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HATREREPEEEOZLIC LD, AEEERESE L ZOTVMEIHEMLTEY., 5K
HEEERARD 1/3ICHET S, ZDOFH - SGEEICIIBAETEOSE, EELEHNEETH 505, i
HEREMOZELHIFFI N T2, @HFERADKENICIX 500-1000 HEOME LAY, BE IR S FAE L
TED., EEZ Db OLMRHENEE2E EOMEICHEZ KIZ 720, BNEE & 2 OfGEEY % %68
5 % £ (Probiotics 1) BT DIER DT STV 208V BRI & D BN % EfE (&2
HYER . Susceptible gut indigenous bacteria=SIB) 23, FEBRICIE EOM@EICHF ST 200 %2 H 6 0T
ZZEHbHEBLEEZOND,

HIGEH 513 2018 SEEDO AR IC B VT, ¥ v A7 EBXORERZ S V7 84 v B LU0
FRELZCTR, H20IE2INMRE LA Egg &% ddY w7 R IciE L, XA —7r v —2Hw
TEBNEEZBITL 722, ZORE, CTHE & ik L ¢, Egg M CTHEE DS\ Faecalibaculum sp. %
E-SIB &K L 7z, & 512 BL &R % V72 B-SIB O i R L. Bk i3 £ rodentium & [F%E
SN, RWFRICE VT, WEEREICH E, IEEE X CINEICHd 2 SIB ORiE & ol & il a7z,

m ik
HIEE XY o873k}

405 (Beef tallow) 3B XN I N7 AL VIZE L7 AV LAHEMEE L D, IVEMRIZ Ry XL 2N
XD, AR F I - Y=y X OEAL .,

e 1 INER G~ A

B TR SRR A TF BRI 5 12 B 1 2 B 2B E O NI B 3 2 SRR #F 2 ST L, Hist
TR R2FEN Y TR TR EH 2212 & 2 K3 (H31-5) 2321 T o 7, 5k ddY =7 2 16 PU% HiatsE
BRE (Bk) X AL, Table 1 IR T MCE&QR20% I V27 AXA v, 5% 23— i) <7 HRF i
B L7, BAEAIC 2B, 20% IV AL v ELN1IT%FE2E60 CT A, H2W0IiF12% 3
NI AL vBION2T%MEM K2 GG EY &C 14 HEfSE L7z, EKTHE. 4V 7LV 7 VA&
BRI B oSS, Bt L. EENICHEY 2T L, e aiicdi L, &0 2 Eg
BT D 72 1 -80°C THIFERAE L 72,

IR 2 INEB G~ A

5BEESHEME ICR = 2 12 8% 3 LMkl MC <7 HI VB %, BIELIC 2 BRI T,
MCEHLWVIEMCED20% I V7 hEA 2 LESHRZ 72 EW T 14 HEfME L 72, fAHE#%
T, EEERRICEBASYZID KL, FEBRICH W,

B AR X OV

BEWNAEY 2 NI ) v g E LB &K (PBS) T 100 f5 AR L, MlE A 7~ & (PHC) 2 A
ToREUKEA v ¥ — & v AT (DEPIM) Y TR E 2 MIE L 72, S 612, 0.1%FEXR M PBS % H T
BEBEASIR L. 10° ~ 107 #5091 0.03mL % Blood Liver (BL) ZE XK1 (= v 2 A $3%) ic¥EPk L. 37°CT
48h MK ER . Rz o = —icoWw T, [k Z oo EEL 72, DEEFIIEEEBD
16S rDNA @ BLASTn #5812 & b [l L 72,

BENEH

BERYD EBD (KR 7 7 A~y 7 ICEiE L, BlNEYO4T /7 Lz ihilitg, 16S rDNA(V4) fEi
D7 7Y arz, llumina £ MiSeq > 2A 7 L2 HWTy—4 7 v A LT, @Y 7 F QIME2, ¥—%
~N— 2 SILVA % JHwC., #9250 ik 97%HHIF & operational taxonomic unit (OTU) % 157z,

54



57 SIB D g HEALIE B X OB b B e AR 7

VEEE B X O FiloEEcoit. FESI N5 SIBOEEICOWT, w27 a 77—k RAW264.7
fHlE D NO A G 2 F5 R I SRR L E 2 Biad L 72 9, F 72, @R L/KFED & FIE LR HT-
29 Luc i~ D&M T 2 fREERIC DWW T O MG L 72 9

B oA R
EEER 1 I IIEHRS YU X

- IREEE L N a -k

fA BT o< 2ZICREIZEO ST, REMNEBICHEEE X o7, BEEIZE 11 log cells/
gL XLT, EYBTEVWHEAITH7, 7y 7V arsy—r A0 — R EY B oA RICE
{ (Table 2). EY #® OTU #ix CT ® 2/3 2 ThH o> 7z, MR & DEFED LM (a-Z8k1E) 2R T
Shannon-Wiener /°% EY #f T2 72,
- BN

ik = & @ OTU @ LERETHT (PCoA) TIE, MifERH THIMEIC %7k 2 Wk 2 K> 2 L 2R &
N7z (Fig. 1), WHBMBITOFRIIEELR TR T I EL 0D, AERTIE LD X 9 IR
ML Twa 70, V—FETRLZ(Fig. 2), ML~V OEEE L Firmicutes, Bacteroidetes,
Actinobacteria ¥ X O¥ Proteobacteria ¢, EY ##C Firmicutes 23&2> - 7z (Fig. 2A), CT #® Firmicutes
Mo b, J@mL VDB X Facalibaclum., Lachnospiraceae g, Lactobacillus, Ruminococcaceae g
B X O Clostrisium sensu-stricto 1 Td - 7z (Fig. 2B), Z#56 D9 b Lachnospiraceae g & & ¥
Ruminococcaceae g \% EY FECHHZFF IR C . —77 T Allobaculum 3EETH - 72,

- EY-SIB OFfiE & 77 i

B#7: 50 OTU @ 9 &, i THEEAZDR® 617 b DD BLASTn DS % Table 3 12 % & &7z,
EY #-C Allobaculum stercoricianis-, Lactobacillus murinus-. & X O Bacteroides vulgates— JFig i D3 B
T, NS EINFICEZIERFFBRINT % EY-SIB EHEE L2, 26D EY-SIBIC ) b, B vulgatus
(Yolk-2, -3, Accession No LC506518 ; LC506528). & X 8 L. murinus(Yolk-5, -10, LC506521 ;
LC506526) D 2 flins ot X diz,

EMEER 2 RS YU X
- IREEE L N a-FhkE
AREETH, FEHMATORE, AEMNEDOAZIIED S Nkd >, MCHELHELL T, EWHET
BEBIIR 2/3 T, 8 — FE LK 2/3. OTU ¥ix 1/2 LN TdH - 72 (Table 4), Shannon-Wiener A’
& EW #ECED - 72,
- BN
PCoA T, M#FEICHMEICE LR 2 HBEME > 2 LRSI N (Fig. 3), ML XLy —F
Hold, RElo % L Mk, Firmisutes 23R4T, #i\> T Bacteroidetes, Proteobacteria 2%
BEATH - 7253, Actinobacteria 3R\ \5HFETH - 72 (Fig. 4A), MC HE & g L T, EW #T
Proteobacteria, Actinobacteria ¥ X 0% Deferibacters 234 & 12 {K2> - 7z, Firumicutes @ 9 HEL X)L T
\& Eryspelotrichiacea g, Lachnocpiraceae g, & & O Blautia 73 MC B < | [ Clostridium] innocuum ¥
& O[Eubacterium]brachy 7% EW BT 2> o 72 (Fig. 4B), 7. Lactobacillus 3 EW FECE W C
& o 7z, Deferribacters & X O' Proteobacteria D 1% & A E'1% Desulfovibriinaceae g ¥ X X Municspirillum
T® - 72, Bacteroidetes ? 9 H AL & 1 Bacteroides, BEW EET Parabacteroides. Rikenellaceae RC9
gut group, & & N Alloprevotella 73\ METH - 72,
- EW-SIB O 7E & 53t
Fid %R L FRRIC, W CHEAEDORD 517z OTU @ BLASTn OffH % Table 5 12773, EW
#EC Blautia coccoides-. Parabacteroides goldsteinii-, [ Clostridium] innocuum-. Enterococcus facium/
avium-, & X O Desulfovibris desulfuricans- FEEPIEREICE EZ R L, T o 2 Izt %
Ro#Mmd 2 EW-SIB EHEEL 72, 26D EW-SIBIC9) &, £ avium (PS1, LC488234) 8 X UV E.
Jaecium (PS7, 1C488240) d 2 fEHSor it S 117,
- 57 SIB D g iEE L B X OGS RO (R
AWt TcoTHEEE X O, WEEERI & TEE L % > 7 Faecalibaculum rodentium Egg-1
(LCA16469) Dt 6 HRICOVLTHE L7 & 25, 2 TORMEkT~ 7 1 7 7 —iEE(L (NO AL L)
B, £, 1B FEHIIA#ECEN 3 £ rodentium Egg-1 THIREIZER® & 7= (Fig. 5) ,
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a -SRI E, BYBHESE OB E OB HRE I N TE D, AR EICOEb S 2 L
DG SN T B0, FEMEEL S probiotics DG THIE %2 28546030 % O, WEAEEEWIITZE
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R0 Y F—LOHEIEEE L CAISN TR JIED Y RY VR RAFRTF Pl
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72 WE-SIB T& - 72 E rodentium 1% ?, 5D EY & %\ EW FETIZERD & 1L do 72, Allobaculum
X, EBEYO M RBAMETH 225, ZOHEFICRT2HEBERZIEIEAHLENL W10, L,
murinus, E. faecalis 125\ >C 1% probiotics ¥, #21X, % DG4 £ OMWME D%\ 1V, B. vulgatus
Ft FOBNEEE TS H D, HEFHEHEKE L REIN TS 2,

AFETIE, 25 DINEE X ISR 2 SIB OFfE & | %@~%@$B® THEICHII L. o
B SIB 23 iE AL/ & 8 LR R 2 R o 2 L B0 sk, Sl JBECE %o 72 SIB,
Fre, v EOfflAGbEIC i%%“%tki SHOMBVBBETH D, £, EFDY
TIEITIZHT % SIBIZDWT, Z DHFIEDHER & TREIC DWW TH MR T 2 0823 H 5,
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AWFZE T, FEEEZO RIS, IEE K OONE I3 2 BN AE O EZPE1E (SIB) DRFE & 47
Bz aTe, IBE., ZV 82240, SAV7AXAL L CT R A LKL T, I (EY) &
v ATIE, BN A. stercoricianis-, L. murinus-, £ X O\ B. vulgates- SERZEBMERAT, o %
EY-SIB & L7c, %72, Zv R0 ZINIAELA v ELLEMCRY A E]IKL T, I (EW)
B~ ATlX. B. coccoides-. P. goldsteinii-. [ Clostridium] innocuum-. E. facium/avium-, & X O\ D.
desulfuricans- B E P E R ICHEHWEZ R L, 205 % EW-SIB & #iE Lto INS5DSIBDIL, L
murinus. B. vulgatus. F. facium ¥ X O\ E. avium D43 %@"E W L7z, 245 D SIBIE28 (WE) B9
SIB & LTt &7z E rodentium & & H12, invitro \IZEBVF2~=270 77— iEMHALE X OBE FX
HHILREE R 235580 6 vz, 5% X 612, 47HE SIB 0)7[%%%[% &. bk SIBORELTHEVPEEN S,
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Table 1
Conposition of test diets (g/100g).

MC CT EY EW

Milk casein 20 20.0 11.8

Egg white 20
Corn oil 5.0 5.0
Beef tallow 17.0

Egg-yolk powder 27.0
DL-Methionine 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Corn  starch 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Sucrose 50.0 38.0 37.1 50.0
Cellulose 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Vitamin mix (AIN-76%) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Mineralmix (AIN-76*) 3.5 3.5 2.6 3.5

Cholinebitartrate 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Protein 19.0 18.4**

Lipid 16.4 17.4**
Carbohydrate 59.4 56.4**
Energy (kCal/100g diet) 441 442

* The American Institute of Nutrition.
** Accoroding to the 'StandardTable of Food
Composition in Japan'.

Table 2

Caecal bacterial cell counts, the read numbers of bacterial genes
by the NGS, and their a-diversity in caecal contents of mice CT
or EY diets.

CcT EY

Total cell counts (Log cells/g)® 11.25 + 0.09 11.08 = 0.05

NGS analysis

Number of reads 90357 + 3792 73799 + 2731**
Number of OTU 192 £ 11 128 + 9**
Shannon-Wiener H' 3.510 £ 0.189 2.948 + 0.141*
Simpson's index D 0.897 £ 0.022 0.877 + 0.016

®Counted with dielectrophoretic impedance measurement
(DEPIM) method. Values are the mean and SEM (n=8).
(* p<0.05,**p<0.01).
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Table 3

Read numbers of the dominant OTUs in the caecal microbiome of mice fed a CT or EY diet.

Taxonomy CT EY BLAST search (similarly %)
Desulfovibrio 645 + 131** 88 + 32 Desulfovibrio desulfuricans (96)
Turicibacter ;uncultured 779 + 224** 70 + 43 Turicibacter sanguinis (98)
Allobaculum _sp. 581 + 380 13767 = 2636** Allobaculum stercoricanis (92)
Ruminococcaceae 588 + 115* 200 + 78 Pseudoflavonifractor sp. (97)
Ruminiclostridium ;uncultured 611 £ 113** 31 +16 Oscillibacter sp. (100)
[Eubacterium]_coprostanoligenes 0+0 1153 + 307** Ruminococcus sp. (89)
Lachnospiraceae 780 + 205** 107 + 69 Lachnospiraceae sp. (91)
Lachnospiraceae 570 + 146** 68 + 46 Eisenbergiella sp. (100)
Lachnospiraceae 573 + 201* 15 + 10 [Clostridium] aldenense (98)
Lachnospiraceae _NK4A136 2508 + 948* 16 £ 16 Lachnospiraceae sp. (97)
Acetatifactor ;uncultured 731 + 279* 00 Acetatifactor muris (95)
Lactobacillus 1319 * 506 4148 + 1086* Lactobacillus murinus (100)
Helicobacter _sp._MIT_075165 1006 + 159** 329 + 135 Helicobacter japonicus (100)
Muribaculaceae 477 *+ 76* 178 + 72 Muribaculum sp. (90)
Bacteroides 280 + 94 1898 + 651*  Bacteroides vulgatus (100)
Bacteroides 96 + 45 807 + 269*  Bacteroides vulgatus (100)

Values are the mean and SEM (n = 8). Asterisks indicate a value that is significantly higher
than that in the other group (* p<0.05. ** p<0.01).

Table 4

Total bacterial count, alpha diversity indices in caecal microbiome

of tested mice.

MC EW

Total bacterial count (Log cells/g 11.27 + 0.04 11.06 + 0.07*

Total read number
Number of OTUs

Shannon index (H')

Simpson's index D

75568 * 6600 49570 + 3325**
144 + 6 66 + 3**

3.184 +0.138 2.785 + 0.169*

0.908 + 0.017 0.852 + 0.048

Values are mean and SEM (n=6).
* **Significantly different at p<0.05and p<0.01.
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Table 5

Read numbers of the dominant OTUs in the caecal microbiome of mice fed a MC or EW diet.

Taxonomy

MC

EW

BLAST search (similarly %)

Desulfovibrionaceae
Desulfovibrio

[Clostridium]_innocuum
Turicibacter
Ruminococcaceae
[Eubacterium]_coprostanoligenes
Lachnospiraceae
Lachnospiraceae;A2

Blautia

Blautia

Blautia

Clostridium_ sensu_stricto_1
Clostridium_ sensu_stricto_1
Enterococcus

Muribaculaceae
Muribaculaceae
Parabacteroides_goldsteinii
Mucispirillum_schaedleri
Bacteroides

6459 * 1102**
00

7+7
6859 + 3563**
1694 + 472**
1910 £ 410**
1099 + 259**
4671 * 1591**
4401 * 1416**
3783 + 1159**
5+3
8536 * 4608**
2372 + 1279**
0 0

114 + 39
100 + 31
79 + 28
4040 * 1056**
2215 + 773

316 £ 91
1687 + 875**

2646 *+ 1050**
5+2
54 + 48
0+0
00
0+0
00
49 + 25
3392 + 819**
1+1
0+0
2066 *+ 1259**

1041 + 313*
537 £ 152*
2923 + 1194*

434 + 71

264 + 146*

Desulfovibrionaceae sp. (91)
Desulfovibrio desulfuricans (96)

[Clostridium] innocuum (100)
Turicibacter sanguinis (98)
Pseudoflavonifractor capillosus (96)
Eubacterium coprostanoligenes (94)
Lachnospiraceae sp. (100)
Lachnospiraceae sp. (98)
Eisenbergiella sp. (100)
Eisenbergiella sp. (100)

Blautia coccoides(100)

Clostridium disporicum (99)
Clostridium disporicum (98)
Enterococcus faecium/avium (100)

Muribaculum intestinale (90)
Muribaculum intestinale (90)
Parabacteroides goldsteinii 100)
Mucispirillum schaedleri (100)
Bacteroides acidifaciens (100)

Values are the mean and SEM (n = 6). Asterisks indicate a value that is significantly higher
than that in the other groups (*p <0.05, **p< 0.01).
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Fig. 1. Principal coordinate analysis (PCoA)of the operational taxonomic units (OTUs)in the caecal
microbiome of mice fed a high-sucrose diet containing either 20% (w/w) milk casein and 17% beef
tallow (CT) or 12% milk casein and 27% egg yolk (EY).
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Fig. 2. Composition of the caecal microbiome at the phylum (A) and genus (B) levels in mice fed a high-
sucrose diet containing either 20% (w/w) milk casein and 17% beef tallow (CT)or 12% milk casein
and 27% egg yolk (EY) . Asterisks beside the columns indicate higher values compared to those of the

other diet group (*p< 0.05, **p<0.01).

60



Unweighted Weighted

Axis 2 (16.38 %)

'.

Axis 3 (7236 %)

Axis 1 (48.35 %)

Fig. 3. Principal coordinate analysis (PCoA)of the operational taxonomic units (OTUs)in the caecal
microbiome of mice fed a high-sucrose diet containing either 20% (w/w) milk casein (MC)or 20% egg
white (EW).
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Fig. 4. Composition of the caecal microbiome at the phylum (A) and genus (B) levels in mice fed a high-
sucrose diet containing either 20% (w/w) milk casein (MC)or egg white (EW). Asterisks beside the
columns indicate higher values compared to those of the other diet group (*p<0.05, **p<0.01).
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Fig. 5. NO secretion of RAW264.7 cells with F. rodentium Egg-1 sterilized cells (A) and survival ratio of
HT-29 cells with 1 mmol/L H202 and the isolated SIB cells (B) Values are mean and SEM (n=3).
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