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In vitro assessment of probiotic properties of
Lactobacillus rhamnosus isolated from oral cavity
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Abstract: Objective To evaluate the probiotic potential of Lactobacillus isolated from oral cavity and select
candidates to be used as probiotic in oral health. Methods Lactobacillus strains were screened from saliva
and dental plaque by using selective medium. The Lactobacillus strains were identified and examined for an-
timicrobial activity, co-aggregation ability, hydrophobicity and resistance to lysozyme. Results A strain of
Lactobacillus rhamnosus named 1.LR863 was obtained, which exhibited antimicrobial activitity against Strep-
tococcus mutans , Streptococcus gordonii , Porphyromonas gingivalis, Fusobacterium nucleatum and Acti-
nobacillus actinomycetemcomitans. lts antimicrobial activity decreased after protease treatment. This strain
also showed excellent autoaggregation ability and co-aggregation ability. The hydrophobicity rates with xy-
lene, chloroform and ethyl acetate were 76, 91%, 87.46% and 41 88% respectively . Moreover,
L. rhamnosus 1.LR863 showed resistance to 2. 0 mg/mL lysozyme. Conclusion L. rhamnosus LR863 exhibited
a spectrum of probiotic properties, which may facilitate its applications in oral care products.
Key words: Oral health; Lactobacillus rhamnosus; Antimicrobial activity; Co-aggregation ability
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