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        Abstract



        
          Background:


          Livestock production should respond to societal, environmental and economic changes. Since 2006 and the ban on antibiotics as growth factors in European Union, the use of probiotics has become widespread and has demonstrated the effect of intestinal microbiota on the performance of farm animals.

        


        
          Objective:


          The aim of this study was to investigate the effect of supplementation with Lactobacillus salivarius (as a probiotics strain or combined with other strains) on zootechnical performance, metabolic and immune gene expression and intestinal microbiota diversity in mule ducks using high-throughput sequencing and real-time PCR.

        


        
          Method:


          The mule ducks were reared for 79 days and overfed for 12 days with or without probiotics. Samples were collected at 14 (starting period) and 91 days (end of overfeeding period), 3 hours post feeding.

        


        
          Results:


          Irrespective of digestive content, age, level of feed intake or supplementation with probiotics, Firmicutes, Proteobacteria and Bacteroidetes were the dominant phyla in the bacterial community in mule ducks. At 14 days, both the ileal and cecal samples were dominated by Firmicutes (in particular the Clostridiales order). Overfeeding induced a shift between Clostridiales and Lactobacillales in the ileal samples whereas in the cecal samples, the relative abundance of Firmicutes decreased. Overfeeding also induced hepatic over-expression of Fatty Acid Synthase (FAS) and of the lipid transporter gene Fatty Acid Binding Protein 4 (FABP4). This increase in lipid metabolism genes is associated with a decrease in inflammatory response.

        


        
          Conclusion:


          Finally, probiotic supplementation had only a slight impact on gene expression and microbiota diversity, both at 14 days and after overfeeding.
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      1. INTRODUCTION


      The intestinal microbiota plays an essential role in the host physiology and forms a complex ecosystem [1]. Microbiota can affect gut morphology or nutrient utilization [2], stimulate the immune response [3] and protect against pathogens [4].


      In chickens, Lactobacillus spp. is the major genus in the small intestine (duodenum, jejunum and ileum) whereas Clostridium spp. and Bacteroides spp. are dominant in the ceca [5, 6]. In ducks, Firmicutes and Bacteroidetes are the dominant phyla in both the ileum and the ceca, as previously described in chickens and mammals [7-10]. However, Lactobacillus is not dominant, as described in adult chickens [8, 9]. In rearing geese, the dominant phyla are Proteobacteria and Firmicutes in intestinal microbiota [10, 11]. Previous studies have also shown that the diversity of intestinal microbiota is modified by diet [12]. During overfeeding, waterfowls are exclusively fed with corn which induces a hepatic steatosis called “foie gras”, resulting from the storage of fatty acids in the liver [13, 14]. Recent studies have shown a strong effect of diet and genetics on microbiota diversity, in particular an increase in Lactobacillus spp. after overfeeding [8-10]. Interestingly, a link between the ability of ducks to trigger a liver steatosis and the composition of the intestinal microbiota according to the genetic type has also been highlighted [8, 9].


      Probiotics (live microorganisms) are known to be beneficial to their host [15] and since the ban on the use of antibiotics as growth factors in European Union, their use to improve animal health, welfare and productivity has increased [16]. Various actions have been described; for example, probiotics can reduce the presence of pathogenic bacteria in the intestine, probably through the production of lactic acid, bacteriocins or both [4, 17, 18]. Competition can also occur for the occupation of ecological niches [19]. Immune resistance has also been modulated by probiotic supplementation [20]. Probiotics have an effect on body weight gain and liver weights in young chicks and ducklings [21]. In broiler chickens, Kabir et al. [22] demonstrated a higher liver weight and better immune to sheep red blood cell immunization when chickens were supplemented with Enterococcus faecium. The Lactobacillus genus has also been regularly cited as an efficient probiotic in poultry [23, 24]. Lactobacillus is known to have hydrolytic action and to favor digestion and absorption of nutrients, making them available to the host [25, 26]. Lactobacillus inoculation in young chicks and ducklings has an effect on body weight gain and liver weights [21]. It has also been shown in geese that anti-inflammatory immunity mechanisms are linked to the Lactobacillus genus, and partially explain the animal's good health during overfeeding [10]. While many studies have been carried out on the effect of microbiota on poultry performance [27, 28], little is known about the role of microbiota in waterfowl during overfeeding.


      The rapid evolution of the diversity of intestinal microbiota during the early stages of development demonstrated by Best et al. [29] and Rey et al. [30] in ducks and the strong effect of strain inoculation in newborn chickens on the composition of microbiota [31, 32] suggest that supplementation in ducklings will be more efficient in modulating microbiota and host physiology immediately after hatching.


      In the poultry industry, there is an increasing interest in probiotics because in many countries, growers can no longer use antibiotics as growth factors [33]. In this study, we analyzed the effect of probiotic supplementation (Lactobacillus salivarius isolated from ducks at the end of overfeeding or strains isolated from chickens) on growth performance, microbial diversity, metabolism and immune gene expression in ducks.

    


    
      

      2. MATERIALS AND METHODS


      
        

        2.1. Animals and Experimental Design


        This trial was performed from February 2nd 2015 to May 4th 2015. The animals were cared for in accordance with the animal research guidelines of the French Ministry of Agriculture and the Directive 2010/63/EU. This trial was carried out at the Experimental Station for Waterfowls of INRA (Benquet, France with accreditation number B40-037-1).


        The schematic diagram of the experimental design is available in Fig. (1). A total of 150 post-hatching ducklings were randomly allocated to three separate pens (18m2 per pen). The first group received the probiotic isolated by the cultural method (group A). The second received a probiotic product composed of a mix of strains isolated from healthy chickens (group B). Sterilized water was used as a control for the third group (group C).


        [image: ]
Fig. (1)

        Schematic diagram of the experimental design. During the starter and growing diets, animals from each experimental group were reared in separate pens (18m2 per pen). Heating was provided for the first 14 days, then no heat was provided and the animals had access to the outdoor pen (8m2).

        
          Table 1 Ingredients and main nutrient composition of the experimental diets, expressed in percentage of raw feed unless overfeeding diet expressed in percentage of DM.


          
            
              
                	Ingredients

                	

                	Starter diet

                	Grower diet

                	Overfeeding diet (% of Dry Matter)
              

            

            
              
                	

                	Wheat

                	39,9

                	35

                	
              


              
                	

                	Corn

                	20,1

                	15

                	98
              


              
                	

                	Others cereals or derivatives

                	13,6

                	19,5

                	
              


              
                	

                	Oilcakes

                	22,9

                	22,65

                	
              


              
                	

                	Premix and vitamin

                	3

                	2,6

                	2
              


              
                	Nutrients

                	

                	

                	

                	
              


              
                	

                	ME MJ/kg

                	11,43

                	11,37

                	13,9
              


              
                	

                	Starch

                	40,2

                	47,3

                	75,9
              


              
                	

                	Humidity

                	12.23

                	12.07

                	
              


              
                	

                	CP

                	17.50

                	15.51

                	8,91
              


              
                	

                	Cellulose

                	5.14

                	6.01

                	2,77
              


              
                	

                	Ashes

                	5.50

                	4.97

                	4,99
              

            
          


        


        All ducks were fed ad libitum, from hatching to 28 days of age, with a starting diet (11.43 MJ/kg; crude proteins: 17.5%) and from 28 to 79 days of age with a growing diet (11.37 MJ/kg; crude proteins: 15.5%). At the age of 56 days, the animals were subjected to hourly rationing in order to prepare the overfeeding. At 80 days of age, these ducks were overfed with corn mixture (13.9 MJ/kg; crude proteins: 8.9%) for 12 days in cages containing four ducks (21 meals). During the overfeeding period, the ducks were allocated to cages according to the experimental group. The composition of the different diets used in this study is listed in (Table 1).


        During the rearing period (from hatching to 79 days of age), it was decided to mix the feed with adequate probiotics (group A and B) up to a final bacterial load of 2.108 CFU / g; or with sterile water (group C). During the overfeeding period (from 80 to 91 days of age), the animals were inoculated with probiotic A or B or sterile water by oral gavage with a gastric tube and syringe before the meal, according to the weight of diet received by the animal. During the overfeeding period, the animals that had been given probiotics during the rearing period were divided into two equal subgroups. One of the two subgroups continued to receive the adequate probiotics (group A+ and B+) and the other did not (group A- and B-), instead receiving sterile water like the control animals (group C). The individual BW (body weight) was registered every 14 days during experimentation. Feed distribution was registered every 2 days during the period from day 1 to day 79 (individual pen measurements). Food intake was measured at each distribution by deducting uneaten food from distributed food. Food intake was registered individually during the overfeeding period (from 80 to 91 days of age). The ducks were killed by exsanguination after electric stunning, 3 h after the last meal to homogenize the filling level of the ducks’ digestive tract. Ten animals from each experimental group were selected at 14 days of age and were considered as the control group for the overfeeding effect (starting point, SP point). Ten animals from each experimental group were selected at 78 days of age and were only considered for their performance level (before overfeeding, Bof point). The 30 remaining animals were killed at the end of the overfeeding period (End of Overfeeding, Eof point).

      


      
        

        2.2. Probiotics and Food Preparation


        Two probiotics were used in this experiment. The first one (A) was a Lactobacillus strain isolated by the cultural method on MRS/Rogosa media (VWR chemicals, Radnor, Penn, USA) from the ileal digestive content of a duck at the end of overfeeding. Ileal digestive contents were an collected and inoculated on MRS/Rogosa agar plate after serial dilution in a Tryptone buffer. Ten characteristics colonies were purified on the MRS/Rogosa. Once isolated and purified, these strains were cultured in liquid MRS medium for 12 h at 37° C. These strains were then identified by sequencing the PCR product of the gene encoding the 16S RNA (Custom DNA Sequencing, Eurofins Genomics, Luxembourg, Luxembourg). Three strains were identified as Lactobacillus salivarius. The cultures of these three strains were then centrifuged to pellet the cells and resuspended in sterile water with a ratio of 0.8-fold the volume of culture. The stability of resuspended cells in the animal food was tested by mixing the resuspended cells with feed to a bacterial load of 2.1010 CFU / g. The most stable strain was selected. Bacterial quantification decreased from 2.1010 to 2.108CFU / g during the first 24 h after diet preparation, so diets with probiotics were prepared and distributed 24 h later during the animal experimentation. The second probiotic is a probiotic product in powder form including probiotic bacteria isolated from the small intestinal tract (Enterococcus faecium and Bifidobacterium animalis) and cecum (Pediococcus acidilactici and Lactobacillus salivarius) of healthy adult chickens. The product had a total bacterial count of 1.1011 CFU / g. To inoculate the animals, it was decided to mix probiotic B with the diet, at the same dose as probiotic A. For the control group, the same volume of sterile water was used.

      


      
        

        2.3. Sampling for Biological Analysis


        Blood was sampled for plasma analysis. The plasmas were separated by centrifugation at 3000×g for 10 min at 4° C and stored at −20° C. After dissection, the liver, pectoralis major (muscle) and subcutaneous adipose tissues (SAT) were weighed, sampled and stored at −80° C for the study of gene expression. The ileum and ceca were immediately collected and kept on ice. The digestive contents of the ileum and ceca were collected by gently squeezing the organ and stored at −80° C for the study of gut microbiota.

      


      
        

        2.4. Fatty liver Melting Rate Measurement


        In order to determinate the fatty liver melting rate (or fat loss during cooking), approximately 200g of the fatty liver were weighed and put into a glass jar with salt (12g/kg) and pepper (2g/kg). The jars were then cooked for 1 h in water in an autoclave at 85°C under a pressure of 0.8 bar. The temperature was controlled in water and in control jars equipped with temperature sensors. After 30 min of chilling by circulating cool water in the autoclave, the jars were stored at 4°C. The jars were opened after 2 months and exuded fat during cooking was carefully removed from the liver. The fatty liver melting rate was evaluated as: [image: ]

      


      
        

        2.5. Biochemical Assays


        Plasma Glycemia and Triglyceridemia were quantified by the colorimetric method using enzymatic kits (Glucose RTU, Biomérieux, France and Triglycérides LDB, Biodirect, France).

      


      
        

        2.6. Gene Expression Measurement


        
          

          2.6.1. RNA Isolation and Reverse Transcription


          Total RNA was isolated from the frozen tissue according to the TRIZOL method (Invitrogen/Life technologies, Carlsbad, Cal, USA). Total RNA concentration was measured by spectrophotometry using a NanoVuePlus (GE Healthcare, Chicago, Illinois, USA), and all samples were normalized at 500 ng /µl before storage at -80°C until cDNA generation. The integrity of total RNA was analyzed by electrophoresis. cDNA was obtained by reverse transcription using the enzyme Superscript III (Invitrogen/Life technologies, Carlsbad, Cal, USA) and a mix of oligo dT and random primers (Promega, Fitchburg, Wisconsin, USA). 3 µg of total RNA was used, and the absence of contamination by DNA was verified by two negative controls (without RNA and without Superscript). The reaction was carried out in a StepOne (Applied Biosystem, Waltham, Massachusetts, USA) for 25° C / 5 min, 55° C / 60 min, 70° C / 15 min and retention at 4°C until storage at −20°C.

        


        
          

          2.6.2. Real Time PCR, Primers and Gene Expression Analysis


          Ten birds per experimental group (with or without probiotics according to sampling point) were used for quantitative PCR analysis, both for metabolism and immune response gene expression. All primer sets are listed in Table (2). The reactions were run in duplicate in a final volume of 15 μL. The PCR mix was made up of 7.5 μL of SybrGreen Universal PCR Master Mix (Quanta Bioscience, Gaithersburg, MD, USA), 5.5 μL of 500 nM specific primers, and 2 μL of template cDNA or the negative controls. Real-time PCR was performed in a StepOne instrument (Applied Biosystem, Waltham, Massachusetts, USA) with an initial denaturation step of 10 min at 95° C, and 35 cycles for denaturation of 15 s at 95° C, annealing/extension for 1 min at a specific temperature for each primer, and 1 final cycle at 70° C for 15 s. Melt curve analyses were done by slowly heating the PCR mixtures from 60 to 95° C, and the cycle threshold (Ct) was determined with the StepOne Applied Biosystem software 2.3. The chosen reference gene was Actin B but all the results were confirmed with glyceraldehyde 3-phosphate dehydrogenase (GAPDH). The standard group was group C at SP point. For several genes, results could only be obtained at Eof point. In this case, the reference group was group C at Eof point. All Cycle thresholds (Ct) were collected. Results are expressed as 2-∆∆Ct with ∆∆Ct= ((Cttarget - Ctref) sample)- ((Cttarget- Ctref) standard).


          
            Table 2 Primers used for determination of mRNA levels.


            
              
                
                  	Gene (Name and Symbol)

                  	References

                  	Primer Sequence 5′-3′

                  	Product Size (bp)
                

              

              
                
                  	Apolipoprotein B

                  	[16]

                  	TCTCACCGTGACTTGAGTGC

                  	137
                


                
                  	ApoB

                  	

                  	TCCCAGCAGAAGGTGAAGAT

                  	
                


                
                  	Fatty acid binding protein 4

                  	[16]

                  	AATGGCTCACTGAAGCAGGT

                  	143
                


                
                  	FABP4

                  	

                  	TGGCTTCTTCATGCCTTTTC

                  	
                


                
                  	Fatty acid synthase

                  	[16]

                  	TGAAGAAGGTCTGGGTGGAG

                  	97
                


                
                  	FAS

                  	

                  	CTCCAATAAGGTGCGGTGAT

                  	
                


                
                  	Fatty acid translocase/cluster of

                  	[16]

                  	AGTTTGCCAAAAGGCTTCAA

                  	228
                


                
                  	Differentiation 36 FAT/CD36

                  	

                  	CGAGGAACACCACAGAACCT

                  	
                


                
                  	Peroxisome proliferator activated

                  	[16]

                  	CCCAAGTTTGAGTTCGCTGT

                  	196
                


                
                  	Receptor Gamma PPARG

                  	

                  	GCTGTGACGACTCTGGATGA

                  	
                


                
                  	Glucose transporter 2

                  	[67]

                  	GGAGTTGACCAACCCGTTTA

                  	242
                


                
                  	GLUT2 (SLC2A2)

                  	

                  	CCCACCTCGAAGAAGATGAC

                  	
                


                
                  	lipopolysaccharide-induced TNF factor

                  	By this study

                  	GTCTGCACCACCTTCTTATGAG

                  	163
                


                
                  	LITAF

                  	

                  	CCGTCTGAACTGTAACGGG

                  	
                


                
                  	angiopoitein-likeprotein 4

                  	By this study

                  	CCCTTCAAAGTCTACTGCGA

                  	136
                


                
                  	FIAF/ANGPTK-4

                  	

                  	CAGAAGTCACCATGAAGGTCTC

                  	
                


                
                  	Interleukine 8

                  	By this study

                  	GAAATCATAGCTACTCTGAAGGAC

                  	112
                


                
                  	IL8

                  	

                  	CAGAATTGCCTTTACGATCCG

                  	
                


                
                  	Reference genes

                  	

                  	

                  	
                


                
                  	Actin B

                  	[16]

                  	CCAGCCATCTTTCTTGGGTA

                  	141
                


                
                  	ActB

                  	

                  	ATGCCTGGGTACATTGTGGT

                  	
                


                
                  	glyceraldehyde 3-phosphate dehydrogenase

                  	[16]

                  	CAGAGGACCAGGTTGTCTCC

                  	146
                


                
                  	(GAPDH)

                  	

                  	CACCACACGGTTGCTGTATC

                  	
                

              
            


          

        

      


      
        

        2.7. Metagenomic Sequencing of Intestinal Microbiota


        
          

          2.7.1. DNA Extraction


          Total genomic DNA from the ileal and cecal samples was extracted by combining mechanical and thermic lysis using an Ultra Turrax Digital Homogenizer IKA T-25 (Fisher Scientific, Illkirch, FR) and a QIAamp Fast DNA Stool Mini Kit (QiagenGmbh, Hilden, DE) according to the manufacturer’s instructions with 220mg as starting material. The lysis temperature used was 95°C. The DNA sample was eluted with 50 µl of ATE buffer (Qiagen Gmbh, Hilden, DE) and stored at – 20 °C. The quantity and quality of DNA extracted were measured using the NanoVue Plus (GE Healthcare, Chicago, Illinois, USA).

        


        
          

          2.7.2. 16S rRNA Amplification and Sequencing


          The PCR for sequencing were realized on the 16S rRNA gene according to the method described by Lluch et al. [34] using MiSeq kit reagents v2 (2x250 bp pair ended reads). Amplicons from the V3-V4 regions of 16SrRNA genes were generated using specific bacterial primers 5’CTTTCCCTACACGACGCTCTTCCGATCTAC GGRAGGCAGCAG 3’ and 5’GGAGTTCAGACGTGTGCT CTTCCGATCTTACCAGGGTATCTAATCCT 3’. The preparation of amplicons was performed in a total volume of 50µL containing 1 U TAQ Polymerase and adequate 10 X PCR buffer (MTP Taq DNA Polymerase, Sigma), 200µM of dNTP (Sigma), 0.2µM of each primer and 2µL of DNA template. The amplification program consisted of an initial denaturation step at 94°C for 1 min and 32 cycles of denaturation at 94°C for 1 min, annealing at 63° C for 1 min and elongation at 72° C for 1 min. In the end, a final extension step at 72° C for 10 min was carried out. The quality of PCR products was controlled by electrophoresis. 2µL of PCR product were deposited on an agarose gel (1% / TBE) with load Buffer for 30- 40 min at 135 V. Amplicons were then sent to the INRA genomic platform in Toulouse for sequencing. The amplicons were purified briefly using the magnetic beads Agencourt AMPure XP- PCR Purification (Beckman Coulter, Brea, CA, USA) following the 96-well format procedure, modified as follows: beads / PCR reactional volume ratio of 0.8 x and final elution volume of 32 μl using Elution Buffer EB (Qiagen). The concentration of the purified amplicons was controlled using Nanodrop 8000 spectrophotometry (Thermo Scientific). Single multiplexing was performed using a homemade 6-bp index, added to reverse primer during a second PCR with 12 cycles using a forward primer (5’AATGATACGGCGACCACCGAGA TCTACACTCTTTCCCTACACGAC 3’) and reverse primer (5’CAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGAT-index-GTGACTGGAGTTCAGACGTGT 3’). The resulting PCR products were purified and loaded onto the Illumina MiSeq cartridge according to the manufacturer’s instructions. The quality of the run was checked internally using PhiX Illumina, and then each pair-end sequence was assigned to its sample with the help of the previously integrated index.

        

      


      
        

        2.8. Sequencing Analysis


        All software for analysis of sequenced data was used in the FROGS pipeline developed by the French National Institute of Agricultural Research (INRA, Toulouse, France) [35].


        First the sequences were denoised using the Flash 1.2.11 and Cutadapt 1.7.1 tools [36, 37]. Only sequences with sizes between 380 and 500 bp, without ambiguous bases and with the two primers (5’ primer ACGGGAGGCAGCAG and 3’ primer AGGATTAGATACCCTGGA) were kept. Secondly, the sequences were clustered with Swarm 2.0 [38] in two steps, as recommended by Escudié et al. [35]. Swarm uses an iterative growth process to cluster sequences. In each growth step, the sequence of the previous step was used to find the other sequences with a number of differences inferior or equal to the “Aggregation distance”. The first step, or denoising step, served to build very fine clusters with an aggregation distance equal to 1 between the sequences of each crown. After the denoising, a second swarm with an aggregation equal to 3 between seeds from this first clustering was used to delineate OTUs. Next, PCR chimeras were removed using VChime of the Vsearch package [39]. This step was performed after clustering in order to shorten the analysis time. Next, the remaining clusters were filtered. Only clusters present in at least 2 samples and with an abundance greater than 0.005% of the total sequences [40] were kept. Finally, taxonomic affiliation for each OTU was obtained with BLASTn+ [41] by blasting the sequences on the Silva128 database [42].

      


      
        

        2.9. Statistical Analysis


        Values given in the text are expressed as means ± SEM. Analyses of the OTU table were performed with the PhyloSeq package [43]. Relative abundance, Chao1 diversity richness, Shannon and InvSimpson richness were determined. Beta-diversity was determined using nMDS with the Bray-Curtis distance method. Sparse Partial Least Squares Discriminant Analysis (s PLS DA) was performed to determine the most discriminant OTU using the mixOmics package [44] with CSS normalization and log transformation of count sequences. A cutoff value of 0.95 was used to select the discriminant OTUs. Statistical analyses were performed with ANOVA analysis of variance using the R software 3.3.1 [45]. Differences were considered as significant when P-value < 0.05. When significant, differences between treatments were compared using Tukey’s test and FDR with BH correction [46]. In order to analyze relationships between the bacterial community and bio-chemical plasma parameters and growth parameters, an sPLS (sparse Partial Least Squares) analysis was also carried out using the mixOmics package.


        
          Table 3 Zootechnical results (in g) and plasma of glucose (Glu) and tryglicerides (TG) concentrations according to experimental groups1.


          
            
              
                	Zootechnical parameters

                	Group C

                Bof

                	Group A

                Bof

                	Group B

                Bof

                	Group C

                Eof

                	Group A+

                Eof

                	Group A-

                Eof

                	Group B+

                Eof

                	Group B-

                Eof

                	Pvalue
              

            

            
              
                	Body weight (g)

                	4 306+/-75a

                	4 310+/-82a

                	4299+*-64a

                	6261±97b

                	6382±108b

                	6330±112b

                	6441±99b

                	6268±157b

                	***
              


              
                	Liver weight (g)

                	93+/-5a

                	90+/-4a

                	93+/-3a

                	628±21b

                	593±27b

                	564±27b

                	605±32b

                	584±34b

                	***
              


              
                	Fat weight (g)

                	57+/-8a

                	51+/-5a

                	59+/-7a

                	151±5b

                	153±6b

                	152±8b

                	162±6b

                	157±9b

                	***
              


              
                	Muscle weight (g)

                	313+/-8

                	317+/-9

                	310+/-13

                	315±5

                	318±8

                	317±6

                	314±8

                	316±11

                	N.S
              


              
                	Melting rate (%)

                	N.D

                	N.D

                	N.D

                	19,6±1,2a

                	13,7±2,3ab

                	12,7±1,7b

                	17,9±2,5ab

                	14,8±1,9ab

                	*
              


              
                	Feed consumption (g)

                	21 969

                	21 769

                	21 636

                	8722±18

                	8714±34

                	8662±62

                	8721±27

                	8541±154

                	N.S
              


              
                	Glu (g/L)

                	1.99+/-0.71a

                	1.97+/-0.21a

                	1.96+/-0.30a

                	2,94±0,84b

                	2,80±0,81b

                	3,14±0,65b

                	2,95±0,51b

                	3,39±1,14b

                	***
              


              
                	TG (mmol/L)

                	1.43+/-0.25c

                	1.19+/-0.43c

                	1.34+/-0.23c

                	4,76±1,37a

                	5,86±1,32b

                	5,24±1,39a,b

                	5,51±1,10a,b

                	4,51±0,68a

                	***
              

            
          


          
            1The values are expressed as means ± standard error of the mean (SEM). a, b, c, Means in the same row with unlike superscripts differ (P < 0.05).
          


        

      

    


    
      

      3. RESULTS


      
        

        3.1. Bird Performance


        Concerning group C, during the rearing period, BW increased from 508±6 g (SP point) to 4306±75 g (Bof point) (P<0.001). Moreover, BW was statistically different between experimental groups at SP point. In fact, the BW of group C at SP point was higher than those of group A and B at the same point (508±6 g vs 486±5 and 484±6 g; P<0.001). This difference disappeared at 42 days of age (data not shown). During the rearing period, no effect of probiotic addition was observed on liver weight (LW), muscle weight (MW) and subcutaneous fat weight (SFW). In group C, between SP and Eof point, the overfeeding period increased BW (4 306±75 g to 6 261±97 g; P<0.001), LW (93±5 g to 628±21 g; P<0.001) and SFW (57±8 g to 151±5 g; P<0.001). MW was not influenced by overfeeding (310±13 g vs 315±5 g; N.S) Table (3). As previously, no effect of probiotic addition during overfeeding was observed on BW, LW, MW and SFW.


        Feed consumption during overfeeding was expressed as g of raw feed/bird Table (3). No statistical difference in feed consumption was observed during rearing (data not shown) and the overfeeding period Table (3), with or without probiotic supplementation. The fatty liver melting rate (fat loss during cooking) was used to determinate fatty liver quality. Here, probiotic addition had a significant effect on the fatty liver’s melting rate. In fact, the melting rate decreased in group A- at Eof point compared to group C at the same point (19.6±1.2% vs 12.7±1.7%; P<0.05) (Table 3). However, no significant differences were observed between group A- and the other probiotic groups (A+, B-, B+).

      


      
        

        3.2. Glycemia and Triglyceridemia


        No effect of probiotic supplementation was observed during SP point on glucose and triglyceride plasma concentration Table (3). Between SP and Eof point, glycemia increased (from 1.99±0.71 g / L to 2.94±0.84 g / L in group C; P<0.005), as did triglyceridemia (from 1.43±0.25 mmol / L to 4.76±1.37 mmol / L in group C; P<0.001). Probiotic supplementation had no impact on glucose concentration at Eof point. Concerning the plasma concentration of triglycerides during Eof point, we observed that group A+ had a higher triglyceridemia than group C (5.86±1.32 vs 4.76±1.37 mmol / L; P<0.05). However, no significant differences were observed between group A+ and the other probiotic groups (A-, B-, B+).

      


      
        

        3.3. Metabolic and Immune Response Gene Expression


        The expression of gene markers of lipogenesis and lipid uptake were then highlighted Table (4). Metabolic gene expression was measured in the liver. Fatty Acid Synthase (FAS) expression increased strongly between SP and Eof point (717±312-fold in group C; P<0.005). In the same way, Fatty Acid Binding Protein 4 (FABP4) expression increased strongly between SP and Eof point (177±77-fold in group C; P<0.001). However, probiotic supplementation had no effect on metabolic gene expression either at Eof point or at SP, irrespective of the tissues and genes studied Table (4). For Fasting-Induced Adipose Factor / angiopoietin-like protein 4 (Fiaf factor), expression increased more than 3 times between SP and Eof point.


        
          Table 4 Relative expression of genes implicated in metabolic and immune response in liver, muscle and jejunum mucosa according to experimental groups. 2


          
            
              
                	Organ

                	Gene

                	Group A

                SP point

                	Group B

                SP point

                	Group C

                Eof point

                	Group A+

                Eof point

                	Group A-

                Eof point

                	Group B+

                Eof point

                	Group B-

                Eof point

                	Pvalue
              

            

            
              
                	Liver

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	
              


              
                	Lipid metabolism

                	FAS

                	1±0a

                	1±0a

                	717±312b

                	334±95b

                	439±148b

                	410±189b

                	604±273b

                	*
              


              
                	

                	FABP4

                	3±1a

                	1±0a

                	177±77b

                	58±10b

                	87±21b

                	105±27b

                	57±26b

                	**
              


              
                	

                	FAT/CD36

                	2.84±2.23

                	0.94±0.43

                	0.04±0.01

                	0.04±0.01

                	0.07±0.02

                	0.05±0.01

                	0.07±0.03

                	N.S
              


              
                	

                	ApoB

                	n.d

                	n.d

                	n.d

                	2,4±1,7

                	2,3±1,7

                	8,6±4,6

                	7,1±6,4

                	N.S
              


              
                	Glucid metabolism

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	
              


              
                	

                	GluT2

                	n.d

                	n.d

                	n.d

                	1.6±0.1

                	1.5±0.1

                	1.3±0.1

                	1.4±0.1

                	N.S
              


              
                	Muscle

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	
              


              
                	Lipid metabolism

                	FAS

                	n.d

                	n.d

                	n.d

                	1.07±0.56

                	1.19±0.49

                	0.60±0.16

                	0.69±0.23

                	N.S
              


              
                	Jejunal mucosa

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	
              


              
                	Immune response

                	PPARG

                	0,9±0,3a

                	2,2±1,7a

                	4,8±0,4b

                	4,1±0,6b

                	3,8±0,7b

                	3,2±0,8b

                	4,4±0,7b

                	**
              


              
                	

                	LITAF

                	0.97±0.30a

                	0.68±0.21a

                	0.42±0.09b

                	0.55±0.11b

                	0.47±0.05b

                	0.27±0.07c

                	0.39±0.07bc

                	**
              


              
                	

                	IL8

                	0,8±0,1

                	1,1±0,2

                	n.d

                	n.d

                	n.d

                	n.d

                	n.d

                	N.S
              


              
                	Metabolism regulation

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	

                	
              


              
                	

                	FIAF

                	1.03±0.08a

                	1.16±0.25a

                	3.69±0.53b

                	4.50±0.51bc

                	3.51±0.75bc

                	2.72±0.89ab

                	5.23±0.59d

                	**
              

            
          


          
            2The values are expressed as means ± standard error of the mean (SEM) of 2-∆∆Ct with group C at SP point as reference group. a, b, c, d Means in the same row with unlike superscripts differ (P < 0.05).
          


        


        Immune response gene expression was measured in the jejunum intestinal mucosa. Lipopolysaccharide induced TNFα (Litaf) expression decreased between SP and Eof point (0.42±0.09-fold the expression in group C; P<0.05). Moreover, Interleukin 8 (IL8) expression was only detected at SP point and not at Eof point. Conversely, PPARγ expression was up-regulated at Eof point (4.8±0.4-fold in group C; P<0.05). Finally, probiotic supplementation had no impact on the expression of immune response genes at SP point. However, at Eof point, expression of Litaf was lower in group B+ than groups A+, A- and C but not significantly different from group B-.

      


      
        

        3.4. Bacterial Community


        A total of 4,603,890 16s RNA sequences were obtained from the MiSeq sequencing for the 102 samples. After pre-processing with FROGS, a total of 4,029,552 sequences were kept. After clustering with Swarm 2.0, we obtained 356,437 clusters. Then the PCR chimeras (70,343 clusters), representing 190,937 sequences, were removed. The 286,094 remaining clusters were filtered according to several criteria and the clusters present in at least 2 samples were kept as well as the ones representing at least 0.005% of total sequences [40]. Thus, 412 clusters or OTUs (Operational Taxonomic Units) were kept, representing 75.9% of total sequences, with an average of 104±5 OTUs per sample representing an average number of sequences of 33,321±1037 per sample. Finally, 7 Phyla, 99 genera and 412 species were detected in all samples independently of experimental group or sample origin.


        
          

          3.4.1. Ileal Bacterial Community (Core Microbiota in all Samples)


          In the ileal content, the major phylum, independently of the experimental group, was Firmicutes (98.3±1.4%). Proteobacteria represented around 1.4±0.5% of the population. Finally, Bacteroidetes and Actinobacteria each represented 0.1±0.1% of the population. Other phyla such as Tenericutes and Fusobacteria represented less than 0.1% of the population Fig. (2a). To evaluate the microbiota composition at finer taxonomic levels, order distributions were analyzed Fig. (2). The phylum of Firmicutes was dominated by Clostridiales and Lactobacillales orders (55.6±9.9% and 42.7±7.3% respectively of the total population) and Proteobacteria was dominated by the orders of Burkholderiales (0.6±0.5% of the total population) and Enterobacteriales (0.2±0.1% of the total population). A representation of ileal microbiota on family level according to experimental group is available in Fig. (3). Finally, 95 genera were detected in all ileal samples.


          [image: ]
Fig. (2)

          Relative abundance (%) evaluated at the phylum (a) and order (b) levels of main bacterial groups in the ceca before (Bof) and after (Eof) overfeeding according to experimental group.
        


        
          

          3.4.2. Cecal Bacterial Community (Core Microbiota)


          In the cecal content, the major phyla, regardless of the experimental group, were Firmicutes (50.6±17.4% of the total population), Bacteroidetes (25.3±10.2% of the total population) and Proteobacteria (23.4±9.4% of the total population). Actinobacteria and Tenericutes represented around 0.6±0.5% of the population. Finally, Fusobacteria and Cyanobacteria represented less than 0.1±0.1% of the population Fig. (4a). At order level, Firmicutes were dominated by Clostridiales (47.7±16.5% of the total population) and Bacteroidetes were dominated by Bacteroidales (25.2±10.2% of the total population). The orders of Enterobacteriales and Desulfovibrionales accounted for 10.6±4.4% and 12.0±5.0% of the total population for the Proteobacteria phylum Fig. (4b). A representation of cecal microbiota on family level according to experimental group is available in Fig. (5). Finally, all 99 genera were detected in all cecal samples.

        

      


      
        

        3.5. Effect of Overfeeding and Probiotics on Ileal and Cecal Microbial Communities in Mule Ducks


        In both the ileal and cecal samples, probiotic addition had no effect on richness and diversity at SP point, but at Eof, diversity and richness tended to decrease Table (5). However, in group C, the Shannon index was lower at SP point than all groups at Eof point (0.5±0.1 to 1.8±0.1 in group C at EOF point; P<0.005) in the ileal samples. In the same way, no statistical difference was observed in the cecal samples between SP and Eof point in the number of observed OTUs and Chao1 index Table (5). However, in group C, InvSimpson in ceca tended to decrease at Eof point compared to SP point (17.2±2.7 in to 6.9±3.1; N.S). This difference was statistical between both groups A at SP point and groups A at Eof point (30.0±5.0 to 7.8±2.3 in group A+ and 7.8±2.3 in group A-; P<0.05) and between groups B at SP point and groups B at Eof point (27.0±6.2 to 7.7±2.00 in group B+ and 9.1±2.0 in group B-; P<0.05). Finally, during the rearing period probiotic addition had no effect on either the ileal or the cecal samples (Figs. 1 and 2).


        
          Table 5 Estimators of diversity in ileum and ceca of ducks according to experimental groups. 3


          
            
              
                	Alpha diversity parameters

                	Group C

                SP point

                	Group A

                SP point

                	Group B

                SP point

                	Group C

                Eof point

                	Group A+

                Eof point

                	Group A-

                Eof point

                	Group B+

                Eof point

                	Group

                Eof point B-

                	Pvalue
              


              
                	Ileon
              

            

            
              
                	Observed

                	133±16a,b

                	167±26a

                	158±19a

                	75±6b

                	90±17a

                	77±10b

                	81±21b

                	70±2b

                	***
              


              
                	Chao1

                	162±18a,b

                	199±28a

                	192±22a

                	96±9b

                	114±30a,b

                	99±15b

                	93±21b

                	89±3b

                	***
              


              
                	Shannon

                	0,5±0,1a

                	1,3±07ab

                	0,7±0,3ab

                	1,8±0,1b

                	2,0±0,2b

                	1,8±0,1b

                	1,5±0,3b

                	1,8±0,1b

                	***
              


              
                	InvSimpson

                	1.2±0.1

                	5.5±4.3

                	1.4±0.2

                	3.9±0.3

                	5.1±0.9

                	4.1±0.6

                	3.3±0.8

                	3.6±0.4

                	N.S
              


              
                	Ceca
              


              
                	Observed

                	199±24

                	227±2

                	214±8

                	161±28

                	218±43

                	224±18

                	203±24

                	228±17

                	N.S
              


              
                	Chao1

                	223±24

                	246±6

                	232±8

                	209±30

                	255±41

                	266±21

                	234±21

                	269±17

                	N.S
              


              
                	Shannon

                	3,6±0,2a,b

                	4,1±0,1a

                	3,8±0,2a,c

                	2,1±0,5b

                	2,7±0,4a,b

                	2,7±0,3a,b

                	2,6±0,3b,c

                	2,9±0,3a,b

                	***
              


              
                	InvSimpson

                	17.2±2.7a,b

                	30.0±5.0a

                	27.0±6.7a

                	6.9±3.1b

                	7.8±2.3b

                	7.8±2.3b

                	7.4±2.0b

                	9.1±2.0b

                	***
              

            
          


          
            3The values are expressed as means ± standard error of the mean (SEM). a, b, c, Means in the same row with unlike superscripts differ (P < 0.05).
          


        


        
          

          3.5.1. Effect on Ileum


          No effect of probiotics or overfeeding was detected at phyla levels in the ileal samples. At order level, in group C, we observed a shift of Clostridiales (97.7±0.3% to 17.6±5.4%; P<0.001) and Lactobacillales (0.5±0.1% to 80.4±5.5%; P<0.001) between SP and Eof point. In the same group, the relative abundance of Bacillales also decreased between SP and Eof point (0.1±0.1% at SP point to 0.0±0.0% at Eof point; P<0.05).


          In the same way, the probiotic addition had a slight effect on the order level. Group A- at Eof point had higher relative abundance of Burkholderiales (2.0±0.8%) than group A (0.2±0.1%; P<0.05) and group B (0.2±0.0%; P<0.05) at SP point. However, no statistical difference was observed between the other groups.


          In the ileal samples, the Lactobacillus genus represents 0.1±0.1, 0.2±0.2 and 0.3±0.1% of the total population respectively in group A, B and C at SP point. No statistical difference was observed between experimental groups at SP point. In group C, as in the other experimental groups, the overfeeding period increased the relative abundance of the Lactobacillus genus (from 0.3±0.1 to 78.0±10.3% of total population, P<0.001). Regardless of the experimental group, the most abundant Lactobacillus during the rearing period were L. aviarius, L. salivarius and L. amylovorus with 0.1±0.1% of total relative abundance each. During the overfeeding period, the most abundant Lactobacillus species were L. amylovorus (9.8±7.2% of relative abundance) and L. plantarum (9.3±6.8% of relative abundance). During the overfeeding period, L. salivarius represented 1.5±0.5% of the Lactobacillus genus.

        


        
          

          3.5.2. Effect on Ceca


          At phylum and order level, the probiotic addition had no impact on relative abundance at SP point. At phylum level, in group C, Firmicutes decreased from 99.1±0.2% at SP point to 17.2±7.6% of the population at Eof point (P<0.001). In the same way, in group C, Actinobacteria decreased between SP and Eof point (P<0.05). However, this phylum represented less than 0.1% of the total population. The decrease in the Firmicutes and Actinobacteria phyla between SP and Eof point was detected in all experimental groups independently of the supplementation of probiotics


          On the other hand, Bacteroidetes and Proteobacteria tended to increase (respectively from 0.1±0.1% at SP point to 33.5±10.9% of population at Eof point and 0.6±0.2% to 48.6±16.4% of population, N.S) in group C. The increase in Bacteroidetes between SP and Eof point was significant between group A at SP point (0.1±0.1% of total population) and group A+ (50.3±9.8% of total population) (P<0.05). In the same way, the Proteobacteria phylum increased between group B (0.7±0.2% of total population) and group B+ (46.9±8.6% of total population) (P<0.05). At order level, in group C, the huge decrease in Firmicutes can be explained by the decrease in the Clostridiales order from 89.5±4.5% at SP point to 17.1±7.6% of total population at Eof point (P<0.001). In the same way, the increase in Bacteroidetes between group A at SP point and group A+ at Eof point was related to an increase in Bacteroidales (0.1±0.1% in group A to 50.3±9.8% of total population in group A+; P<0.05).


          Finally, probiotic addition influenced the relative abundance at Eof point of Campylobacterales only, which decreased in group B+ (0.1±0.0% of total population; P<0.05) and group B- (absence of detection) compared to group C at Eof point (0.3±0.3% of total population; P<0.05). No statistical difference was observed between Eof point of groups B+ and B-. Conversely, an increase in Campylobacterales from 0.3±0.3% to 2.1±0.9% (P<0.005) was observed between group A+ and group C at Eof point. No statistical difference was observed between the other groups. At the species level, Campylobacter jejuni was dominant.


          [image: ]
Fig. (3)

          Heatmap representation of ileal microbiota at family level. Samples and OTUs were clustered using nMDS ordination with the Bray-Curtis ecological distance method. The different families are indicated at the level of the order. Samples were indicated according to experimental group.
        

      


      
        

        3.6. Determination of Discriminant OTUs


        
          

          3.6.1. s PLS DA for Ileal Samples


          Discriminant analysis (s-PLS DA) was performed to identify the most discriminant OTUs between experimental groups. A first s-PLS DA in order to highlight the most discriminant OTUs was performed between SP and Eof point, independently of the probiotics supplementation Fig. (6a). The OTUs enabling to discriminate between these two groups were correlated to the OTUs affiliated to two Lachnospiraceae families (from the Clostridiales order and undetermined species) and to OTU_456 (affiliated to Enterococcus durans 100%). The second s-PLS DA was performed between the experimental groups at SP point Fig. (6b). Group B was the most separated group. The separation between these three groups was also correlated to 4 OTUs affiliated to Lachnospiraceae, 3 OTUs affiliated to Ruminococcaceae families (from the Clostridiales order and undetermined species) and to OTU_456 (affiliated to Enterococcus durans 100%). Finally, a third s-PLS DA was performed between the experimental groups at Eof point Fig. (6c). Groups A+ and B+ were the most variable groups. The separation between these two groups was correlated to 2 OTUs affiliated to Lachnospiraceae (undetermined species), 3 OTUs affiliated to Ruminococcaceae families (undetermined species) and to 3 OTUs affiliated to the Lactobacillus genus (OTU_400: L. curvatus 98.5%, OTU_44: L. vaginalis 100% and OTU_270: L. paralimentarius 99%). However, these OTUs are very minor (less than 0.05% of relative abundance).


          [image: ]
Fig. (4)

          Relative abundance (%) evaluated at the phylum (a) and order (b) levels of main bacterial groups in the ileum before (Bof) and after (Eof) overfeeding according to experimental group.

          [image: ]
Fig. (5)

          Heatmap representation of cecal microbiota at family level. Samples and OTUs were clustered using nMDS ordination with the Bray-Curtis ecological distance method. The different families are indicated at the level of the order. Samples were indicated according to experimental group.
        


        
          

          3.6.2. sPLS Analysis: Relationship Between Bacterial Taxonomic Profiles and Liver Bio-Chemical Parameters and Growth Performances


          We studied the relationships between the bio-chemical plasma parameters and growth parameters and the OTU profile of the microbiota by sPLS. According to the leave-one-out process, to compute the Mean Square Error of Prediction, two components were computed and one projection plan (components 1 and 2) was considered. Fig. (7) is a graphical representation of the selected OTUs on the first two sPLS dimensions. The selected OTUs and the bio-chemical and growth parameters are projected onto correlation circles where highly correlated variates cluster together (within a data set or between the two data sets). The first component did not allow us to group together growth and bio-chemical parameters. Considering the OTUs, high number of them were negatively correlated with bio-chemical and growth parameters. Most of them were members of Clostridiales, especially Lachnospiracae and Ruminococcae, already highlighted to be the most discriminant OTUs between experimental groups in sPLS-DA.

        


        
          

          3.6.3. s PLS DA for Cecal Samples


          Discriminant analysis (s-PLS DA) was also performed to identify the most discriminant OTUs between experimental groups. The first analysis was performed between SP and Eof point independently of the probiotics supplementation Fig. (8a). The OTUs enabling to discriminate between these two groups were at least correlated to OTU_230 affiliated to the Alistipes genus 97.6% (Bacteroidales order and undetermined species) and to OTU_431 (affiliated to Clostridiales vadin BB60 group 97.7%). It is nevertheless noteworthy that the increase in the Alistipes between the two points was significant (from 0.0±0.0 to 6.8±2.3% of total population in group C up to 10.2±3.2% in group A-; P<0.005). A second s-PLS DA was performed at SP point for groups regarding the supplementation of probiotics or not Fig. (8b). Group A is the most separated group. The separation between these three groups was correlated to 3 OTUs affiliated to the Ruminococcaceae family (undetermined species). Finally, a s-PLS DA was performed with Eof point for groups with probiotics or not Fig. (8c). The separation between groups is not so clear even though the cutoff used was lower (cutoff lowered to 0.75 instead of 0.95 for the 2 other ones). However, the separation between these groups was correlated to 2 OTUs affiliated to the Barnesiella genus (OTU_141 affiliated to B. viscericola 96.2% and OTU_195 affiliated to Barnesiella spp. 94.8%, OTU_183 affiliated to Variovorax paradoxus 100%) and to OTU_15 affiliated to Lachnospiraceae 100% (undetermined species). However, the relative abundance of these OTUs is less than 0.01%.


          [image: ]
Fig. (6)

          Sparse Partial Least Square Discriminant Analysis (sPLS-DA) of the ileal microbial community (a) before and after overfeeding independently of experimental 2 group, (b) between the three experimental groups during the rearing period, (c) between the five experimental groups after the overfeeding period according to the first two explanatory variables. Control groups before and after overfeeding are represented in black while the experimental groups with probiotic A are represented in green and groups with probiotic B in red.
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Fig. (7)

          sPLS variables representation of the liver biochemical parameters and growth parameters (blue) and the selected bacterial OUT in ileal microbiota (red) on the first two sPLS dimensions. Variable lying outside the small correlation circle are highly correlated. Variables that cluster together are correlated.
        


        
          

          3.6.4. sPLS Analysis: Relationship Between Bacterial Taxonomic Profiles and Liver Bio-Chemical Parameters and Growth Performances


          As described for ileal samples, we studied the relationships between the bio-chemical plasma parameters and parameters and the OTU profile of the microbiota by sPLS. Fig. (9) is a graphical representation of the selected OTUs on the first two sPLS dimensions. In accordance with Table (3), bio-chemical and growth parameters were grouped together and positively correlated except for glycemia. Considering the OTUs, high number of them were positively correlated with bio-chemical and growth parameters. Most of them were members of Clostridiales, especially Lachnospiracae and Ruminococcae, already highlighted to be the most discriminant OTUs between experimental groups. Furthermore, Lactobacillus and Pediococcus genera of Lactobacillales order were negatively correlated with these parameters.


          [image: ]
Fig. (8)

          Sparse Partial Least Square Discriminant Analysis (sPLS-DA) of the cecal microbial community (a) before and after overfeeding independently of experimental group, (b) between the three experimental groups during the rearing period, (c) between the five experimental groups after the overfeeding period according to the first two explanatory variables. Control groups before and after overfeeding are represented in black while experimental groups with probiotic A are represented in green and groups with probiotic B in red.
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Fig. (9)

          sPLS variables representation of the liver biochemical parameters and growth parameters (blue) and the selected bacterial OUT in cecal microbiota (red) on the first two sPLS dimensions. Variable lying outside the small correlation circle are highly correlated. Variables that cluster together are correlated.
        

      

    


    
      

      4. DISCUSSION


      In this study, high-throughput sequencing was used for the first time to identify the modulation of ileal and cecal microbiota, metabolism gene expression and bird performance after supplementation with Lactobacillus salivarius (isolated from ducks or as a mixture with other lactic acid bacteria) from hatching to the overfeeding period. Lactobacillus strains and other lactic acid bacteria have been described as increasing starch digestibility in chickens and energy harvested from food [28, 47]. Furthermore, Lactobacillus salivarius is the dominant species isolated from intestinal content in ducks and in geese in previous studies, as well as in our work [48, 49]. The use of Lactobacillus strains as probiotics has been very well described in broiler chickens, especially to stimulate an immune response, digestive health and growth performance [18, 24, 50]. In ducks, Bacillus subtilis is the strain most commonly used as a probiotic and few studies on the potential role of Lactobacillus as a probiotic have been reported [9, 51].


      As previously described in ducks, geese and chickens, here, Firmicutes, Proteobacteria and Bacteroidetes are also dominant in all samples independently of sampling point, overfeeding, supplementation of probiotics or digestive contents [8-11, 27]. In the ileal samples, Firmicutes is the dominant phyla (more than 98% of sequences) and in particular the order Clostridiales, unlike in chickens where Lactobacilliales dominate [52]. Proteobacteria was the second most common phylum in our study, as well in Canada geese [53], graylag geese [10] and Muscovy (Cairana moschata) and mule ducks [8, 9]. This observation suggests that the bacterial digestive metabolism of chicken and waterfowl (both ducks and geese) could be quite different in terms of the ability to trigger a hepatic steatosis. In the cecal samples, even though the Firmicutes phylum was also dominant (up to 50%), Bacteroidetes (25%) and Proteobacteria (23%) were more abundant in our work in comparison with previous studies on ducks and geese [8-10]. Moreover, in chickens, geese and ducks, it has previously been evidenced that the intestinal microbiota is modulated by diet, environment and host genetics, which could partially explain the differences [8-11].


      In our study, strong differences were observed between SP and Eof point in terms of microbial diversity in both the ileal and cecal samples, suggesting that age and overfeeding can modulate intestinal microbiota. Vasai et al. [9] showed little effect of overfeeding on the microbiota at the ceca level but in our study, we compared samples from ducks overfed with younger birds, which can probably explain the greater differences in microbial diversity in the ceca. The decrease in Firmicutes (order Clostridiales) associated with the increase in Bacteroidetes (order Bacteroidiales) and Proteobacteria has already been highlighted in a previous study in the lab [30]. Furthermore, in Pekin ducks, the most abundant bacteria (more than 95%) over the first 36 days were also Firmicutes, in particular, the Clostridiales order, as in our study [29]. Interestingly, in our work, at Eof point, a strong increase in the abundance of Lactobacillus, as described in geese and ducks, was observed but not linked to the supplementation of probiotics [8-10]. The abundance of Lactobacillus in overfeeding is high so we hypothesize that the supplementation did not yield statistical differences.


      Overfeeding increased the relative abundance of Lactobacillales (essentially Lactobacillus genus) associated with a decrease in Clostridiales, as previously described in ducks and geese [8-10]. Lactobacillus strains are very well known as amylolytic bacteria and increase in pigs, rats and cattle with diets containing high levels of starch [54-56]. Furthermore, the Lactobacillus genus has been identified as increasing amylase activity in the small intestine in chickens [57]. Then, Lachnospiracae and Ruminoccocae were identified as most discriminant OTUs between experimental groups in both ileum and ceca. Moreover, these OTUs were respectively negatively and positively correlated with growth and bio-chemical parameters in ileum and ceca. Interestingly, these families were identified in previous works, as enriched in ceca of chickens with good FCR (food conversion ratio) and increased body weight [58, 59]. Then Lactobacillus were also correlated with body weight gain [58].


      Overfeeding increased liver weight and fattening levels in the control group, in line with previous studies [8, 9, 14, 60]. However, while the body weight was affected by both probiotic supplementations during the first 28 days, other growth parameters (liver, fat and muscle weights) were not improved. Several works show an improvement in body weight and FCR (feed conversion ratio) and protection against pathogens [50, 61-63]. But other studies do not show any positive effect on the performance of chickens or ducks [9, 64, 65]. The differences obtained in these studies could be partially explained by the difference in strains and their concentrations, the methods of supplementation (feed, water, or invasive method) or the genetic strains of birds. Although liver weight was not affected by probiotic supplementation, slight differences in melting rate were observed after overfeeding. Next, the group with the L. salivarius supplementation only during the rearing period had a lower melting rate than the control group, suggesting that this strain could improve melting performance, which is a very important performance parameter for farmers and the industry. Nevertheless, it is now known that although the fatty liver melting rate is directly related to fatty liver weight, other parameters not yet identified are also implicated [66, 67].


      Next, the plasma concentrations of glucose and triglycerides (TG) increased between SP and Eof point, which is quite consistent with the metabolic state of overfed ducks and geese, where significant changes occur [13, 14, 68, 69]. So as previously described in these studies, the overfeeding period strongly increased the TG and glucose plasma concentration in our study as well. However, probiotic supplementation had no effect on these parameters during both rearing and overfeeding periods. Moreover, at the end of the overfeeding period, the group with L. salivarius supplementation had a higher triglyceride concentration than group C at Eof point. Two known mechanisms during overfeeding may explain this difference. First, during overfeeding, de novo lipids synthesized in the liver are exported via the VLDL to the peripheral tissues via the blood circulation [13, 69]. The second mechanism is the lipid re-uptake of the liver at the end of overfeeding, as demonstrated by Tavernier et al. [14]. So the higher blood TG level can be explained either by a higher export or a lower lipid re-uptake, or both. Interestingly, overfeeding had a huge impact on host metabolic gene expression, as previously described [14, 60]. Next, genes implicated in de novo lipogenesis (Fasn, DGAT2), in Fatty acid transport (FABP4), increased strongly. A modulation of the energy balance enhanced by intestinal microbiota, as demonstrated by Bäckhed et al. [1], could be also related to the change in plasma TG and glucose concentrations. Several studies show that in mammals, the microbiota triggers the storage of triglycerides through the suppression of the Fiaf factor, a lipoprotein lipase (LPL) circulating inhibitor [1, 70, 71]. In ducks, the LPL activity correlates positively with a higher storage in peripheral tissues instead of fat storage in the liver [13, 72, 73]. Interestingly, the expression of the Fiaf factor increases significantly during the overfeeding period according to the decrease in LPL activity during overfeeding in mule and Muscovy ducks [13, 72, 73]. Changes observed in intestinal microbiota after overfeeding allow us to partially explain metabolic changes in ducks via the FIAF factor expression. Furthermore, in mice, the implication of the intestinal microbiota has been identified in susceptibility to hepatic steatosis, as described in mice regarding NASH susceptibility [74]. Moreover, hepatic steatosis in mice is generally associated with an increase in Firmicutes [74, 75] while a significant increase in the Clostridiales order is associated with metabolic protection [75]. Here, Firmicutes remained stable, but Lactobacilliales increased whereas Clostridiales decreased on the order level.


      Moreover, immune response was also modulated during the overfeeding period, as previously described in geese [10]. These authors showed that the complement system, part of the inflammatory system, was suppressed during overfeeding and partially explained it by an increase in blood lactic acid from enriched Lactobacillus. Here, LITAF (responding to LPS, a component of the gram-negative wall) as well as IL-8 gene expression decreased when PPARγ increased after overfeeding, in line with the decrease in Campylobacter observed. Furthermore, supplementation with L. sakei in ducks leads to a decrease in Enterobacteria [9]. Other probiotic strains such as Enterococcus faecalis are also able to down-regulate PPARγ activity and IL-10 levels in humans [76]. Furthermore, in chickens, Lactobacillus in diet protects birds against coccidiosis by enhancing immune stimulation [23].


      In our study, probiotic supplementation did not affect metabolic gene expression during the rearing or overfeeding periods. Probiotic supplementation allowed us to show a slight effect on immune response modulation during the overfeeding period, more specifically for the Litaf gene. The Litaf gene encodes for a transcription factor activated in response to the presence of lipopolysaccharide. As mentioned above, the Lactobacillus and Enterococcus genera are known to modulate the immune response. The presence of these two genera in probiotic B could therefore explain the lower pro-inflammatory response in this group showed by a decrease in Litaf expression. Probiotic supplementation had no statistical effect on microbial population, either in the ileum or the caeca contents at phylum or order levels during the rearing period. In the same way, probiotic supplementation had a slight effect on bacterial communities during the overfeeding period.

    


    
      

      CONCLUSION


      To conclude, our results confirm the significant changes to metabolism gene expression and microbial diversity triggered by overfeeding, but not so much by probiotic supplementation. Interestingly, anti-inflammatory response seems to be decreased in overfed ducks and probably explained by changes in microbial composition. This work probably partially explains the tolerance to hepatic steatosis in ducks. The identification of protective factors could also offer therapeutic clues against hepatic steatosis in humans.

    

  


  
    
      ETHICS APPROVAL AND CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE


      The animals were cared for in accordance with the animal research guidelines of the French Ministry of Agriculture and the Directive 2010/63/EU. This trial was carried out at the Experimental Station for Waterfowls of INRA (Benquet, France with accreditation number B40-037-1).

    


    
      HUMAN AND ANIMAL RIGHTS


      Humans did not participate in this research. All animal research procedures followed were in accordance with the standards set forth in the 8th Edition of Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals (http://grants.nih.gov/grants/olaw/Guide-for-the-care-and-use-of-laboratory-animals.pdf) published by the National Academy of Sciences, The National Academies Press, Washington DC, United States of America.

    


    
      CONSENT FOR PUBLICATION


      Not applicable.

    


    
      CONFLICT OF INTEREST


      The authors confirmed that the article content has no conflict of interest

    


    ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS


    We thank the Conseil Départemental des Landes (CD40) and the Comité Inter professionel des Palmipèdes à Foie Gras (CIFOG) for financing this work. We also thank the technical staff of INRA Artiguères for rearing ducks.


    We also acknowledge the GetPlage INRA team (in particular Pauline Heuillard) for providing phyloseq script and for helpful suggestions concerning the use of sequence analysis software. The logistic support from INRA Toulouse was deeply appreciated.


    REFERENCES


    
      
        	

        	
      


      
        	[1]

        	Bäckhed F., Ding H., Wang T., Hooper L.V., Koh G.Y., Nagy A., Semenkovich C.F., Gordon J.I.. The gut microbiota as an environmental factor that regulates fat storage.Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA200410144157181572310.1073/pnas.040707610115505215
      


      
        	[2]

        	Dehority B.A., Orpin C.G.. Development of, and natural fluctuations in, rumen microbial populations.The rumen microbial ecosystem.Springer199719624510.1007/978-94-009-1453-7_5
      


      
        	[3]

        	Gaboriau-Routhiau M-C.M.. Influence of resident intestinal microflora on the development and functions of the gut-associated lymphoid tissue.Microb. Ecol. Health Dis.200113658610.1080/08910600120558
      


      
        	[4]

        	Servin A.L., Coconnier M-H.. Adhesion of probiotic strains to the intestinal mucosa and interaction with pathogens.Best Pract. Res. Clin. Gastroenterol.200317574175410.1016/S1521-6918(03)00052-014507585
      


      
        	[5]

        	Stanley D., Geier M.S., Denman S.E., Haring V.R., Crowley T.M., Hughes R.J., Moore R.J.. Identification of chicken intestinal microbiota correlated with the efficiency of energy extraction from feed.Vet. Microbiol.20131641-2859210.1016/j.vetmic.2013.01.03023434185
      


      
        	[6]

        	Dumonceaux T.J., Hill J.E., Hemmingsen S.M., Van Kessel A.G.. Characterization of intestinal microbiota and response to dietary virginiamycin supplementation in the broiler chicken.Appl. Environ. Microbiol.20067242815282310.1128/AEM.72.4.2815-2823.200616597987
      


      
        	[7]

        	Ley R.E., Hamady M., Lozupone C., Turnbaugh P.J., Ramey R.R., Bircher J.S., Schlegel M.L., Tucker T.A., Schrenzel M.D., Knight R., Gordon J.I.. Evolution of mammals and their gut microbes.Science200832058831647165110.1126/science.115572518497261
      


      
        	[8]

        	Vasaï F., Brugirard Ricaud K., Bernadet M.D., Cauquil L., Bouchez O., Combes S., Davail S.. Overfeeding and genetics affect the composition of intestinal microbiota in Anas platyrhynchos (Pekin) and Cairina moschata (Muscovy) ducks.FEMS Microbiol. Ecol.201487120421610.1111/1574-6941.1221724102552
      


      
        	[9]

        	Vasaï F., Ricaud K.B., Cauquil L., Daniel P., Peillod C., Gontier K., Tizaoui A., Bouchez O., Combes S., Davail S.. Lactobacillus sakei modulates mule duck microbiota in ileum and ceca during overfeeding.Poult. Sci.201493491692510.3382/ps.2013-0349724706969
      


      
        	[10]

        	Liu L, Zhao X, Wang Q, Sun X, Xia L, et al. Prosteatotic and Protective Components in a Unique Model of Fatty Liver: Gut Microbiota and Suppressed Complement System.Sci Rep; 6.
      


      
        	[11]

        	Yang Y, Deng Y, Cao L. Characterising the interspecific variations and convergence of gut microbiota in Anseriformes herbivores at wintering areas.10.1038/srep32655
      


      
        	[12]

        	Hammons S., Oh P.L., Martínez I., Clark K., Schlegel V.L., Sitorius E., Scheideler S.E., Walter J.. A small variation in diet influences the Lactobacillus strain composition in the crop of broiler chickens.Syst. Appl. Microbiol.201033527528110.1016/j.syapm.2010.04.00320554146
      


      
        	[13]

        	Davail S., Rideau N., Guy G., André J-M., Hermier D., Hoo-Paris R.. Hormonal and metabolic responses to overfeeding in three genotypes of ducks.Comp. Biochem. Physiol. A Mol. Integr. Physiol.2003134470771510.1016/S1095-6433(02)00365-312814779
      


      
        	[14]

        	Tavernier A., Davail S., Ricaud K., Bernadet M-D., Gontier K.. Genes involved in the establishment of hepatic steatosis in Muscovy, Pekin and mule ducks.Mol. Cell. Biochem.20174241-214716110.1007/s11010-016-2850-727796685
      


      
        	[15]

        	Fuller R., Gibson G.R.. Probiotics and prebiotics: microflora management for improved gut health.Clin. Microbiol. Infect.1998447748010.1111/j.1469-0691.1998.tb00401.x
      


      
        	[16]

        	Anadón A., Martínez-Larrañaga M.R., Aranzazu Martínez M.. Probiotics for animal nutrition in the European Union. Regulation and safety assessment.Regul. Toxicol. Pharmacol.2006451919510.1016/j.yrtph.2006.02.00416563585
      


      
        	[17]

        	Franz C.M.A.P., Huch M., Abriouel H., Holzapfel W., Gálvez A.. Enterococci as probiotics and their implications in food safety.Int. J. Food Microbiol.2011151212514010.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2011.08.01421962867
      


      
        	[18]

        	Messaoudi S., Manai M., Kergourlay G., Prévost H., Connil N., Chobert J.M., Dousset X.. Lactobacillus salivarius: Bacteriocin and probiotic activity.Food Microbiol.201336229630410.1016/j.fm.2013.05.01024010610
      


      
        	[19]

        	La Ragione R.M., Woodward M.J.. Competitive exclusion by Bacillus subtilis spores of Salmonella enterica serotype Enteritidis and Clostridium perfringens in young chickens.Vet. Microbiol.200394324525610.1016/S0378-1135(03)00077-412814892
      


      
        	[20]

        	Patterson J.A., Burkholder K.M.. Application of prebiotics and probiotics in poultry production.Poult. Sci.200382462763110.1093/ps/82.4.62712710484
      


      
        	[21]

        	Angelakis E., Raoult D.. The increase of Lactobacillus species in the gut flora of newborn broiler chicks and ducks is associated with weight gain.PLoS One201055e1046310.1371/journal.pone.001046320454557
      


      
        	[22]

        	Kabir S.L., Rahman M.M., Rahman M.B., Rahman M.M., Ahmed S.U.. The dynamics of probiotics on growth performance and immune response in broilers.Int. J. Poult. Sci.2004336136410.3923/ijps.2004.361.364
      


      
        	[23]

        	Dalloul R.A., Lillehoj H.S., Shellem T.A., Doerr J.A.. Enhanced mucosal immunity against Eimeria acervulina in broilers fed a Lactobacillus-based probiotic.Poult. Sci.2003821626610.1093/ps/82.1.6212580246
      


      
        	[24]

        	Wang H., Ni X., Liu L., Zeng D., Lai J., Qing X., Li G., Pan K., Jing B.. Controlling of growth performance, lipid deposits and fatty acid composition of chicken meat through a probiotic, Lactobacillus johnsonii during subclinical Clostridium perfringens infection.Lipids Health Dis.20171613810.1186/s12944-017-0408-728183305
      


      
        	[25]

        	Champ M., Szylit O., Raibaud P., Aït-Abdelkader N.. Amylase production by three Lactobacillus strains isolated from chicken crop.J. Appl. Bacteriol.198355348749310.1111/j.1365-2672.1983.tb01689.x6198316
      


      
        	[26]

        	Scholz-Ahrens K.E., Ade P., Marten B., Weber P., Timm W., Açil Y., Glüer C.C., Schrezenmeir J.. Prebiotics, probiotics, and synbiotics affect mineral absorption, bone mineral content, and bone structure.J. Nutr.20071373Suppl. 2838S846S10.1093/jn/137.3.838S17311984
      


      
        	[27]

        	Stanley D., Hughes R.J., Moore R.J.. Microbiota of the chicken gastrointestinal tract: Influence on health, productivity and disease.Appl. Microbiol. Biotechnol.201498104301431010.1007/s00253-014-5646-224643736
      


      
        	[28]

        	Mignon-Grasteau S., Narcy A., Rideau N., Chantry-Darmon C., Boscher M-Y., Sellier N., Chabault M., Konsak-Ilievski B., Le Bihan-Duval E., Gabriel I.. Impact of selection for digestive efficiency on microbiota composition in the chicken.PLoS One2015108e013548810.1371/journal.pone.013548826267269
      


      
        	[29]

        	Best AA, Porter AL, Fraley SM, Fraley GS. Characterization of gut microbiome dynamics in developing pekin ducks and impact of management system.10.3389/fmicb.2016.02125
      


      
        	[30]

        	Rey M, Brugirard-Ricaud K, Bernadet MD, Pascal G, Combes S, et al. Implantation of ileal and cecal microbiota in Anas platyrhynchos (Pékin), Cairina moschata (Muscovy) and mule ducklings using Miseq sequencing [Conference poster]. Actes 11èmes Journ. Rech Avic. Palmipèdes À Foie Gras Tours Fr. 25 26 Mars 20152015267271
      


      
        	[31]

        	Yin Y., Lei F., Zhu L., Li S., Wu Z., Zhang R., Gao G.F., Zhu B., Wang X.. Exposure of different bacterial inocula to newborn chicken affects gut microbiota development and ileum gene expression.ISME J.20104336737610.1038/ismej.2009.12819956274
      


      
        	[32]

        	Zhao X., Guo Y., Guo S., Tan J.. Effects of Clostridium butyricum and Enterococcus faecium on growth performance, lipid metabolism, and cecal microbiota of broiler chickens.Appl. Microbiol. Biotechnol.201397146477648810.1007/s00253-013-4970-223666481
      


      
        	[33]

        	Nava G.M., Bielke L.R., Callaway T.R., Castañeda M.P.. Probiotic alternatives to reduce gastrointestinal infections: The poultry experience.Anim. Health Res. Rev.20056110511810.1079/AHR200510316164012
      


      
        	[34]

        	Lluch J., Servant F., Païssé S., Valle C., Valière S., Kuchly C., Vilchez G., Donnadieu C., Courtney M., Burcelin R., Amar J., Bouchez O., Lelouvier B.. The characterization of novel tissue microbiota using an optimized 16S metagenomic sequencing pipeline.PLoS One20151011e014233410.1371/journal.pone.014233426544955
      


      
        	[35]

        	Escudié F., Auer L., Bernard M., Cauquil L., Vidal K., et al. FROGS: Find Rapidly OTU with Galaxy Solution.Bioinformatics, btx 7912016 Available from: https://github.com/geraldinepascal/FROGS.
      


      
        	[36]

        	Magoč T., Salzberg S.L.. FLASH: fast length adjustment of short reads to improve genome assemblies.Bioinformatics201127212957296310.1093/bioinformatics/btr50721903629
      


      
        	[37]

        	Martin M.. Cutadapt removes adapter sequences from high-throughput sequencing reads.EMB net. journal; 17. http://journal.embnet.org/index.php/embnetjournal/article/view/200/4792011
      


      
        	[38]

        	Mahé F., Rognes T., Quince C., de Vargas C., Dunthorn M.. Swarm: robust and fast clustering method for amplicon-based studies.PeerJ20142e59310.7717/peerj.59325276506
      


      
        	[39]

        	Rognes T., Flouri T., Nichols B., Quince C., Mahé F.. VSEARCH: A versatile open source tool for metagenomics.PeerJ20164e258410.7717/peerj.258427781170
      


      
        	[40]

        	Bokulich N.A., Subramanian S., Faith J.J., Gevers D., Gordon J.I., Knight R., Mills D.A., Caporaso J.G.. Quality-filtering vastly improves diversity estimates from Illumina amplicon sequencing.Nat. Methods2013101575910.1038/nmeth.227623202435
      


      
        	[41]

        	Camacho C., Coulouris G., Avagyan V., Ma N., Papadopoulos J., Bealer K., Madden T.L.. BLAST+: Architecture and applications.BMC Bioinformatics20091042110.1186/1471-2105-10-42120003500
      


      
        	[42]

        	Quast C., Pruesse E., Yilmaz P., Gerken J., Schweer T., Yarza P., Peplies J., Glöckner F.O.. The SILVA ribosomal RNA gene database project: Improved data processing and web-based tools.Nucleic Acids Res.201341Database issueD590D59623193283
      


      
        	[43]

        	McMurdie P.J., Holmes S.. phyloseq: An R package for reproducible interactive analysis and graphics of microbiome census data.PLoS One201384e6121710.1371/journal.pone.006121723630581
      


      
        	[44]

        	Lê Cao K-A., Boitard S., Besse P.. Sparse PLS discriminant analysis: Biologically relevant feature selection and graphical displays for multiclass problems.BMC Bioinformatics20111225310.1186/1471-2105-12-25321693065
      


      
        	[45]

        	Team RC. R. A language and environment for statistical computing.R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria.[WWW document]. URL Httpwww R-Proj Org Accessed Dec 242013
      


      
        	[46]

        	Benjamini Y., Hochberg Y.. Controlling the false discovery rate: a practical and powerful approach to multiple testing.J. R. Stat. Soc. Ser. B. Methodol.1995289300
      


      
        	[47]

        	Stanley D., Denman S.E., Hughes R.J., Geier M.S., Crowley T.M., Chen H., Haring V.R., Moore R.J.. Intestinal microbiota associated with differential feed conversion efficiency in chickens.Appl. Microbiol. Biotechnol.20129651361136910.1007/s00253-011-3847-522249719
      


      
        	[48]

        	Dec M., Urban-Chmiel R., Gnat S., Puchalski A., Wernicki A.. Identification of Lactobacillus strains of goose origin using MALDI-TOF mass spectrometry and 16S-23S rDNA intergenic spacer PCR analysis.Res. Microbiol.2014165319020110.1016/j.resmic.2014.02.00324607713
      


      
        	[49]

        	Kurzak P., Ehrmann M.A., Vogel R.F.. Diversity of lactic acid bacteria associated with ducks.Syst. Appl. Microbiol.199821458859210.1016/S0723-2020(98)80071-49924827
      


      
        	[50]

        	Wang G., Zhao Y., Tian F., Jin X., Chen H., et al. Screening of adhesive Lactobacilli with antagonistic activity against Campylobacter jejuni.Food Control201444495710.1016/j.foodcont.2014.03.042
      


      
        	[51]

        	Rajput I.R., Li W.F., Li Y.L., Jian L., Wang M.Q.. Application of probiotic (Bacillus subtilis) to enhance immunity, antioxidation, digestive enzymes activity and hematological profile of Shaoxing duck.Pak. Vet. Jounal.2012336972
      


      
        	[52]

        	Lu J., Hofacre C., Smith F., Lee M.D.. Effects of feed additives on the development on the ileal bacterial community of the broiler chicken.Animal20082566967610.1017/S175173110800189422443592
      


      
        	[53]

        	Lu J., Santo Domingo J.W., Hill S., Edge T.A.. Microbial diversity and host-specific sequences of Canada goose feces.Appl. Environ. Microbiol.200975185919592610.1128/AEM.00462-0919633110
      


      
        	[54]

        	Wang X., Brown I.L., Khaled D., Mahoney M.C., Evans A.J., Conway P.L.. Manipulation of colonic bacteria and volatile fatty acid production by dietary high amylose maize (amylomaize) starch granules.J. Appl. Microbiol.200293339039710.1046/j.1365-2672.2002.01704.x12174036
      


      
        	[55]

        	Regmi P.R., Metzler-Zebeli B.U., Gänzle M.G., van Kempen T.A., Zijlstra R.T.. Starch with high amylose content and low in vitro digestibility increases intestinal nutrient flow and microbial fermentation and selectively promotes bifidobacteria in pigs.J. Nutr.201114171273128010.3945/jn.111.14050921628635
      


      
        	[56]

        	Gänzle MG, Follador R. Metabolism of oligosaccharides and starch in Lactobacilli: A review.Front Microbiol. 3
      


      
        	[57]

        	Jin L.Z., Ho Y.W., Abdullah N., Jalaludin S.. Digestive and bacterial enzyme activities in broilers fed diets supplemented with Lactobacillus cultures.Poult. Sci.200079688689110.1093/ps/79.6.88610875772
      


      
        	[58]

        	Crisol-Martínez E., Stanley D., Geier M.S., Hughes R.J., Moore R.J.. Sorghum and wheat differentially affect caecal microbiota and associated performance characteristics of meat chickens.PeerJ20175e307110.7717/peerj.307128286717
      


      
        	[59]

        	Stanley D., Hughes R.J., Geier M.S., Moore R.J.. Bacteria within the gastrointestinal tract microbiota correlated with improved growth and feed conversion: Challenges presented for the identification of performance enhancing probiotic bacteria.Front. Microbiol.2016718710.3389/fmicb.2016.0018726925052
      


      
        	[60]

        	Annabelle T., Karine R., Marie-Dominique B., Stéphane D., Karine G.. Kinetics of expression of genes involved in glucose metabolism after the last meal in overfed mule ducks.Mol. Cell. Biochem.20174301-212713710.1007/s11010-017-2960-x28324238
      


      
        	[61]

        	Jarquin R.L., Nava G.M., Wolfenden A.D., Donoghue A.M., Hanning I., et al. The evaluation of organic acids and probiotic cultures to reduce Salmonella enteriditis horizontal transmission and crop infection in broiler chickens.Int. J. Poult. Sci.2007618218610.3923/ijps.2007.182.186
      


      
        	[62]

        	Yang X., Brisbin J., Yu H., Wang Q., Yin F., Zhang Y., Sabour P., Sharif S., Gong J.. Selected lactic acid-producing bacterial isolates with the capacity to reduce Salmonella translocation and virulence gene expression in chickens.PLoS One201494e9302210.1371/journal.pone.009302224728092
      


      
        	[63]

        	Saez-Lara M.J., Gomez-Llorente C., Plaza-Diaz J., Gil A.. The role of probiotic lactic acid bacteria and bifidobacteria in the prevention and treatment of inflammatory bowel disease and other related diseases: a systematic review of randomized human clinical trials.BioMed Res. Int.2015201550587810.1155/2015/50587825793197
      


      
        	[64]

        	Watkins B.A., Kratzer F.H.. Effect of oral dosing of Lactobacillus strains on gut colonization and liver biotin in broiler chicks.Poult. Sci.198362102088209410.3382/ps.06220886415641
      


      
        	[65]

        	Yeo J., Kim K.I.. Effect of feeding diets containing an antibiotic, a probiotic, or yucca extract on growth and intestinal urease activity in broiler chicks.Poult. Sci.199776238138510.1093/ps/76.2.3819057222
      


      
        	[66]

        	Theron L., Cullere M., Bouillier-Oudot M., Manse H., Dalle Zotte A., Molette C., Fernandez X., Vitezica Z.G.. Modeling the relationships between quality and biochemical composition of fatty liver in mule ducks.J. Anim. Sci.20129093312331710.2527/jas.2011-494522585814
      


      
        	[67]

        	Kileh-Wais M., Elsen J.M., Vignal A., Feves K., Vignoles F., Fernandez X., Manse H., Davail S., André J.M., Bastianelli D., Bonnal L., Filangi O., Baéza E., Guéméné D., Genêt C., Bernadet M.D., Dubos F., Marie-Etancelin C.. Detection of QTL controlling metabolism, meat quality, and liver quality traits of the overfed interspecific hybrid mule duck.J. Anim. Sci.201391258860410.2527/jas.2012-541123148259
      


      
        	[68]

        	Hermier D., Salichon M.R., Guy G., Peresson R., Mourot J., et al. Hepatic steatosis in waterfowl: Metabolic basis and genetic susceptibility.Prod. Anim.199912265271
      


      
        	[69]

        	Davail S., Guy G., André J., Hermier D., Hoo-Paris R.. Metabolism in two breeds of geese with moderate or large overfeeding induced liver-steatosis.Comp. Biochem. Physiol. A Mol. Integr. Physiol.20001261919910.1016/S1095-6433(00)00190-210908856
      


      
        	[70]

        	Kim H-K., Youn B-S., Shin M-S., Namkoong C., Park K.H., Baik J.H., Kim J.B., Park J.Y., Lee K.U., Kim Y.B., Kim M.S.. Hypothalamic Angptl4/Fiaf is a novel regulator of food intake and body weight.Diabetes201059112772278010.2337/db10-014520798332
      


      
        	[71]

        	Dijk W., Beigneux A.P., Larsson M., Bensadoun A., Young S.G., Kersten S.. Angiopoietin-like 4 promotes intracellular degradation of lipoprotein lipase in adipocytes.J. Lipid Res.20165791670168310.1194/jlr.M06736327034464
      


      
        	[72]

        	André J.M., Guy G., Gontier-Latonnelle K., Bernadet M.D., Davail B., et al. Influence of lipoprotein-lipase activity on plasma triacylglycerol concentration and lipid storage in three genotypes of ducks.Incl. Pap. Symp. Dev. Transit. Respir. Physiol. First Int Congr. Respir. Biol. Bad Honnef Ger August 2006200789990210.1016/j.cbpa.2007.09.006
      


      
        	[73]

        	Saez G., Baéza E., Bernadet M.D., Davail S.. Is there a relationship between the kinetics of lipoprotein lipase activity after a meal and the susceptibility to hepatic steatosis development in ducks?Poult. Sci.201089112453246010.3382/ps.2010-0068320952709
      


      
        	[74]

        	Le Roy T., Llopis M., Lepage P., Bruneau A., Rabot S., Bevilacqua C., Martin P., Philippe C., Walker F., Bado A., Perlemuter G., Cassard-Doulcier A.M., Gérard P.. Intestinal microbiota determines development of non-alcoholic fatty liver disease in mice.Gut201362121787179410.1136/gutjnl-2012-30381623197411
      


      
        	[75]

        	Wong V.W-S., Tse C-H., Lam T.T-Y., Wong G.L-H., Chim A.M-L., Chu W.C., Yeung D.K., Law P.T., Kwan H.S., Yu J., Sung J.J., Chan H.L.. Molecular characterization of the fecal microbiota in patients with nonalcoholic steatohepatitis--a longitudinal study.PLoS One201384e6288510.1371/journal.pone.006288523638162
      


      
        	[76]

        	Are A., Aronsson L., Wang S., Greicius G., Lee Y.K., Gustafsson J.A., Pettersson S., Arulampalam V.. Enterococcus faecalis from newborn babies regulate endogenous PPARgamma activity and IL-10 levels in colonic epithelial cells.Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA200810561943194810.1073/pnas.071173410518234854
      

    

  


  

OEBPS/Images/tomicroj.jpg
ISSN: 1874-2858

The Open
Microbiology

Journal —

Probiotics Strains Modulate Gut Microbiota

and Lipid Metabolism in Mule Ducks

VIEW ARTICLES ON
PUBMED CENTRAL

v
BENTHAM OPEN





OEBPS/Images/TOMICROJ-12-71_ineq1.jpg
cooked fatty liver weight (trimmed of leose fat) , 15
— e





OEBPS/Images/TOMICROJ-12-71_F3.jpg
rd
Lactobacilales
Bifidobacterial
cbacteile

Flovobacieiaes
eriales

Abundance

4096

Sphingomonadle
Burkhoideriales
Laciobacilales

Clostridilos
Bacilies

Erter

pheies
Du;u\bmbuuna\
idiales






OEBPS/Images/TOMICROJ-12-71_F9.jpg
0TU:4,7,20,68,
74,94, 119, 122,274






OEBPS/Images/TOMICROJ-12-71_F7.jpg
‘comp 2

05

o1 42,63, 106,

05






OEBPS/Images/TOMICROJ-12-71_F5.jpg
Clostidiales

Bifdobacterioes [l
Anaeroplasmatales | gl [ ]
Cio

Josrilaies
Lactobaciios MW
Closvaies | 1 ks -
Lacishacilaies
- —
1 " L}
AN - N
Abundance
b -- - oam
4096
n L 256
L]
1
Closirdiaes - 'l

Enterabaceriales. 1






OEBPS/Images/TOMICROJ-12-71_F1.jpg
Startor ot Growing det Overtoeding det
2752KcalkgCP:17,5% 2803 keallg: O 15% 3322 kealkg

Feed management
odbitum
Addiion of preparation infeed -ce

Experimental oantisete ne it
ps Group B
| T Y O O Y A |

Staughtering
point Point 1 (Starting period) Point2 (Bof)  Point 3 (Eof)






OEBPS/Images/TOMICROJ-12-71_F8.jpg
X-variate 2: 7% expl.var

X-variate 2: 9% expl.var

X-variate 2: 4% expl.var

@

o

o

-10 -5 0 5
X-variate 1: 27% expl.var

-10 0 10
X-variate 1: 18% expl.var

X-variate 1: 16% expl.var

Legend
O sP
/\ Eof

Legend
O sP A
A'sP B
+sp c

Legend
O EofA(-)
A Eof A (+)
~+ Eof B (-)
X Eof B (+)
<O EofC





OEBPS/Images/TOMICROJ-12-71_F2.jpg
2 N W A a9 N @ ©

00
0
0 = Firmicutes
0
0 = Proteobacteria
0
0 = Others
0
0
0
0

SP SP SP Eof Eof Eof Eof Eof
© @& B (© &) A) BY (B)

100
% mothers (<0,1%)
80
= Campylobacterales
70
= Bacteroidales
60
50 = Enterobacteriales
40 m Sphingomonadales
30 = Burkholderiales
20 = Lactobacillales
o # Clostridiales
[

SP SP SP Eof Eof Eof Eof Eof
©) (A) (B) (©) (A*) (A) (BH) (B) b






OEBPS/Images/TOMICROJ-12-71_F4.jpg
100
90
80
= Firmicutes
70
60 = Bacteroidetes
50 = Proteobacteria
40
m Others
30
20
10
0

SP SP SP Eof Eof Eof Eof Eof

©) (A) (B) (C) (A+) (A-) (B+) (B-)
100
u Clostridiales
9
80 = Lactobacillales
7 = Bacillales
6 .
m Bacteroidales
4 m Desulfovibrionale
= Enterobacteriales
2 = Campylobacterale
10
mOhers
0

SP SP SP Eof Eof Eof Eof Eof
(C) (A) (B) (C) (A+) (A-) (B+) (B-) E

S

w @
S S © © o
»

=)
»





OEBPS/Images/TOMICROJ-12-71_F6.jpg
»

X-variate 2: 6% expl.var X-variate 2: 7% expl.var

X-variate 2: 8% expl.var

3

o

3

0
X-variate 1: 25% expl.var

-10 0 10
X-variate 1: 18% expl.var

-20 0 20
X-variate 1: 19% expl.var

Legend
O sP
/\ Eof

Legend
OSsP A
AsP B
+spcC

Legend
O EofA(-)
A\ EofA(+)
-+ EofB(-)
X EofB(+)
<O EofC





