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Differences in Gut Microbiome
Composition Between Sympatric
Wild and Allopatric Laboratory
Populations of Omnivorous
Cockroaches

Kara A. Tinkert and Elizabeth A. Ottesen*

Department of Microbiology, University of Georgia, Athens, GA, United States

Gut microbiome composition is determined by a complex interplay of host genetics,
founder’s effects, and host environment. We are using omnivorous cockroaches as
a model to disentangle the relative contribution of these factors. Cockroaches are a
useful model for host—gut microbiome interactions due to their rich hindgut microbial
community, omnivorous diet, and gregarious lifestyle. In this study, we used 16S
rRNA sequencing to compare the gut microbial community of allopatric laboratory
populations of Periplaneta americana as well as sympatric, wild-caught populations
of P americana and Periplaneta fuliginosa, before and after a 14 day period of
acclimatization to a common laboratory environment. Our results showed that the
gut microbiome of cockroaches differed by both species and rearing environment.
The gut microbiome from the sympatric population of wild-captured cockroaches
showed strong separation based on host species. Laboratory-reared and wild-
captured cockroaches from the same species also exhibited distinct gut microbiome
profiles. Each group of cockroaches had a unique signature of differentially abundant
uncharacterized taxa still present after laboratory cultivation. Transition to the laboratory
environment resulted in decreased microbiome diversity for both species of wild-caught
insects. Interestingly, although laboratory cultivation resulted in similar losses of microbial
diversity for both species, it did not cause the gut microbiome of those species to
become substantially more similar. These results demonstrate how competing factors
impact the gut microbiome and highlight the need for a greater understanding of
host-microbiome interactions.

Keywords: cockroach, gut microbiome, host-microbe, 16S rRNA amplicon sequencing, sympatric

INTRODUCTION

The gut microbiome plays an important role in the health and fitness of most animals.
Gut microorganisms assist with the breakdown of dietary substrates and play a role
in nutritional absorption and energy regulation (Dillon and Dillon, 2003; Engel and
Moran, 2013). The gut microbiome also protects against pathogens, both by inhibiting
colonization by invading pathogenic microbes as well as by interacting with the host immune
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(Engel and Moran, 2013). Certain toxins, including pesticides,
can be metabolized by the gut microbiome (Engel and Moran,
2013; Brune and Dietrich, 2015; Claus, 2016). The presence of
certain gut microbes is essential for the development of several
types of insects, including the cockroach and mosquito (Bracke
etal, 1978; Cruden and Markovetz, 1984; Gijzen and Barugahare,
1992; Coon et al., 2015; Jahnes and Sabree, 2020). Finally, recent
work demonstrates that microbes can impact animal behavior
across classes, from insects to mammals (Wada-Katsumata et al.,
2015; Vuong et al,, 2017). Examples include frequency of social
interactions, mate choice, hyperactivity, anxiety, depression,
and others (Wada-Katsumata et al., 2015; Delbare et al., 2020;
Heys et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2020). Therefore, identifying and
understanding host-gut microbiome interactions is an important
area of research.

Gut microbiome composition is determined by a complex
interplay of host genetics, early environment, and immediate
environment (Turnbaugh et al.,, 2009; Neu and Rushing, 2011;
Ericsson and Franklin, 2015; Martinson et al., 2017; Ho
et al, 2018; Kakumanu et al, 2018; Lee et al, 2020; Lim
and Bordenstein, 2020; Sepulveda and Moeller, 2020; Tinker
and Ottesen, 2020; Wolff et al., 2020). Host genetics has
been shown to play the key role in the gut microbiome
of certain species, including cockroaches, mosquitoes, and
apes (Sanders et al., 2014; Novakova et al., 2017; Lim and
Bordenstein, 2020; Tinker and Ottesen, 2020). In contrast,
sympatric populations of Drosophila (Martinson et al., 2017) were
shown to exhibit indistinguishable gut microbial communities,
suggesting environment may be the primary factor in shaping
the gut microbiome for certain species. Early environment and
founder’s effects are also thought to play a role in the gut
microbiome, with studies in humans showing lasting signatures
arising from mode of birth (vaginal vs. cesarean) and newborn
diet (breastfeeding vs. formula feeding) (Neu and Rushing, 2011;
Ho et al,, 2018). Additionally, recent work suggests that the host’s
immediate environment can cause major impacts on the gut
microbiome. For instance, temperature (Sepulveda and Moeller,
2020), diet (Turnbaugh et al., 2009), and/or housing conditions
(isolated vs. co-housed) (Ericsson and Franklin, 2015; Caruso
et al,, 2019) can be manipulated in order to produce certain gut
microbiome profiles in mice.

Cockroaches are an ideal organism for studying gut
microbial community assembly and host-microbe interactions.
Cockroaches represent an ancient lineage that emerged over
300 million years ago (Legendre et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2017)
and have evolved to host a complex gut microbiome composed
of hundreds of unique species of microbes (Bell et al., 2007; Engel
and Moran, 2013; Dietrich et al., 2014). This gut microbiome
is composed of insect-associated lineages, but is populated
by microbial families and genera that are characteristic of
the gut microbiomes of a wide range of omnivorous animals,
including mice, and humans (Schauer et al., 2012; Dietrich et al.,
2014; Tinker and Ottesen, 2016). The cockroach gut microbial
community is not vertically transmitted, but indirectly acquired
from other cockroaches in their immediate environment, a
process aided by their typically gregarious lifestyle (Bell et al.,
2007; Engel and Moran, 2013; Wada-Katsumata et al., 2015;

Kakumanu et al., 2018). Acquisition of a healthy gut microbial
community is required for proper development (Bracke et al.,
1978; Cruden and Markovetz, 1984; Gijzen and Barugahare,
1992; Jahnes and Sabree, 2020). Dysbiotic cockroaches are
generally smaller than their healthy counterparts and rarely
complete the final molt into adulthood (Bracke et al., 1978;
Cruden and Markovetz, 1984; Gijzen and Barugahare, 1992;
Jahnes and Sabree, 2020). Social behavior is also impacted by
the gut microbiome, which produces volatile carboxylic acids
(VCAs) which act as aggregation agents for the insect hosts
(Wada-Katsumata et al., 2015). Axenic cockroaches produce no
aggregation agents and thus have reduced social contact from
other insects (Wada-Katsumata et al., 2015). Interestingly, once
assembled, the cockroach gut microbiome appears to be robust
to many environmental perturbations (Renelies-Hamilton et al.,
2021). This may be due to regular conspecific inoculation events
through social behaviors including coprophagy and trophallaxis
(Renelies-Hamilton et al., 2021).

In this experiment, we used 16S rRNA gene sequencing to
compare the hindgut microbiome of an in-house laboratory
colony of Periplaneta americana, a second laboratory colony
of P. americana obtained from the University of Florida, and
sympatric wild-caught P. americana and Periplaneta fuliginosa.
A subset of the transplanted laboratory colony and wild-
caught cockroach populations were maintained under in-house
laboratory conditions for a period of 14 days to observe
changes in the hindgut microbiome following this transition.
We were specifically interested in measuring changes in richness
(alpha diversity) and dissimilarity (beta diversity) within and
across the treatment groups after a transition into a laboratory
environment. We were also interested in identifying which
factors (treatment group, host species, and/or sample origin)
most impacted the hindgut microbial community. Finally, we
planned to identify and investigate any taxa that were uniquely
associated with particular treatment groups.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Insects

Our in-house laboratory colony of P. americana cockroaches was
provided by the University of Georgias entomology department
from a colony that has been maintained in captivity for over
10 years. The cockroaches were maintained in mixed-age, mixed-
sex colonies in aquarium tanks at room temperature on a diet
of dog food (Kroger nutritionally complete bite-sized adult dog
food, composed of 21% protein, 8% fat, and 6% fiber) ad libitum.
Each tank was provided with corn cob bedding, cardboard tubes
for nesting, and a cellulose sponge saturated with water. The
laboratory colony from the University of Florida was generously
obtained and provided by Brian Forschler, a colleague in the
University of Georgia’s entomology department.

For studies of wild-caught cockroaches, insects were collected
in traps placed outside within a 135 m radius on the University
of Georgias campus. The traps were glass jars with petroleum
jelly placed around the jar opening to prevent insects from
escaping. Each trap contained glass wool saturated with beer as
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a lure. Traps were checked daily, and any captured P. americana
and P. fuliginosa adults were either sacrificed immediately or
placed in an aquarium tank under laboratory culture conditions
(as described above) for 14 days before being sacrificed. Wild
P. americana and P. fuliginosa were visually identified by
morphology. We confirmed our identifications by sequencing
a representative sample from each insect species. For the
P. americana sample we sequenced a modified A-tLeu/B-tLys and
for the P. fuliginosa sample we sequenced the CO-II gene, both
as previously described (Tinker and Ottesen, 2020). Ultimately,
our experiment included a total number of 90 insect samples
from the following groups: laboratory P. americana (12 samples),
Florida laboratory P. americana at time 0 (8 samples), Florida
laboratory P. americana at day 14 (20 samples), wild P. americana
at time 0 (12 samples), wild P. americana at day 14 (11 samples),
wild P. fuliginosa at time 0 (12 samples), and wild P. fuliginosa
at day 14 (15 samples) (Supplementary Table 1). Each sample
represented an individual dissected hindgut.

Hindgut Collection and DNA Extraction
We opted to focus on the hindgut in this study due to its high
bacterial density and diversity (Cruden and Markovetz, 1987).
For this work, DNA was extracted from individual dissected
hindguts; no hindguts were pooled. Each insect was placed on
ice in a sterile culture plate until sufficiently torpid. The entire
cockroach gut was dissected and any visible debris, including fat
bodies or exoskeleton, was removed with forceps. The hindgut
was then separated from the rest of the gut, placed on parafilm,
and submerged in 100 wL of RNAlater (Ambion, Austin, TX,
United States). A pipette tip was used to break open the hindgut
and disperse the contents into the RNAlater (Ambion) before the
suspended hindgut lumen was removed and stored at 80°C.
DNA was extracted from a 30 pwL aliquot of the preserved
hindgut sample using a modified version of the EZNA Bacteria
kit (Omega Biotek, Norcross, GA, United States). A 100 pL
of balanced salt solution (2.5 g K2HPO4, 1 g KH2PO4, 1.6 g
KCI, 1.4 g NaCl, and 10 ml of 1 M NaHCO3 per liter, pH 7.2)
was added to each sample aliquot before mixing followed by
centrifugation for 10 min at 5,000 x g. The supernatant was
discarded and the pellet was resuspended in 100 pL TE buffer
[10 nM Tris, 1 mM EDTA (pH 8)] with 10 pL lysozyme (as
supplied by kit). The sample was incubated at 37°C for 30 min
before adding approximately 25 mg of glass beads (as supplied by
kit) and bead beating for 5 min at 3,000 rpm. Hundred microliters
BTL buffer and 20 pL proteinase K solution (as supplied by the
kit) were added to each sample before incubation at 55°C while
shaking at 600 rpm for 1 h. After this step, the manufacturer’s
protocol (June 2014 version) was followed beginning at step 11.
Samples were eluted in 50 WL preheated elution buffer after a 5-
min incubation at 65°C. The final DNA concentrations (typically
between 5 and 50 ng/wL) and A260/A280 were measured
using a NanoDrop Lite spectrophotometer (Thermo Scientific,
Wilmington, DE, United States).

Library Preparation and Sequencing
The V4 region of the 16S rRNA gene from each hindgut sample
was amplified using a two-step PCR method as previously

described (Tinker and Ottesen, 2016, 2018, 2020; Hassell et al.,
2018). In brief, the initial PCR used Q5 Hot Start high-
fidelity DNA polymerase (New England BioLabs, Ipswich, MA,
United States) and 515F (GTGCCAGCMGCCGCGGTAA) and
806R (GGACTACHVGGGTWTCTAAT) primers in a 10 pL
PCR mixture [1 Q5 reaction buffer, 200 M deoxynucleoside
triphosphates (ANTPs), 0.5 M 515F, 0.5 M 806R, 2 ng DNA, and
0.02 U/L Q5 polymerase] under the following conditions: 98°C
for 30 s, followed by 15 cycles at 98°C for 10 s, 52°C for 30 s,
and 72°C for 30 s, with a final extension step at 72°C for 2 min
for the initial V4 region amplification. Immediately following
the initial amplification, the resulting product was reamplified
using double barcode primers (Tinker and Ottesen, 2016, 2018,
2020 Hassell et al., 2018). The secondary amplification mixture
contained 1 Q5 reaction buffer, 200 M dNTPs, 0.5 M 515E,
0.5 M 806R, 2 ng DNA, and 0.02 U/L Q5 polymerase. From
this mixture, 21 pL was added to 9 L of the initial reaction
product before cycling under the following conditions: 98°C for
30 s, followed by four cycles at 98°C for 10 s, 52°C for 10 s, and
72°C for 30 s, followed by six cycles at 98°C for 10 s and 72°C for
1 min, concluding with a final extension at 72°C for 2 min. The
resulting PCR amplicons were purified using the EZNA Cycle
Pure kit (Omega Bio-tek) before quantification with a NanoDrop
Lite spectrophotometer (Thermo Scientific). Amplicons were
then normalized to equal concentrations, pooled to a library
concentration of 10 nM, and assessed for quality using the Agilent
2100 Bioanalyzer DNA-HS assay (Agilent Technologies, Santa
Clara, CA, United States) before submission to the Georgia
Genomics Facility for sequencing (Illumina MiSeq 250 x 250 bp;
Mlumina Inc., San Diego, CA, United States).

Data Analysis

16S rRNA gene sequences were analyzed using a modified version
of the Mothur Miseq standard operating protocol (Schloss et al.,
2009). In brief, after sequence assembly any sequence that had
ambiguous bases or was longer than 275 bp was removed and
remaining sequences were aligned to the Silva reference database
(Release 132) (Pruesse et al., 2007; Quast et al., 2012). Aligned
sequences that contained homopolymers of 8 or more base pairs
were removed before chimeral identification and removal via
VSEARCH (Rognes et al., 2016). Remaining sequences were
classified using the Silva reference database (Release 138) (Pruesse
et al., 2007; Quast et al., 2012). Unclassified sequences or
sequences identified as chloroplasts, mitochondria, Eukaryota,
or Blattabacterium (cockroach endosymbiont found in fat body
cells) were removed. The remaining sequences were clustered
into OTUs based on 97% or greater sequence identity using
OptiClust (Westcott and Schloss, 2017).

Data generated by Mothur was imported into R for
further analysis (Schloss et al., 2009). The vegan (Oksanen
et al, 2012) package was used to complete non-metric
multidimensional scaling (NMDS) analyses and Analysis of
Similarities (ANOSIM). Vegan (Oksanen et al, 2012) was
also utilized to calculate Shannon diversity and Bray-Curtis
dissimilarity values. Wilcoxon rank-sum tests were run using
base R and differential abundance was measured with the
DESeq2 (Love et al., 2014) package. Finally, we used base R,
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ggplot (Wickham, 2016), and RColorBrewer (Neuwirth, 2014) to
visualize the data.

Data Mining

Our analysis utilizes previously published data as well as new,
unpublished data. Please note that the 16S rRNA sequencing
data from the laboratory P. americana (Tinker and Ottesen,
2016), wild P. americana at both timepoints (Tinker and Ottesen,
2016), and wild P. fuliginosa at time 0 (Tinker and Ottesen,
2020) were utilized in previous publications. These publications
investigated the effect of diet on P. americana (Tinker and
Ottesen, 2016) and measured the phylosymbiotic signature in
omnivorous cockroaches (Tinker and Ottesen, 2020). The 16S
rRNA sequencing data from the wild P. fuliginosa at day 14 as
well as the laboratory Florida P. americana at both time points is
new, previously unpublished data. The methods described above
were used to generate all data, both published and unpublished.

RESULTS

All Cockroaches Harbor a Hindgut
Microbiome Dominated by Members of
the Bacteroidota, Firmicutes, and
Desulfobacterota Phyla

16S rRNA gene amplicon sequencing was completed for the
hindguts of 90 unique cockroaches across the control and three
treatment groups. A total of 6,969,201 sequences were generated,
with 4,927,318 remaining after quality filtering and classification
(Supplementary Table 1). Across all treatments, hindguts were
dominated by members of the Bacteroidota, Firmicutes, and
Desulfobacterota phyla. These three phyla comprised 32.84-
92.04% of any one individual sample (Figure 1). Members of
the Bacteroidota phyla were most abundant across all samples,
comprising an average of 41.43% and a median of 42.51%
(Figure 1). In contrast, the Firmicutes and Desulfobacterota
phyla comprise an average of 30.16 and 10.22% across all
samples (Figure 1).

The Bacteroidota observed in the cockroach guts represented a
diverse array of families. An average of 2.74% of sequences across
all samples belong to unclassified members of the Bacteroidia
class with an additional 6.51% of sequences belonging to
unclassified members of the Bacteroidales order (Figure 1).
Nine other Bacteroidota families were especially abundant
across all samples and comprised >5% of the total sequences
from at least one sample. These include: Bacteroidaceae,
COB P4-1 termite group, Dysgonomonadaceae, M2PB4-65
termite group, Marinifilaceae, Rikenellaceae, Parabacteroides,
vadinHA21, and Williamwhitmaniaceae (Figure 1). All of these
families except the M2PB4-65 termite group were present
within all 90 samples and comprised anywhere from 0.005 to
17.22% of all sequences for any one sample (Figure 1). Of
these families, Dysgonomonadaceae and Parabacteroides had the
highest average relative abundance across all samples, at 6.11
and 5.37% (Figure 1). Members of the Dysgonomonadaceae
and Parabacteroides families are commonly found in the gut

microbiome of animals and certain species of Parabacteroides
have previously been associated with obesity and inflammation
(Wang et al., 2019).

Most of the highly abundant Firmicutes families belonged
to the Clostridia class (Figure 1). Members include the
Christensenellaceae, Lachnospiraceae, and Ruminococcaceae
families which composed an average of 3.38, 5.04, and 3.98%
of sequences across all samples (Figure 1). Acholeplasmataceae
and Lactobacillaceae, both members of the Bacilli class, were also
present with an average relative abundance of 1.08 and 1.51%.
Finally, an average of 2.08% of sequences across all samples were
unclassifiable members of the Firmicutes phylum (Figure 1).

The majority of the Desulfobacterota present in our
experimental samples belonged to unclassified members of the
Desulfovibrionales order, which comprised an average of 7.85%
of sequences across all samples (Figure 1). Desulfovibrionales
are commonly found in the gut microbiome of animals and
have been associated with human diseases including obesity and
type 2 diabetes (Rinninella et al., 2019). Eight Desulfobacterota
families as well as sequences that belong to unclassified members
of the Desulfobacterota phylum, Desulfuromonadia class, and the
Desulfobacterales and Desulfobulbales orders were also present
in select experimental samples at low abundances (Figure 1).

In addition to the three dominant phyla, bacteria from
the Proteobacteria phylum was also present within all 90
experimental samples. Four families comprised the majority of
these Proteobacteria: Diplorickettsiaceae, unclassified members
of the Enterobacterales order, unclassified members of the
Enterobacteriacae order, and Moraxellaceae (Figure 1). These
families were present at low abundance for most samples,
composing an average of 0.38-1.03% (Figure 1). The maximum
relative abundance for these families ranged from 5.03 to
62.62% and for each family, the individual sample with the
maximum relative abundance belonged to the wild treatment
group (Figure 1). Notably, the majority of the Diplorickettsiaceae
present in our samples are members of the Rickettsiella genus,
which is commonly thought to be an intracellular insect parasite
(Leclerque and Kleespies, 2012). Interestingly, most samples
contained <0.5% sequences from the Diplorickettsiaceae family
(Figure 1). However, eight samples from the wild P. americana
group had a high (>0.5%) abundance of Diplorickettsiaceae, with
a maximum abundance of 63.62% in a wild P. americana day 14
sample (Figure 1).

Wild-Collected Cockroaches Exhibit
High Alpha Diversity That Decreases on

Being Housed in Laboratory Conditions

Previous work demonstrates that the cockroach hindgut
microbiome is highly diverse (Schauer et al., 2012, 2014; Bertino-
Grimaldi et al., 2013; Dietrich et al., 2014; Wada-Katsumata et al.,
2015; Tinker and Ottesen, 2016, 2020; Renelies-Hamilton et al.,
2021). Congruent with this, all cockroach samples, except for one
outlier from the day 14 wild P. americana treatment group, had
a Shannon Diversity metric greater than 4.0 (Figure 2). Pielou’s
evenness was also high across all groups at each timepoint, with
an average of 0.83 and a median of 0.84 across all samples.
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FIGURE 2 | Boxplots show Shannon diversity indices for each group. For
each boxplot, the bars delineate the median, the hinges represent the lower
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plot shows the spread of Shannon diversity indices across the group. Before
calculating Shannon diversity indices, libraries were resampled to a depth of
the sample with the fewest sequences (4082). A full table with all of the paired
Wilcoxon rank-sum test with Bonferroni correction and the resulting p-values
is located in Supplementary Table 1.

Overall, both laboratory populations had similar alpha diversity,
but there were significant differences between the laboratory
and wild cockroach groups (Figure 2 and Supplementary

Table 2). Using the Wilcoxon rank-sum test with Bonferroni
correction, we found that wild-collected P. americana exhibited
significantly higher alpha diversity than both in-house and
Florida laboratory P. americana populations as well as the wild-
collected P. fuliginosa (Supplementary Table 2). This alpha
diversity decreased on housing in the laboratory, and we found no
significant difference (p > 0.05) between the in-house laboratory
or Florida laboratory P. americana and either day 14 wild
P. americana or P. fuliginosa groups (Supplementary Table 2).
In addition, we found no significant difference in alpha diversity
between the two wild treatment groups at time 0. Interestingly,
while there was a significant difference (p > 0.05) between the
time 0 P. americana and the day 14 P. fuliginosa groups and
vice versa, there was no significant difference in alpha diversity
between the two wild-collected groups after 14 days. This suggests
that both species lost diversity at similar rates upon housing
in the laboratory.

Hindgut Microbial Communities Cluster

by Treatment Group, Host Species, and
Sample Origin

Previous research demonstrates that the cockroach hindgut
microbiome is shaped by various compounding biological and
environmental factors (Bracke et al., 1978; Bertino-Grimaldi
et al, 2013; Dietrich et al., 2014; Schauer et al, 2014;
Wada-Katsumata et al., 2015; Tinker and Ottesen, 2020). We
used NMDS to visualize Bray-Curtis dissimilarities among
our samples (Figure 3 and Supplementary Figure 1). When
plotting all samples, we identified a clear separation between
the laboratory and wild groups (Figure 3 and Supplementary
Figure 1). Furthermore, we identified separation among the
wild groups by both species and time point (Figure 3 and
Supplementary Figure 1). However, the in-house laboratory
and the Florida laboratory group at both timepoints clustered
together (Figure 3 and Supplementary Figure 1). When
we followed up with ANOSIM, we found there was no
statistically significant difference between the in-house and
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were resampled to a depth of the sample with the fewest sequences (4082).
Clustering by treatment group with (R = 0.7349, p = 0.001) and without
timepoints (R = 0.653, p = 0.001), host species (R = 0.8241, p = 0.001), and
laboratory or wild origin (R = 0.3113, p = 0.001) was supported by ANOSIM.

Florida laboratory cockroaches or the two timepoints for the
Florida lab cockroaches. In contrast, there was significant
separation between the wild P. americana (R = 0.4825, p = 0.001)
and wild P. fuliginosa (R = 0.649, p = 0.001) at each timepoint.
When the dataset was analyzed as a whole, we found that
clustering by treatment group with (R = 0.7349, p = 0.001)
and without timepoints (R = 0.653, p = 0.001), host species
(R=0.8241, p=0.001), and laboratory or wild origin (R = 0.3113,
p =0.001) was supported by ANOSIM.

Within- and Between-Group
Comparisons Show Differences in
Hindgut Microbiome Composition

We were interested in examining differences in within-group
variability across populations (Figure 4 and Supplementary
Table 3). We found that our in-house laboratory P. americana
populations showed the lowest within-group variability by
both weighted and unweighted Bray-Curtis metrics among the
populations tested (Figure 4 and Supplementary Table 3). It
was significantly lower than the Florida laboratory P. americana
at day 14 and the wild P. fuliginosa at both time points using
weighted measurements (Figure 4 and Supplementary Table 3).
When using unweighted measurements, it was significantly
lower than all of the treatments (Figure 4 and Supplementary
Table 3). Within-group variability was highest for the wild-
captured populations, with wild-collected P. fuliginosa showing
significantly greater variability than wild-collected P. americana
by weighted measurement (Figure 4 and Supplementary

Table 3). Both groups of wild-collected cockroaches showed
slight decreases in within-group variability upon housing in the
laboratory, but the only significant difference was in unweighted
Bray-Curtis comparisons between T0O and T14 wild-captured
P. fuliginosa (Figure 4 and Supplementary Table 3).

We also compared the between-group dissimilarity for the
laboratory P. americana control with all other groups (Figure 4).
Consistent with ANOSIM results, we found that the between-
group dissimilarity for each treatment was significantly higher
than the among group dissimilarity (Figure 4). For the Florida
laboratory P. americana, between-group dissimilarity vs. in-
house laboratory cockroaches remained consistent over both
time points using both weighted and unweighted metrics.
However, we saw a lower between-group dissimilarity vs. our
in-house laboratory population after 14 days of laboratory
cultivation for both the wild P. americana and P. fuliginosa
groups. Interestingly, there was a greater difference in the
unweighted metrics than the weighted metrics, suggesting that
the decrease in dissimilarity is likely due to a loss of low-
abundance, environmentally associated microbes.

Differential Abundance Analysis Reveals
Unique Taxa Associated With Each
Group

In order to evaluate OTUs driving these between-group
differences, we used DESeq2 to identify significantly enriched
or depleted OTUs across groups (Supplementary Table 4).
We found that there were 416 OTUs with a significant
differential abundance between the laboratory P. americana and
the Florida P. americana at time 0, 747 for the laboratory
P. americana and the wild P. americana at time 0, and 996
for the laboratory P. americana and the wild P. fuliginosa at
time 0 (Figure 5A). The number of OTUs with a significant
differential abundance between the laboratory P. americana
decreased to 351 for the Florida P. americana, 504 for the wild
P. americana, and increased to 1,058 for the wild P. fuliginosa
after 14 days in the laboratory environment (Figure 5A). When
we compared the time 0 and day 14 samples within each group,
we found that far fewer OTUs had significant compositional
differences (Figure 5A). We found 18 between the Florida
laboratory P. americana at each time point, 197 between the
wild P. americana at each time point, and 274 between the
wild P. fuliginosa at each time point (Figure 5A). Overall, this
demonstrates that origin (laboratory v. wild) and species strongly
impact the cockroach hindgut microbiome but that taxonomic
differences are typically reduced when insects are housed in
identical conditions.

We found that there were 602 OTUs with a significant
differential abundance between the sympatrically collected wild
populations of P. americana and P. fuliginosa (Figure 5A),
suggesting that host species results in differences in hindgut
microbiome composition among sympatric populations of
closely related species. Interestingly, this value was comparable
to that found when comparing the laboratory P. americana
and the wild P. americana at time 0 (747) and the laboratory
P. americana and the wild P. fuliginosa at time 0 (996), also
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confirming an important role for early environment in shaping
the hindgut microbiome.

Figure 5B shows a heatmap illustrating OTUs that exhibit
significant log2-fold changes across our four sets of three-way
comparisons (Supplementary Table 5). We found 2, 20, and 74
OTUs with significant log2-fold changes across all three paired
comparisons for the Florida P. americana, wild P. americana, and
wild P. fuliginosa treatment groups, respectively (Figure 5A). We
also found 89 OTUs with significant log2-fold changes found in
the comparison of laboratory P. americana with the two wild-
collected populations (Figure 5A). Removal of redundant sets
resulted in a list of 158 OTUs which have exhibited significant
log2-fold changes across all three pairwise comparisons of 1
or more treatment groups (Supplementary Table 5). When we
visualize these 158 OTUs in an unscaled heatmap (Figure 5B),
there are two notable trends. First, the majority of these OTUs
have low taxonomic resolution and second, the majority of these
OTUs have statistically significant, but minimal log2-fold changes
(Figure 5B and Supplementary Table 5). Within the heatmap,
there were 22 OTUs that had a large change across multiple
treatment groups (Figure 5B). When we explicitly examine these
OTUs they fall into four general categories (Figure 5C): those
(1) associated only with the laboratory control P. americana;
(2) associated with both the laboratory control P. americana
and the Florida laboratory P. ameriana; (3) associated with wild
P. fuliginosa; and (4) associated with wild P. americana. Fifteen
out of 22 (and 57 out of the full 158) of these OTUs represent
diverse Bacteroidota, including two Dysgonomonas genus OTUs
as well as multiple OTUs that could not be classified beyond

the order or family level. Many of the Bacteroidota genera and
families include multiple OTUs showing contrasting patterns
in abundance across groups. A number of Firmicutes also
show group-specific patterns, although they were more highly
represented among organisms showing smaller fold changes
between groups. As these groups are thought to play diverse
roles in carbohydrate metabolism (Vera-Ponce de Ledn et al.,
2020), further studies are required to determine the functional
implications of these OTU shifts. Another interesting taxon is
Arcobacter, which was associated with wild P. fuliginosa and is
thought to be an emerging pathogen (Collado and Figueras, 2011;
Barboza et al., 2017).

DISCUSSION

The cockroach is emerging as a common model organism
for studying the gut microbiome due to their rich hindgut
microbial community, omnivorous diet, and gut structure, which
is analogous to the human stomach. Our goal was to better
understand the factors that drive assembly and biodiversity in
the cockroach gut microbiome. Previous work on the cockroach
gut microbiome demonstrates that cockroaches have a gut
microbiome which is more typical of omnivorous mammals
than insects outside of the Blattodea order (Schauer et al., 2012;
Tinker and Ottesen, 2016, 2020). Much like the mammalian
gut microbiome, the cockroach gut microbiome is highly
complex and primarily composed of bacterial lineages from
the Bacteroidota and Firmicutes phyla (Schauer et al., 2012;
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FIGURE 5 | (A) Visual representation displaying the number of significant log2-fold changes in abundance between each treatment group. These calculations

assumed an adjusted p-value of <0.05 and were made using the Wald test with Benjamini-Hochberg adjustment as implemented in the DESeq package. Black

numbers indicate the total number of statistically significant changes in differential abundance between the two treatment groups. Red (negative) or green (positive)
(Continued)
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FIGURE 5 | Continued

presented in B.

numbers in conjunction with the arrows indicate the direction of the log2-fold change. Finally, blue numbers indicate the number of OTUs that have a significant
change in differential abundance across either two groups (corners) or all groups (center). A table containing the raw data from DESeq for the significant log2-fold
changes from all pairwise comparisons is located in Supplementary Table 4. (B) A heatmap of the 158 OTUs which have significant log2-fold changes across three
or more treatment groups. Each row in the heatmap represents a unique OTU, with replicated labels representing multiple OTUs assigned to the same taxonomic
group. For each pairwise comparison, the reference is the first pair listed. Each box in the heatmap represents unscaled log2-fold change and ranges from a
minimum value of -26.31 (purple) to a maximum of 45.47 (green) with the color scale centered at white. To enable visualization of broader taxonomic patterns, row
labels are color coded by phylum assignment, with members of the Bacteroidota phyla in blue, Firmicutes in green, and all others in black. A table containing the raw
data and adjusted p-values from DESeq?2 for these 158 OTUs is located in Supplementary Table 5. (C) A close-up of the highlighted sections of the heatmap

Tinker and Ottesen, 2016, 2020). Our work was congruent with
this and showed that all cockroaches contained a high abundance
of uncharacterized, insect-associated microbial families.

Previous work showed that host species shapes the gut
microbiome of cockroaches (Tinker and Ottesen, 2020).
Consistent with this, we observed that sympatric populations of
wild-collected cockroaches belonging to different species showed
significantly different hindgut microbiome compositions, with
over 602 microbial OTUs differing significantly in abundance
between these two species. Upon housing in identical laboratory
conditions, the wild-collected populations showed decreases
in alpha and beta diversity. Wild-caught Drosophila gut
microbiomes also decrease in diversity when brought into a
laboratory setting (Martinson et al., 2017). This is interesting,
as the Drosophila gut microbiome appears to be governed by
different rules of assemblage, with local sampling environment
shaping the gut microbiome rather than host species (Martinson
et al, 2017). Renelies-Hamilton et al. (2021) have suggested
that co-housing can, to some extent, overcome founder’s effects
in gut microbiome composition in cockroaches (Martinson
et al, 2017). Therefore, it would be interesting to observe
the extent to which these differences could be resolved by
co-housing with laboratory-origin populations and/or rearing in
the laboratory environment.

Interestingly, a comparable number of OTUs (747)
were observed to exhibit significantly different abundances
between laboratory and wild-caught P. americana as were
differentially abundant between the sympatric wild populations
of P. americana and P. fuliginosa (602). This is congruent with
previous studies that have included wild-captured cockroaches
(Bertino-Grimaldi et al., 2013; Pérez-Cobas et al., 2015; Tinker
and Ottesen, 2016; Kakumanu et al., 2018), which have also
typically found a distinct and more diverse gut microbiome.
Housing in the laboratory resulted in decreases in alpha
diversity, decreases in within-group beta diversity, and a
significant change in abundance for 197 OTUs. However, the
laboratory-housed P. americana of wild origin retained a distinct
hindgut microbiome from the laboratory-raised P. americana,
with 504 OTUs exhibiting significant differences between
these two populations. Notably, 347 of these OTUs were also
significantly different between the laboratory cockroaches and
day 0 wild-captured cockroaches.

We found substantially greater similaritiesbetween the UGA
and Florida laboratory populations of P. americana. In
general, while our in-house laboratory populations of cockroach
showed greater within-group similarity than the Florida-sourced

laboratory population (potentially as a result of disturbance
resulting from the transport and altered housing of Florida-
sourced cockroaches), both showed low within-group variability
and similar levels of alpha diversity. The two laboratory
populations clustered together to the exclusion of both wild-
origin populations in our NMDS plot, although 270 OTUs
were found to be significantly different between our in-house
laboratory populations and both day 0 and day 14 Florida
laboratory cockroaches. Interestingly, unlike the wild-captured
cockroaches, the Florida-origin laboratory population showed
significant changes in the abundance of only 18 microbial
OTUs upon housing in our laboratory, suggesting substantially
smaller shifts in microbiome composition upon transfer from one
laboratory to another than that occurring during the transition to
the wild to loratory conditions.

We also found it notable that many of the group-
specific OTUs belonged to the Bacteroidota phylum. Across
all groups, 57 of the 158 significant OTUs, or 36.08%, were
members of the Bacteroidota phylum. In contrast, Bacteroidota
only represents 20.53% of the total number of OTUs. This
increase in representation suggests that Bacteroidota strains
may be particularly likely to vary across populations, perhaps
since many are strict anaerobes without the ability to make
endospores and therefore could be less easily transmitted
through/acquired from the environment. Alternatively, they
may be particularly responsive to dietary or environmental
differences between groups.

We also found it notable that Rickettsiella and Arcobacter
(Figure 5 and Supplementary Tables 4, 5) were highly abundant
in wild P. americana and wild P. fuliginosa, respectively.
Rickettsiella are most commonly known as intracellular insect
pathogens (Leclerque and Kleespies, 2012), however, there is
one symbiotic species found in aphids that can be found in
extracellular tissues or in the hemolymph (Tsuchida et al,
2010). Rickettsiella can be transmitted both vertically and
horizontally between insects (Iasur-Kruh et al., 2013; Marshall
et al.,, 2017), and certain Rickettsiella species have been found
to be transferred from insects to mammals via insect bites
(Anstead and Chilton, 2014). Similarly, Arcobacter is an
emerging animal and human pathogen with multiple roles
of transmission (Collado and Figueras, 2011; Barboza et al.,
2017). As cockroaches have previously been thought to act as
a reservoir for pathogenic microbes (Pai, 2013; Menasria et al.,
2014; Memona et al., 2016; Moges et al., 2016), it is unclear
whether the insects harboring these taxa were in diseased states
or acting as mechanical vectors. However, these findings highlight
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the necessity of future work focused on the role of cockroaches in
disease transmission.

This work provides new insight into the impact of
prolonged cultivation in the laboratory on the gut microbiome
of cockroaches. We found that culture in the laboratory
consistently decreased hindgut microbiome diversity, and that
laboratory-reared and wild-captured cockroaches belonging to
the same species had distinct hindgut microbial communities,
while long-separated laboratory populations of the same
species were more similar in composition overall. Further,
laboratory-reared populations showed smaller shifts in hindgut
microbial community composition upon transfer to a new
laboratory than wild-captured cockroaches did upon transfer
to the same laboratory. Interestingly, differences between
the hindgut microbial community of laboratory-reared
and wild-caught cockroaches were similar in scale to the
differences between sympatric populations of wild-captured
cockroaches from different species, but while laboratory
cultivation resulted in similar losses of microbial diversity
between wild-captured populations of different species it
did not cause them to become substantially more similar
overall. Together, these illustrate strong effects of host biology,
early environment, and recent environment on the gut
microbiome of cockroaches, and underscores the potential of
the cockroach as a model system for untangling the modes
of action and interactions between these drivers in shaping
host-microbiome interactions.
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were submitted to the NCBI Sequence Read Archive and
are available under the accession numbers SRP075213,
PRJNA726249, SRX1763652, and SRP132948. Insect host

REFERENCES

Anstead, C. A., and Chilton, N. B. (2014). Discovery of novel Rickettsiella spp. in
Ixodid Ticks from Western Canada. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 80, 1403-1410.
doi: 10.1128/AEM.03564-13

Barboza, K., Cubillo, Z., Castro, E., Redondo-Solano, M., Fernandez-Jaramillo, H.,
and Echandi, M. L. A. (2017). First isolation report of Arcobacter cryaerophilus
from a human diarrhea sample in Costa Rica. Rev. Inst. Med. trop. S. Paulo
59:¢72. doi: 10.1590/51678-9946201759072

Bell, W. J., Roth, L. M., and Nalepa, C. A. (2007). “Diets and foraging,’ in
Cockroaches: Ecology, Behavior, and Natural History, eds W. J. Bell, L. M. Roth,
and C. A. Nalepa (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press), 61-75.
doi: 10.1071/wr98050

Bertino-Grimaldi, D., Medeiros, M. N., Vieira, R. P., Cardoso, A. M., Turque, A. S.,
Silveira, C. B., et al. (2013). Bacterial community composition shifts in the gut
of Periplaneta americana fed on different lignocellulosic materials. Springer Plus
2:609. doi: 10.1186/2193-1801-2-609

Bracke, J. W., Cruden, D. L., and Markovetz, A. J. (1978). Effect of metronidazole
on the intestinal microflora of the American cockroach, Periplaneta americana
L. Antimicrob. Agents Chemother. 13, 115-120. doi: 10.1128/aac.13.1.115

Brune, A., and Dietrich, C. (2015). The gut microbiota of termites: digesting
the diversity in the light of ecology and evolution. Annu. Rev. Microbiol. 69,
145-166. doi: 10.1146/annurev-micro-092412-155715

sequences were deposited in GenBank under accession numbers
MH360270 and MH360286.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

KT collected and processed the samples, prepared the sequencing
libraries, analyzed the data, and wrote the manuscript. EO
procured the funding, assisted in data analysis, and edited the
manuscript. Both authors contributed to the article and approved
the submitted version.

FUNDING

This work was supported in part by the National Institute of
General Medical Sciences of the National Institute of Health
under award number R35GM133789.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Brian Forschler for providing the laboratory strains of
American cockroaches used in this work. We would also thank
Brian Forschler and Tae-Young Lee for their help with insect
identification. Finally, we would also like to thank Vickie Trinh
for her assistance with field collection, dissection, and sequencing
library preparation.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found
online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmicb.
2021.703785/full#supplementary- material

Caruso, R., Ono, M., Bunker, M. E., Ntfiez, G., and Inohara, N. (2019). Dynamic
and asymmetric changes of the microbial communities after cohousing
in laboratory mice. Cell Rep. 27, 3401-3412.e3. doi: 10.1016/j.celrep.2019.
05.042

Claus, S. P. (2016). The gut microbiota: a major player in the toxicity of
environmental pollutants? NPJ Bio?lms Microbiomes 2:12. doi: 10.1038/
npjbiofilms.2016.3

Collado, L., and Figueras, M. J. (2011). Taxonomy, epidemiology, and clinical
relevance of the genus Arcobacter. Clin. Microbiol. Rev. 24:19.

Coon, K. L., Vogel, K. J., Brown, M. R, and Strand, M. R. (2015). Mosquitoes
rely on their gut microbiota for development. Mol. Ecol. 23, 2727-2739. doi:
10.1111/mec.12771

Cruden, D. L., and Markovetz, A. J. (1984). Microbial aspects of the cockroach
hindgut. Arch. Microbiol. 138:9.

Cruden, D. L., and Markovetz, A.J. (1987). Microbial ecology of the cockroach gut.
Annu. Rev. Microbiol. 41, 617-643. doi: 10.1146/annurev.mi.41.100187.003153

Delbare, S. Y. N., Ahmed-Braimah, Y. H., Wolfner, M. F., and Clark, A. G.
(2020). Interactions between the microbiome and mating influence the female’s
transcriptional profile in Drosophila melanogaster. Sci. Rep. 10:18168. doi: 10.
1038/541598-020-75156-9

Dietrich, C., Kohler, T., and Brune, A. (2014). The cockroach origin of the
termite gut microbiota: patterns in bacterial community structure reflect major
evolutionary events. Appl. Environ. Micro. 80, 2261-2269.

Frontiers in Microbiology | www.frontiersin.org

July 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 703785


https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmicb.2021.703785/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmicb.2021.703785/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.03564-13
https://doi.org/10.1590/s1678-9946201759072
https://doi.org/10.1071/wr98050
https://doi.org/10.1186/2193-1801-2-609
https://doi.org/10.1128/aac.13.1.115
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-micro-092412-155715
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.celrep.2019.05.042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.celrep.2019.05.042
https://doi.org/10.1038/npjbiofilms.2016.3
https://doi.org/10.1038/npjbiofilms.2016.3
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.12771
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.12771
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.mi.41.100187.003153
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-75156-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-75156-9
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology#articles

Tinker and Ottesen

Gut Microbiome of Sympatric and Allopatric Cockroaches

Dillon, R., and Dillon, V. (2003). The gut bacteria of insects: nonpathogenic
interactions. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 49:24. doi: 10.1146/annurev.ento.49.061802.
123416

Engel, P., and Moran, N. A. (2013). The gut microbiota of insects diversity in
structure and function. FEMS Microbiol. Rev. 37, 699-735. doi: 10.1111/1574-
6976.12025

Ericsson, A. C., and Franklin, C. L. (2015). Manipulating the gut microbiota:
methods and challenges: figure 1. ILAR J. 56, 205-217. doi: 10.1093/ilar/
ilv021

Gijzen, H. J., and Barugahare, M. (1992). Contribution of anaerobic protozoa
and methanogens to hindgut metabolic activities of the American cockroach,
Periplanta americana. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 58, 2565-2570. doi: 10.1128/
aem.58.8.2565-2570.1992

Hassell, N., Tinker, K. A., Moore, T., and Ottesen, E. A. (2018). Temporal and
spatial dynamics in microbial community composition within a temperate
stream network: microbial community assembly in streams. Environ. Microbiol.
20, 3560-3572. doi: 10.1111/1462-2920.14311

Heys, C., Lizé, A., Lewis, Z., and Price, T. A. R. (2020). Drosophila sexual
attractiveness in older males is mediated by their microbiota. Microorganisms
8:168. doi: 10.3390/microorganisms8020168

Ho, N. T,, Li, F,, Lee-Sarwar, K. A., Tun, H. M., Brown, B. P., Pannaraj, P. S,,
et al. (2018). Meta-analysis of effects of exclusive breastfeeding on infant gut
microbiota across populations. Nat. Commun. 9:4169. doi: 10.1038/s41467-
018-06473-x

Iasur-Kruh, L., Weintraub, P. G., Mozes-Daube, N., Robinson, W. E., Perlman,
S.J., and Zchori-Fein, E. (2013). Novel Rickettsiella bacterium in the leafhopper
Orosius albicinctus (Hemiptera: Cicadellidae). Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 79,
4246-4252. doi: 10.1128/AEM.00721-13

Jahnes, B. C., and Sabree, Z. L. (2020). Nutritional symbiosis and ecology of host-
gut microbe systems in the Blattodea. Curr. Opin. Insect Sci. 39, 35-41. doi:
10.1016/j.c0is.2020.01.001

Kakumanu, M. L., Maritz, J. M., Carlton, J. M., and Schal, C. (2018). Overlapping
community compositions of gut and fecal microbiomes in lab-reared and field-
collected german cockroaches. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 84, €1037-18. doi:
10.1128/AEM.01037-18

Leclerque, A., and Kleespies, R. G. (2012). A Rickettsiella bacterium from the hard
tick, ixodes woodi: molecular taxonomy combining multilocus sequence typing
(MLST) with significance testing. PLoS One 7:¢38062. doi: 10.1371/journal.
pone.0038062

Lee, S., Kim, J. Y., Yi, M., Lee, 1.-Y., Lee, W.-].,, Moon, H. S., et al. (2020).
Comparative Microbiome analysis of three species of laboratory-reared
periplaneta cockroaches. Korean J. Parasitol. 58, 537-542. doi: 10.3347/kjp.
2020.58.5.537

Legendre, F., Nel, A., Svenson, G. J., Robillard, T., Pellens, R., and Grandcolas,
P. (2015). Phylogeny of Dictyoptera: dating the origin of cockroaches, praying
mantises and termites with molecular data and controlled fossil evidence. PLoS
One 10:e0130127. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0130127

Lim, S. J., and Bordenstein, S. R. (2020). An introduction to phylosymbiosis. Proc.
Biol. Sci. 287:20192900. doi: 10.1098/rspb.2019.2900

Love, M. L, Huber, W., and Anders, S. (2014). Moderated estimation of fold
change and dispersion for RNA-seq data with DESeq2. Genome Biol. 15:550.
doi: 10.1186/s13059-014-0550-8

Marshall, S. D. G., Townsend, R. J., van Koten, C., and Jackson, T. A. (2017).
An epizootic of Rickettsiella infection emerges from an invasive scarab pest
outbreak following land use change in New Zealand. Ann. Clin. Cytol. Pathol.
3:1058.

Martinson, V. G., Douglas, A. E., and Jaenike, J. (2017). Community structure
of the gut microbiota in sympatric species of wild Drosophila. Ecol. Lett. 20,
629-639. doi: 10.1111/ele.12761

Memona, H., Manzoor, F., and Anjum, A. A. (2016). Cockroaches (Blattodea:
Blattidae): a reservoir of pathogenic microbes in human-dwelling localities in
lahore. J. Med. Entomol. 54, 435-440. doi: 10.1093/jme/tjw168

Menasria, T., Moussa, F., El-Hamza, S., Tine, S., Megri, R., and Chenchouni,
H. (2014). Bacterial load of German cockroach (Blattella germanica) found
in hospital environment. Pathog. Global Health 108, 141-147. doi: 10.1179/
2047773214Y.0000000136

Moges, F., Eshetie, S., Endris, M., Huruy, K., Muluye, D., Feleke, T., et al. (2016).
Cockroaches as a source of high bacterial pathogens with multidrug resistant

strains in gondar town, Ethiopia. BioMed Res. Int. 2016:2825056. doi: 10.1155/
2016/2825056

Neu, J., and Rushing, J. (2011). Cesarean versus vaginal delivery: long-term infant
outcomes and the hygiene hypothesis. Clin. Perinatol. 38, 321-331. doi: 10.
1016/j.c1p.2011.03.008

Neuwirth, E. (2014). RColorBrewer: ColorBrewer Palettes. R package version
1.1-2. Available online at: https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=RColorBrewer
(accessed January 6, 2021).

Novakova, E., Woodhams, D. C., Rodriguez-Ruano, S. M., Brucker, R. M., Leff,
J. W., Maharaj, A., et al. (2017). Mosquito Microbiome dynamics, a background
for prevalence and seasonality of west nile virus. Front. Microbiol. 8:526. doi:
10.3389/fmicb.2017.00526

Oksanen, J., Blanchet, F. G., Kindt, R., Legendre, P., Minchin, R., O’Hara,
R. B, et al. (2012). Vegan: Community Ecology Package. R Package Version
2.2-0. Available online at: http://CRAN.Rproject.org/package=vegan (accessed
January 6, 2021).

Pai, H.-H. (2013). Multidrug resistant bacteria isolated from cockroaches in long-
term care facilities and nursing homes. Acta Tropica 125, 18-22. doi: 10.1016/j.
actatropica.2012.08.016

Pérez-Cobas, A. E., Maiques, E., Angelova, A., Carrasco, P., Moya, A., and Latorre,
A. (2015). Diet shapes the gut microbiota of the omnivorous cockroach Blattella
germanica. FEMS Microbiol. Ecol. 91:fiv022. doi: 10.1093/femsec/fiv022

Pruesse, E., Quast, C., Knittel, K., Fuchs, B. M., Ludwig, W., Peplies, J., et al.
(2007). SILVA: a comprehensive online resource for quality checked and aligned
ribosomal RNA sequence data compatible with ARB. Nucleic Acids Res. 35,
7188-7196. doi: 10.1093/nar/gkm864

Quast, C., Pruesse, E., Yilmaz, P., Gerken, J., Schweer, T., Yarza, P., et al. (2012). The
SILVA ribosomal RNA gene database project: improved data processing and
web-based tools. Nucleic Acids Res. 41, D590-D596. doi: 10.1093/nar/gks1219

Renelies-Hamilton, J., Germer, K., Sillam-Dussés, D., Bodawatta, K. H., and
Poulsen, M. (2021). Disentangling the relative roles of vertical transmission,
subsequent colonizations, and diet on cockroach Microbiome Assembly.
mSphere 6:¢1023-20. doi: 10.1128/mSphere.01023-20

Rinninella, E., Raoul, P., Cintoni, M., Franceschi, F., Miggiano, G., Gasbarrini,
A, et al. (2019). What is the healthy gut microbiota composition? a changing
ecosystem across age, environment, diet, and diseases. Microorganisms 7:14.
doi: 10.3390/microorganisms7010014

Rognes, T., Flouri, T., Nichols, B., Quince, C., and Mahé¢, F. (2016). VSEARCH: a
versatile open source tool for metagenomics. Peer] 4:¢2584. doi: 10.7717/peerj.
2584

Sanders, J. G., Powell, S., Kronauer, D. J. C., Vasconcelos, H. L., Frederickson,
M. E,, and Pierce, N. E. (2014). Stability and phylogenetic correlation in gut
microbiota: lessons from ants and apes. Mol. Ecol. 23, 1268-1283. doi: 10.1111/
mec.12611

Schauer, C., Thompson, C., and Brune, A. (2014). Pyrotag sequencing of the gut
microbiota of the cockroach shelfordella lateralis reveals a highly dynamic core
but only limited effects of diet on community structure. PLoS One 9:e85861.
doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0085861

Schauer, C., Thompson, C. L., and Brune, A. (2012). The bacterial community in
the gut of the cockroach Shelfordella lateralis reflects the close evolutionary
relatedness of cockroaches and termites. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 78, 2758-
2767. doi: 10.1128/ AEM.07788-11

Schloss, P. D., Westcott, S. L., Ryabin, T., Hall, J. R., Hartmann, M., Hollister,
E. B., et al. (2009). Introducing mothur: open-source, platform-independent,
community-supported software for describing and comparing microbial
communities. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 75, 7537-7541. doi: 10.1128/ AEM.
01541-09

Sepulveda, J., and Moeller, A. H. (2020). The effects of temperature on animal gut
microbiomes. Front. Microbiol. 11:384. doi: 10.3389/fmicb.2020.00384

Tinker, K. A., and Ottesen, E. A. (2016). The core gut microbiome of the american
cockroach, Periplaneta americana, is stable and resilient to dietary shifts. Appl.
Environ. Microbiol. 82, 6603-6610. doi: 10.1128/ AEM.01837-16

Tinker, K. A., and Ottesen, E. A. (2018). The hindgut microbiota of praying mantids
is highly variable and includes both prey-associated and host-specific microbes.
PLoS One 13:e0208917. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0208917

Tinker, K. A., and Ottesen, E. A. (2020). Phylosymbiosis across deeply diverging
lineages of omnivorous cockroaches (Order Blattodea). Appl. Environ.
Microbiol. 86:€2513-19. doi: 10.1128/AEM.02513-19

Frontiers in Microbiology | www.frontiersin.org

July 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 703785


https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ento.49.061802.123416
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ento.49.061802.123416
https://doi.org/10.1111/1574-6976.12025
https://doi.org/10.1111/1574-6976.12025
https://doi.org/10.1093/ilar/ilv021
https://doi.org/10.1093/ilar/ilv021
https://doi.org/10.1128/aem.58.8.2565-2570.1992
https://doi.org/10.1128/aem.58.8.2565-2570.1992
https://doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920.14311
https://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms8020168
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-06473-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-06473-x
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.00721-13
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cois.2020.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cois.2020.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.01037-18
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.01037-18
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0038062
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0038062
https://doi.org/10.3347/kjp.2020.58.5.537
https://doi.org/10.3347/kjp.2020.58.5.537
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0130127
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2019.2900
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13059-014-0550-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12761
https://doi.org/10.1093/jme/tjw168
https://doi.org/10.1179/2047773214Y.0000000136
https://doi.org/10.1179/2047773214Y.0000000136
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/2825056
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/2825056
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clp.2011.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clp.2011.03.008
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=RColorBrewer
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2017.00526
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2017.00526
http://CRAN.Rproject.org/package=vegan
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actatropica.2012.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actatropica.2012.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1093/femsec/fiv022
https://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkm864
https://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gks1219
https://doi.org/10.1128/mSphere.01023-20
https://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms7010014
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.2584
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.2584
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.12611
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.12611
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0085861
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.07788-11
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.01541-09
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.01541-09
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2020.00384
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.01837-16
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208917
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.02513-19
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology#articles

Tinker and Ottesen

Gut Microbiome of Sympatric and Allopatric Cockroaches

Tsuchida, T., Koga, R., Horikawa, M., Tsunoda, T., Maoka, T., Matsumoto, S.,
et al. (2010). Symbiotic bacterium modifies aphid body color. Science 330,
1102-1104. doi: 10.1126/science.1195463

Turnbaugh, P. J., Ridaura, V. K., Faith, J. J., Rey, F. E., Knight, R., and Gordon,
J. 1. (2009). The effect of diet on the human gut microbiome: a metagenomic
analysis in humanized gnotobiotic mice. Sci. Trans. Med. 1:6ral4. doi: 10.1126/
scitranslmed.3000322

Vera-Ponce de Leon, A., Jahnes, B. C., Duan, J., Camuy-Vélez, L. A., and Sabree,
Z. L. (2020). Cultivable, host-specific Bacteroidetes Symbionts exhibit diverse
polysaccharolytic strategies. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 86, €91-20. doi: 10.1128/
AEM.00091-20

Vuong, H. E,, Yano, J. M., Fung, T. C., and Hsiao, E. Y. (2017). The microbiome and
host behavior. Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 40, 21-49. doi: 10.1146/annurev-neuro-
072116-031347

Wada-Katsumata, A., Zurek, L., Nalyanya, G., Roelofs, W. L., Zhang, A., and Schal,
C. (2015). Gut bacteria mediate aggregation in the German cockroach. Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 112:201504031. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1504031112

Wang, K., Liao, M., Zhao, N., Wang, J., Liu, S.-J., and Liu, H. (2019).
Parabacteroides distasonis alleviates obesity and metabolic dysfunctions via
production of succinate and secondary bile acids. Cell Rep 26, 222-235.¢5.

Wang, Z., Shi, Y., Qiu, Z., Che, Y., and Lo, N. (2017). Reconstructing the phylogeny
of Blattodea: robust support for interfamilial relationships and major clades. Sci.
Rep. 7:3903. doi: 10.1038/541598-017-04243- 1

Westcott, S. L., and Schloss, P. D. (2017). OptiClust, an improved method
for assigning amplicon-based sequence data to operational taxonomic units.
mSphere 2:€73-17. doi: 10.1128/mSphereDirect.00073-17

Wickham, H. (2016). ggplot2: Elegant Graphics for Data Analysis. New York, NY:
Springer-Verlag.

Wolff, N. S., Jacobs, M. C., Haak, B. W., Roelofs, J. J. T. H., de Vos, A. F.,
Hugenholtz, F., et al. (2020). Vendor effects on murine gut microbiota and
its influence on lipopolysaccharide-induced lung inflammation and Gram-
negative pneumonia. ICMx 8:47. doi: 10.1186/540635-020-00336-w

Zhu, S., Jiang, Y., Xu, K., Cui, M., Ye, W., Zhao, G,, et al. (2020). The progress
of gut microbiome research related to brain disorders. J. Neuroinflammation
17:25. doi: 10.1186/s12974-020-1705-z

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of
the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in
this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2021 Tinker and Ottesen. This is an open-access article distributed
under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use,
distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original
author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication
in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use,
distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Microbiology | www.frontiersin.org

12

July 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 703785


https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1195463
https://doi.org/10.1126/scitranslmed.3000322
https://doi.org/10.1126/scitranslmed.3000322
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.00091-20
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.00091-20
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-neuro-072116-031347
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-neuro-072116-031347
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1504031112
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-04243-1
https://doi.org/10.1128/mSphereDirect.00073-17
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40635-020-00336-w
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12974-020-1705-z
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology#articles

	Differences in Gut Microbiome Composition Between Sympatric Wild and Allopatric Laboratory Populations of Omnivorous Cockroaches
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Insects
	Hindgut Collection and DNA Extraction
	Library Preparation and Sequencing
	Data Analysis
	Data Mining

	Results
	All Cockroaches Harbor a Hindgut Microbiome Dominated by Members of the Bacteroidota, Firmicutes, and Desulfobacterota Phyla
	Wild-Collected Cockroaches Exhibit High Alpha Diversity That Decreases on Being Housed in Laboratory Conditions
	Hindgut Microbial Communities Cluster by Treatment Group, Host Species, and Sample Origin
	Within- and Between-Group Comparisons Show Differences in Hindgut Microbiome Composition
	Differential Abundance Analysis Reveals Unique Taxa Associated With Each Group

	Discussion
	Data Availability Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Supplementary Material
	References


