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Abstract ; Sixty chickens were randomly divided into two groups to determine the effect of oral adminis-
tration of probiotics on the intestinal mucosal immune response. The first group (control) was fed with a
basic diet without antibiotic or probiotics. The second group was fed with the same diet as the control, ex-
cept receiving drinking water with probiotics. Intestinal fluid, Peyer’s patch and cecal tonsils were taken at
day 1,4,7,10 and 18 after administration of probiotics. The number of antibody-forming cells and tlympho-
cytes of intestine, and the content of immunglobulin of intestinal fluid were observed. Besides, the ultra-
structure of cecal tonsils was observed by scanning electron microscope (SEM) micrographs and transmission e-
lectron microscope (TEM) micrographs at day 4 after orally fed with probiotics. The results showed that compared
with the control, probiotics enhanced the content of following items:IgA in the intestinal fluid at day 7 (P<Z0.01),
the IgG-forming cells at day 10 (P<0. 05) ,IgM-forming cells in the Peyer’s patch at day 7 (P<C0. 05) , IgA-form-
ing cells at day 7—10 (P<C0. 05),1gG-forming cells at day 7 (P<Z0. 05) and IgM-forming cells in cecal tonsils dif-
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fuse area at day 4—7 (P<C0. 05). T lymphocytes in cecal tonsils were enhanced at day 7 (P<Z0. 01) after orally fed

with probiotics. The density of microvilli and length of cecal tonsils increased after probiotics were administra-

ted at day 4. With chicken aging, the efficiency of probiotics would decrease. These results suggested that

probiotes could enhance intestinal mucosal immunity of chicken at the early age.
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Fig.1 Changes ofthe relative content of IgA,IgG and IgM in intestinal fluid of chicken
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Table 1 Changes of antibody forming cells in cecal tonsils of chicken 10° /mm?*
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- 5 1% it Bk 4 R X 5 1% it B 1A Ik L /N &
H&ﬂ%ﬂﬂﬂ/d éﬁ‘ ! Cecal tonsils diffuse area Cecal tonsils lymphoid nodule
A roup IgA+ IgG* IgM™ IgA+ IgG* IgM ™
. C 4.841.79 5.642.19 7.241.79 B B B
P 5.642.19 5.641.67 8.04+2.83
, C 11.040. 71 4.843.35 5.642.79 B B B
P 11.640.55 7.2£1.79 8.8+1.79*
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10 C 18.041.79 8.0+2.84 9.6+2.19 3.640.55 4,6+0.55 4,2740.45
P 26.0+2.96" 9.642.20 10.443.58 4.441.67 5.0+0.71 4.440.55
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Fig.2 Changes of the antibody forming cells in duodenum Peyer’ s patch of chicken
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Fig. 3 Changes of the T cells in intestine of chicken

A. Cecal tonsils; B. Duodenum Peyer's patch
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Fig. 4 Scanning electron microscope (SEM) micrographs and transmission electron microscope (TEM) micrographs of

the mucosal surface of chicken cecal tonsils with application of probiotics after 4 d

A. Control group by SEM, magnification X3 000;B. Probiotics group by SEM,magnification X 30003
C. Control group by TEM, magnification X 6 000;D. Probiotics group by TEM,magnification X6 000
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