of dietary probiotic feeding regimens 
on broiler chicken production and Campylobacter jejuni presence. Poultry Science, Vol.87, 
No.4, (April 2008), pp. 606-611, ISSN: 1525-3171 

Yalcin, S.; Özkan, S.; Coskuner, E.; Bilgen, G.; Delen, Y.; Kurtulmus, Y. & Tanyalçin, T. 
(2001). Effects of strain, maternal age and sex on morphological characteristics and 
composition of tibial bone in broilers. British Poultry Science, Vol.42, No.2, pp.184-190, 
ISSN 1466-1799 

Yang,Y., Iji, P.A. & Choct, M. (2009) Dietary modulation of gut microflora in broiler 
chickens: a review of the role of six kinds of alternatives to in-feed antibiotics. World's 
Poultry Science Journal, Vol.65, No.1, (March 2009), pp. 97-114, ISSN 1743-4777  

Yeo, J. & Kim, K. (1997). Effect of feeding diets containing an antibiotic, a probiotic, or yucca 
extract on growth and intestinal urease activity in broiler chicks. Poultry Science, Vol.76, 
No.2, (February 1997), pp. 381-385, ISSN 1525-3171 

Yörük, M.A.; Gül, M.; Hayirli, A. & Macit, M. (2004). The effects of supplementation of 
humate and probiotic on egg production and quality parameters during the late laying 
period in hens. Poultry Science, Vol.83, No.1, (January 2004), pp. 84-88, ISSN 1525-3171 

Yurong, Y.; Ruiping, S.; Shimin, Z. & Yibao J. (2005). Effect of probiotics on intestinal 
mucosal immunity and ultrastructure of cecal tonsils of chickens. Archives of Animal 
Nutrition, Vol.59, No.4, pp. 237–246, ISSN 1477-2817 

Zhang, Z.; Hinrichs, D.J.; Lu, H.; Chen, H.; Zhong, W. & Kolls, J.K. After interleukin-12p40, 
are interleukin-23 and interleukin-17 the next therapeutic targets for 
inflamematorybowel disease? Int Immunopharmacol, 200 Vol.7, No.4, (April, 2007), pp. 
409–416, ISSN 1567-5769 

Ziaie, H.; Bashtani, M.; Torshizi, M.A.; Naeeimipour, H.; Farhangfar, H. & Zeinali, A. (2011). 
Effect of antibiotic and its alternatives on morphometric characteristics, mineral content 
and bone strength of tibia in Ross broiler chickens. Global Veterinaria, Vol.7, No.4, pp. 
315-322, ISSN 1992-6197  

Ziprin, R.L.; Corrier, D.E. & Deloach, J.R. (1993). Control of established Salmonella 
typhimurium intestinal colonization with in vivo-passaged anaerobes. Avian Diseases, 
Vol.37, No.1, (January – March 1993), pp.183–188, ISSN 1938-4351 

Zulkifli, I., Abdullah, N., Azrin, N.M. & Ho, Y.W. (2000). Growth performance and immune 
response of two commercial broiler strains fed diets containing Lactobacillus cultures 
and oxytetracycline under heat stress conditions. British Poultry Science, Vol.41, No.5, 
pp. 593-597, ISSN 1466-1799 


