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[Abstract] An experiment was conducted to investingate the effects of Spray- dried porcine plasma on performance
and inmmune function in broilers, 300 1- day- old Arbor Acres chickens were randomly divided into 5 groups, there were 6
replicates in each group and 10 chickens in each replicate (5 males and 5 females).In the 1st period (1 21 d), broilers
were fed basal diet, basal diet + 50 mg/kg aureomycin and spray- dried porcine plasma (SDPP) diet with different rate
(0.5%, 2.5 %, 5 %) .In the 2nd period (22 49 d), all of the treatments broilers were fed the same basal diet.The results
showed that: during1 21 d, compared to the control group, 0.5 % SDPP addition in diets can significantly improve ADG
and ADFI of broilers (P <0.01),during22 49 dand 1 49 d,all groups ADG and ADFI enhanced obviously, and F/G
of each group had no difference; but the performance of broilers that fed diets containing 0.5 % SDPP were better than
which fed diets containing 2.5 %, 5.0 % SDPP(P > 0.05) .Diets with SDPP could improve Ea, Et, spleen exponent and tho-
racic gland exponent(P > 0.05), 2.5 % and 5 % SDPP could significantly improve lymphocyte proliferative response(P <
0.01), 0.5 % SDPP group lymphocyte proliferative response was better than the control group (P < 0.05) ; Compared to the
control group, 0.5 % SDPP addition in diets can significantly improve bursa of Fabricius exponent.
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