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VY cTaTTi HaBelIeHO Pe3yJIbTaTH EKCIEPHUMEHTAIBHIX AOCITIKEHb 1010 JI0303aJIe:KHOT Aii BUKOPUCTAHHS y pallioHi
TO/IBII JIAKTYIOUUX BiBIIEMATOK MPOOIOTHKA BiTYN3HSIHOTO BUpoOHUITBa EH3uMakTuB (EA), BUTOTOBIEHOTO Ha OCHOBI
xmibornekapchkux JpLKMKIB  Saccharomyces cerevisiae Ha TOPOAYKIiKO HITPOTEHHHX CIIOAYK CHMOIOTHYHOIO
Mikpodoporo pyOIs Ta TPOMYKTHBHI SKOCTI TBapWH. BCTaHOBIEHO, IO BBEICHHSA H00aBOK mpobiotmka EA mo
KOMOiKOpMy ToiBTi BiBIleMaTok y no3ax 0,4; 0,8 1 1,2% Bix #oro Macu miIBUIIy€E piBEHb 3aralbHOTO, 3aJIUITKOBOTO Ta
OLTKOBOTO HITPOTEHY B pyMiHaNbHIH piauHi BignosigHo Ha 0,8-11,1%; 0,1-10,2% ta 0,1-16,9% mopiBHAHO 0 TBapHH,
KOTpi He OTpUMYyBaiH 06iog00aBak y cKiaji pamioHy. 3acTocyBaHHA mpedioTnka EA y BKkazaHHX KUTBKOCTAX y PamioHi
BiBmeMaTok Ha 1,0-9,4% minBumnye cepeaHprOIT000BI HMPUPOCTH KUBOI MAacH SATHAT 3a TMEPioA Bi HAPOIKEHHS IO
BIZUTy94€HHSI, @ HACTPHT BOBHH y MaTOK 301bm1ye Ha 0,5-2,0% y MopiBHAHHI 3 TBApHHAME KOHTPOJIBbHOI rpynu. Buxomsan
13 CTUMYJIIOIOYOT JTiT Ha HITPOTeH MPOIYKYI0Uy aKTHBHICTh MIKpOOiOTH pyOIsl Ta MPOAYKTUBHI SKOCTI TBapUH HAHOLIbII
ONTUMAJILHOIO T03010 BBEICHHS MP00ioTHKa EH3MMaKTHRB 10 KOMOIKOpMY JTakTyrounX BiBiemMarok € 0,8% Biz #ioro macu.

KarouoBi ciioBa: nakryroui BiBLeMaTKH, NPOOIOTHKH, FOJIBIIS, pyOLeBUi MeTa001i3M, IPOAYKTHBHICTh TBAPHH.

Beryn Haii0inpim  mommpeHHMH  TPOOIOTHKAMH,  SIKi

[IpobioTHKM — IIe KHBi IITaMH MiKpOOpPTaHi3MiB,
SKi, IOTPAIUIIIOYM B TPaBHUH TpPakT TBapHH,
MPOAYKTAMH CBO€l JKUTTEMISUIBHOCTI ONTHMIZYIOTh
HassBHUM Yy HBOMY KUIBKICHUH 1 SKICHHH CKJaj
MIKpOOIOTH Ta BHSBJISIOTH CTUMYJIIOIOUUI BIUIMB Ha 11
MeTaboJIiYHy aKTHUBHICTb. Y Mepekiiaji 3 JATHHCHKOT
MOBH TEpMiH «mpoGioTHK» 03Ha4ae: Pro — s, bios —
KuTTs, To0TO Ayst *xkutTst (Bakowski M., Kiczorowska
B, 2021; Dekker J., Ukraintsev S., 2012; Markowiak P.,
Slizewska K., 2018; Vovk S. et al., 2021)..

B ocranHi pokm sk y Hamiil kpaiHi, Tak i 3a ii
Me)XaMH 3aCTOCYBaHHS MPOOIOTHKIB Ta IMperapariB Ha
iX OCHOBI B TOMIBII TBapWH 1 MNOTHII 3 METOIO
MiABUINECHAS TMPOAYKTUBHOCTI ¥ TOKpAIIeHHS SKOCTI
npoaykiii cyrreo 3pocrae (Dekker J., Ukraintsev S.,
2012; Michalak M. et al., 2021; Vovk S. et al., 2021)
Haii6inpil  BUKOPUCTOBYBAaHUMH MIKpOOpraHi3Mamu,
SKI 3aCTOCOBYIOTh SIK TPOOIOTMKM B TOJIBEJIbHIN
NPaKTHULi Taly3l TBapUHHHUITBA, €. MOJOYHOKHCII
CTPENTOKOKH; IpiKIKOBI rpubku; Oidinodaxrepii;
HEMaTOreHHI INTaMM KHUIIKOBOI ITaJIMYKH, Oaruiy,
eHTepoKoKkH Ta nakrobakrepii (Vovk S., et al., 2021).

MexanizM  OiosoriyHoi  amii  mpoOIOTHYHMX
IpenapariB B OpraHi3Mi TBapuH 3°sICOBaHUH JIMIIE
YaCTKOBO, NPOTE, SIK CBiAYaTh pe3yibTaTH HayKOBHX
JOCTi/PKeHb ~ OCTAaHHIX PpOKiB, BIH CKIQAHUHA 1
OaratorpaHnHuil. BcTaHoBIeHO, MO MeTaboidHA ist
MpoOiOTHKIB y TpPaBHOMY TpPakTi TBAapHH 3HAYHOIO
MipOIO 3aJIe)KHUTh BiJl KiJIbKICHOTO Ta SIKICHOTO CKIIaay
MIKpOOpTraHi3MiB 1  TEXHOJOTii  BUTOTOBJIEHHS
npobGiotnunux npenaparis (Markowiak P., Slizewska
K., 2018; Michalak M. et al., 2021; Vovk S. et al., 2021).

BHKOPHUCTOBYIOTH SIK 01000aBKH 10 paIliOHIB TBAPHH €
TperapaTy, BUTOTOBIICHI Ha OCHOBI MIKPOCKOIIYHHIX
rpubkiB Saccharomices cerevisiae (Ogbuewu I.P. et al.,
2018; Sundus F.M. et al., 2018; Vovk S. et al 2021).

PuHOK BiTYUM3HSHHMX 1 3apyObKHUX JPIKIDKOBHX
npoOIOTHKIB 1 1X acopTHUMEHT Uil HOTped TBapHH
NOCTiIHHO 3poctae. B ocraHHi poku y Hamiii kpaiHi
komnaniero  «Em3um» (M. JIpBiB) HamaromxeHo
BHPOOHHIITBO HU3KH NPOOIOTHIHHX TIperapariB Ha
OCHOBI  XJTIOOTIEKapChKUX  OPDKIKIB, NPOTE IXHS
MeTaboIiYHa i MPOAYKTUBHA Iisl 32 BHKOPHUCTaHHS Y
parioHax TOMIBII Pi3HUX BUIIIB TBAPUH 3aJHUIIAETHCS HE
3’COBAHOI0.

Buxonsun i3 HaBeAEHOTO BHINE, METOI0 HAIIOl
pobotu Oyn0 NOCHIMKEHHS BIUIMBY BHKOPHUCTAHHSA
J00aBOK  HOBOTO  BITUM3HSHOTO  JIPIXKKOBOTO
npo6ioTka EH3umakTuB, BUpoOHHIITBA BKa3aHoI (ipMu,
y paimioHax TOJiBJI JIAKTyFOUHMX BIBIEMAaTOK Ha
MeTaboJIiuHy aKTHBHICTb MiKpoOioTH pyOust Ta ixHi
MIPOAYKTUBHI IKOCTI.

Marepiauau i meToau.

HocnijpkeHHst mpoBeneHo Ha 0a3i  BiBuedepmu
JAIAT «I'pycstuai» Ta Bigginy apiOHOro TBapHH-
HunrBa [HeTUTYTY CclbcbKkoro rocmoxpapcrsa Kapnar-
cekoro periony HAAH ©Ha 4-x rpymax JakTylO49mx
BIBIIEMATOK aCKaHIMCBhKOi M’sCO-BOBHOBOI MOPOAU(TIO
5 romiB y KOXKHIH), miAiOpaHuX 3a MPHHIIUIIOM aHAJIOTIB
yrnpo1oBxk 60-1000BOT00 CTIHIIOBOTO MEPioAy (JIFOTHIA-
Oepesenb). OCHOBHUH paIlioH JIAKTYIOUMX BiBIIEMATOK
KOHTPOJIBHOI TPYNHU CKJIafaBcs i3 cina myqnoro (1,5 kr
Ha ToJIoBY B 100y) i koMOikopMy 3a peunentom K 80-6-
89 (700 r Ha ronoBy B 100y) i OyB 30amaHcoBaHMI 3a
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OCHOBHUMHM  IIOKMBHUMHM  pEYOBMHaMH (0OMiHHA
€Hepris, CyXxa pedoBHHa, IEpeTPaBHUI MPOTETH, MiKpO-
Ta MIKPOGJIEMEHTH, KapOTHH) 3TiJHO JII0YUX HOPM
BIIMIOBITHO J0 IX (hi3ioyorivHOro cra”y. Bopomiit
TBapHH BBOJIIO.

Jo xoM0ikopMy BiBLEMAaTOK mepoi, Apyroi i
TPeThOI  JOCHIZHMX TPYyN  BIJNOBIIHO  BBOJMIH
npobiotnk  «EmsumaktuB» (EA) y  KUIBKOCTSX,
HaBeJeHUX y Taou. 1.

Ta6auns 1. Cxema mpoBeeHHs J0CTiAy HA JAKTYIOUHX BiBIleMaTKax

KinbkicTb TBapuH y

Tpymu osews rpyti (rouis)

Ckia 10060BOTO palioHy

KontponsHa 5 OcuoBuuit pamnion (OP)6e3 nobaBok
1 mocximHa 5 OP + 0,4 % EA Bixg Mmacu KoMOiKOpMY
2 nocrnigHa 5 OP + 0,8 % EA Bing macu KoM0OikopMy
3 gocmigHa 5 OP + 1,2 % EA Bix macu koMOikopMy

CkJia Ta NOXKHBHICTH KOMOikopMy 3a perientoM K
80-6-89 I migIOCHIAHMX BIBIEMATOK HABEAECHO B
TaoI. 2.

OO0ITiK CIIOXKUBAHHS KOPMIB TPOBOIMIIN KOKHUX 10
JTHIB IIJIIXOM 3Ba)KYBaHHI KUTBKOCTI 3aJaHUX KOPMIB Ta
HE CIOXUTHUX 3aluIKiB 3 TouHicTio mo 0,1 kr.

CepenHbpo000Be CHOXKHBaHHA B PO3paxyHKy Ha |
roJOBy Yy MiJJIOCTIAHAX SPOK 3a Mepiof JOCIimy
CTaHOBHJIO: CyX0l pe4oBUHU — 1,3 Kr, 0OMiHHOT eHepril
— 13,2 M/Ix, cuporo npoteiny — 176 r, cuporo xxupy —
39, cupoi kriTkoBUHH — 390 T, KanbIio — 9 T, hochopy
-5r.

Tabauuns 2. Ckiaaj Ta NOKUBHICTh KOMOIKOPMY /IS JIAKTYIOYMX BiBLIEMATOK

Ha3Ba kopmiB KimbkicTs,%
Sumine 30
[MieHutist 29
Ogec 10
IpoT COHSAUTHUKOBUI 20
Tpas'sHa MyKa JIFOIIEpHI 7
06e3dropennii hocdar 2
Cinp 1
[Ipemikc (CkiIag MpeMikcy HaBeJeHO Y Tadi.3) 1
Bceboro 100
B 1 kr KOMOIKOpPMY MICTHTBCSI:

oOMiHHOI erneprii, MJIx 10,75
CYXOl pEeUOBHHH, T 831,57
CHUpOTO NPOTEiHy, T 174,47
KJIITKOBUHH, T 77,45
KaJIBI[I0, MT' 2,99
docdopy, Mr 4,27
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Ta6uung 3. Ckiaaa npeMikcy , BAKOPHCTAHOr0 Y KOMOiKo

Mi miamocaigHuX BiBIEMaToK

Kommnonentu ?i:;lﬁs;u KinmbkicTh
Bitaminu

PIE] MO/xr 200

E MT/KT 2000
Ks MT/KT 20

B: MI/KT 230

B> MI/KT 880

Bs MI/KT 300
B MT/KT 5

C MT/KT 3000

Kanpuiro manrorenar (Bs) MT/KT 2000
Kucnora domiea  (B.) MI/KT 30
XoJiHy XJIOpHL (Ba) MI/KT 0

Hiauun (Bs) MI/KT 1950
BioTun (Ho) MI/KT 3

MikpoeneMeHTH

Mapranens MT/KT 8000

unk MI/KT 6000

Mizp MI/KT 1300

Hon MI/KT 50

KobansT MT/KT 175
Cenex MT/KT 5

HamnosHioBau rp. Jo 1000

[Micnst  3aBeprmenns 60-goOoBoro excrnepumeH-
TAJIBHOTO Mepioay Micis paHKoBOl rofiBimi Bix 3-X
BIBIIEMATOK KOXHOI 13 4-X TIpym 3a JOMOMOIOI0
HOCOTJIOTKOBOTO 30HJA BifiOMpainu pyOueBy piluHy, B
SKii BH3HAYald BMICT HITPOr€HHHMX MeTalomiTiB. 3
METOI0  BCTaHOBJICHHS IHTEHCUBHOCTI ~ pOCTY,

OTPUMAHUX BiJ| BIBIEMATOK SITHSAT IPOBOIWINA IXHE
TaKOX BHU3HAYAIU >KUBY

Macy TBapuMH Ha TI0OY4aTKy 1 10 3aBepIIeHH]
eKCIIEPUMEHTAJILHOTO Tiepiogy. Y MaroK BU3HAYaIH
TaKOX PIYHUH HACTPHUT BOBHU.

KoHleHTpalito  3aralbHOr0 Ta  3aJUIIKOBOTO
(HeOIIKOBOr0) HITPOreHy B pyOIeBili piiuHi BU3HAYAIN
3a  KeenpmaneMm, 3rigHO METOAWKH, OIKCAHOT
nosimuuky (Vlizlo V.V etal, 2012). Buznauenns BmicTy
617IKOBOTO HITPOTEHY B pyOLEBiil piMHI BU3HAYaIN 32
PI3HHIICIO MIXK PIBHEM 3arajJbHOTO 1 HEOLIKOBOTO.

Otpumani nudpoBi gaHi 0OPOOISIN CTaHJAPTHUMHA
METO/IaMH BapialifiHOI CTaTHCTHKH, BUKOPHCTOBYIOUH
nakeT nporpamu Excel 2003.

Pe3yabTaTi T2 00roBOpEHHS

PesynbpTat nocimkeHs HaBeJeHHO B Tabm. 41 5.
SIk BuaHO 13 JgaHux Ta0n. 4, BBEAEHHS J00aBOK
npobiotnka EA y mochmijpkyBaHUX KUTBKOCTSIX 10
KOMOIKOpPMY BIpOTiJHO MiJIBHIIY€E PiBEHb 3arajbHOTO,
3aJIMIIKOBOTO Ta OLIKOBOTO HITPOTeHYy B pyOLeBiit
piguHi BiBilemMaTok Bimmoimuo Ha 0,8-11,1; 0,1-10,2 Ta
0,1-16,9% (P < 0,05), mnopiBHIHO JI0O TBapHH
KOHTPOJIBHOI rpymu. OTpUMaHi HAMHU Pe3yIbTaTH IIOI0
aKTHBAL] MPOIECiB NPOAYKIIiT Pi3HUX (HOPM HITpOTEHY
B pyOuesiii pigMHI JaKTylOUMX BIBIEMAaToK 3a
BUKODHUCTAHHS Yy CKJIaai KOHIIKOPMIB  J00aBOK
npobioTnka EH3UMaKTHUB Y3TOKYIOTHCS i3 JaHUMHU

cience and Practice, Issue 1, Part 4, 2022



Arponayka i npakruka, Bum. 1, Y. 4, 2022

IHIIMX aBTOPIB, OJCPXKAHUX Y JOCHIDKCHHAX Ha
BeNUKid porariit xymo6i ta ko3ax (Ahlam B.A., 2011,
Desnoyers M. et al., 2009; Fadel A., Abusamra A.,
2007; Guedes C.M. et al., 2008; Kamal R.. et al., 2013;
Kowalik B. et al., 2012; Ozsoy B. et al., 2013; Robinson
P.H., Erasmus L.J., 2009), y SKuX BCTaHOBJICHO, IO

JOAaBaHHsI NPOOIOTHMYHMX IpenapariB, BUI'OTOBJICHHX
Ha OCHOBI XJIIOONENKAapChbKUX IPDKIKIB A0 PaIioHIB
CTablmi3y€e KHCIOTHICTh pPyOIIEBOTO  CEpEIOBUIIA,
ONTHMI3y€ SKICHMH 1 KUNBbKICHMH CKJa] MIKpoOioTH
pyOIIs, CTUMYITIOE 11 MPOTETHCHHTE3YI0UY aKTHBHICTb.

Ta6auus 4. BMicT HiTporennux iHrpemieHTiB y pyouesiii pixuni mizcucuux matox (M+m, n=5).

I'pynu TBapun
IToxasaukn
Kontponsaa | mocmigaa Il mocmigaa 11l mocmigaa
3ara“"H;f/;:Tp°mH’ 126,0042,08 134,00+1,15% 131,33+1,76 134,33+0,33*
3amuikoBHii HiTpore, 49,00+1,15 52,3342,33 48,33+1,33 54,00+1,73
Mr/%
Binmkowii HiTporeH, MT/% 77+1,53 81,7+3,38 83+1,15* 80+1,76

[pumitka. * B TaONHUII MO3HAYEHO BipOTiIHI Pi3HULI MOPIBHSHO [0 TBApUH KOHTpOIbHOT rpynu (P<0,05).

HoBeneHo Takox (Tabm. 5), MO BUKOPHCTaHHS
npobiotika EA y mocnimkyBaeHUX g03ax y CKiIaii
KOMOIKOpMY JAKTYIOUHX MaToK Hi/IBUIIy €
CepeIHbOI000B] IPUPOCTHU KHUBOT MACH OTPUMAHUX Bif
HUX SITHAT 32 Nepio] Bil HAPOHKEHHS JI0 BIUTyYSHHS Ha
1,1-9,4%, a HacTpur BoBHH y MaTok — Ha 0,5-2,0%, 1li
JaHi BKa3ylOThb Ha Te€, LIO JaHUH NPOOIOTHYHMI
mpernapar, BBEACHHH 1O  pALiOHy  JIAKTYHOUHMX
BIBIIEMaTOK y HAaBEACHHWX KIUTBKOCTAX TMOpsd 13
CTHUMYJIOIOUOK0 [Ii€f0 Ha MeTaboNiYHy aKTHBHICTh
MIKpOOIOTH pyOIIs, BUSBIISE TAKOXK MO3UTUBHUHN eEeKT

Ha IX BOBHOBY NPONYKTHBHICTH Ta PICT i PO3BHTOK
saraat. Ciif 3a3HaYuTd, [0 HHU3KOK HAYKOBIHB Yy
nocmimkenusx Ha Tenumsx (Lascano G.J. et al., 2009;
Kowalik B. Etal., 2012), momoausky oserb (Comert M.
et. al., 2015; Moharrery E., Asadi A., 2009; Pienaar G.H.
et al., 2012; Estrada-Angulo A. et al, 2021) Ta
ko3ensrax (Fadel A.M., Abusamra A., 2007) mokasaHo,
o0 BUKOPHUCTAHHSA  TPOOIOTHYHHX  IPDKIKOBHX
n00aBOK y pallioHaX BKa3aHWX BHIIB TBAPHH ICTOTHO
MiIBHUIY€ iHTEHCHBHICTH IX POCTY Ta PE3UCTEHTHICTH
JI0 3aXBOPIOBAHb.

Taoauus 5. IpoayKkTHBHI SIKOCTi JaKTYIOYHX BiBuemaTox (M+m, n=5)

IToka3HHUKH TPOAYKTHBHOCTI
r JKuBa maca SrusT, KT
pyna Hactpur BoBHH,
[P HAPOOKEHHI IIPY BiJJIy4eHHI] cepeHbo-1000Bui “
p poa PH BIUTY mpupicT
KonTponsHa 4,36+0,10 20,80+0,37 0,202+0,005 4,16+0,10
| mocmigna 4,24+0,09 20,80+0,86 0,204+0,009 4,18+0,16
Il nocnigna 4,52+0,05 22,60+0,93 0,221+0,007 4,24+0,21
I nocmigna 4,44+0,09 21,60+0,60 0,209+0,005 4,12+0,19

[ligBoasYM MiICYMOK OTPUMAHUX PE3YJIbTATIB CIiJ
3a3HAYUTH, IO BITYM3HSIHUHA NPOOIOTHYHUI mpenapaT
«EH3uMaKkTHBY, BUTOTOBIICHUI Ha OCHOBI
xnibornekapchKuX IpiKIpKiB Saccharomyces cerevisiae
i BBEICHHMH JO CKJIAIy paliOHy TOMIBII JIAKTYHOUHX
BIBLIEMAaTOK CTHMYJIIOE PO3MHOXEHHS i
KUTTENIIIBHICT pyOneBoi Mikpoduopu, i HiTporeH
CHHTE3YIOUy aKTHBHICTH Ta IIJIBHUINYE NPOAYKTHBHI
SKOCTi TBapHH.

BucHoBknu

Beenennst no6asok npobiotuka Enzumaktus (EA)
JI0 KOMOIKOpMY JIaKTyIOUHX BiBIleMarok y go3ax 0,4; 0,8
i 1,2% Bix #loro Macu CTUMYJITIOE HITPOT€H CHHTE3YIOUy
aKTMBHICTb ~ MiKpoOioTH  pyOusd Ta  MiJBHIIYE
MIPOIYKTUBHI SKOCTI TBapuH. BukopucranHs 1006aBOK
npobiotuka EA y mocmimKyBaHNX KiJIBKOCTSX

y KoMOikopMi 30imbInye piBeHb NPOAYKIii
3arajibHOTO, 3aJUIIKOBOTO Ta OIITKOBOTO HITPOTEHY
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pyOueBol0 MIKpOOIOTOIO Yy JIaKTYIOUMX TBapuH —
pignosiguo Ha 0,8-11,1 %; 0,1-10,2 %; 0,1 — 16,9 %,
MOPIBHSHO 3 MaTKaMHu, sIKi He OTpUMYBaiIH 6i0100aBOK
y CKJIaJIi PaIlioHy.

BuxopucramHs ngobaBok mpobiotmka EA y
JOOCTI[DKYBAaHMX  J103aX Yy CKJIAAi  KOMOiKopMmy
JMAKTYIOUNX  MAaToK 301IBIIye  CepeIHBOI000BI
NPUPOCTH JKMBOI MacH STHAT BiJA HapOMKEHHS IO
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NITROGEN PRODUCTION ACTIVITY OF THE RUMEN MICROBIOTA
IN LACTATING EWES AFTER USE OF ADDITIVE
PROBIOTIC ENZYMACTYYV IN FEEDING DIET
Stakh VOVK, doctor of biological sciences, professor
Hryhorii SEDILO, doctor of agricultural sciences, professor
Myron PETRYSHYN, candidate of agricultural sciences
Institute of Agriculture of the Carpathian Region of the National Academy of Sciences

The article presents the results of experimental studies on the dose-dependent effect of the use of domestically
produced probiotic Enzymactiv (EA), made on the basis of bread baker yeasts Saccharomyces cerevisiae in the diet of
lactating ewes on the production of nitrogenous compounds by the symbiotic microflora of the rumen and the productive
qualities of animals. It was established that the introduction of EA probiotic supplements to the combined feed of ewes
in doses of 0.4; 0.8 and 1.2% of its mass increases the level of total, residual and protein nitrogen in the ruminal fluid by
0.8-11.1%; 0.1-10.2% and 0.1-16.9% respectively, compared to animals that did not receive bio-additives in the diet. The
use of prebiotic EA in the such amounts in the diet of ewes increases the average daily weight gain of lambs by 1.0-9.4%
during the period from birth to weaning, and increases wool shearing in ewes by 0.5-2.0% compared to animals of control
group. Based on the stimulating effect on the nitrogen-producing activity of the rumen microbiota and the productive
qualities of the animals, the most optimal dose of the Enzymactive probiotic for compound feed of lactating ewes is 0.8%
of its weight.

Keywords: lactating ewes, probiotics, feeding, ruminal metabolism, animal productivity.
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