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Safety assessment of antibiotic and 
probiotic feed additives for Gallus 
gallus domesticus
D. P. Neveling   1, L. van Emmenes2, J. J. Ahire   1, E. Pieterse2, C. Smith   3 & L. M. T. Dicks1

Antibiotics in feed select for resistant strains and is thus a threat to human health. In this study, the 
effect of a multi-strain probiotic and antibiotics on the growth and health of broilers was studied. 
Equal numbers of broilers received on a daily basis either a multi-strain probiotic or a combination 
of sulphadiazine, colistin and trimethoprim, whereas the control group received standard feed. The 
villi of immature broilers (19 days old) administered antibiotics had a larger surface area and their 
lymphocyte and basophil counts were higher compared to broilers from the probiotic and control 
groups. The cecal microbiomes of mature broilers (29 days old) that received probiotics had higher 
levels of Enterobacteriaceae, but lower numbers of Clostridiales, Brucellaceae, Synergistaceae, 
Erysipelotrichaceae and Coriobacteriaceae compared to the antibiotic-treated group. A decline in the 
bioluminescence of Listeria monocytogenes observed for broilers on probiotics suggested that the 
probiotic may be used to control bacterial infections. No significant differences in total red blood 
cell, haemoglobin and haematocrit content, and mean values for corpuscular volume, corpuscular 
haemoglobin and corpuscular haemoglobin numbers were recorded amongst broilers from the different 
treatment groups. This study provides valuable information on the health and performance of broilers 
when administered probiotics and antibiotics as additives.

Poultry reared on a large scale in intensive production systems are more prone to develop microbial infections1. 
Necrotic enteritis, caused by Clostridium perfringens and coccidiosis, caused by Eimeria spp., are the most chal-
lenging of all poultry diseases and are difficult to control2. The use of antibiotics as growth promoter in animal 
feed has been banned by the European Union in an attempt to control natural selection for antibiotic-resistant 
pathogens3 and ensure that currently available antibiotics remain effective in the treatment of animal and human 
infections.

The general assumption is that chickens intensively reared do not acquire beneficial microbiota from the envi-
ronment4. Furthermore, the immune system of broilers, especially in the first month, is not well developed and 
they are susceptible to bacterial infections caused by Campylobacter jejuni, C. perfringens, Salmonella enterica and 
Escherichia coli5. It is thus not surprising that broilers reared intensively are more susceptible to microbial infec-
tions6. Those that do survive the first two weeks have a good chance to develop a stable consortium of intestinal 
microbiota during the following two weeks7.

Alternative supplements that enhances growth and protect broilers from pathogenic infections is desperately 
needed. Numerous beneficial effects of probiotics administered to broilers have been reported, e.g. improvement 
in growth performance8,9, increased digestion of nutrients10, modulation of intestinal microflora11, inhibition 
of pathogens12,13, competitive exclusion of pathogens and antagonism14, and modulation of gut mucosal immu-
nity15. However, the addition of probiotics to broiler feed is still far from being implemented on a regular basis16, 
mainly due to a lack in in-depth knowledge about the complex dynamics of the poultry gut17 and the multitude of 
parameters that influences the efficacy of probiotics. Differences in microbial species and strains, methods used 
to propagate probiotic strains, differences in the ability of the strains to adhere to the gastro-intestinal tract (GIT), 
number of evidence-based clinical trials18, production standards19, environmental factors and management6 are 
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a few of the variabilities. More research on the intestinal ecosystem, and inter-microbial and microbiota-host 
interactions are required16.

In this study we evaluated the effect of antibiotics (sulphadiazine, colistin and trimethoprim in combination) 
and a multi-strain probiotic (L. crispatus, L. salivarius, L. gallinarum, L. johnsonii, E. faecalis and B. amyloliquefa-
ciens) on the performance of healthy broilers. Parameters assessed included growth performance, immune organ 
weight, gizzard weight, histomorphology of the small intestine, haematology, tibia bone mineral weight, inhi-
bition of L. monocytogenes EGDe in vivo and changes in cell numbers of cecal microorganisms. Understanding 
what physiological changes these feed additives induce in healthy broilers is important to assess their safety with 
long term use.

Results and Discussion
Health and growth performance.  The average feed conversion ratios (FCRs) of broilers in the probiotic 
and antibiotic treatment groups were not significantly different from that recorded for broilers in the untreated 
group on days 7, 14, 21 and 28 (Supplementary Table S1), suggesting that neither the multi-strain probiotic, nor 
the antibiotics had an effect on growth performance. Similar results were published by Gheisar and co-workers20. 
The authors reported an increase in body weight of broilers that received Enterococcus faecium M74, but their 
FCRs were not significantly different from broilers in control groups on a probiotic-free diet20. However, studies 
conducted by Shim et al.21, Sinol et al.22 and Chen et al.23, using different probiotic compositions, showed an 
improvement in growth performance. The authors attributed enhanced growth to an increase in digestive enzyme 
activity, coupled to additional changes, such as a decrease in ammonia production and maintenance of beneficial 
microbiota in the GIT. In a recent study where broilers were fed a multi-strain probiotic consisting of L. johnso-
nii, L. crispatus, L. salivarius and an unidentified Lactobacillus sp., no changes in body weight gain (BWG), feed 
intake (FI) and FCR were observed24. Similar conclusions were drawn when a multi-strain probiotic, consisting 
of hetero- and homofermentative Lactobacillus spp., were administered to broilers25.

The inconsistency in reports regarding the effect of probiotics on growth performance may be due to differ-
ences in rearing conditions, strain compositions, number of viable cells administered and frequency of admin-
istration. Santos and co-workers26 have shown differences in growth performance when broilers were reared 
free-ranged, on an open floor, and in cages. Cage rearing is considered more hygienic, as broilers are not in direct 
contact with faeces27. However, cage rearing could also lead to food-safety concerns due to the inadequate transfer 
of beneficial microbiota from the environment26. Rearing conditions should thus always be taken into account 
when the effect of additives on growth performance is studied28. In the present study, broilers were reared in cages 
elevated from the floor.

Probiotic characteristics are strain dependent and the combination of strains may have an effect on the efficacy 
of a multi-strain probiotic29. The number of viable cells administered and the dose frequency are equally impor-
tant. Most probiotics are administered at 107 to 109 cfu per day30. In the present study, broilers received between 
1.0 × 108 and 4.1 × 108 cfu of the multi-strain probiotic per day. Antibiotics and probiotics act as prophylactics 
that inhibit the development of pathogenic bacteria and improves growth. However, our results indicated that the 
daily administration of a multi-strain probiotic (108 cfu) did not have a positive, nor negative, effect on growth 
performance.

Haematology, organ weight and histology.  Several factors, such as physiological and environmental 
conditions31, diet32, water and feed restriction33, age34 and administration of drugs35 affect the blood parameters 
of healthy broilers. At day 19 the white blood cell (WBC), heterophil (HET), monocyte (MONO) and eosin-
ophil (EOS) counts were not significantly different for broilers from the different treatment groups (Table 1). 
Lymphocyte (LYM) and basophil (BASO) counts, on the other hand, were significantly different at day 19. 
Broilers from the antibiotic treatment group had a higher mean LYM (p = 0.012) and BASO (0.018) count com-
pared to the probiotic treatment group. LYM and BASO counts were not significantly different between probiotic 
and control, and antibiotic and control treatment groups at day 19 (Table 1). Lymphocytes include natural killer 
cells, T-cells and B-cells36. T cells (thymus cells) and B-cells (bone marrow- or bursa-derived cells) are the major 
cellular components of the adaptive immune response. T-cells are involved in cell-mediated immunity, whereas 
B-cells are primarily responsible for humoral immunity36. Natural killer cells are part of the innate immune sys-
tem and play a major role in defending the host from tumours and virus-infected cells36. Basophils are granulo-
cytes responsible for inflammatory responses and production of heparin and histamine36. A higher BASO count 
is characteristic of a pro-inflammatory response and may be the result of sensitivity to antibiotics or the presence 

Treatment

WBC (106/µl) HET (103/µl) LYM (103/µl) MONO (103/µl) EOS (103/µl) BASO (103/µl)

19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D

Control 34.5 ± 26.5 27.9 ± 21.3 5.8 ± 2.5 7.2 ± 2.4 23.9ab ± 20.8 18.1 ± 18.5 1.9 ± 1.9 0.75 ± 0.74 0.12 ± 0.04 0.17 ± 0.12 1.44ab ± 1.53 0.49 ± 0.48

Antibiotic 49.5 ± 33.5 29.5 ± 27.3 6.3 ± 2.5 5.9 ± 3.5 38.7a ± 27.8 17.6 ± 18.9 3.1 ± 2.6 0.55 ± 0.60 0.18 ± 0.11 0.16 ± 0.10 2.74a ± 1.65 0.64 ± 0.97

Probiotic 21.2 ± 11.9 32.6 ± 21.9 4.7 ± 2.6 7.3 ± 2.8 13.9b ± 8.0 23.3 ± 20.3 1.4 ± 1.3 0.68 ± 0.65 0.10 ± 0.06 0.16 ± 0.12 1.09b ± 1.04 0.64 ± 0.67

p value 0.07 0.832 0.414 0.281 0.040* 0.621 0.168 0.698 0.708 0.950 0.046* 0.820

Table 1.  Mean (±standard deviation) total leukocyte count (WBC) at day 19 and 29, and composition of 
heterophils (HET), lymphocytes (LYM), monocytes (MONO), eosinophils (EOS) and basophils (BASO) of 
broilers receiving different treatments. *p < 0.05, a, bMeans within columns with different superscripts differ 
significantly (p < 0.05).
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of bacteria that elicits an immune response. Transiently higher LYM counts at day 19 were indicative of a response 
to the presence of specific immune provoking bacteria. These counts usually normalises when bacterial cell num-
bers are brought under control, or after a few days when the body develops tolerance to the antibiotics. Both these 
responses are undesired. As energy for growth is relayed to elicit an immune response, probiotics showed the 
opposite and did not elicited an immune response, which is desirable. At day 29, no significant differences were 
recorded in WBC, HET, LYM, MONO, EOS and BASO counts for broilers from the different treatment groups 
(Table 1).

Lymphocytes are the major circulating immune cells in birds and HET are functionally equivalent to neutro-
phils that participate in inflammation and phagocytosis. A high HET/LYM ratio and high glucocorticoid level 
is an indication of stress37,38. High HET/LYM ratios have also been associated with increased mortality39. No 
significant differences were recorded between the mean HET/LYM ratios of broilers from the different treatment 
groups at day 19 (p = 0.737) and day 29 (p = 0.357) (Supplementary Table S2). Thrombocytes stop bleeding by 
clumping and plugging injured blood vessels. No significant differences were recorded in thrombocyte counts for 
the different treatment groups at day 19 (p = 0.121) and day 29 (p = 0.350) (Supplementary Table S2).

At day 19, broilers from the different treatment groups had no significant differences in total red blood cell 
(RBC), haemoglobin content (HGB), haematocrit content (HCT), mean corpuscular volume (MCV), mean cor-
puscular haemoglobin (MCH) and mean corpuscular haemoglobin counts (MCHC); listed in Table 2. The eryth-
rocyte cell distribution (RDW) of broilers from different treatment groups at day 19 were significantly different 
(p = 0.022). Broilers receiving the multi-strain probiotic had a higher mean RDW at day 19, compared to the anti-
biotic (p = 0.033) and control (p = 0.009) groups. No significant differences were recorded between the antibiotic 
and control treatment groups. Higher RDW levels may be due to older age of RBC, mixed deficiency (iron, B12 or 
folate), recent haemorrhage and false positive results from EDTA anticoagulated blood40,41. Results suggest that 
probiotic-treated broilers may in some way allow for RBC to age further before being recycled, as RDW increases 
with cell age. The relatively small RDW changes supports this interpretation, as the differences would have been 
larger in the event of deficiency or haemorrhage. Broilers receiving different treatments at day 29 had no signifi-
cant differences in their RBC, HCT, MCV, MCH, and MCHC and RDW counts.

Bursa of Fabricius and the spleen are lymphoid organs which forms part of the avian immune system42. The 
spleen filters and regenerates antibodies, whereas the bursa of Fabricius is the site of haematopoiesis responsible 
for B-cell production. Immune organ weights are weighed to evaluate the immune status of broilers23. The bursa 
of Fabricius is the primary lymphoid and probiotic administration can lead to an increase in weight43, which 
may be considered an improvement of the immune system44, however, excessive responses depress growth per-
formance45. Administration of either the multi-strain probiotic or antibiotics did not alter the relative weights of 
the spleen, bursa of Fabricius and the spleen: bursa of Fabricius ratio at days 19 and 29 (Supplementary Table S3). 
Conflicting results were reported for the probiotic Protexin® (Lactobacillus plantarum, Lactobacillus bulgari-
cus, Lactobacillus acidophilus, Lactobacillus rhamnosus, Bifidobacterium bifidum, Streptococcus thermophilus, 
Enterococcus faecium, Aspergillus oryzae and Candida pintolopesii)28,46. Pourakbari et al.28 observed no differences 
in spleen or bursa weights of broilers raised in cages, but Dizaji et al.46 reported an increase in spleen weights 
when broilers were raised on the floor. Concluded from these studies, differences in rearing conditions, i.e. hous-
ing, feed composition and environmental factors, probably played an important role for the observed discrepan-
cies. In our study the multi-strain probiotic (L. crispatus DPN167, L. salivarius DPN181, L. gallinarum DPN164, 
L. johnsonii DPN184, E. faecalis DPN94 and B. amyloliquefaciens DPN123) was administered to broilers reared 
in cages, which could be the reason why no differences in immune organ weights were observed. It may thus be 
more applicable to study the effect of the multi-strain probiotics on broilers raised under less hygienic conditions, 
as cage rearing is considered more hygienic than pen rearing27.

Relative gizzard to body weight ratio is used to assess the efficiency of mechanical feed digestion. Supple
mentation of feed with either the multi-strain probiotic or antibiotics had no significant effect on the relative 
gizzard weights at days 19 and 29 (Supplementary Table S4). Researchers using a multi-strain probiotic which 
consisted of L. acidophilus, Lactobacillus casei, Pediococcus acidilactici, Bacillus subtilis and Saccharomyces  
boulardii47 and a single strain probiotic Eubacterium sp.48 similarly reported no significant differences in the 
relative gizzard weights.

The surface of the small intestine contains villi that increases the surface area and leads to increased absorp-
tion. At the base of the villi, tubular invaginations (crypts) extend into connective tissue to form enterocytes 

Treatment

RBC (106/µl) HGB (g/dl) HCT (%) MCV (f) MCH (pg) MCHC (g/dl) RDW (%)

19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D

Control 2.22 ± 0.26 2.59 ± 0.34 13.24 ± 1.71 14.75 ± 1.83 18.33 ± 2.12 20.49 ± 2.85 82.56 ± 2.85 81.17 ± 2.84 59.62 ± 1.86 58.31 ± 2.17 72.24 ± 2.02 71.88 ± 2.84 12.70bc ± 0.85 12.56 ± 0.63

Antibiotic 2.19 ± 0.28 2.27 ± 0.74 13.22 ± 1.83 12.56 ± 5.11 18.39 ± 2.16 19.10 ± 4.73 84.06 ± 2.71 81.33 ± 3.47 60.24 ± 1.33 58.08 ± 1.33 71.72 ± 2.57 71.44 ± 2.70 12.93b ± 1.08 12.67 ± 1.26

Probiotic 2.17 ± 0.45 2.46 ± 0.30 10.88 ± 3.21 14.24 ± 2.12 17.76 ± 3.78 19.41 ± 2.33 81.64 ± 2.40 79.26 ± 2.39 52.43 ± 20.55 57.04 ± 2.42 64.57 ± 25.86 72.01 ± 3.48 13.76a ± 0.41 12.81 ± 0.97

p value 0.960 0.174 0.056 0.135 0.861 0.549 0.140 0.106 0.301 0.223 0.475 0.888 0.022* 0.794

Table 2.  Mean (±standard deviation) erythrocyte count and haemoglobin content (HGB), haematocrit 
value (HCT), mean corpuscular volume (MCV), mean corpuscular haemoglobin (MCH), mean corpuscular 
haemoglobin concentration (MCHC) and erythrocytes cell distribution width (RDW) of broilers receiving 
different treatments. *p < 0.05, a, b cMeans within columns with different superscripts differ significantly 
(p < 0.05).
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(absorptive cells). A decrease in villi height leads to a reduction in surface area and reduces the absorption of 
nutrients49. The ratio between villi height and crypt depth is used as an indicator of digestive capacity. A low ratio 
correlates to decreased digestion and absorption3. Deeper crypt depths correlates with increased absorption50. 
However, shorter villi and deeper crypts may decrease absorption and increase endogenous losses through loss 
of enterocytes, thus leading to a decrease in absorption51. The villus height, crypt depth and villus to crypt depth 
ratios of broilers from the different treatment groups were not significantly different at day 19 (Table 3). However, 
the mean villi area at day 19 for the different treatments were significantly different (p = 0.042). Broilers from the 
untreated group had larger villi area compared to the antibiotic (p = 0.029) and probiotic (p = 0.026) treatment 
groups. No significant differences were recorded between the probiotic and antibiotic treatment groups. Larger 
villi areas leads to larger surface areas and increased absorption of nutrients52. However, increased villi area could 
also be considered detrimental for nutrient absorption. If villi height are the same for two treatment groups (as 
in the current study), but the area per villus is larger in the one treatment group, the number of villi per cm2 are 
less and so also the total surface area for nutrient absorption. Numerous anatomical characteristics affect the 
absorptive capacity, i.e. tract length, villus height and width, and the number of villi per unit area all contribute 
to absorptive capacity53. The chicks in our study were day old as-hatched and from the same genetic lineage, 
representing a homogenous collection of broilers with similar anatomical characteristics. Taken together, this 
suggests that both the antibiotic and multi-strain probiotic treatment groups had better absorption capacity when 
compared to the control group at this time point. As observed for haematological parameters, this difference 
was also transient, as the villus height and area, crypt depth and villus to crypt depth ratios were similar for the 
three groups at day 29 (Table 3). The effects of probiotics on villus surface area seems to depend on the segment 
in which the bacteria colonizes52. For example, researchers assessing B. subtilis LS 1–254 and GalliPro® - which 
consist of B. subtilis DSM 1729955 - found an increase in the villus height, surface area and villus height-to-crypt 
depth ratio. This highlights the requirement for probiotic-specific assessments, as well as comprehensive analyses 
of various segments of the GIT before firm conclusions can be made.

Mineralization of the tibia.  The degree of bone mineralisation affects bone strength, phosphorus and/
or calcium deficiencies and lead to an increase in bone breakage and defects56. This influences animal welfare, 
growth performance and meat quality57. Tibia bone weight and ash weight is used to evaluate bone mineralisa-
tion58. Probiotics support calcium absorption primarily by the production of metabolites, enzymes and vitamins, 
some of which participate in the metabolism of calcium59. Broilers from the different treatment groups showed no 
significant differences in their tibia bone weights, or bone ash percentages at day 29 (Supplementary Table S5) and 
administration of either the multi-strain probiotic or antibiotic combination did not alter bone mineralization 
efficiency.

Inhibition of L. monocytogenes in vivo.  Bioluminescent L. monocytogenes was administered to broilers to 
determine whether the antibiotic and probiotic feed additives could inhibit colonization and proliferation of the 
pathogenic bacterium in vivo. Transition of bioluminescent L. monocytogenes EGDe in the gastrointestinal tract 
of broilers from the different treatment groups, after 2.0 and 3.5 h, is shown in Fig. 1. Lower levels of biolumines-
cence were observed in the GIT of broilers from the probiotic treatment group after 3.5 h, compared to broilers 
from the control and antibiotic groups. High levels of bioluminescence were observed in the ileum and colon, 
and low levels in the duodenum and cecum (Fig. 1). Broilers from the control group showed high biolumines-
cent readings (mean p.S−1.cm−1.sr−1) in the ileum (3.17 × 104) and low readings in the duodenum (3.46 × 103), 
cecum (9.48 × 103) and colon (9.71 × 103) after 2 h (Fig. 2). After 3.5 h, high readings were observed in the ileum 
(5.5 × 104) and low readings in the duodenum (3.19 × 103), jejunum (3.2 × 103) and cecum (3.52 × 103). Broilers 
from the antibiotic treatment group had high bioluminescence readings in the colon (1.69 × 104), and low levels 
in the duodenum (3.28 × 103), jejunum (2.07 × 103), ileum (9.45 × 103) and cecum (3.82 × 103) after 2 h (Fig. 2). 
After 3.5 h, high bioluminescence readings were observed in the ileum (1.01 × 105) and colon (4.69 × 104), and 
low readings in the duodenum (2.21 × 103), jejunum (3.21 × 103) and cecum (6.93 × 103). For probiotic-treated 
broilers, high readings were observed in the ileum (3.13 × 104) and colon (3.43 × 104), and low readings in the 
duodenum (2.32 × 103) and cecum (2.84 × 103) at 2 h. After 3.5 h, low levels were observed in the duodenum 
(2.79 × 103), cecum (5.14 × 103) and colon (3.62 × 103). Decrease in bioluminescence observed in the probiotic 
treatment group after 3.5 h suggests that the multi-strain probiotic inhibits growth of L. monocytogenes in vivo. 
Bioluminescent readings in the ileum after 3.5 h were significantly different for treatment groups (p = 0.0001). 
Readings recorded for the probiotic treatment group were significantly lower compared to the antibiotic 
(p = 0.0002) and control (p = 0.0201) groups, but the control and antibiotic treatment groups were similar. The 

Treatment

Villi Height (µm) Villi Area (µm) Crypt depth (µm) Villi height: crypt depth

19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D 19 D 29 D

Control 275 ± 21 1522 ± 90 8332a ± 1448 215439 ± 55696 45 ± 10 240 ± 23 6.30 ± 1.20 6.40 ± 0.69

Antibiotic 275 ± 39 1496 ± 153 6810b ± 1333 214644 ± 49877 42 ± 10 232 ± 27 6.87 ± 1.78 6.53 ± 0.95

Probiotic 260 ± 20 1515 ± 170 6573b ± 1073 216848 ± 48577 40 ± 8 219 ± 21 7.32 ± 1.75 6.99 ± 0.98

p value 0.556 0.949 0.042* 0.952 0.298 0.213 0.659 0.449

Table 3.  Mean (±standard deviation) villi height, villi area, crypt depth and villus height: crypt depth ratio of 
the duodenum of broilers slaughtered on day 29. *p < 0.05, a, bMeans within columns with different superscripts 
differ significantly (p < 0.05).
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cell numbers of L. monocytogenes per gram intestine for the duodenum, jejunum, ileum, cecum and colon, 2 
and 3.5 h after administration of L. monocytogenes, is shown in Supplementary Fig. S1. The ileum harboured 
the highest number of L. monocytogenes (5–7 log cfu/gram ileum; Supplementary Fig. S1). No significant dif-
ferences for the log cfu/g intestine were observed for the different GIT sections from the different treatment 
groups (Supplementary Fig. S1). The multi-strain probiotic inhibited colonization and growth of L. monocy-
togenes in vivo, as determined by the Caliper in vivo imaging system (IVIS®). However, no cell death of L. mono-
cytogenes was recorded in the GIT, as determined by standard culturing and plating onto BHI agar (Biolab, Biolab 
Diagnostics, Midrand, SA) supplemented with 7.5 µg/ml chloramphenicol. Growth inhibition could be due to 
the production of organic acids, diacetyl, acetoin, hydrogen peroxide and bacteriocins, or through competitive 
exclusion from the GIT60,61.

Cecum microbiome.  The cecum microbiome grouped into 13 operational taxonomic units (OTU’s), repre-
senting the phyla Actinobacteria, Armatimonadetes, Acidobacteria, Bacteroidetes, Chloroflexi, Cyanobacteria, 
Firmicutes, Fusobacteria, Geminatimonadetes, Proteobacteria, Synergistetes, Spirochaetes, and Tenericutes 
(Fig. 3). Only two phyla were present at a mean relative abundance of ≥1% and belonged to Proteobacteria 

Figure 1.  Bioluminescent images of isolated gastro-intestinal tracts of broilers from the different treatments 
groups (i.e. multi-strain probiotic, antibiotic combination and control) at 2 and 3.5 h after administration of 
bioluminescent L. monocytogenes EGDe (4.2 × 108 cfu).

Figure 2.  Bioluminescence counts (p S−1 cm−1 sr−1) for the different gastro-intestinal compartments 
(duodenum, jejunum, ileum, cecum and colon) of broilers from the different treatment groups (multi-strain 
probiotic, antibiotic combination and control) at 2 and 3.5 h after administration of L. monocytogenes EGDe. 
*Indicates significant differences (p < 0.05; Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric test).
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(33–72%) and Firmicutes (26–66%). The majority of the Proteobacteria sequences corresponded to sequences 
recorded for Enterobacteriaceae (19–64%) and Hyphomicrobiaceae (2–7%). The majority of the Firmicutes 
sequences correlated with sequences of Enterococcaceae (2–6%), Lactobacillaceae (4–11%), Clostridiaceae 
(6–13%), Eubacteriaceae (1–5%), Lachnospiraceae (6–9%), Ruminococcaceae (9–21%) and Erysipelotrichaceae 
(2–8%), as shown in Fig. 4.

Chao1 and richness indexes for broilers from the different treatment groups did not differ significantly (Fig. 5). 
However, the Shannon diversity index (p = 0.019) and evenness index (p = 0.021) differed significantly between 
the treatment groups. Microbiomes from the antibiotic treatment group were more diverse and OTU’s were, 
compared to the control and probiotic treatment groups, more evenly distributed. Analysis by mcpHill62 revealed 
that the microbiomes of the control and probiotic treatment groups were similar with respect to rare, average and 
high abundant species diversity (q = −1, 1, 3; p > 0.05), as shown in Table 4. The antibiotic and control treatment 
groups differed significantly with respect to average and high abundant species diversity (q = 1, 3; p = 0.028 and 
p = 0.041 respectively), but did not differ in rare species diversity (q = −1; p > 0.05). The antibiotic and probiotic 

Figure 3.  Phyla present in the cecum microbiome of broilers from the different treatment groups i.e. multi-
strain probiotic, antibiotic combination and untreated.

Figure 4.  Abundant bacterial families present in the cecum microbiota of broilers from the different treatment 
groups.
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treatment groups did not differ significantly with respect to rare and high abundant species diversity (q = −1, 
3; p > 0.05), but differed significantly with respect to average abundant species diversity (q = 1; p = 0.041). The 
NMDS plot revealed that microbiomes from the antibiotic treated group formed a cluster separate from the con-
trol and probiotic treatment groups (Fig. 6). Adonis analysis revealed significant differences between community 
composition and treatment (p = 0.029).

Families present in more than 50% of broilers from a specific treatment were considered part of the micro-
biome. Microbiomes of broilers from the different treatment groups shared 26 families, i.e. Geobacteraceae, 
Acholeplasmataceae, unclassified Clostridiales, Bacillaceae, Clostridiaceae, Clostridiales Family XI, XIII and 
XIX Incertae Sedis, Spiroplasmataceae, Ruminococcaceae, Planococcaceae, Peptostreptococcaceae, Peptococcaceae, 
Paenibacillaceae, Oscillospiraceae, Coriobacteriaceae, Mycoplasmataceae, Enterobacteriaceae, Lactobacillaceae, 
Lachnospiraceae, Hyphomicrobiaceae, Gracilibacteraceae, Veillonellaceae, Enterococcaceae, Eubacteriaceae and 
Erysipelotrichaceae (Fig. 7).

Figure 5.  Total species richness obtained by the (a) Chao 1 index (ANOVA significance of p = 0.22), the (b) 
Shannon’s diversity index (ANOVA significance of p = 0.02) and the (c) richness index (ANOVA significance 
of p = 0.216) for cecal bacterial communities of broilers from the different treatment group (i.e. multi-strain 
probiotic, antibiotic combination and untreated).

Comparison q (Hill number) p-value

Control - Antibiotic −1 0.969

Control - Antibiotic 0 0.639

Control - Antibiotic 1 0.028*

Control - Antibiotic 2 0.035*

Control - Antibiotic 3 0.041*

Probiotic - Antibiotic −1 0.961

Probiotic - Antibiotic 0 0.521

Probiotic - Antibiotic 1 0.041*

Probiotic - Antibiotic 2 0.055

Probiotic - Antibiotic 3 0.065

Probiotic - Control −1 1

Probiotic - Control 0 1

Probiotic - Control 1 1

Probiotic - Control 2 1

Probiotic - Control 3 1

Table 4.  mcpHill diversity analysis of group differences in biodiversity. *p < 0.05.
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Microbiomes from the antibiotic and control treatment groups had four families in common, i.e. Streptococcaceae 
(0.03–0.05%), Aerococcaceae (0.007–0.01%), Anaeroplasmataceae (0.008–0.03%) and Xanthomonadaceae (0.005–
0.008%). Genera of Streptococcaceae are found in environmental habitats and mammalian hosts, and consists of 
genera Streptococcus, Lactococcus, and Lactovum63. The family Aerococcaceae consists of the genera Aerococcus, 
Abiotrophia, Dolosicoccus, Eremococcus, Facklamia, Globicatella, and Ignavigranum64. Members of this family are 
present in environmental and clinical habitats64. The family Anaeroplasmataceae comprises of anaerobic myco-
plasmas Anaeroplasma and Asteroleplasma, commensals of the rumen, with no reported pathogenicity65. The 
family Xanthomonadaceae consists of the genera Xanthomonas, Frateuria, Fulvimonas, Luteimonas, Lysobacter, 
Nevskia, Pseudoxanthomonas, Rhodanobacter, Schineria, Stenotrophomonas, Thermomonas, and Xylella66. 
Members are typically characterized as environmental microorganisms, with the exception of Stenotrophomonas 
which is infrequently implicated in infections66.

The microbiomes of the antibiotic and probiotic treatment groups shared three families, i.e. Entomoplasmataceae 
(0.05–0.26%), Syntrophomonadaceae (0.02–0.2%) and Oceanospirillaceae (0.005–0.01%). The family 
Entomoplasmataceae comprises the genera Entomoplasma and Mesoplasma67. Members of Entomoplasmataceae 
have no pathogenicity to their insect or plant host67. The family Syntrophomonadaceae includes the gen-
era Candidatus Contubernalis, Carboxydocella, Dethiobacter, Pelospora, Syntrophomonas, Syntrophothermus, 
Thermohydrogenium and Thermosyntropha68. Members are present in anaerobic environments where organic 
matter is degraded to methane and carbon dioxide68. The family Oceanospirillaceae consists of 17 genera, all 
halotolerant/halophilic, with the exception of Balneatrix which has been isolated from freshwater and clinical 
samples69.

The antibiotic treatment group had 11 unique families, i.e. Pseudomonadaceae (0.008%), Staphylococcaceae 
(0.008%), Flavobacteriaceae (0.3%), Clostridiales Family XIV. Incertae Sedis (0.008%), Brachyspiraceae (0.04%), 
Demequinaceae (0.007%), Desulfuromonadaceae (0.01%), Alicyclobacillaceae (0.06%), Microbacteriaceae 
(0.01%), Synergistaceae (0.015%) and Brucellaceae (0.008%). The family Pseudomonadaceae consists of the 
genera Azomonas, Azomonotrichon, Azorhizophilus, Azotobacter, Cellvibrio, Mesophilobacter, Pseudomonas, 
Rhizobacter, Rugamonas, and Serpens70. Infection by P. aeruginosa in broilers is associated with respiratory infec-
tions, diarrhoea and septicaemia71. The family Staphylococcaceae consists of genera Jeotgalicoccus, Macrococcus, 
Nosocomiicoccus, Salinicoccus, Gemella and Staphylococcus63. Staphylococcus members are commensal micro-
organisms, occasionally causing mastitis in cattle. Major infections associated with genus are due to S. aureus 
infections in humans72. The family Flavobacteriaceae contains more than 90 genera present in a wide variety of 
habits i.e. water, soil, animals and plants73. Many members of the family are capable of digesting macromolecules 
and polysaccharides73. The majority of clostridia present in the GIT of broilers belongs to the family Clostridiales 

Figure 6.  Non-metric multidimensional scaling (NMDS) ordination plot of bacterial communities of the 
different treatment groups (i.e. multi-strain probiotic, antibiotic combination and control) based on the Bray-
Curtis distance.

Figure 7.  Venn diagram of the core shared bacterial families and unique families present in cecal microbiome 
of broilers from the different treatment groups (i.e. multi-strain probiotic, antibiotic combination and 
untreated).
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Family XIV Incertae Sedis, with positive traits such as production of butyric acid that promotes a healthy intesti-
nal epithelium74. Brachyspiraceae has been elevated to the order Brachyspiriales ord. nov.75. The family consists of 
the genera Brachyspira, Exilispira and Brevinema76. Broilers harbour pathogenic B. hyodysenteriae, B. intermedia, 
B. pilosicoli and B. alvinipulli and non-pathogenic species B. innocence, B. murdochii, and B. pulli77,78. Brachyspira 
colonizes the large intestine and causes intestinal disease and mortality76. The precise significance of Brachyspira 
spp. in birds, species involved, and the epidemiology is not fully understood76. The family Demequinaceae con-
sists of the genus Demequina, and is present in soil and marine environments79. The family Desulfuromonadaceae 
contains the genera Desulfuromonas, Desulfuromusa, Pelobacter, Malonomonas, and Geoalkalibacter80. Members 
are strictly anaerobic and are found in anoxic environments where they play an important role in the degra-
dation of organic matter and syntrophic associations80. None of the members are considered pathogenic80. 
The Alicyclobacillaceae family consists of the genera Alicyclobacillus, Kyrpidia, and Tumebacillus64. The family 
Microbacteriaceae consists of numerous genera present in a number of different environments, i.e. terrestrial 
and aquatic ecosystems, associations with plants, fungi, animals and clinical specimens81,82. Several species and 
subspecies of the family include either plant pathogens, or organisms for which plant pathogenicity has been sug-
gested81. The majority of OTU’s were classified to family level, however, members of the genera Microbacterium 
and Leucobacter were present. Members of the genus Microbacterium are widely distributed in various environ-
ments and are associated with plants, insects and clinical specimens81. However, little is known about the natural 
habitats of members of the genus Leucobacter81.

The microbiomes of the control treatment group contained one unique family, Chitinophagaceae (0.01%). 
The family Chitinophagaceae consists of the genera Balneola, Filimonas, Flavisolibacter, Gracilimonas, Lacibacter, 
Niastella, Terrimonas, Asinibacterium and Chitinophaga83. Members of this family are found in a range of envi-
ronments, with some species capable of cellulose hydrolysis83.

The following families were significantly different (Fig. 8) for the different treatment groups: unclassified 
Clostridiales (p = 0.011), Coriobacteriaceae (p = 0.012), Synergistaceae (p = 0.013), Enterobacteriaceae (p = 0.018), 
Erysipelotrichaceae (p = 0.026) and Brucellaceae (p = 0.033). The antibiotic treatment group had higher levels of 
unclassified Clostridiales (3.4 fold increase), Coriobacteriaceae (2.9 fold increase), Synergistaceae (unique family 
of antibiotic group), Erysipelotrichaceae (3.3 fold increase), and Brucellaceae (unique family of antibiotic group) 
and were significantly different from the probiotic (p < 0.05) and control groups (p < 0.05). The families from 
probiotic and control treatment groups did not differ significantly. The antibiotic group had lower levels of 
Enterobacteriaceae (3.5 fold decrease) and were significantly different (p < 0.05) than the control group. No sig-
nificant differences were recorded between the antibiotic and probiotic treatment groups, and between the control 
and probiotic treatment group. Reduction in the levels of Enterobacteriaceae is due to the presence of sulphad-
iazine, trimethoprim and colistin. Sulphadiazine is bacteriostatic with a wide spectrum against Gram-positive 
and Gram-negative bacteria84. Trimethoprim is active against aerobic Gram-positive bacteria (Staphylococcus) 
and aerobic Gram-negative bacteria (Enterobacter, Escherichia, Klebsiella and Proteus)85. Colistin has bactericidal 

Figure 8.  Cecal bacterial families, i.e. (a) unclassified Clostridiales, (b) Brucellaceae, (c) Synergistaceae, (d) 
Erysipelotrichaceae, (e) Coriobacteriaceae and (f) Enterobacteriaceae whose abundance significantly differs 
between the different treatments groups’ i.e. multi-strain probiotic, antibiotic combination and untreated 
(ANOVA significance, *indicates p < 0.05 and **p < 0.001).
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activity against most Gram-negative aerobic bacilli, i.e. Acinetobacter, Pseudomonas, Klebsiella, Enterobacter, 
Escherichia, Salmonella, Shigella and Citrobacter spp.86.

The family Erysipelotrichaceae comprises the genera Allobaculum, Bulleidia, Catenibacterium, Coprobacillus, 
Eggerthia, Erysipelothrix, Holdemania, Kandleria, Solobacterium and Turicibacter87. Members are highly immu-
nogenic and flourish during post-treatment with broad-spectrum antibiotics88,89. Erysipelotrichaceae has been 
correlated to inflammation89. Evidence associating members of this family to disease is correlative, and studies 
examining the impact abundance has on the host is required90. The family Coriobacteriaceae consists of gen-
era Adlercreutzia, Asaccharobacter, Atopobium, Collinsella, Coriobacterium, Cryptobacterium, Denitrobacterium, 
Eggerthella, Enterorhabdus, Gordonibacter, Olsenella, Paraeggerthella, Parvibacter, and Slackia91. They are nor-
mal habitants of the mammalian GIT. Members can modulate host metabolism by increased cholesterol absorp-
tion92, energy metabolism via glycogenesis and enhanced triglycerides synthesis as well as hepatic detoxification 
pathways93, and activation of the isoflavone daidzein a dietary phytoestrogens abundant in soybean94. However, 
several members of Atopobium, Eggerthella, Gordonibacter, Olsenella, and Paraeggerthella have been implicated 
in the development of infections, abscesses, intestinal diseases, tumours, periodontitis, vaginosis, and bacterae-
mia95. The majority of OTU’s were identified to family level. However, the genera Eggerthella, Enterorhabdus and 
Gordonibacter were identified. A decrease in Coriobacteriaceae numbers has been correlated to reduced plasma 
interleukin-6 concentrations and chronic inflammation96. The lymphocyte and basophil concentrations for broil-
ers from the antibiotic treatment group were higher at day 19. This could be due to the increase in abundance of 
Coriobacteriaceae. However, knowledge on how and when members of Coriobacteriaceae start to become detri-
mental to the hosts is unknown91.

The family Brucellaceae (0.008%) was only found in broilers from the antibiotic treatment group. The fam-
ily consists of the genera Brucella, Crabtreella, Daeguia, Mycoplana, Ochrobactrum, Paenochrobactrum, and 
Pseudochrobactrum97. The majority OTU’s were identified to family level. However, species from the genus 
Ochrobactrum were present. Several Ochrobactrum spp. are opportunistic microorganisms and cycle from 
soil-rhizoplane to immunocompromised individuals97. The family Enterobacteriaceae consists of 51 genera which 
includes commensal and pathogenic microorganisms98. The majority of sequences could only be classified to 
family level. However, low levels (0.01–0.4%) of the following genera were present: Citrobacter, Cronobacter, 
Enterobacter, Escherichia, Shigella, Klebsiella, Mangrovibacter, Pluralibacter, Raoutella, Salmonella, Edwardi, 
Hafnia, Trabulsiela and Serratia. Escherichia, Klebsiella, Enterobacter, Serratia, Citrobacter and Proteus are oppor-
tunistic pathogens and have been associated with diarrhoea, urinary tract infections, mastitis, arthritis and men-
ingitis99,100. Members are generally considered enteric pathogens of animals and some species are associated with 
a range of diseases98. The majority of sequences from the unclassified Clostridiales group were identified to fam-
ily level. However, the genera Flavonifractor and Pseudoflavonifactor were identified. The broiler cecum and its 
mucosal tissue are dominated by Clostridiales101,102. Members are known for their conversions of complex poly-
saccharides to short chain fatty acids such as butyrate which has significant positive effects on growth103. However, 
members are more prominent in inflamed colons, indicating that they may accumulate during the development 
of colitis104. On the contrary, most evidence suggests that the majority of Clostridiales are non-pathogenic, and 
are beneficial to the host105.

The family Synergistaceae (0.015%) was only found in broilers from the antibiotic group. Low levels of this 
family have been reported in the cecum of broilers106. Synergistaceae inhabit anaerobic environments, i.e. ani-
mal gastrointestinal tracts, soil, oil wells, and wastewater treatment plants. In addition, members are present 
in sites of diseases i.e. cysts, abscesses, gastrointestinal infections and soft tissue infections and are considered 
opportunistic pathogens107. Fusobacteriaceae, Flavobacteriaceae, Rhizobiaceae, Vibrionaceae, Xanthomonadaceae, 
Comamonadaceae, Campylobacteraceae and Clostridiales Incertae Sedis XIII are associated with high feed 
conversion ratios108. Victivallaceae, Synergistaceae, Prevotellaceae, Rikenellaceae, Enterobacteriaceae and 
Ruminococcaceae are associated with low feed conversion ratios108.

A better understanding of the bacterial composition and activity, and the underlying mechanisms by which 
they modulate the GIT environment, is required to improve the understanding of the role specific bacteria have 
on the host health and feed utilization106. Several studies have investigated the influence that dietary changes has 
on microbial community structure109,110. However, understanding how these changes in bacterial composition 
relate to metabolic changes, which ultimately relate to improved health and performance needs to be elucidated106.

Conclusions
Supplementation of broiler feed with the antibiotic combination (sulphadiazine, colistin and trimethoprim) or 
multi-strain probiotic (L. crispatus DPN167, L. salivarius DPN181, L. gallinarum DPN164, L. johnsonii DPN184, 
E. faecalis DPN94 and B. amyloliquefaciens DPN123) had no effect on the weight gain, feed intake, feed conver-
sion ratio’s, relative lymphoid organ weights, relative gizzard weights, tibia bone parameters and haematological 
parameters. Broilers from the antibiotic treatment group had higher levels of lymphocytes and basophils counts, 
and the control group had larger villi area, but these effects were transient and only statistically significant at day 
19. Reduced L. monocytogenes bioluminescence was observed in the ileum of broilers receiving the multi-strain 
probiotic at 3.5 h after administration of the pathogen. The microbiome of broilers from the antibiotic treat-
ment group had significant lower levels of Enterobacteriaceae, and higher levels of unclassified Clostridiales, 
Brucellaceae, Synergistaceae, Erysipelotrichaceae and Coriobacteriaceae in their cecum at day 29. Understanding 
how these microbiota changes relate to metabolic changes in the host, and the role they play in GIT health and 
disease needs to be elucidated. While there has been a number of similar studies, information on feed additives is 
scarce. This study provides basic knowledge required to investigate potential alternatives to antibiotics.
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Materials and Methods
Birds and housing.  The study was approved by the Research Ethics Committee: Animal Care and Use of 
Stellenbosch University, Stellenbosch (registration number SU-ACUD15–00016). All experiments were per-
formed in accordance with relevant guidelines and regulations. Three-hundred day old as-hatched Cobb 500 
broiler chicks were divided into 30 cages of 2 m2 each (10 birds per cage) and housed in a temperature controlled 
poultry rearing house at Mariendahl experimental farm, Stellenbosch University. Each treatment group consisted 
of 10 cages (100 broilers). Each cage was equipped with feeders and automatic water dispensers. The humidity, 
temperature and light were controlled according to the Cobb Broiler Management Standards (Cobb Vantress, 
Colchester, UK) and the South African Animal Welfare Act.

Bacterial strains and preparation of the probiotic.  The multi-strain probiotic consisted of L. crispatus 
DPN167, L. salivarius DPN181, L. gallinarum DPN164, L. johnsonii DPN184, E. faecalis DPN94 and B. amyloliq-
uefaciens DPN123. Of all bacteria isolated from healthy free-range broilers, strains from these six species were the 
most resistant to gastric acids and bile, adhered the best to gut epithelial cells and inhibited the growth of Listeria 
monocytogenes and Salmonella typhimurium in vitro. The strains were cultured in molasses medium, which con-
sisted of 5.0% (w/v) molasses, 0.3% (w/v) yeast extract, 0.2% (w/v) peptone, 0.004% (w/v) MnSO4, 0.001% (w/v) 
Na-citrate, 0.4% (w/v) K2HPO4 and 0.02% (v/v) Tween80. The medium was sterilised at 121 °C for 15 min, cooled 
to 25 °C, the upper phase removed from the sediment and again autoclaved. Thioglycolate (0.15%, w/v) was 
added to the growth medium of L. crispatus DPN167 and L. johnsonii DPN184 to create an anaerobic environ-
ment. Incubation was for 3 to 4 days at 37 °C. Cells were harvested (8000 × g, 10 min, 4 °C), washed with sterile 
PBS (0.8%, w/v, NaCl; 0.02%, w/v, KCl; 0.142%, w/v, Na2HPO4; 0.024%, w/v, KH2PO4; pH 7.5) and resuspended 
in sterile cryoprotectant (10%, w/v, lactose and 10.0%, w/v, sucrose, autoclaved at 121 °C for 10 min and cooled 
to 4 °C). The number of viable cells per gram freeze-dried culture was determined by plating onto MRS Agar 
(Biolab) or BHI Agar (Biolab). Plates were incubated at 37 °C for 24 h under aerobic and anaerobic conditions. 
The strains were combined to yield a total cell count of 2.8 × 108 cfu/g freeze-dried powder, consisting of 2.6 × 107 
cfu L. crispatus DPN167, 3.6 × 107 cfu L. salivarius DPN181, 1.3 × 108 cfu L. gallinarum DPN164, 1.9 × 107 cfu L. 
johnsonii DPN184, 5.1 × 107 cfu E. faecalis DPN94 and 1.9 × 107 cfu B. amyloliquefaciens DPN123.

Feeding trials.  The feed contained maize, soya oilcake, sunflower oilcake, canola oilcake, wheat, bran, Ca- 
phosphate, limestone, salt, lysine, methionine and threonine. The pre-starter was supplied at 178 g per bird (over 
7 days). The starter diet was supplied at 354 g per bird (over 7 days), grower diet at 1596 g per bird (over 7 days) 
and a finisher diet at 1883 g per bird (over 11 days). Feed of broilers from the probiotic treatment group were 
supplemented with the multi-strain probiotic as follows: pre-starter was supplemented with 24 mg dried probiotic 
cells per gram feed to yield 6.7 × 106 cfu/gram feed, consisting of 6.1 × 105 cfu L. crispatus DPN167, 8.4 × 105 cfu 
L. salivarius DPN181, 3.1 × 106 cfu L. gallinarum DPN164, 4.4 × 105 cfu L. johnsonii DPN184, 1.2 × 106 cfu E. fae-
calis DPN94 and 4.4 × 105 cfu B. amyloliquefaciens DPN123. The starter feed was supplemented with 12 mg pro-
biotic powder per gram feed (3.3 × 106 cfu/gram feed, consisting of 3.1 × 105 cfu L. crispatus DPN167, 4.2 × 105 
cfu L. salivarius DPN181, 1.6 × 106 cfu L. gallinarum DPN164, 2.2 × 105 cfu L. johnsonii DPN184, 6.1 × 106 cfu 
E. faecalis DPN94 and 2.2 × 105 cfu B. amyloliquefaciens DPN123). Grower was supplemented with 5.4 mg pro-
biotic powder per gram feed (1.5 × 106 cfu/gram feed, consisting of 1.4 × 105 cfu L. crispatus DPN167, 1.9 × 105 
cfu L. salivarius DPN181, 7.0 × 105 cfu L. gallinarum DPN164, 1.0 × 105 cfu L. johnsonii DPN184, 2.8 × 105 cfu 
E. faecalis DPN94 and 1.0 × 105 cfu B. amyloliquefaciens DPN123). The finisher was supplemented with 3.5 mg 
probiotic powder per gram feed (9.9 × 105 cfu/g feed, consisting of 9.0 × 104 cfu L. crispatus DPN167, 1.3 × 105 
cfu L. salivarius DPN181, 4.4 × 105 cfu L. gallinarum DPN164, 6.2 × 104 cfu L. johnsonii DPN184, 1.8 × 105 cfu 
E. faecalis DPN94 and 6.5 × 104 cfu B. amyloliquefaciens DPN123). Average daily intake of the multi-strain pro-
biotic from day 1 to 29 during the different feeding stages is listed in Supplementary Table S6. Broilers from the 
probiotic treatment group received between 1.0 and 4.1 × 108 cfu daily of the multi-strain probiotic consisting of 
Lactobacillus crispatus DPN167 (9.3 × 106 to 3.8 × 107 cfu), Lactobacillus salivarius DPN181 (1.3 × 107 to 5.3 × 107 
cfu), Lactobacillus gallinarum DPN164 (4.6 × 107 to 1.9 × 108 cfu), Lactobacillus johnsonii DPN184 (6.8 × 106 to 
2.8 × 107 cfu), Enterococcus faecalis DPN94 (1.8 × 107 to 7.5 × 107 cfu) and Bacillus amyloliquefaciens DPN123 
(6.8 × 106 to 2.8 × 107 cfu).

Broilers in the antibiotic treatment group (10 cages) received the same ration in the four feeding cycles, but 
the feed was supplemented with a combination of sulphadiazine (0.375 ppm/gram feed), colistin (0.128 ppm/
gram feed) and trimethoprim (0.075 ppm/gram feed) and contained no probiotics. Broilers from the antibiotic 
treatment group received on average between 7.5 to 61.1 ppm sulphadiazine, 2.6 to 20.9 ppm colistin and 1.5 
to 12.2 ppm trimethoprim daily for 29 days (Supplementary Table S5). The three antibiotics were selected, as 
they are often included as feed additives111. Broilers in the untreated group (10 cages) served as the control and 
received feed without antibiotics and probiotics. Lactose and sucrose were added to the feed used in each feeding 
cycle of the antibiotic and control treatment groups to yield concentrations identical to the feed administered to 
the probiotic treatment group.

Health and growth performance.  Visual health and growth performance of the birds were evaluated 
based on daily feed consumption and changes in body mass. Weekly weight and feed intake per pen were recorded 
and individual weights were calculated as an average of the pen weight. Average feed conversion ratio (FCR) cal-
culated from the feed intake (FI) and body weight gain (BWG). All the birds were weighed and the change in body 
mass of each cage calculated relevant to the mass recorded on day 1.

Haematology, organ weight and histology.  On days 19 and 29, twenty birds per treatment were ran-
domly selected, euthanized by cervical dislocation and blood collected into K2-EDTA tubes by exsanguination. 

http://S6
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These two days were selected based on the developing stage of the GIT. Previous studies112 have shown that at day 
19 the GIT is not fully developed, whereas 10 days later, at day 29, the GIT is considered mature. Automated full 
blood counts were performed using the Celldyne 3700CS haematology analyser (Abbott Diagnostics, Illinois, 
USA). The number of erythrocytes and their parameters, i.e. haemoglobin content, haematocrit value, mean 
corpuscular volume, mean corpuscular haemoglobin, mean corpuscular haemoglobin concentration and eryth-
rocyte cell distribution width were determined. The total number of leukocytes was recorded as well as subpopu-
lation counts for heterophils, lymphocytes, monocytes, eosinophils and basophils. Blood platelet (thrombocyte) 
counts were also recorded.

The spleen and bursa Fabricius of twenty birds per treatment on days 19 and 29, and the gizzards on day 29 
were excised and weighed. The gizzards were dissected longitudinally and rinsed under running water before 
being weighed. The duodenum of 20 broilers per treatment at days 19 and 29 were collected, longitudinally dis-
sected and carefully washed with sterile PBS. The samples were preserved in 10% (v/v) formaldehyde-saline for 30 
days, cut to size, placed into embedding cassettes, and processed and impregnated in paraffin wax, using an auto-
mated tissue processor TISSUE TEK II 4640B (Miles Laboratories Inc., Naperville, IL). Sections (5 µm in thick-
ness) were prepared with a rotary microtome (Reichert Jung, Heidelberg, Austria), deparaffinised and rehydrated, 
before staining with haematoxylin and eosin. These sections, prepared as described by Presnell and Schreibman 
(1997)113, were examined using a Nikon SMZ800 (Nikon Corporation, Tokyo, Japan) stereomicroscope, equipped 
with a 2.5 × magnification objective lens and a Nikon DS-Fi1 digital camera (Nikon Corporation). Images were 
analysed using ImageJ software (National Institutes of Health, Maryland, USA). Villi height and area were meas-
ured from the tip of the villi to the villous-crypt junction for 10 consecutive intact villi. Crypt depth was estimated 
by measuring 10 crypts per section. Crypt depth was the vertical distance from the villous-crypt junction to the 
lower limit of the crypt.

Mineralization of the tibia.  The right tibia from the carcasses of twenty birds per treatment at day 29 were 
cleaned from tissue and cartilage and the dry matter of each determined according to the method described 
by the Association of Official Analytical Chemists114. In short, tibias placed in porcelain cubicles were, dried at 
100 °C for 24 h, cooled down for 30 min in a desiccator and then weighed. The tibia were then broken in half, 
defatted in petroleum for 48 h115, dried at 100 °C for 24 h and weighed. Lastly, the tibias were exposed to 600 °C 
for 24 h and the ash weighed.

In vivo inhibition of L. monocytogenes.  The ability of the antibiotic and probiotic feed additives in 
inhibiting colonization and proliferation of L. monocytogenes in vivo was assessed. At day 14, twelve broilers per 
treatment group were relocated to the animal housing unit of the Department of Animal Science, Stellenbosch 
University and each placed in separate cages. Water and feed were supplied ad libitum. At day 15, feed was with-
drawn 2 h before the administration of L. monocytogenes EGDe, a bioluminescent strain obtained from Caliper 
Life Sciences (Massachusetts, USA). Strain EGDe contains plasmid PL2lux with the luxABCDE operon of 
Photorhabdus luminescence. Each of the birds was administered 100 µl (4.28 × 108 cfu) L. monocytogenes EGDe 
by intragastric gavage. Broilers from the probiotic treatment group were administered 100 µl of the multi-strain 
probiotic (8.34 × 108 cfu) by intragastric gavage, 2 h before the administration of L. monocytogenes EGDe.

The probiotic preparation was prepared as follows: L. crispatus DPN167, L. salivarius DPN181, L. gallinarum 
DPN164, L. johnsonii DPN184 and E. faecalis DPN94 were cultured in MRS broth for 12 h at 37 °C under anaer-
obic conditions. Bacillus amyloliquefaciens DPN123 was cultured in BHI broth for 12 h at 37 °C under aerobic 
conditions using an orbital shaker at 100 rpm. Cells were harvested (8000 × g, 3 min, 25 °C), washed with two 
volumes of sterile PBS and resuspended in 100 µl gavage buffer (0.2 M NaHCO3 buffer containing 1%, w/v, glu-
cose, pH 8) to yield 8.3 × 108 cfu (5.2 × 107 cfu L. crispatus DPN167, 6.2 × 107 cfu L. salivarius DPN181, 1.2 × 108 
cfu L. gallinarum DPN164, 1.3 × 108 cfu L. johnsonii DPN184, 2.3 × 108 cfu E. faecalis DPN94 and 2.4 × 108 cfu B. 
amyloliquefaciens DPN123). Listeria monocytogenes EGDe was cultured in BHI broth (supplemented with 7.5 µg/
ml chloramphenicol) under aerobic conditions using an orbital shaker at 100 rpm for 6 h at 37 °C. Cells were 
harvested (8000 × g, 3 min, 25 °C), washed with two volumes of sterile PBS and resuspended in gavage buffer to 
yield 4.2 × 108 cfu per 100 µl.

After 2 h, and again 3.5 h, of administering L. monocytogenes EGDe, six broilers per treatment group were 
euthanized by cervical dislocation. The gastrointestinal tract (GIT) of each bird was dissected longitudinally and 
screened for the emission of bioluminescence from cells of L. monocytogenes EGDe by using the Caliper in vivo 
imaging system (IVIS® 100, Caliper Life Sciences). The IVIS was equipped with a cooled charge-coupled-device 
camera mounted on a light-tight specimen chamber. Exposure was 3 min. Photons emitted at 620 nm were cal-
culated using the software version 3 of Caliper Life Sciences. The values obtained were expressed as photons per 
second per cm2 per steradian (p. S−1. cm−1. sr−1). Regions of interest (ROI) were selected manually. Background 
bioluminescence was corrected for by overlaying images from intestines with non-bioluminescent bacteria. The 
GIT of each bird was then dissected to separate the duodenum, jejunum, ileum, ceca and colon. Each section 
was weighed, homogenized in sterile PBS, serially diluted and plated on BHI agar supplemented with 7.5 µg/ml 
chloramphenicol. Plates were incubated at 37 °C for 24 h and the number of viable cells expressed as cfu/gram gut.

Cecal microbiota composition.  At day 29 cecal digesta content was collected from six broilers per treat-
ment group and stored at −20 °C. Metagenomic DNA was isolated using the iPrep ChargeSwitch gDNA kit 
(ThermoFisher, Massachusetts, USA), with a few modifications. One millilitre Tris-HCl buffer (pH 8.0) was added 
to 200 mg cecal digesta and incubated overnight at 37 °C, in the presence of 50 µl lysozyme (100 mg/ml). Cells 
were collected (10 000 × g, 10 min, 4 °C), suspended in 1 ml ChargeSwitch Lysis Buffer and incubated overnight at 
56 °C in the presence of 20 µl of proteinase K (20 mg/ml). DNA was then purified using the iPrep gDNA isolation 
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protocol for AB Library Builder (ThermoFisher) and concentrations assessed using Nanodrop (ThermoFisher) 
and Qubit readings (ThermoFisher), as per manufacturers’ instructions.

Sequencing of the hypervariable region of the 16 S rRNA gene was performed using the Ion Torrent 16 S™ 
Metagenomics Kit (ThermoFisher). DNA (10 ng) was amplified using 16 S primer sets 1 (V2–4–8) and 2 (V3– 
6, 7–9), and 15 µl Ion Environmental Master Mix in a final volume of 30 µl. Amplification was carried out for 18 
cycles, with a 10 min initial denaturation at 95 °C, followed by denaturation at 95 °C for 30 sec, annealing at 58 °C 
for 30 sec, and elongation at 72 °C for 20 sec. Equal volumes of PCR products were then pooled and purified. Pooled 
purified amplicons were used to create sequence libraries via the Ion Plus Fragment Library Kit (ThermoFisher) 
with sample indexing using the Ion Xpress™ Barcode Adapters 1–96 Kit (ThermoFisher). Template preparation 
was performed using the Ion OneTouch™ 2 System and the Ion S5 OT2 Kit (ThermoFisher). Sequencing was 
conducted using the Ion S5™ Sequencing reagents on the Ion S5™ system using the Ion 530™ chip. Primary 
data analysis was performed with Torrent Suite™ Software v4.0 with automated secondary analysis using Ion 
Reporter™ Software v4.0 (ThermoFisher) and Calypso software116. The sequences were deposited on the NCBI 
SRA databank under Bioproject ID PRJNA352351. The accession numbers are SAMN05971353 (Control 1),  
SAMN05971354 (Control 2), SAMN05971355 (Control 3), SAMN05971356 (Control 4), SAMN05971357 
(Control 5), SAMN05971358 (Control 6), SAMN05971359 (Antibiotic 1), SAMN05971360 (Antibiotic 2), 
SAMN05971361 (Antibiotic 3), SAMN05971362 (Antibiotic 4), SAMN05971363 (Antibiotic 5), SAMN05971364 
(Antibiotic 6), SAMN05971365 (Probiotic 1), SAMN05971366 (Probiotic 2), SAMN05971367 (Probiotic 3), 
SAMN05971368 (Probiotic 4), SAMN05971369 (Probiotic 5) and SAMN05971370 (Probiotic 6).

Statistical analyses.  GraphPad Prism 6 (GraphPad Software Inc., California, USA) was used to perform 
statistical analyses. Data of growth performance, gizzard and lymphoid organ weight, histomorphological and 
haematological parameters, tibia bone weights, viable cell counts and bioluminescent counts were analysed by 
one-way ANOVA to determine the significance of the main effects and interactions. The mean variances were 
compared using the Fisher’s LSD test. Differences were considered significant if p values were less than 0.05.

Multidimensionality of biodiversity, various indices of diversity and community composition were calculated 
and compared using the Calypso software116. Alpha diversity was calculated using the shannon index, chao1 
index, evenness index and richness index. Alpha diversities were compared using ANOVA analysis. Species 
diversity was analysed by mcpHill analysis and significant differences determined by the Turkey test62. Data was 
filtered by removing taxa with less than 0.01% abundance and data was normalized by total sum scaling (TSS). 
Normalization method was applied for downstream analyses i.e. taxa relative abundance, β-diversity, and group 
significance. Beta diversity was analysed using Bray-Curtis dissimilarity and visualised by nonmetric multidimen-
sional scaling (NMDS) and significant differences between treatment groups determined by Anosim117. ANOVA 
analysis was performed to compare diversity between treatment groups, and pairwise comparison assessed using 
the student t-test.

References
	 1.	 Kabir, S. M. L. The role of probiotics in the poultry industry. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 10, 3531–3546, https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms10083531 

(2009).
	 2.	 Kabir, S. M. L., Rahman, M. M., Rahman, M. B. & Ahmed, S. U. The dynamics of probiotics on growth performance and immune 

response in broilers. Int. J. Poult. Sci. 3, 361–364, https://doi.org/10.3923/ijps.2004.361.364 (2004).
	 3.	 Montagne, L., Pluske, J. R. & Hampson, D. J. A review of interactions between dietary fibre and the intestinal mucosa and their 

consequences on digestive health in young nonruminant animals. Anim. Feed Sci. Technol. 103, 95–117, https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0377-8401(03)00163-9 (2003).

	 4.	 Čermák, L. & Skřivanová, E. Influence of pasture rearing on the cecal bacterial microbiota in broiler chickens. Scientia Agriculturae 
Bohemica 47, 124–128, https://doi.org/10.1515/sab-2016-0018 (2016).

	 5.	 Ohimain, E. I. & Ofongo, R. T. S. The effect of probiotic feed supplementation on chicken health and gut microflora: a review. Int. 
J. Anim. Veter. Adv. 4, 135–143 (2012).

	 6.	 Patterson, J. A. & Burkholder, K. M. Application of prebiotics and probiotics in poultry production. Poult. Sci. 82, 627–631, https://
doi.org/10.1093/ps/82.4.627 (2003).

	 7.	 Lee, K., Lillehoj, H. S. & Siragusa, G. R. Direct-fed microbials and their impacts on the intestinal microflora and immune system 
of chickens. J. Poul. Sci. 47, 106–114, https://doi.org/10.2141/jpsa.009096 (2010).

	 8.	 Sun, X., McElroy, A., Webb, K. E., Sefton, A. E. & Novak, C. Broiler performance and intestinal alterations when fed drug-free diets. 
Poult. Sci. 84, 1294–1302 (2005).

	 9.	 Mountzouris, K. C. et al. Evaluation of the efficacy of a probiotic containing Lactobacillus, Bifidobacterium, Enterococcus, and 
Pediococcus strains in promoting broiler performance and modulating cecal microflora composition and metabolic activities. 
Poult. Sci. 86, 309–317 (2007).

	 10.	 Li, L. et al. Effects of dietary probiotic supplementation on ileal digestibility of nutrients and growth performance in 1- to 42-day-
old broilers. J. Sci. Food Agric. 88, 35–42, https://doi.org/10.1002/jsfa.2910 (2008).

	 11.	 Yu, B., Liu, J. R., Hsiao, F. S. & Chiou, P. W. S. Evaluation of Lactobacillus reuteri Pg4 strain expressing heterologous β-glucanase as 
a probiotic in poultry diets based on barley. Anim. Feed Sci. Technol. 141, 82–91, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2007.04.010 
(2008).

	 12.	 Higgins, S. E. et al. Evaluation of a Lactobacillus-based probiotic culture for the reduction of Salmonella enteritidis in neonatal 
broiler chicks. Poult. Sci. 87, 27–31, https://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2007-00210 (2008).

	 13.	 Mountzouris, K. C., Balaskas, C., Xanthakos, I., Tzivinikou, A. & Fegeros, K. Effects of a multi-species probiotic on biomarkers of 
competitive exclusion efficacy in broilers challenged with Salmonella enteritidis. Br. Poult. Sci. 50, 467–478, https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/00071660903110935 (2009).

	 14.	 Kabir, S. M. L. et al. Viability of probiotics in balancing intestinal flora and effecting histological changes of crop and caecal tissues 
of broilers. Biotechnol. 4, 325–330, ISSN 1682-2978 (2005).

	 15.	 Chichlowski, M. et al. Microarchitecture and spatial relationship between bacteria and ileal, cecal, and colonic epithelium in chicks 
fed a direct-fed microbial, PrimaLac, and salinomycin. Poult. Sci. 86, 1121–1132 (2007).

	 16.	 Ducatelle, R. et al. A review on prebiotics and probiotics for the control of dysbiosis: present status and future perspectives. Animal 
9, 43–48, https://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731114002584 (2015).

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijms10083531
http://dx.doi.org/10.3923/ijps.2004.361.364
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0377-8401(03)00163-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0377-8401(03)00163-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/sab-2016-0018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ps/82.4.627
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ps/82.4.627
http://dx.doi.org/10.2141/jpsa.009096
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jsfa.2910
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2007.04.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps.2007-00210
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00071660903110935
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00071660903110935
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1751731114002584


www.nature.com/scientificreports/

1 4Scientific Reports | 7: 12767  | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-12866-7

	 17.	 Rehman, H. U., Vahjen, W., Awad, W. A. & Zentek., J. Indigenous bacteria and bacterial metabolic products in the gastrointestinal 
tract of broiler chickens. Arch. Anim. Nutr. 61, 319–335, https://doi.org/10.1080/17450390701556817 (2007).

	 18.	 Klaenhammer, T. R. & Kullen, M. J. Selection and design of probiotics. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 50, 45–57, https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0168-1605(99)00076-8 (1999).

	 19.	 Fasoli, S. et al. Bacterial composition of commercial probiotic products as evaluated by PCR-DGGE analysis. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 
82, 59–70, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1605(02)00259-3 (2003).

	 20.	 Gheisar, M. M., Hosseindoust, A. & Kim, I. H. Effects of dietary Enterococcus faecium on growth performance, carcass 
characteristics, faecal microbiota, and blood profile in broilers. Veterinarni Medicina 61, 28–34, https://doi.org/10.17221/8680-
VETMED (2016).

	 21.	 Shim, Y. H. et al. Evaluation of multi-microbial probiotics produced by submerged liquid and solid substrate fermentation methods 
in broilers. Asian-Australasian J. Anim. Sci. 23, 521–529, https://doi.org/10.5713/ajas.2010.90446 (2010).

	 22.	 Sinol, S. et al. Effect of supplementation of Bacillus subtilis LS 1-2 to broiler diets on growth performance, nutrient retention, caecal 
microbiology and small intestinal morphology. Res. Vet. Sci. 93, 264–268, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rvsc.2011.05.021 (2012).

	 23.	 Chen, W., Wang, J. P., Yan, L. & Huang, Y. Q. Evaluation of probiotics in diets with different nutrient densities on growth 
performance, blood characteristics, relative organ weight and breast meat characteristics in broilers. Br. Poult. Sci. 54, 635–641, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00071668.2013.825369 (2013).

	 24.	 Olnood, C. G., Beski, S. S. M., Choct, M. & Iji, P. A. Novel probiotics: Their effects on growth performance, gut development, 
microbial community and activity of broiler chickens. Anim. Nutr. 1, 184–191, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aninu.2015.07.003 (2015).

	 25.	 Awad, W. A., Ghareeb, K., Abdel-Raheem, S. & Böhm, J. Effects of dietary inclusion of probiotic and synbiotic on growth 
performance, organ weights, and intestinal histomorphology of broiler chickens. Poult. Sci. 88, 49–56, https://doi.org/10.3382/
ps.2008-00244 (2009).

	 26.	 Santos, F. B. O., Sheldon, B. W., Santos, A. A. & Ferket, P. R. Influence of housing system, grain type, and particle size on Salmonella 
colonization and shedding of broilers fed triticale or corn-soybean meal diets. Poult. Sci 87, 405–420, https://doi.org/10.3382/
ps.2006-00417 (2008).

	 27.	 Reece, F. N., Deaton, J. W., May, J. D. & May, K. N. Cage versus floor rearing of broiler chickens. Poul. Sci. 50, 1786–1790, https://
doi.org/10.3382/ps.0501786 (1971).

	 28.	 Pourakbari, M., Seidavi, A., Asadpour, L. & Martínez, A. Probiotic level effects on growth performance, carcass traits, blood 
parameters, cecal microbiota, and immune response of broilers. An. Acad. Bras. Ciênc. 88, 1011–1021, https://doi.org/ 
10.1590/0001-3765201620150071 (2016).

	 29.	 Ramos, C. L., Thorsen, L., Schwan, R. F. & Jespersen, L. Strain-specific probiotics properties of Lactobacillus fermentum, 
Lactobacillus plantarum and Lactobacillus brevis isolated from Brazilian food products. Food Microbiol. 36, 22–29, https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.fm.2013.03.010 (2013).

	 30.	 Mountzouris, K. C. et al. Effects of probiotic inclusion levels in broiler nutrition on growth performance, nutrient digestibility, 
plasma immunoglobulins, and cecal microflora composition. Poult. Sci. 89, 58–67, https://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2009-00308 (2010).

	 31.	 Graczyk, S., Pliszczak-Krol, A., Kotonski, B., Wilczek, J. & Chmielak, Z. Examinations of haematological and metabolic changes 
mechanisms of acute stress in turkeys. Electronic J. Polish Agri. Uni. 6, 1–10 (2003).

	 32.	 Kurtoğlu, F., Kurtoğlu, V., Çelik, T., Keçeri, T. & Nizamlioğlu, M. Effects of dietary boron supplementation on some biochemical 
parameters, peripheral blood lymphocytes, splenic plasma cells and bone characteristics of broiler chicks given diets with adequate 
or inadequate cholecalciferol (vitamin D3) content. Br. Poult. Sci. 46, 87–96, https://doi.org/10.1080/00071660400024001 (2005).

	 33.	 Lamošová, D. M., Máčajová, M. & Zeman, M. Effects of short-term fasting on selected physiological functions in adult male and 
female Japanese quail. Acta Vet. Brno 73, 9–16, https://doi.org/10.2754/avb200473010009 (2004).

	 34.	 Seiser, P. E. et al. Comparison of pigeon guillemot, Cepphus columba, blood parameters from oiled and un-oiled areas of Alaska 
eight years after the Exxon Vadez oil spill. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 40, 152–164, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0025-326X(99)00194-0 (2000).

	 35.	 Zaman, Q., Khan, M. Z., Islam, N. & Muhammad, G. Experimental furazolidone toxicosis in broiler chicks: effect of dosage, 
duration and age upon clinical signs and some blood parameters. Acta Vet. Hung. 43, 359–367 (1995).

	 36.	 Rabson, A., Roitt, I. & Delves, P. Really Essential Medical Immunology, 2nd Edition (Blackwell Publishing, 2005).
	 37.	 Zulkifli, I., Che Norma, M. T., Chong, C. H. & Loh, T. C. Heterophil to lymphocyte ratio and tonic immobility reactions to 

preslaughter handling in broiler chickens treated with ascorbic acid. Poult. Sci. 79, 402–406, https://doi.org/10.1093/ps/79.3.402 
(2000).

	 38.	 Davis, A. K., Maney, D. L. & Maerz, J. C. The use of leukocyte profiles to measure stress in vertebrates: a review for ecologists. Funct. 
Ecol. 22, 760–772, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2008.01467.x (2008).

	 39.	 Sepp, T., Sild, E. & Hõrak, P. Hematological condition indexes in greenfinches: effects of captivity and diurnal variation. Physiol. 
Biochem. Zool. 83, 276–282, https://doi.org/10.1086/648580 (2010).

	 40.	 Evans, T. C. & Jehle, D. The red blood cell distribution width. J. Emerg. Med. 9, 71–74, https://doi.org/10.1016/0736-4679(91)90592-
4 (1991).

	 41.	 Bowen, R. A. R. & Remaley, A. T. Interferences from blood collection tube components on clinical chemistry assays. Biochem. Med. 
(Zagreb) 24, 31–44, https://doi.org/10.11613/BM.2014.006 (2014).

	 42.	 Yegani, M. & Korver, D. R. Factors affecting intestinal health in poultry. Poult. Sci. 87, 2052–2063, https://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2008-
00091 (2008).

	 43.	 Willis, W. L., Isikhuemhen, O. S. & Ibrahim, S. A. Performance assessment of broiler chickens given mushroom extract alone or in 
combination with probiotic. Poult. Sci. 86, 1856–1860, https://doi.org/10.1093/ps/86.9.1856 (2007).

	 44.	 Nourmohammadi, R., Hosseini, S. M., Saraee, H., Arab, A. & Arefinia, H. Plasma thyroid hormone concentrations and pH values 
of some GI-tract segments of broilers fed on different dietary citric acid and microbial phytase levels. J. Anim. Vet. Adv. 10, 
1450–1454, https://doi.org/10.3923/javaa.2011.1450.1454 (2011).

	 45.	 Collett, S. Strategies for improving gut health in commercial broiler operations in Nutritional biotechnology in the feed and food 
industries (eds. Lyons, T. and Jacques K. A.), Proceedings of Alltech’s 21st Annual Symposium, 17–30 (Alltech, 2005).

	 46.	 Dizaji, B. R., Hejazi, S. & Zakeri, A. Effects of dietary supplementations of prebiotics, synbiotics and acidifiers on growth 
performance and organ weights of broiler chicken. Eur. J. Exp. Biol. 2, 2125–2129 (2012).

	 47.	 Saiyed, M. A. et al. Study on inclusion of probiotic, prebiotic and its combination in broiler diet and their effect on carcass 
characteristics and economics of commercial broilers. Vet. World 8, 225–231, https://doi.org/10.14202/vetworld.2015.225-231 
(2015).

	 48.	 Awad, W. A., Böhm, J., Razzazi-Fazeli, E., Ghareeb, K. & Zentek, J. Effect of addition of a probiotic microorganism to broiler diets 
contaminated with deoxynivalenol on performance and histological alterations of intestinal villi of broiler chickens. Poult. Sci. 85, 
974–979, https://doi.org/10.1093/ps/85.6.974 (2006).

	 49.	 Pluske, J. R., Williams, I. H. & Aherne, F. X. Villous height and crypt depth in piglets in response to increases in the intake of cows’ 
milk after weaning. Anim. Sci. 62, 145–158, https://doi.org/10.1017/S1357729800014429 (1996).

	 50.	 Hedemann, M. S., Højsgaard, S. & Jensen, B. B. Small intestinal morphology and activity of intestinal peptidases in piglets around 
weaning. J. Anim. Physiol. Anim. Nutr. 87, 32–41, https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1439-0396.2003.00405.x (2003).

	 51.	 Xu, Z. R. et al. Effects of dietary fructooligosaccharide on digestive enzyme activities, intestinal microflora and morphology of male 
broilers. Poult. Sci. 82, 1030–1036, https://doi.org/10.1093/ps/82.6.1030 (2003).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17450390701556817
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1605(99)00076-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1605(99)00076-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1605(02)00259-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.17221/8680-VETMED
http://dx.doi.org/10.17221/8680-VETMED
http://dx.doi.org/10.5713/ajas.2010.90446
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rvsc.2011.05.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00071668.2013.825369
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aninu.2015.07.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps.2008-00244
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps.2008-00244
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps.2006-00417
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps.2006-00417
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps.0501786
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps.0501786
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/0001-3765201620150071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/0001-3765201620150071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2013.03.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2013.03.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps.2009-00308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00071660400024001
http://dx.doi.org/10.2754/avb200473010009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0025-326X(99)00194-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ps/79.3.402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2008.01467.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/648580
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0736-4679(91)90592-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0736-4679(91)90592-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.11613/BM.2014.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps.2008-00091
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps.2008-00091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ps/86.9.1856
http://dx.doi.org/10.3923/javaa.2011.1450.1454
http://dx.doi.org/10.14202/vetworld.2015.225-231
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ps/85.6.974
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1357729800014429
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1439-0396.2003.00405.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ps/82.6.1030


www.nature.com/scientificreports/

1 5Scientific Reports | 7: 12767  | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-12866-7

	 52.	 Matur, E. & Eraslan, E. The impact of probiotics on the gastrointestinal physiology in New Advances in the Basic and Clinical 
Gastroenterology (ed. Brzozowski, R.) 51–74, https://doi.org/10.5772/34067 (InTech, 2012).

	 53.	 Miles, R. D., Butcher, G. D., Henry, P. R. & Littell, R. C. Effect of antibiotic growth promoters on broiler performance, intestinal 
growth parameters, and quantitative morphology. Poult. Sci. 85, 476–485, https://doi.org/10.1093/ps/85.3.476 (2006).

	 54.	 Sen, S. et al. Effect of supplementation of Bacillus subtilis LS 1-2 to broiler diets on growth performance, nutrient retention, caecal 
microbiology and small intestinal morphology. Res. Vet. Sci. 93, 264–268, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rvsc.2011.05.021 (2012).

	 55.	 Al-Baadani, H. H., Abudabos, A. M., Al-Mufarrej, S. I. & Alzawqari, M. Effects of dietary inclusion of probiotics, prebiotics and 
synbiotics on intestinal histological changes in challenged broiler chickens. S. Afr. J. Anim. Sci. 46, 157–165, https://doi.org/ 
10.4314/sajas.v46i2.6 (2016).

	 56.	 Brenes, A. et al. The effect of citric acid and microbial phytase on mineral utilization in broiler chicks. Anim. Feed Sci. Technol. 110, 
201–219, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0377-8401(03)00207-4 (2003).

	 57.	 Driver, J. P., Pesti, G. M., Bakalli, R. I. & Edwards, H. M. The effect of feeding calcium-and phosphorus-deficient diets to broiler 
chickens during the starting and growing-finishing phases on carcass quality. Poult. Sci. 85, 1939–1946, https://doi.org/10.1093/
ps/85.11.1939 (2006).

	 58.	 Onyango, E. M., Hester, P. Y., Stroshine, R. & Adeola, O. Bone densitometry as an indicator of percentage tibia ash in broiler chicks 
fed varying dietary calcium and phosphorus levels. Poult. Sci. 82, 1787–1791, https://doi.org/10.1093/ps/82.11.1787 (2003).

	 59.	 Scholz-Ahrens, K. E. et al. Prebiotics, probiotics, and synbiotics affect mineral absorption, bone mineral content, and bone 
structure. J. Nutr. 137, 838S–846S (2007).

	 60.	 Höltzel, A., Gänzle, M. G., Nicholson, G. J., Hammes, W. P. & Jung, G. The First low molecular weight antibiotic from lactic acid 
bacteria: reutericyclin, a new tetramic acid. Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 39, 2766–2768, https://doi.org/10.1002/1521-3773 
(20000804)39:15<2766::AID-ANIE2766>3.0.CO;2-G (2000).

	 61.	 Magnusson, J. & Schnürer, J. Lactobacillus coryniformis subsp. coryniformis strain Si3 produces a broad-spectrum proteinaceous 
antifungal compound. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 67, 1–5, https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.67.1.1-5.2001 (2001).

	 62.	 Pallmann, P. et al. Assessing group differences in biodiversity by simultaneously testing a user-defined selection of diversity indices. 
Mol. Ecol. Resour. 12, 1068–1078, https://doi.org/10.1111/1755-0998.12004 (2012).

	 63.	 Lory, S. The family Staphylococcaceae in The Prokaryotes: Firmicutes and Tenericutes (eds. Rosenberg, E. et al.) 363–366, https://
doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_350 (Springer, 2014).

	 64.	 Stackebrandt, E. The family Aerococcaceae in The Prokaryotes: Firmicutes and Tenericutes (eds. Rosenberg, E. et al.) 3–6, https://
doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_349 (Springer, 2014).

	 65.	 Brown, D. R., Bradbury, J. M., Johansson, K. Anaeroplasmataceae in Bergey’s Manual of Systematics of Archaea and Bacteria (ed. 
Whitman, W. B.), https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118960608.fbm00245 (John Wiley & Sons, 2015).

	 66.	 Saddler, G. S., Bradbury, J. F. Xanthomonadaceae fam. nov. in Bergey’s Manual of Systematics of Archaea and Bacteria (ed. Whitman, 
W. B.), https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118960608.fbm00237 (John Wiley & Sons, 2015).

	 67.	 Gasparich, G. E. The family Entomoplasmataceae in The Prokaryotes: Firmicutes and Tenericutes (eds. Rosenberg, E. et al.) 
505–514, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_390 (Springer, 2014) (2014).

	 68.	 Sobieraj, M. & Boone, D. R. Syntrophomonadaceae in The Prokaryotes: volume 4 Bacteria: Firmicutes & Cyanobacteria (eds. 
Dworkin, M., Falkow, S., Rosenberg, E., Schleifer, K., Stackebrant, E.) 1041–1049, https://doi.org/10.1007/0-387-30744-3_37 
(Springer, 2006).

	 69.	 Satomi, M. & Fujii, T. The family Oceanospirillaceae in The Prokaryotes: Gammaproteobacteria (eds. Rosenberg, E., DeLong, E. F., 
Lory, S. & Stackebrandt, E., Thompson, F.) 491–527, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-38922-1_286 (Springer, 2014).

	 70.	 Garrity, G. M., Bell, J. A. & Lilburn, T. Pseudomonadaceae in Bergey’s Manual of Systematics of Archaea and Bacteria (ed. Whitman, 
W. B.), https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118960608.fbm00232 (John Wiley & Sons, 2015).

	 71.	 Shukla, S. & Mishra, P. Pseudomonas aeruginosa infections in broiler chicks in Jabalpur. Int. J. Ext. Res. 6, 37–39 (2015).
	 72.	 Gordon, R. J. & Lowy, F. D. Pathogenesis of methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus infection. Clin. Infect. Dis. 46, S350–S359, 

https://doi.org/10.1086/533591 (2008).
	 73.	 McBride, M. J. The Family Flavobacteriaceae in The Prokaryotes: Other Major Lineages of Bacteria and the Archaea (eds. 

Rosenberg, E. et al.) 643–676, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-38954-2_130 (Springer, 2014).
	 74.	 Apajalahti, J., Kettunen, A. Microbes of the chicken gastrointestinal tract in Avian gut function in health and disease (ed. Perry, G. 

A.)124–135 (CAB International, 2006) (2006).
	 75.	 Gupta, R. S., Mahmood, S. & Adeolu, M. Erratum: A phylogenomic and molecular signature based approach for characterization 

of the phylum Spirochaetes and its major clades: proposal for a taxonomic revision of the phylum. Front. Microbiol. 4, Article 322, 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2013.00322 (2013).

	 76.	 Rosenberg, E. The family Brachyspiraceae in The Prokaryotes: Other Major Lineages of Bacteria and the Archaea (eds. Rosenberg, 
E. et al.) 485–486, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-38954-2_157 (Springer, 2014).

	 77.	 Feberwee, A. et al. Identification of Brachyspira hyodysenteriae and other pathogenic Brachyspira species in chickens from laying 
flocks with diarrhea or reduced production or both. J. Clin. Microbiol. 46, 593–600, https://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.01829-07 (2008).

	 78.	 Medhanie, G. A., Mcewen, S. A., Slavic, D. & Guerin, M. T. Brachyspira spp. and avian intestinal spirochaetosis: an epidemiological 
review. World’s Poult. Sci. J. 69, 541–552, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043933913000561 (2013).

	 79.	 Ue, H., Matsuo, Y., Kasai, H. & Yokota, A. Demenquina globuloformis sp. nov., Demequina oxidasica sp. nov. and Demequina 
aurantiaca sp. nov., actinobacteria isolated from marine environments, and proposal of Demequinaceae fam. nov. Int. J. Syst. Evol. 
Microbiol. 61, 1322–1329, https://doi.org/10.1099/ijs.0.024299-0 (2011).

	 80.	 Greene, A. The family Desulfuromonadaceae in The Prokaryotes: Deltaproteobacteria and Epsilonproteobacteria (eds. Rosenberg, 
E., et al.) 143–155, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642 39044-9_380 (Springer, 2014).

	 81.	 Evtushenko, L. I., Takeuchi, M. The family Microbacteriaceae in The Prokaryotes volume 3 Archaea Bacteria: Firmicutes, 
Actinomycetes (eds. Dworkin, M., Falkow, S., Rosenberg, E., Schleifer, K., Stackebrant, E.) 1020–1098, https://doi.org/10.1007/0-
387-30743-5_43 (Springer, 2006).

	 82.	 Glöckner, F. O. et al. Comparative 16S rRNA analysis of lake bacterioplankton reveals globally distributed phylogenetic clusters 
including an abundant group of Actinobactereria. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 66, 5053–5065, https://doi.org/10.1128/
AEM.66.11.5053-5065.2000 (2000).

	 83.	 Rosenberg, E. The Family Chitinophagaceae in The Prokaryotes: Other Major Lineages of Bacteria and the Archaea (eds. 
Rosenberg, E. et al.) 493–495, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-38954-2_137 (Springer, 2014).

	 84.	 Carr, H. S., Wlodkowski, T. J. & Rosenkranz, H. S. Silver sulfadiazine: In vitro antibacterial activity. Antimicrob. Agents Chemother. 
4, 585–587 (1973).

	 85.	 Gleckman, R., Blagg, N. & Joubert, D. W. Trimethoprim: Mechanisms of action, antimicrobial activity, bacterial resistance, 
pharmacokinetics, adverse reactions, and therapeutic indications. Pharmacotherapy 1, 14–19, https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
j.1875-9114.1981.tb03548.x (1981).

	 86.	 Falagas, M. E., Kasiakou, S. K. & Saravolatz, L. D. Colistin: The revival of polymyxins for the management of multidrug-resistant 
gram-negative bacterial infections. Clin. Infect. Dis. 40, 1333–1341, https://doi.org/10.1086/429323 (2005).

	 87.	 Verbarg, S., Göker, M., Scheuner, C., Schumann, P. & Stackebrandt, E. The families Erysipelotrichaceae emend., Corprobacillaceae 
fam. nov., Turicibacteraeae fam. nov. in The Prokaryotes: Firmicutes and Ternericutes (eds. Rosenberg, E., DeLong, E. F., Lory, S., 
Stackebrandt, E., Thompson, F.) 79–105, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_205 (Springer, 2014) (2014).

http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/34067
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ps/85.3.476
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rvsc.2011.05.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.4314/sajas.v46i2.6
http://dx.doi.org/10.4314/sajas.v46i2.6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0377-8401(03)00207-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ps/85.11.1939
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ps/85.11.1939
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ps/82.11.1787
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/AEM.67.1.1-5.2001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1755-0998.12004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781118960608.fbm00245
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781118960608.fbm00237
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_390
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/0-387-30744-3_37
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-38922-1_286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781118960608.fbm00232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/533591
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-38954-2_130
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2013.00322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-38954-2_157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/JCM.01829-07
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0043933913000561
http://dx.doi.org/10.1099/ijs.0.024299-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/0-387-30743-5_43
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/0-387-30743-5_43
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/AEM.66.11.5053-5065.2000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/AEM.66.11.5053-5065.2000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-38954-2_137
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.1875-9114.1981.tb03548.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.1875-9114.1981.tb03548.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/429323
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_205


www.nature.com/scientificreports/

1 6Scientific Reports | 7: 12767  | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-12866-7

	 88.	 Palm, N. W. et al. Immunoglobulin A coating identifies colitogenic bacteria in inflammatory bowel disease. Cell 158, 1000–1010, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2014.08.006 (2014).

	 89.	 Dinh, D. M. et al. Intestinal microbiota, microbial translocation, and systemic inflammation in chronic HIV infection. J. Infect. Dis. 
211, 19–27, https://doi.org/10.1093/infdis/jiu409 (2015).

	 90.	 Kaakoush, N. O. Insights into the role of Erysipelotrichaceae in the human host. Front. Cell. Infect. Microbiol. 5, Article 84, https://
doi.org/10.3389/fcimb.2015.00084 (2015).

	 91.	 Clavel, T., Lepage, P. & Charrier, C. The family Coriobacteriaceae in The Prokaryotes: Actinobacteria (eds. Rosenberg, E., DeLong, 
E. F., Lory, S. & Stackebrandt, E., Thompson, F.) 201–238, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30138-4_343 (Springer, 2014).

	 92.	 Martínez, I. et al. Diet-induced metabolic improvements in a hamster model of hypercholesterolemia are strongly linked to 
alterations of the gut microbiota. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 75, 4175–4184, https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.00380-09 (2009).

	 93.	 Claus, S. P. et al. Colonization-induced host-gut microbial metabolic interaction. MBio 2, e00271–00210, https://doi.org/10.1128/
mBio.00271-10 (2011).

	 94.	 Clavel, T. & Mapesa, J. O. Phenolics in human nutrition: importance of the intestinal microbiome for isoflavone and lignan 
bioavailability in Phytochemistry, Botany and Metabolism of Alkaloids, Phenolics and Terpenes (eds. Ramawat, K. G. & Merillon, 
J. M.) 2433–2463, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-22144-6_94 (Springer, 2013) (2013).

	 95.	 Thota, V. R., Dacha, S., Natarajan, A. & Nerad, J. Eggerthella lenta bacteremia in a Crohn’s disease patient after ileocecal resection. 
Future Microbiol. 6, 595–597, https://doi.org/10.2217/fmb.11.31 (2011).

	 96.	 Martínez, I. et al. Gut microbiome composition is linked to whole grain-induced immunological improvements. ISME J. 7, 
269–280, https://doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2012.104 (2013).

	 97.	 Kämpfer, P., Wohlgemuth, S. & Scholz, H. The family Brucellaceae in The Prokaryotes: Alphaproteobacteria and Betaproteobacteria 
(eds. Rosenberg, E., DeLong, E. F., Lory, S., Stackebrandt, E. & Thompson, F.) 155–178, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30197-
1_299 (Springer, 2014).

	 98.	 Janda, J. M. New members of the family Enterobacteriaceae in The Prokaryotes: Volume 6 Proteobacteria: Gamma Subclass (eds. 
Rosenberg, E. et al.) 5–40, https://doi.org/10.1007/0-387-30746-X_1 (Springer, 2006).

	 99.	 Fairbrother, J. M., Nadeau, E. & Gyles, C. L. Escherichia coli in post weaning diarrhea in pigs: an update on bacterial types, 
pathogenesis, and prevention strategies. Anim. Health Res. Rev. 6, 17–39, https://doi.org/10.1079/AHR2005105 (2005).

	100.	 Nagy, B. & Fekete, P. Z. Enterotoxigenic Escherichia coli in veterinary medicine. Int. J. Med. Microbiol. 295, 443–454, https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ijmm.2005.07.003 (2015).

	101.	 Gong, J. et al. 16S rRNA gene-based analysis of mucosa-associated bacterial community and phylogeny in the chicken 
gastrointestinal tracts; from crops to ceca. FEMS Microbiol. Ecol. 59, 147–157, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-6941.2006.00193.x 
(2007).

	102.	 Lund, M., Bjerrum, L. & Pedersen, K. Quantification of Faecalibacterium prausnitzii- and Subdoligranulum variabile-like bacteria 
in the cecum of chickens by real-time PCR. Poult. Sci. 89, 1217–1224, https://doi.org/10.3382/ps.2010-00653 (2010).

	103.	 Biddle, A., Stewart, L., Blanchard, J. & Leschine, S. Untangling the genetic basis of fibrolytic specialization by Lachnospiraceae and 
Ruminococcaceae in diverse gut communities. Diversity 5, 627–640, https://doi.org/10.3390/d5030627 (2013).

	104.	 Zhang, Y. et al. Impacts of gut bacteria on human health and diseases. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 16, 7493–7519, https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijms16047493 (2015).

	105.	 Rinttilä, T. & Apajalahti, J. Intestinal microbiota and metabolites- Implications for broiler chicken health and performance. J. Appl. 
Poult. Res. 22, 647–658, https://doi.org/10.3382/japr.2013-00742 (2013).

	106.	 Wei, S., Lilburn, M. & Yu, Z. The bacteriomes of ileal mucosa and cecal content of broiler chickens and turkeys as revealed by 
metagenomic analysis. Int. J. Microbiol. 2016 Article ID4320412, https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/4320412 (2016).

	107.	 Vartoukian, S. R., Palmer, R. M. & Wade, W. G. The division “Synergistes”. Anaerobe 13, 99–106, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
anaerobe.2007.05.004 (2007).

	108.	 Singh, K. M. et al. High through put 16S rRNA gene-based pyrosequencing analysis of the fecal microbiota of high FCR and low 
FCR broiler growers. Mol. Biol. Rep. 39, 10595–10602, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11033-012-1947-7 (2012).

	109.	 Collier, C. T., van der Klis, J. D., Deplancke, B., Anderson, D. B. & Gaskins, H. R. Effects of tylosin on bacterial mucolysis, 
Clostridium perfringens colonization, and intestinal barrier function in a chick model of necrotic enteritis. Antimicrob. Agents 
Chemother. 47, 3311–3317, https://doi.org/10.1128/AAC.47.10.3311-3317.2003 (2003).

	110.	 Deplancke, B. et al. Selective growth of mucolytic bacteria including Clostridium perfringens in a neonatal piglet model of total 
parenteral nutrition. Am. J. Clin. Nutr. 76, 1117–1125 (2006).

	111.	 Robert, C. et al. Development and validation of rapid multiresidue and multi-class analysis for antibiotic and anthelmintics in feed 
by ultra-high-performance liquid chromatography coupled to tandem mass spectrometry. Food Addit. Contam. Part A 33, 
1312–1323, https://doi.org/10.1080/19440049.2016.1207808 (2016).

	112.	 Leeson, S. & Summers, J. D. Commercial poultry nutrition, 3rd edition (University Books, 2005).
	113.	 Presnell, J. K. & Schreibman, M. P. Humason’s animal tissue techniques, 5th edition (Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997).
	114.	 Horwitz, W. International Official Methods ofAnalysis, Association of Official Analytical Chemists (AOAC)17th ed (AOAC Int., 

2001) (2001).
	115.	 Rama Rao, S. V. & Reddy, V. Utilisation of different phosphorous sources in relation to their fluorine content for broilers and layers. 

Br. Poult. Sci. 42, 376–383, https://doi.org/10.1080/00071660120055368 (2001).
	116.	 Zakrzewski, M. et al. Calypso: a user-friendly web-server for mining and visualizing microbiome–environment interactions. 

Bioinformatics 33, 782–783, https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btw725 (2016).
	117.	 Anderson, M. J. A new method for non-parametric multivariate analysis of variance. Austral. Ecology 26, 32–46, https://doi.org/1

0.1111/j.1442-9993.2001.01070.pp.x (2011).

Author Contributions
D.P.N., L.M.T.D., E.P. and C.S. designed the experiments. L.V.E. and D.P.N. performed the animal trials. J.J.A., 
L.V.E. and D.P.N. performed the analyses. D.P.N. and L.M.T.D. wrote the article. All authors reviewed the 
manuscript.

Additional Information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-12866-7.
Competing Interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Publisher's note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2014.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/infdis/jiu409
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fcimb.2015.00084
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fcimb.2015.00084
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30138-4_343
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/AEM.00380-09
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/mBio.00271-10
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/mBio.00271-10
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-22144-6_94
http://dx.doi.org/10.2217/fmb.11.31
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ismej.2012.104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30197-1_299
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30197-1_299
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/0-387-30746-X_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1079/AHR2005105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmm.2005.07.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmm.2005.07.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-6941.2006.00193.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/ps.2010-00653
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/d5030627
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijms16047493
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijms16047493
http://dx.doi.org/10.3382/japr.2013-00742
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2016/4320412
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.anaerobe.2007.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.anaerobe.2007.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11033-012-1947-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/AAC.47.10.3311-3317.2003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19440049.2016.1207808
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00071660120055368
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btw725
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1442-9993.2001.01070.pp.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1442-9993.2001.01070.pp.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-12866-7


www.nature.com/scientificreports/

17Scientific Reports | 7: 12767  | DOI:10.1038/s41598-017-12866-7

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Cre-
ative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not per-
mitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the 
copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
 
© The Author(s) 2017

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Safety assessment of antibiotic and probiotic feed additives for Gallus gallus domesticus

	Results and Discussion

	Health and growth performance. 
	Haematology, organ weight and histology. 
	Mineralization of the tibia. 
	Inhibition of L. monocytogenes in vivo. 
	Cecum microbiome. 

	Conclusions

	Materials and Methods

	Birds and housing. 
	Bacterial strains and preparation of the probiotic. 
	Feeding trials. 
	Health and growth performance. 
	Haematology, organ weight and histology. 
	Mineralization of the tibia. 
	In vivo inhibition of L. monocytogenes. 
	Cecal microbiota composition. 
	Statistical analyses. 

	Figure 1 Bioluminescent images of isolated gastro-intestinal tracts of broilers from the different treatments groups (i.
	Figure 2 Bioluminescence counts (p S−1 cm−1 sr−1) for the different gastro-intestinal compartments (duodenum, jejunum, ileum, cecum and colon) of broilers from the different treatment groups (multi-strain probiotic, antibiotic combination and control) at 
	Figure 3 Phyla present in the cecum microbiome of broilers from the different treatment groups i.
	Figure 4 Abundant bacterial families present in the cecum microbiota of broilers from the different treatment groups.
	Figure 5 Total species richness obtained by the (a) Chao 1 index (ANOVA significance of p = 0.
	Figure 6 Non-metric multidimensional scaling (NMDS) ordination plot of bacterial communities of the different treatment groups (i.
	Figure 7 Venn diagram of the core shared bacterial families and unique families present in cecal microbiome of broilers from the different treatment groups (i.
	Figure 8 Cecal bacterial families, i.
	Table 1 Mean (±standard deviation) total leukocyte count (WBC) at day 19 and 29, and composition of heterophils (HET), lymphocytes (LYM), monocytes (MONO), eosinophils (EOS) and basophils (BASO) of broilers receiving different treatments.
	Table 2 Mean (±standard deviation) erythrocyte count and haemoglobin content (HGB), haematocrit value (HCT), mean corpuscular volume (MCV), mean corpuscular haemoglobin (MCH), mean corpuscular haemoglobin concentration (MCHC) and erythrocytes cell distrib
	Table 3 Mean (±standard deviation) villi height, villi area, crypt depth and villus height: crypt depth ratio of the duodenum of broilers slaughtered on day 29.
	Table 4 mcpHill diversity analysis of group differences in biodiversity.




