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RARAT I, AT R R T @ AT T R,

KB A58 B MA@ MR AE

B 5255826 X HkFRIZAD A
FEVRFFERE, FFFABA LA D L, &
HRFEEIEFE T LA E] 5 000~7 000 457, A F
P B A 3R E Ok b B A, AR
K, B AT 2 R A5 2T AR R — R AR 2 R
VR SR = AW T, DL BUR K PR A R B
TE A B E BT Bz Y FRE A e
KA R AL BRI R . 2019 4R 3K
EAFEMLEFEAEE3MLLHE, FR™EY
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PIE P 2R3 5 kg R R TEARIIEF N 764
L2 B[R] B, A 2 B AT PR 2 5 B8 0 B 45 3 i ) e
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T EHE ARG, G2 N B R [ 5y — 5 1 e 22
e h Lk (o i BRE 32 5 A5 X 10 & R /b TR = SR HE
VU BGRF BT AE R R, S EAR HAR
Wlo Z— , il 2 X TR S0 B 1A ) X R 5 4 )
RESEATA oM,
BERERAHYRANELSEZ —, 2R
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SR PR AR e e e, HE A7 B RE M UAEY) . T8 H i
R S R E RS R G B E R
AE RS 2 — 1 AR (10" ~10" 4 /mL) |
W | (100 ~ 10° 4A~/mL) . B OB (107 ~
10° 4~/mL) BB (10° ~10" 4A~/mL) DL} 35 ( 3
BONWERAR) & . BT B ME Y AR BRI K
TP AV S5 HH ) e} 7= 2B 2 & ME AR Wi B2 ( VFA) |, VFA g
W25 I AW A K AR L i 5 EERE R Y 70% LA I,
XA RN 5 HE B X o IR AR R S 9
B A &= A VEA [ [RIB e 2 7= A HE Je i
THREARFERESRAK, KEFRME ANKE T E
FBE 1) e 35 BRI, T R 44 3l 4 8 TR e HE i o
SR F T W HER 1 96% ) R IR 2 R
b, FBE RS 7 A AL 3 B 24 3 ) ) R RE B 1 4 2k
DL GERES R MO RE BE 20 5 BRE IR A = 12% 0,
PRI, 5 38 4 08 15 A I, BRI HH ot 7 ik, X T 42
1o 2 Bl R ) A AR B S
AR, WA RS FEREE TP RE K
WY A, B, 2~4 BRI EERE
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Hogh B AF R = W e A, RS 10 d 24
KR EHLERL B B SR A AR S AR S A
A0 BRI B o AT R LA W E R
(R 5 A% A A L e, N6 F i A 8~10 d
JEREE N T B E A R 15 d JE B
THBREMT , FRIFITER, LR E M
A= IR ) ST R R R R — N R R A Y o R
5 AR B B AR B, OB A= Tk 4 i 2 04 9 A
YT ) % T A A TR R AR, LI A R 4k
B A s B, I A sh Wi A
B E AT O TR RAEfE TS 3 Az
U R, A E R R S R Y e TR 2 e R
R AR RO ST, 6 TR R PR AR
PR BA KBUEH ., A aasd TS
Bl A= W X 2R 2 B R B I 9 R D, SR S 4R Tl
AR TR [ TR 2 SRR A W R 4 T A O A
I, B X R Mg Oy AT T R, B NS
PR SOUR ¥ 25 F 0 U W A R RS AR v
R RS

1 Raxm¥BEEREYX ZREARARHRE

“Hungate1000” iR {2 #f T 94 B W4 9 3% 5%
HAA RN B AHT, 2 Tzt R, & s T
486 TR 5 A MR RE IR, o D e 45 SR G 1Y T K
F75% U b I iR H S 5 0 SRR Y A B
570 H . SR Hungate1000” 1% v A 4% 532
(R A AT L o T 4 2 9 S Tl W R TR 2R R AR N —
HR A He ], Rk 5 Bk — 2 5 TR B A0 S A
YIRS 5E FRHOR | S WIF 58 AR SRR 4 1Y 2 BE
PEE AL, R R Y AT A, (A
MTEREECT T 53 29 4wy 4 i B9 o8 Fl, H A E
2245 21 SFTE AP Hungate1000” 31 %) o 4% 43 55
Yo ok
1.1 HHE

TR ST B R Y 32 A R A, A e X
T 8 A ARG R B TR S 43 88 15 55 7 ok T
J& N Z T RS TR B T R 1 200 £
FRAHTR 1Y 73 25 35 3% . JAF K BEE D P H R 19 &
&, Y3 16S rRNA W7 A ACR M IF H AR
IXRESE T T 5898 B b Al 35 3R i 40 T, sy 5
HATZ 4 ik SR oh B 35 i a b 42 4 1 7
R GEARR E AT N BRI 7% 3 R A
HiR 25 4 FE H 4 2H 2% ( metagenomic assembly ge-

nomes ) F{ AR, BLINAL%E T 4 900 FT 98 B 2k
PSR A — T Uk W R S TR S A Y
328k 5 O — T T U B R AT S i X TR R
Y25 ¥ RN D e i AN A AR BRI R BR M
1.2 FH

2 i E N ARG E A A (R
A b BBV HIEAR LA RS i R R A )
REfg 5 B9 B IUEY S 50% , LA B RO &,
A7 FR 4 R, (H R AR B AR AR A A
PRVE R ARG S BB = 2 A J5
BT 4 AL 58 T BE, 18S tRNA il ¢ £ A #4187
ALRENS B 98 8 D A kb 4 2 O 1 HL L
148 1) G AU 1k R A W58 21 T 22 1 it L
H T B AR METE TR AR R R SRR R
T A4 P = A 3 56 10 BT 5 % 4 0 2 P 4 T
KR, Hik, REC LI R TR ZM5R 1)
SRICIE X IE 8 DR ) B AR R AL R e,
HHEE B H 4 & B & K EB o3 £F 4k B fif
ity R BRIR IR A TR A sh ) AT IS S 32
i, H 25 5 80A DL R R A R BRR 1 R R
RE 38 0 fc Ak W 2 1 o =, I PR Be HE ik, mT R
SR B VE T A0 B 507 H B A, 2R R A
55 MR AR 1 B ) FH 238 DA B e 7 A A A B BT
LR F R R T B 3 A 7 W e ot A R Y N A
Fm BT XA B N 3 ( Entodinium
caudatum) FEAZFER A 7, A T X P B 4 €
MR 1E B, A WEoT s E oy S 4 it
TEEFE",
1.3 HEH

REALHEZHE S A MAEYZ — B HEK
Y ARSI, e JLT BT AT lRNA %%
SEFERE Huws 251" BT S BP0 TR o5 R 1 1
AR 10% ~20% , 78 44 811 R 2 R kL
TR X TR R A A AR, 5 g
AL, FL AN 1 4 o e % 12 1 Y B HE T, 16 R
FLR S N B R Y oAb, E
T 53 AT SR A7 78 36 B R 180, 38 8 A UL Y 6
A& L35 B O 19 8 T HE B & ( Neocallimastix )
H Wi )& ( Caecomyces) 2L 3% i & J& ( Piromy-
ces) M2 Hr.0 1Y IR 58 ¥ 18 JB ( Anaeromyces) K%
H. W J& ( Orpinomyces ) F1 K 18 ¥ 15 J& ( Cyllamy-
ces) fHNT BEAFE HAb T R >, FIH A FH AR M
55— PO e SR IR B IX (1TS-1) B K7 5 rRNA 1
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AR, EAT R LT B DR A B S A B Y
WIFIRHE 2
1.4 FREHEHEE

A H SR E A R 0.3% ~
3.0% 1 KA e g W k. 7 e o A T Y
H A T8% S AR A B T 2y 22% J2 3R P AR
FE % 1) FH Y S (Y R s PR o ) 5 R e, A R
w7 R e AR R SRR R 7
FH B S5 KT B ( Methanobrevibacter ) il H J& 8 H 3+
J3E S5 e 1187 P B i 20 T, HE R A8 AR T JE e | 4 R
B AR 2 U(H,) Akl (Co,) MR &
TSGR o Al i 1Y) 23 S0 R e o 4 T B 4 Y e
ERIE )& ( Methanosphaera) W e tER T & ( Meth-
animicrococcus) 1 W B #F B J& ( Methanobacteri-
um ) NS LA 7 TR ol 0 B T R AR, AL T
ft/\ &K H H (Methanosarcinales) . Methanosphaera
F1 Methanomassiliicoccaceae ; Methanosarcinales A]
A = e 7= B b oty 40 B 4850 R
7 A 2 A 1 56 R AP SR AEAE 4, Danielsson %5
WE5E &I, J8 B W ™ 5t 5 4l A B o AT
F= B HA R DG ; iy SCRT A 5 HA AR 7 b
AN PN A 2T PR X 7 R A R ) KR
5 7 T o A R Y R 2 T R DG M A
TERE R 225, HAEA R 5 R @ A7 e 22 5220 i
AN ) D o TR A B e 7 A e R e R AN [
MITEH]

1.5 &%

Jed ' UE Y Y b R ST 8D DA
BRI Y R AR SR A BRI AR TR e
IRAGIE DAL 50> HIF R T 22 56 4 1 9
BRI O T AR e R A R T
BTE, ARV, BEE SR E A K
(LIRS H7 7 9 R A RNA R 35 RERS 5 i
PR 2B (R HC G R R L TR R AR VR DL % 2T 4
filtAE B2 e A Fe T3 — 2D BEE

2 BEREEMNEFEEREDZN
2.1 BH#FEHR

TR ERBER R BEE H 0 T,
98 5 W A FF R ( Bacillus ) FFLER FF 58 ( Lac-
tobacillus ) 7 %5 =F B & K& A%, 103 5K K &
( Prevotella) YA TENR B4 J& ( Treponema) | H Bk
W& ( Ruminococcus ) M %t 4 B iz i A+ >, H

IR 2R E R FENMENZ —,
s ) FHVE B | A 2F 4 M ik oK 16 A 9 DL S SRRl e AR
BRFAMR , 0 HAT 43 & A AR ORI O S B Y
REHEBEEASEA OB T RWEET &A%Y
BRARDY IR AR B A Y R Rk R
EE P REEZENMNA g R, SEER TN
A AR L, B S TR LR E Y S s £
REMDIAHSC™ | sl M e IR SR
B A A B B, B H G B s 7R TR
|, 28 1] ( Proteobacteria ) #H % = & 128 W A%,
i #F B ] ( Bacteroidetes ) Al JE B% 5 [] ( Firmi-
cutes ) FHXT = BE B W I 7E B KO L B A A
J& ( Escherichia) T 75 NI Az I AR F B de s i
FHHB MK, T HRKEEM™ T RINER
( Butyrivibrio) #1 %t = B i di A+ w0 Hoep T ER 9K
TR e A 2 — o o B 45 A M R oK b B W o i T
J AR T RE W04 R AR 9 B b, B R H 4 4
MVER =L TR RE 1, mah, TR E =& 5T
T H W 0 R 5 S 98 1 AR ) AR S T 4
SRR WA TRV 550 %) 5 98 18 T 0 4 A A i
225 Bl FE 1K b BRI R ) A SR
BETR 1A X 35 BE KA H i 38 A W 7 s, 1 B 5 38R
AT ] ( Spirochates ) |2y - #5 4 7 ] ( Cyanobac-
teria ) AHXS = BEFE H #5345 ISR ; ZE MK F L,
H 2L AR T 49 ( Bacteroidales ) 2\ 2F 42 B 4X ( Clos-
tridiales ) AHF = B fifi H 3 38 oR i 7, Bad
SR, 9 B A Wkl H 8 ) A2 6 5 9 B Yl he
(LR i A5 A PR R K & A R AR 1 BT A ) Y ST
VIR OG5 P8 531 AT 8 2 5 Wl 26 390 W A W e v &
J iy —A~EZ R B EAAAE AL E A W4
22 EBEBHE

AR 98 W RS A BT R AR I A s
T8 B A W ) — WA AT B, R 25 5
A PR B R AR AR S R ST
Xt G2, 6 LW A i B W7 4 3 A v 43 0 10 i e
o U AT 4 SR R T, BE S R T 168
rRNA B& K34 0 5 B R 17 73 07, 45 R % 098
B RS AE 23 52 ) 26 90 B O W e g A1 e, B
PRBRAE - 42 B0 0Fn i (090 B WA E T 6 3 7 R R
& (Succiniclasticum) 55 1K [ & AR I B 29
S24-7 SF I A AR, H -5 W 1 18] 217 S
FEAH LU, W7 05 98 8 R A% A fig 8 AR E TE 2 AR )
(R R T PR T B R R IO TR B BR
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W ( Megasphaera elsdenii ) F1 J %5 5387 H 5. i
( Selemonas ruminantium ) FOEAENR , PRk T 0 H
R ( Ruminococcus flavefaciens) Fixf g 5=
BRI A v L BEFAER 2 R L AR N R L R
HORMEREN E R R ENR IR . FIR W
TSI T 5 B 1 R X R T T ey &
Bk

3 ARMNEFEBRMEYHEZI

F5E 4 B, T R (A0 355 KL AL RE R TR KRS AL LE LA
R ARVBHES N 500 9 48 FH 45 ) o 52 W 96 AR T A
A E R R R, AR SCHE A5 3 T AT Ok AE
o MR R s 2 SR B B W T ST R R AT T
3.1 KEMH

X TR, B0 g (B L) e AR L R
RIREERENEZE 2 — B R K46
B2 R ) G A B0 7 6 R SR A R
PR DAk, R E A B IE T R AR EL R 1 H
B X} 26 SRR A BV S e, O E A T BE BE
R LR PRAR LB 2 S ) A M = %o At A 41X
REESTIHIRZ , B0, FE S E 10 H T b 1 AT
FLA , BOFF BRI T Tk D 34 P 3, O L35 35 UK G TR s
S B R X S R R R N 7E SR 21 A 35
H 0% i DR £ 5L 40 59142 B 2% 1 4% 1R 3 Al AR 7L
By, G5 R W BB 2L H O AR 2L A I R B
PRI 55— 208 SR A e BAE D, Bk, 21 H
WA P4 S E R B ER B A R B E AT 35
H Wi bE 2L 41, (B SA R F W7 B 2L ] ARG 3L
73 116 ] W ) 2 2R S el A W X AR 4 A ) S i AR
AR FEE N AR X — B BE RS E LR
ER AR RN 3 W AR DR 7 B A S
Xof 968 1 A A X R Rk TR T e s i A A R
3.2 FE#

FE W5 iR 5 25 SR A M TE B kL, R AL RE 5
TG M R R IR R T AR E R E L RS
AR ERE, A b H g B L R R A
I B R SR AL DA R X R AL, R R ]
WA R F 262 kB A B VAR B BL
Al AR TF Rk I 338 H 3 -3 - 1 3 3 — W i g
A ZEHE(HMGCL) Fl 3—-F23E -3 H 3L 8 — k4l iy
A B 2( HMGCS2) B2 PR 0% 18 A R A H A
TERERAC I, LA IR 8 A D B 5 10 1 25 AR

AR A e MR AR LR LRl 1AM T Bk, 5 R
ML WIS E A b, B R TR B Bk
KEERSFE R RN W, Hiem Tty
ZREME AT BN 5T & BR, A0 SR L
SGOETE AR R R e e a3 EIRIR
T )& 1B 8% 7 B} ( Lachnospiraceae ) AH % = B b
FHiEr, W AT fig 2 DR R B DR As e i &
TR De Filippis 2815 i3 72 3L K 41 43 #r
K, AR [CHH ( Prevotella copri) WA [A] T Bk 7T
R 5 /] WS 1 2 24 1) e B %o Al 7K Ak B 0 A8 BB ) 42
mAE O B MR R R W A 2 R 5 R AR A )
WA ARG 7= T RR A Y . A ER A ST I 2R 3
OERE KA WRUE LS, TR E 2 R R
BORHE 4505 B MUE YR TE 5 SR AL AR e
AT TR M, B R R T B R & T 4%
9 E IS B8 ( Bacteroides) WS FF B
J& ( Bifidobacterium) Fl1E BR 1 J& ( Megasphaera) 55
Z R0 A W A X R R AR T il AT 8
( Campylobacter) %5 ¥ 7€ 93 Ji 18 £ 9 09 40 X &
JEU o BB AT B R TR BT, ELA R T A
R LA K U By 5 U B 4 R 2 0L Y BB 0 AR
MWL IFER RIS TS B agEs E-6
(IL-6) A4 HE A~ F - 10 (IL-10) DL B T4 & -y
(IFN-y) % 5% DIRe A G B D i Rk i, U T
RBP4 b R AR ) A ORI R R 3R GA
o 4% 2 2 S T G b N T b ad B
Hortr &I, 8 5 40 A AH DG B SR R
5 22 4 )F G AL B P ( MAPK) (B FR LY -3 -7
it fiE AL B IR (PIK3CB) | YR FE IH 1 2 Ik
BB 10 ( TNFSF10) 55 bR, 5 40 M 56 T %) £ 3
B bk I 20 90 — 2 Bk PRAH G 31 (BAD) T i 5 K4
KRR R, IR )RR E R T R
WS 5 bR DN 3R A & 0 3 AH OC, AT BB T
Bk I E o 5 e R B AR Y 5 1E B AR, N
R R A R BILE
3.3 BEFRKTE

H A, 58 & F 88 1 50 75 2 6 2 4 3 ) i A
B i 55 22 B R ) R, ARBIBALL 17 H %
Wir L ) 40 2 26 SR SR R 4, 3 ) E A T A
Ffih iR (ARFUB + TR o) | IR AR 1 5T ik (SRt
AR K B AR 20% 1Y 25 1 5T ) PR RE 1 ) R (i
Rl AR K P B R AR 20% M fig i) DL R AR & 1 B ik
fig T AR (AR R K b W] B AR 20% /Y 28 1
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T 20% ) RE I ) X 56 F AR KRB MR eV
(RIS, 45 SRR WY ) R i 5 AR 1 B KT B IR 3
SREARE BT X B g e R R R
WREAR T 9 B B & PERR T2 ( TVFA) RN R ik
., ARREE KT T AR SEE T DL AT RN R
( Butyrivibrio) MiXt £ £, JF & 5% FH H WIN R
JEE JR e 2 0 3 MR S IR AT A R T
AE A L AR RO T 26 SR 5 R ey 52 e 4
WRE, JIIME VI T A 6] 45 DR K P X6 0 =
Jo8 B U R e & IR BE A e PR KT i 4 e, AR
JETR T TR B 1A X =5 B2 2 T e R B TR
I TRE X = BE S W R AEG ; ZE R b 5 T IR
S ( Prevotella ruminicola) 75 605 & BR B A1 1A
¥ 38 FA FR 9N B4 ( Succinivibrio dextrinosolvens ) FH X}
FERELMERI NG LR g R TR S SR K
5EFREE MAEY X R BIKR, S ad m R T B
P R R TR TR

S v AR RS DR (s A R R 2
LY R WL RIS 2 — | BEE A SR = B
YrE Ik RE . SR = A e k2 R BUE ' VFA 77
Tt 2l R o Wb B R AL, 2O E W pH T
R TT i 285 T 2 Pk B R T BE ( SARA) S5
MY SRR SARA AL, R & 19 SARA Rl
YERDXT Sl Wy i) e 0w, AT RE 2 th T B IA 2
3 B4 F )3 SRR P A AR Y 7RSSR BRI ST R
W, 34 s 2 e Rk 0 Ll ), S 3 RS TR R
AR N A S Y | U = & )
FEAR TN B IR AR R 2 2 0 5 B3 i AR T
#} ( Christensenellaceae ) 45 73+ fift 45 ¥4 11 5% 7K £k & ¥
(R A DR DRE = B i v 45 ) ek L A7) £ 388 i
ERRACTT S R RAE ST IR B R ) A e B TS
B 2B 77 2 A0 B R A AR R A B
3.4 MR EAEGER

MR AR & B2 s A 7 PE R I — Rl
BT 2 T A K2 Bl W an 26 o #MEDRL R R
FI T E L E . AAIBABESE 1 40 B 1& % L
FE E R X R R A ) BE 5 R,
BEMLARAR 3 B AL 7 1 4R B S R Il 05 R
AW, IS £ 44T 1/ &8 ( Fibrobacter) %
BEBER TR R | T R N TR & RN % HA R K T A ( Suc-
cinivibrio) 5 . 77 BEHAMR YN A & J2 B i 2 05 1 i Ak
Yy, KB SRR AFLER Y # IR R R A
RESE I T £F 4k, B RT LAFS Bl JH At 20 T8 4 il 21 4

Yy = IR T R IR J& ( Butyrivibrio hungatei)
JERE EEN T T R E, BB U8 A R i o £ 4
ZO0T M A AT A g R A% O B 4
i J5 & W 7 AR T 2 00 5 R TR IR D R, A T AR i
T E A B I RA LG ERIIEE 5 — Tt
U, 45 10 H % 1Y 1 5 56 3 M AE D 23 00
FEH W AT (17,24 F1 38 H L) RIBYI 5 (45 Al
66 H %) I8 B 2 W Al e e, A5 SRR I A1
B e 436 3EAE 38 Hid AP H 5 3 IR R JE L™=
EHARR YT | BB KT 0 J& A7 T R T8 A AR X 3= 2
HB D = TN BRI 5 A A BATE LD R B
WEFEEE AL, W 5 S5 40 ) 1 i 410 26 S0 B R
3B TR 49 ( Clostridia ) FH X =F B 5 T X B 4H
Spearman FHICPES TR B, R 3 KR R 2N | 25 IR
Jiek Js ZEBK I )& ( Coprococcus) SHLE FI BT, ik
VRV LT 4t (NDF) 8 A 2 DL 3% B3R5 T iR
Be iz M 2 IEA G, LiRBFgs R R, #Mi
A AE W TR R % FS T RO B A R G AR
1k, 37 B 598 B B A — 20, DT 36 S 78 W g Hif
Jo Y B A R R PR Y

BRE 15 A0, WA 2= 3 LB OY T 322 flE oK
FEFEARE LB XT 5 7 % fh FE 42 38 26 90 B AW
(52, 25 SR WY 25 31D G AL S R Bl 57 42 T T
RN INE SR e ok S o RS ) S N i &
AR, HHEIRICEE T RINEE 258k
PR IR B BR A E A T R M R AR, T — S
0 TE U B ST B (Sutterella) MR HEFT 5 & ( Heli-
cobacter) X v % B J& ( Akkermansia ) ¥ %} 3= Ff 28
PEFEE
3.5 &mF

AR R BRI | £ A TR AR S N R AE G
BB AR R Tz N SR R 4 0 SRR
WX 2R AR I S AR X g /b Hovp ) R
ER—FhiE ) 2 Wy, R EAFAE T4 R AL
R AR DA B Y R B, K AR A W
IHC/ISE ol AN - L1 - f e - )
BT SRR AR K T N AN PR e T A B
o DAFZE P EE R ] U8 N 5 R 8 R AR G S B
WA B A R m i H IR IR 8
FUBLHR IR 5 & ( Desulfovibrio ) (AR REL) 5%
S A TR R R 1Y 3 BN TR, BE 8K R
WA AL A A I I AR v T N ol B B
FRHAR, LIRFFRIER T HE Y Y 56
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IR R R H e B AR D HLEE

= DR KT RA B DR TR S IR TE R R S 3
PrAE R B QS R B & s A ), AR L
AR P AFE 25 5 1 B9 & B, b A 2 F60FF 1R A0 R
T P RE AT 25 28 TR ZE AR 25 SR AR K Oy TR B AT P fig
WRE(—FiAR) FFE R 7, X 26 25 A TR RE 8
ARG SR A K RE PR RE ) DL R
KEVIRE, AL %R O A R A M & B 2
AT R TR E D R A oK LS
L YT JE ( Fibrobacter) AT & I RE T 56
X FAA K NDF AR Uk U £ 2 15 AL R 0 42 T 1)
pLE

LA, A A WF I T AR TP AR (10 g/kg
DM) FI755 (30 g/kg DM ) 7K - i1 JR 28 X ] - 75 °F
S B A s e 25 R IR K 7 IR 3 B
g3 v e R R B (HEAOSR A IR R U i AKXt
TREMEYX R R E, v S MEY
RS 35l Ml N A RIS K PR IR

4 HMEEXNEFEBEREDHZI
4.1 ARAX

AP A FE T A [m 40 M 7 3K (B BRI FL vs. A
AR AR ZLA ) T 26 5 T Ak T A= ) A Y 52
G5 RN T WA 1) 25 5 T A T T ) ) b 3=
WD E S TR A LA G, N TR
T %S W 1 T K AT R/ & B ST & ( Esche-
richia-Shigella) . T & I\ 1 J& F1 % 1 J& ( Clostridi-
um) APAIXTF R BERRIR T R mE PR E X 1
AARXT FE B2, A, AN [ 4 e Oy =S 52 ) T iR
Wy DB AA RN BR 555 1] 3 AR 26 3 38 1 L 2 A% . Bl
RN LA A9 753 RO A B A W 32 2ok B RE A
FLk Bk (43%) | 30 58 25 R (28%) | BE AR 7 iE
(7%) BHAIEES B2 1 (6% ) FIEEAR O (5% ) 5 T
N T AR M2 1Y) 26 5 i 18 AR ) 32 22k 3 REAAR ™
T (46%) . ¥ 55 25 K (31%) A1 B H B
(12%) ™,
4.2 FEFEH

38 3 P ST R X iDNA P AR 2235 o
B 7 TICHCME = 55 <3 ) Mk = 26 2 I LD L TR 2 AR
el e L I € iR E RS S S
LR 22 PR B B 5 e T 4 ) A E oo o R T
["] ( Neocallimastigomycota ) F¢JAHXF 3 & i) 25 & T 45
TlgH e Al 26 F 9 S F 2 1] ( Ascomycota)

(R RFGT = B2 i S = v T A L 5 i e A S
W DL TR T T FRE TR TR I B B 1], &5 10
MEFIE H W P AT T )5 R KF
b, & 4 ) JR B A & ( Gibberella) |1} J& ( Sac-
charomyces) M B J& ( Lepista) S5 HIXT £ JE B 25 5
FHCHCH ; 1 Piromyces . Caecomyces . Neocallimas-
tix SEART W E LT RO R
R A 5 O 2O 25 SR 1 BT T T AL
BAT R EZm,

5 NESRE

TR Dl 0y DX AR AR D ik e AL AE ) 21 22K )
JRORKR B ey 19 R AR A & | 2 4 sh 1 Al il e A
A B R R S i B 2 Sl W R O B AR
PRt T —A> R R BRI . R 1 RIS s 1]
R A 2 R A B, DR IE T e 2 B0 W A £t B A A
Ko BIRAEYE R AEORFT — Ay 3 70 4%
AREYTFIABERS S 4r s 15 B FA] T A 18 WUE W
T B H AT T A RE B8 0B X 8 AR )
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fermentation and microbial diversity of fattening lambs

Research Advance in Establishment, Development and Regulation
Technology of Rumen Microbiota in Lambs

MA Tao ZHANG Naifeng TU Yan DIAO Qiyu”
( Key Laboratory of Feed Biotechnology of the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, Feed Research Institute of Chinese
Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Beijing 100081, China)

Abstract; China has the world’ s largest sheep and goat flocks, which sum up to 300 million and produce ap-
proximately 4.85 million ton of meat by the end of 2019. The sheep/goat industry plays an important role in ru-
ral vitalization and development of people’ s living standard. There is close connection between early life and a-
dult stage of ruminants, as the dietary or management interventions in early life imprint a desirable and persis-
tent rumen microbial community, which has a long-lasting effect on improving ruminant production. In this re-
view, we summarized the recent advance in the manipulation of rumen microbial community in lambs and goat
kits in China, with a special focus on the effect of diets on rumen microbiota and fermentation capacity, and al-
so highlight the specific areas of research in the future.[ Chinese Journal of Animal Nutrition , 2020, 32(10) .
4733-4742 ]
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