EY)E FRF#R 2019,31(5) :2012-2021
Chinese Journal of Animal Nutrition

doi: 10.3969/j.issn.1006-267x.2019.05.006

FAARERFNFZF HARHERE

JH Esk £ W FER
(I RAR LT S VE SR DT B % 7R 57 1L 100037)

W OE. MAEERHE R RE AU RARRAR A KB e FER e F AR B,
FR %L RE FROPARAREFTER S CRAFHFRLRRENF LT &, AL
B A A —ETAALBARG D Z L SR RWA, LT ABL AT S HHEMRES
A AR E R 6 A AR ALE pH FAER X B4R S S IR AR ) AR B A K AR 3 5 40
ARMEFHR, R JLBRAAREREZNFE FREATEES T EARXRRRL, Ak,
S TSNS A F A ey B L TR ERANAR, LEBNAALRAFNE L
ARG B BLsh AR A SUBR B 09 5 A MR P T 46 51 AL B o Fe Ak 0 E AL B w25 A
Fo 3 5 BRI B W ARG AL R | HE AR R A HLTE B AR, LR AT Ak Sk F R R GG R AL, AT 2T S AT
FLBRAF A G RXRERE AL EETHAALRAF A G RERFo 22 LR LS EF P
B R 8 ST AT S e

KR, FAARAEZ;LRA RN E M, B A

FE 5SS S816 X ERFRIRAD : A

feit LW LHAE L Pk RIE N —FhE sk
TR IR, BT B = s A e R AR L TR RIR T
YIRS DI, il N F & A e v, SR T
P R BRI T, 203K 3 4 o4 B AR 2SO A
FEAR e LRE . KM b R IR R 5 r= A it 2
PERRE, T 2l R EORWHIm K, Bl 2k 1
JEPUAE R B & RN A 5R B I, o e N2
(g bl R e H A SRR 22 [ R AR IR ST
R AR IR, B E R R AR TE 2018
AR E DR R R b B R 25 W A RE IR R
FE 2020 A HR T, R B 24508 Ak AT
A TAE 7 2 (2018—2021 4F) ) @i, 7F 2021
AETE B — L T 52 ) AT B A e e 1 B TR 2
Fvek i A AR X o 2 A ST 5 B 24 o O i Ak
EHHLH . R, Sk L e e IR AR
PUAE BB T 2 AL AR R

i #5 B #B.2018-10-22

XER/RS:1006-267X(2019)05-2012-10

I, A P 2PL R A R0 B A R 2 A AR B
ERBEN=fhZ—

FLIR R — JERE A T & i K AL 5 17 AR
ot FLR (Y 4 2% [C PR AR A s AR FLIR T T

TEZN Y I 16 N SE AR, T U 3 B B, 5 4 1k R 1
I PV B A TR T B0 B A M e A T
I, SR B BE 23 A A R R A BILIR A i AL S 5
T PEACE =, 40 e A AR B R AR
0 LR T A AT DLy A R 2 1 TH AL e, 4R R TR
P ETHALR o R EAROD ARRT FA A S T Y
AR IR A 34 B, Horp 22 FE T 2L
o SRl 2t B PR (FDA) it e 4R )
ALV A AR A 42 B, Horb 30 Fhs T RL IR
B A LU B 7 fol 2 25 3 7R PP R B AR
ZRIR TR LR A B0 5 e e e AR Sh )
SR WSV ER = IR ] TR

E£WH B K E SV TR IR E (2017 YFD0500505 ) 56 50 48 7 A7 1 BA ( BAIC04-2018) ; [ 5 # S WF & 3% (2018 YFD0501401 )
EERA A WH(1989—) B 7 FMIN A, B ERATF 5% 61, B+, 35 20 AT ik A 25 4 500 0 AR R 98 BT 2 A PSS . E-mail ;. zh @ chinagrain.

org

« BIEEE . 2 ZR, IR &, 44 50, E-mail: lak@ chinagrain.org



5 JE A R LR B A ) G A T A 2013

1 FBEREERR

FLIR W 70 e AR R Tl rh 8 0 AT AE AR 1 22
AL, iz A7 A o R TP RS RER B R i R
I R b e R R L R, Sh A E e
MR HER 25 ok R R Sk A 1 LR B
i B RS M 2 MR 52 18 22 A 5 o, TR, LR T
LRI — B LRSI [ N AT R

1.1 BR. BFEmsk
AMREAESEA BRI E L1292 h 1K pH
(2.0~3.0) H R BT M+ 8 M A0 =5 1R B AR 46
(0.03% ~0.30% ) B85 . K> 4 7E A pH 27
ERVE T IR EE (Bl A, A0 TR A AN A S ) SR
AT, B3R WL, R AN 6] () 4R 40 61 LR 2L R
TR T B A % i i A M A SRR T R
MAREIE W e, £ 1T ARRL
LB AN LR B S W e P A 4 m AROR

R1 FAREHEEAMNABRES K BRAFEENRSHR

Table 1 Improving effects of different encapsulation techniques on resistance of
lactic acid bacteria to gastric and intestinal fluids

i H [apat (OR TR e 27 3k
Items Strains Encapsulated materials Effects References
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Table 2 Effects of different techniques on prolonging shelf life of lactic acid bacteria
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Table 3 Application effects of lactic acid bacteria in pig production
U H )=y s IS EESE R 27 3k
Items Additive amount Experimental animal Application effects References
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Table 4 Application effects of lactic acid bacteria in poultry production
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Items Additive amount Experimental animal Application effects References
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1

Abstract: With the increasingly strong appeal of consumers for food safety, the “anti-prohibition” voice of
China’ s feed industry is becoming more and more popular. Therefore, the search for “safe, green and envi-
ronmentally friendly” feed antibiotic replacement products has become the research direction focused by schol-
ars and the industry. Feed lactic acid bacteria (LAB) preparation is a kind of safe and efficient feed additive
that can be directly fed to animals. It can improve animal immunity, growth and feed utilization rate by regula-
ting animal intestinal microecological balance, inhibiting the colonization of harmful bacteria and reducing the
pH of digestive tract. However, LAB has the characteristic of poor stress resistance, which leads to its unstable
application effect in livestock and poultry production. Therefore, how to improve the stress resistance of feed
LAB preparation, so that it can give better play to the feeding effect, is also the focus of current research on
the preparation technology of feed LAB. In addition, the safety of feed LAB has also begun to attract the atten-
tion of scholars and practitioners. It is also an urgent problem for the industry to avoid the use of drug-resistant
strains and strains carrying pathogenic genes and establish corresponding norms and standards. In view of the
current focus of LAB preparations, this paper reviewed the research progress on the stress resistance and safety
of feed LAB preparations and their application in animal production.[ Chinese Journal of Animal Nutrition ,
2019, 31(5) :2012-2021]
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