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Abstract :

this study aimed to isolate and identify strains of Lactobacillus acidophilus from local yogurt, and
evaluate the inhibitory effectiveness of the metabolic products of these strains against serotype Sal-
monella Typhimurium that causes diarrhea, as well as evaluate the properties of these strains as a pro-
biotic. This study was conducted in the laboratories of biology department and central laboratories at
University of Tikrit from 1/4/2024 to 1/7/2023. In this study, eight strains of Lactobacillus acidophilus
were obtained, with an isolation rate of 20% of the total lactic acid bacteria isolates. The results showed
that the metabolites of these strains have good activity to inhibit serotype Salmonella Typhimurium
that causes diarrhea, as the strains Lb2 and Lb4 showed highest inhibitory effectiveness with an inhibi-
tion diameter of 21 mm, this inhibitory effectiveness was better than the activity of Tetracycline and
Ceftazidime against Salmonella Typhimurium. Regarding probiotic tests, the results showed that all
strains were tolerant to extreme acidic conditions and resistant to bile salts, but strains Lb2 and Lb4
were the best. The results also showed that all strains had the ability to adhere to epithelial cells, but
strain Lb2 ranked first with good adhesion ability, as its adhesion index reached 42.5 .

Keywords: Lactobacillus acidophilus, probiotic, inhibitory activity, Salmonella Typhimurium, ad-
hesion, Ceftazidime <Tetracycline.
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