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Abstract

The present study has been aimed to determine the positive effect that can be detected by microbial phytase 

supplementation on some semen parameters in broiler breeder roosters (Hubbard Flex). Thirty roosters, twenty- sex weeks age, 

were randomly divided into three equal groups. First group (control) fed on the standard provender along the experimental 
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period (10 weeks), while other two groups (T1 & T2) fed on standard provender supplemented with 500 & 1000 FTU/ kg of 

feed, respectively. Semen ejaculates were obtained artificially from all roosters weekly for ten weeks to evaluate the different 

parameters of semen included in the present study (sperm concentration, mass & individual sperm motility and percentage of 

dead & abnormal sperms). At the end of the experiment, Blood samples were obtained from wing vein for estimation of 

testosterone, LH, and FSH concentrations in blood serum. Then, roosters were sacrificed and the testes and epididymis 

obtained for histological measurement and histo-physiological study. The result revealed that phytase supplementation in the 

two treated groups caused a significant increase (P<0.05) in sperm concentration began at the 8 th week and continue 

progressively to the end of experiment at the 10th week, as well as a significant increase (P<0.05) in mass sperm motility began 

at the 6th week, and individual motility (P<0.05) began at the 9th week when compared with control group. On other hand the 

result of T2 group showed a significant increase (P<0.05) when compared with T1 results. At the same time, the result of dead 

& abnormal sperm showed a significant decrease (P<0.05) in the two treated groups compared with control. On the other hand, 

serum concentration of sex hormones, revealed a significant increase (P<0.05) in Luetinizing and testosterone hormone 

concentration in the two treated groups compared with control, while the increment of follicle stimulating hormone 

concentration didn't reach the significant level (P<0.05) in the comparison between the three groups. Size and weights of testes 

increased significantly (P<0.05) in both T1 and T2 groups when compared with control.

 

Available online at http://www.vetmedmosul.org/ijvs 
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Least Significant Difference; LSD

1T2TP<0.05

2TP<0.05

1T

P<0.05TestosteroneLH

T2P<0.05

1TP>0.05

FSH

×017

P>0.05

P<0.05

Mass Motility

P>0.05

P<0.05

P>0.05

P<0.05

P>0.05

P<0.05

P>0.05

P>0.05P<0.05

 

P<0.05

2T1T

2TP<0.05

T1

P<0.05

2T1T

2TP<0.05

T1

P>0.05

2T1T

P<0.05

2T1T

P<0.052T

1T



 

 

 

 515 

1T2T

T2

)2(T

)1(T

1T2T

 

TestosteroneLH

TestosteroneLH

Testosterone

1T

2T

Free 

radicals

Apoptosis

Germ cells

TestosteroneLH

FSH

TestosteroneLH

Testosterone

FSH

LH



 

 

 

 516 

Testosterone

TestosteroneFSH

 

 
CT1T2

7.10 ± 

0.694 c 
10.70 ± 

0.678 b

12.90 ± 

0.541 a 

3.84 ± 

0.18 c 
4.62 ± 

0.20 b 
5.34 ± 

a 0.17

1.94 ± 

0.05 c

2.48 ± 

0.06 b

3.15 ± 

0.10 a 
1.04 ± 

c 0.08

1.44 ± 

b 0.05

1.74 ± 

a 0.05

±

P<0.05

12 , 2

TestosteroneLHFSH

 
CT1T2

LH4.16 ± 

0.16 c

5.10 ± 

0.23 b

6.16 ± 

0.17 a 

Testosterone
11.40 ± 

0.32 c 
13.40 ± 

0.18 b 
14.24 ± 

0.16 a 

FSH
4.26 ± 

0.76 a

4.98 ± 

0.73 a

5.36 ± 

0.48 a 

±

P<0.05

12 , 2

×107

 
CT1T2

361.7 ± 9.8364.1 ± 11.9362.2 ± 13.4

1354.5 ± 10.9356.5 ± 9.2 353.8 ± 9.4

2 345.7 ± 10.6349.4 ± 9.5346.8 ± 8.8

3 392.2 ± 9.3390.1 ± 7.2392.1 ± 10.4

4 403.5 ± 11.8433.7 ± 5.8403.8 ± 10.8

5 428.4 ± 9.1432.2 ± 8.6422.8 ± 5.7

6 452.8 ± 8.4454.0 ± 5.8456.5 ± 6.4

7 510.0 ± 6.3512.4 ± 2.1521.2 ± 4.8

8 542.0± 8.3 c597.0±10.7 b653.1±13.5 a

9553.7± 5.0 c626.4 ± 9.6 b673.0±10.9 a

10 560.7± 3.6 c636.5 ± 7.4 b694.0±10.5 a

±

P<0.05

18 , 2 

 
CT1T2

4.010 ± 0.54.005 ± 1.34.025 ± 1.9

1 4.050 ± 1.24.005 ± 1.24.050 ± 1.4

2 4.055 ± 1.04.005 ± 0.84.060 ± 1.3

3 4.075 ± 1.64.085 ± 1.04.060 ± 0.7
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4 4.075 ± 1.64.070 ± 1.04.070 ± 1.0

5 4.075 ± 0.84.090 ± 0.84.070 ± 0.8

6 4.070± 0.6 c4.110 ± 0.9 b4.240 ± 0.4 a

7 4.025± 0.2 c4.155 ± 1.0 b4.360 ± 0.9 a

8 4.040± 0.9 c4.190 ± 0.5 b4.440 ± 0.5 a

9 4.055± 1.1 c4.214 ± 0.5 b4.490 ± 0.3 a

10 4.050± 0.6 c4.278 ± 0.4 b4.550 ± 0.3 a

±

P<0.05

12 , 2

 
CT1T2

80.40 ± 2.080.50 ± 1.980.80 ± 2.2

1 81.20 ± 1.581.14 ± 1.681.00 ±1.5

2 81.40 ± 1.081.42 ± 1.081.57 ± 1.6

3 80.80 ± 1.280.70 ± 1.180.57 ± 1.1

4 80.70 ± 1.580.50 ± 0.880.71 ± 1.5 

5 80.50 ± 1.980.00 ± 1.080.00 ± 1.8 

6 81.00 ± 1.281.00 ± 1.181.40 ± 1.2

7 81.40 ± 0.882.00 ± 1.182.10 ± 1.3

8 81.10 ± 1.082.40 ± 1.083.80 ± 0.7

9 81.00± 1.2 c83.00 ± 0.7 b 85.70 ± 0.4 a 

10 81.00± 1.4 c85.40 ± 0.5 b87.50 ± 0.3 a

±

P<0.05

12 , 2

 
CT1T2

15.00 ± 1.614.76 ± 2.314.74 ± 1.8

1 13.98 ± 1.213.76 ± 1.714.00 ± 1.0

2 13.30 ± 0.913.26 ± 0.9 13.30 ± 0.8

3 12.70 ± 0.712.60 ± 1.012.60 ± 0.9

4 12.20 ± 0.712.14 ± 1.412.34 ± 1.2

5 12.20 ± 1.211.00 ± 0.412.00 ± 1.1

6 11.20 ± 1.010.90 ± 0.910.20 ± 0.2

7 10.20 ± 1.58.80 ± 0.48.30 ± 0.4

8 9.38 ± 0.3 c7.52 ± 0.2 b6.26 ± 0.3 a

9 9.28 ± 0.4 c6.18 ± 0.2 b4.60 ± 0.1 a

10 9.24 ± 1.2 c4.72 ± 0.2 b2.92 ± 0.2 a

±

P<0.05

12 , 2

 
CT1T2

13.20 ± 1.213.00 ± 2.0 13.38 ± 0.5

1 13.00 ± 1.012.98 ± 1.613.00 ± 2.0

2 11.20 ± 1.112.00 ± 1.511.90 ± 0.8

3 11.90 ± 2.311.10 ± 0.711.90 ± 1.4

4 10.96 ± 2.410.98 ± 0.910.96 ± 0.6

5 10.00 ± 1.59.30 ± 2.48.82 ± 1.5

6 10.00 ± 1.58.58 ± 1.79.90 ± 1.5 

7 9.94 ± 1.36.94 ± 1.25.80 ± 1.0

8 9.90 ± 1.5 c6.30 ± 1.0 b4.50 ± 0.3 a

9 9.20 ± 0.5 c5.76 ± 0.9 b4.10 ± 0.3 a

10 9.24 ± 1.2 c4.72 ± 0.2 b3.10 ± 0.2 a

±

P<0.05

12 , 2

 
CT1T2

258.48 ± 

12.95 c 
317.60 ± 

5.29 b 
433.44 ± 

16.6 a 

 
62.20 ± 

4.54 c

86.64 ± 

5.67 b

133.08 ± 

13.0 a

234.24 ± 322.16 ± 518.60 ± 
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4.53 c 12.13 b 19.22 a 

 
37.72 ± 

1.14 c

60.84 ± 

1.65 b

107.36 ± 

5.42 a

19.04 ± 

0.07 a

19.50 ± 

0.05 a

19.90 ± 

0.04 a

11.10 ± 

0.28 c

13.81 ± 

0.18 b

15.08 ± 

0.31

±

P<0.05

1212 , 234

18 , 2
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