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Probiotics in animal production
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The ban of antibiotics as growth promoters (AGPs) in the animal production has increased the
need for alternative methods to control pathogens. Application of probiotics is one of the pos-
sible alternatives. Many strains have been tested for host-protecting functions so far and several
of them are actually commercialized. Although the knowledge on the effects of probiotic has
increased, it is still incomplete. This is because immunological information about livestock animals
is generally unknown. Interaction with host may be different between the small intestine and the
large intestine. In the former, probiotic bacteria should react with host mucosal immune system.
Pattern recognition receptors of the host may be efficient for LPS or peptide glycans of bacte-
rial cell wall, but those for fragellin or nucleic acid of bacteria may have high specificities due
to the wide variation in these molecules. This means that TLR of pigs may not recognize the
same ligand with similar intensity as murine TLR shows. In the large intestine, probiotic bacteria
should grow efficiently and establish a symbiotic relation such as the cross-feeding with indigenous
bacteria to exhibit a host beneficial effect. Since, most of probiotic proposed now are not neces-
sarily livestock origin, the growth and the establishment of symbiotic relation would be difficult.
Accordingly development of probiotics for the livestock seems to be relied on the knowledge of
the mechanistic actions.





