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Abstract: The present work explored the antimicarobial and adhesion property of four lactobacillus strains with probiotic potential and
compared with the typical probictic L. rhamnosus GG, by investigation of their acid and bile torelance, antibictic susceptiblity, antagonism
against important gastrointestinal pathogens and their ability of adhere to Caco-2 cell: Lactobacillus casei 142 and L. plantarum 89 can survived
in both the acidic and bile salt environments. All lactobacillu strains tested were sensitive to the antibiotics used in this investigation and had
strong antimicrobial effect against the pathogens. L.plantarum-89, L.plantarum 27 and L.plantarum 13 showed strong adhension abilities, with
their adhension capacity to the Caco-2 cell being of '>20 cfu/cell. However, L. casei 142 showed no adhesion ablity to Caco-2 cells. The results

suggested the probiotic potential of the four strains.
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1.1 MR

SCIG TR R kK Lactobacillus plantarum 13,
L.plantarum 27, L.plantarum 89. L.caseil42 A¢aHiF
M AHF FERNV A A 58 S S = TR A A B
PN g X R B FL S SRR . R BR L
rhamnosus GG Hi M /R Tl K 248 il 2B 7K 22 i 2
il

Y7~ k. Escherichia coli ATCC43889. Listeria
monocytogenes EGDe2. shigella sonnei ATCC 51371
1.2 Jik
1.2.1 AMEERRF S N AR E

FI HC LK MRS ¥ 1A 55 FREE 1) pH 73 71 % 31 2.0,
2.5, 3.0, 35, 4.0 f16.2 &), K52 96
LR, DU RIR) R EE AR, 7E 37 CHfF
557, H Spectra M5 BRG] 7€ HAE 18 h B 600 nm
BT HITROGAEE.
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K F B B A T FUAT R S0 B (4 1) S 56
O, FUAF IR _EIE W il 2% - R FLAT B 75 4k 2~3 4K, 10000
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IIAFEFRILA, ) BHI 8572 003 PR, A58 Akt ]
Ja, FASFRFIT 5N @ 5 mm /ML, FEEEASFLR N
A 100 pL ) B35 A T MRS $£5 7538 AR P40

BT 37 CH AR 24 h B, WSS IE
KA, BEAFE S 3 AFAT.
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PUAE AU S0 R Blle Bk, AR
PUAE ZRE BT ZE PO i 4ER (20/10 pg), kA% (30
pg), AR (5ug), 8% (15 ng), Wz (30ug).
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TR EEFRIAF, ] MRS [ A58 FRH M0 AR, e[
J& . BPiERACH (Oxoid, Ltd., Basingstoke, United
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Table 1 The growth of the lactobacilli strains in low pH

R pH 1R % ik

ai 2.0 4.0 6.2
L.plantarum 13 0.231+0.03 0.311+0.03 0.83420.05 1.28540.00
L. plantarum 27 0.21240.05 0.23640.02 0.69940.00 1.24540.00
L.plantarum 89 0.206+0.01 0.223+0.00 0.719#0.05 1.247+0.01

L. caseild2 0.211+0.03 0.297+0.00 0.825+0.07 1.30640.00
L. rhamnosus GG~ 0.203%0.04 0.18940.02 0.78740.11 1.259+40.00

E: PSUATH AR FURBR £ 4T 3% 18h, M2 A 72 600 nm K T 898 A E 1.

WAL, NBWE pHTE 1~4 28], FREd
R AR TR SR K. Er i B A (8] — Moy 1~2
hit2l, - i i IH: AUk BEAE 0.03~0.3% 2 IA. 1y
— AR R, AL ZTREMYSZ B RS, DLVETR )
TS BE N NIE, DMESE 4 A et AR T e A%
PRI SEERT LA LA 1 AR LA R PR AR A NI 3
BE /7 o LEBIF R SEFLAT T8 5455 72 pH 2.0 B35 T 3 h
J&, FUATR AR AR RS ) BB PR, A R WIFLAT
BIAE pH 2.0 FIMASE TEEFR 2 h e Hs iR e
FEAR S5 EMRIER ARG . L. casei 142 ZE{IKIR R II4F
TR T B, 1k 17%, SHEERIAEEA R b # i
a2 o /1 Y e s D [ T v G R PO e P& g )
PRERNT 0.3%F) IH 3 34 FAT B oy i sz v . ks RS
Sahadeval™ ¥yt 7E45 SRAH TG FE pH 7.2 1561 T
FLAF B REAR BF (I 52 0.3% IFIHH #h WK FE . B Ak
L.plantarum 89 Al L.casi 142 % B B A1 iH L #0G 1R 4T
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Table 2 Survival rate of the strains under the low pH and bile

salts conditions

wi pH2.0 4y o.mé@)]%k
& EI% & EI%
L.plantarum 13 0.00+0.00 65.7245.93*
L. plantarum 27 0.0940.12 32.7649.97
L.plantarum 89 4.2642.00 41.66+16.49
L. caseild2 17.00%2.36* 31.92420.13
L.rhamnosus GG 0.3940.38 2.0340.04

iE: *P<0.05 AT EHAHARILEE F L F.
2.3 FUAT A i B s AR

FUAF AR ] L= A — LG MR, s
e IR TR, EANTFHIK T aiE i) pH, 0 Eom
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Table 3 Antimicrobial activity of the five strains on pathogens

2k Listeria Escherif:hia shigellg
monocytogenes coli sonnei
L.plantarum 13 + + +
L. plantarum 27 + + +
L.plantarum 89 ++ + +
L. caseil42 + ++ +
L. rhamnosus GG + +

E: WA B AL (mm): >10: ++H7E4E F5%; 6~10: +
WEERTSF: <6: -RITEER

M 3 1] LIE HPU BRI 1K % 8% E.coli
L.monocytogenes EGDe2. S.sonnei ATCC 51371 #JF I
# 2 B . H o Lplantarum 89 fg & 3
L.monocytogenes EGDe2 4K, L. plantarum 142 I
X E.coli A4 BOR L B3 . AWK LGG Xf
E.coli AHEAFHIHDH R, X L.monocytogenes Al
S.sonnei ATCC 51371 frHMilc R e %, I HIURRFLAT
B A PEREETLL LGG B TERE /5% . Ehrmann 5§
HRE AR FURR 1 1 5 o T 110 32 BN 204,
FUFFB A WU IEIE pH TR, 0] 3509 B 2k
Koo U B AU A8 AT IR I Y 7 b i 2 15
SR BB T RE, BRI R 2R SR AR, 4E
T8 WP IEH BEAESF#0ST. B PR Lplantarum WS4 174
A LB279 ;A ARG TR A4 B 2R, #0111 E. coli
A L.monocytogenes £ K61, U@ AR ) LRI
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DAL TR A P R A 7= AR (P HLER A 1 B0 1 1Y)
AR, HE BRI UM ELIRIE 75— IR T
2.4 FUAFER ST AR 2R U S

AR TR R A b — MR AT AE R BT
P, G AE R DU SRR A8 B TE R A R
BT, ASCIE T VUK FUAT WA LGG X S i
M RERR. LR il A5 MEERwN
i 5214, A AR RN B FhiAz 2RI AN ] (1)U
PE, Hod TR B X 205 R R I N R U
L.plantarum 27 A1 L.plantarum 89 X FI4& V- f74E — €
Pitk, L.plantarum 13 #1L.casei 142 NSt F4E-F-2 51
JoH R, AR AR I H v BB . REAS
() R oS A SR U B B AR e, R AR
L.plantarum 13 F1 L. casei 142 %} Tikh#iAE HEATEAE
Pk

4 IATEE ZNRBMLER
Table 4 Antibiotic resistance of five lactobacillis

E Sk SR . g A%
ek HWE AP & £

Bk

L.plantarum 13 22.72(S) 21.36(S) 17.13(1) 20.33(1) 23.86(S)
L. plantarum 27 23.45(S) 18.95(S) 15.42(R) 16.85(1) 19.13(S)
L.plantarum 89 25.52(S) 22.09(S) 15.81(R) 19.24(1) 22:12(S)
L.caseild2  27.21(S) 25.62(S) 19.91(I) 20.09(1) 19.91(S)
L.rhamnosus GG 25.54(S) 20.20(S) 22.50(S) 21.64(l) 19.20(S)
W SR EHRG | AT PESR; RATAEME
2.5  FLAFIE ARSI

W 58 FUA BE7E Caco-2 AL B iR B 25 IR
5. BRPRIAPRE FFPEAEIE ORI Z 5, Fodrbe plantarum
27 [PIRLF% A 53 cfucell, L. plantarum 13 F1 L.
plantarum 89 FIREE1 5373 v 24 #1130 cfulcell, &A1
(FIRG BBE BT LGG (8 cfulcell), TfiL. casei 142

FEIRE BREPE A O cfulcell,. 5 AR AT R B .

=5 FAFTEX Caco—-2 HREATKLHIE

Table 5 Adhesion of Lactobacillus to Caco-2 cells

R F5 PR M/ (cfulcell)
L.plantarum 13 24.7743.37
L. plantarum 27 53.7348.02*
L.plantarum 89 30+1.89

L. caseil42 0+
L. rhamnosus GG 8.3540.42

E: *P<0.05 2T SAMHRIGILEE FRE,
FLAT B AE il ) e i R L R 2 AR ThRE AT $2
FEEA, O~ 0T 7 AT B ARG RG B R4

P TE RERE 12 RN A PE19), iy R Py SEBR AT 1
MEFER, i F ARSI RE B SEBt ke 7R FL AT B LE R 3 1)
SEAEAE 1. AR T Caco-2 4 B Sk i Tukk 3L,
FF B BORG B, Hodb L. plantarum 13, L. plantarum 27,
L. plantarum 89 FI LGG # It %} Caco-2 4Huf¥Ikk
B, L. plantarum 27 B B skl B4, L. plantarum 13
A1 L. plantarum 89 tHEL A EEUFHURER 1, HAEASLIG
AT, HRGERERILL LGG 98 . Xt Caco-2 ZH kK
B P B PR LA BT, 7 Ml R e A Ry AR 4T, TT
DL U () R4 O 7 2 AR o SLAFBRS B2
FREAN s, fElmTET R, AR AEE AR, PR
JiE pH, TR T80 & AR IR, AT
BORSEEURE - [R5 E09 1 5% ekl AL A0S F= )
i, i B0w FETE pE ) e AR, R B
TP, DRI TR PRSP 2 7 i 2 A2 A ) — /N
fabr. AHFFEH L casei 142 % Caco-2 4H A HAT K
B, WRBUAEAERE T e MR RS, TERiE
HURFEIA s A AN LA B ko

3 #ip

AR SCF IR VUK M B2 B B AT LR 23 2E 1)
ey WRIC TR AR BRI AE SR 5, I MR, Xt
AR R ME DL KON Caco-2 4R FRORG FRHIE . 255 3%
B TPk Lplantarum 89, L.caseil42 Ef5 1RET K R
M AR ERTE BE,  EE AT R b3 5o 50 v A e o
R, Loplantarum 89 X} Caco-2 2 ok B 55
SRIM L.casei 142 %} Caco-2 4 oA~ B R o o i
Pk L.plantarum 13, L.plantarum 27 AEfi3Z wik B AH
IR, NTEORE B A R P HIEF,  HEATIREIR
UFIIRGFRTE Caco-2 4l I, {H2 S HIRERI S5 1 i 52 14
W7 [RIITIX PURR B SEU0 PP AR 32 U, U
FE BB MRRE . BRI RR Lplantarum 89 A
HIEM 24 TIRE, (HIETE Zit— B sh P s n A
B
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