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Introduction: Host defense peptides (HDPs) are increasingly referred to as 
promising candidates for the reduction of the use of conventional antibiotics, 
thereby combating antibiotic resistance. As HDPs have been described to exert 
various immunomodulatory effects, cecropin A (CecA) appears to be a potent 
agent to influence the host inflammatory response.

Methods: In the present study, a chicken primary hepatocyte–non-parenchymal 
cell co-culture was used to investigate the putative immunomodulatory 
effects of CecA alone and in inflammatory conditions evoked by polyinosinic-
polycytidylic acid (Poly I:C). To examine the viability of the cells, the extracellular 
lactate dehydrogenase (LDH) activity was determined by colorimetric assay. 
Inflammatory markers interleukin (IL)-8 and transforming growth factor-ß1 
(TGF-ß1) were investigated using the ELISA method, whereas concentrations of 
IL-6, IL-10, and interferon-γ (IFN-γ) were assayed by Luminex xMAP technology. 
Extracellular H2O2 and malondialdehyde levels were measured by fluorometric 
and colorimetric methods, respectively.

Results: Results of the lower concentrations suggested the safe application 
of CecA; however, it might contribute to hepatic cell membrane damage 
at its higher concentrations. We  also found that the peptide alleviated the 
inflammatory response, reflected by the decreased production of the pro-
inflammatory IL-6, IL-8, and IFN-γ. In addition, CecA diminished the levels of 
anti-inflammatory IL-10 and TGF-ß1. The oxidative markers measured remained 
unchanged in most cases of CecA exposure.

Discussion: CecA displayed a multifaceted immunomodulatory but not purely 
anti-inflammatory activity on the hepatic cells, and might be suggested to maintain 
the hepatic inflammatory homeostasis in Poly I:C-triggered immune response. To 
conclude, our study suggests that CecA might be a promising molecule for the 
development of new immunomodulatory antibiotic-substitutive agents in poultry 
medicine; however, there is still a lot to clarify regarding its cellular effects.
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1 Introduction

The indiscriminate use of conventional antibiotics, both in human 
and veterinary medicine, has contributed to the global spread of 
antibiotic resistance, and based on the predictions of the World Health 
Organization (WHO), it could claim over 10 million human lives by 
2050 (1). Therefore, there is an urgent demand to search for 
alternatives that can provide a novel antimicrobial mode of action (1, 
2). Finding a potential replacement is crucial for livestock farming 
also, where animals are largely exposed to pathogens, while production 
efficiency, as well as animal health and well-being, have to 
be maintained (2). In addition, antibiotic resistance can also pose a 
serious risk to handlers of farm animals and consumers of animal 
products, further contributing to the need for the development of 
novel antimicrobial substances (3). In this field, host defense peptides 
(HDPs) – originally known as antimicrobial peptides (AMPs) – have 
recently aroused great interest and seem to be promising candidates 
for designing new antimicrobial agents (1).

HDPs are generally small, cationic peptides consisting of 10–50 
amino acids and produced by every living organism as an essential 
part of their innate immune system, thereby helping the host to 
overcome infections originating from various pathogens (1, 4). Initial 
studies aimed to discover the common structural and physiological 
characteristics necessary for their direct microbicidal activity (5). 
Based on these findings, it is now well-documented that HDPs display 
broad-spectral antimicrobial effects, even against multi-resistant 
bacteria, viruses, fungi, or protozoa (4). However, besides owning the 
ability to directly attack microbes, it has recently attracted more 
attention that HDPs are able to influence the host immune response, 
thereby offering alternative mechanisms to combat infections (1, 5). 
This can be  achieved in a variety of ways, such as regulating the 
production of various cytokines, stimulating chemotaxis, supporting 
immune cell differentiation, promoting wound-healing, exerting an 
anti-endotoxin effect, inhibiting toll-like receptors (TLR), or shaping 
the normal microbiota of the gut (6–8). This indirect impact and the 
capability of acting on multiple targets can be considered one of their 
greatest advantages over conventional antibiotics (1), and it can 
be suggested that rather than acting directly, their primary function is 
to serve as important signaling molecules affecting cellular 
activities (8).

Due to the widespread occurrence, HDPs of insect origin 
represent one of the largest groups, among which cecropins are 
extensively studied peptides (1, 2, 9). Apart from having already 
proven broad-spectral antimicrobial feature, especially against Gram-
negative bacteria (9), several cecropins and cecropin-like HDPs have 
been described to have beneficial effects on the host, such as 
immunomodulatory (10–13), antioxidant (14–17), or antitumor 
activity (9), and improvement of the intestinal epithelial integrity and 
morphology (2, 15, 18). Moreover, some of them can act even as 
growth promoters in farm animals in various ways (2, 19, 20). It has 
been reported that certain of these advantageous outcomes also 
pertain to cecropin A (CecA) (21–24), a 37 amino acid-containing 
natural insect HDP from the family of cecropins (23). Acting mainly 
as an anti-inflammatory agent, CecA was able to improve survival 
after Escherichia coli-induced peritonitis in mice, decreasing the 
endotoxin and tumor necrosis factor α (TNFα) concentrations in the 
blood (25). Furthermore, it could alleviate inflammation in 

experimentally induced inflammatory bowel disease (IBD) of mice by 
hindering the production of pro-inflammatory TNFα, interleukin-1ß 
(IL-1ß), and IL-6 (21). In vitro studies on different cell lines proved 
that the anti-inflammatory effect of CecA was exhibited by the 
inhibition of key regulatory proteins of inflammation, such as 
cyclooxygenase-2 (COX-2) and mitogen-activated protein kinases 
(MAPKs), which contributed to the reduced production of various 
pro-inflammatory cytokines (22, 23).

Despite being a thoroughly investigated and promising molecule, 
only a few studies are available concerning the effects of CecA on a 
cellular level, and to date, none of them have been carried out on the 
liver. However, the liver plays a key role in maintaining local and 
systemic homeostasis by regulating inflammatory processes. The 
healthy liver is constantly exposed to gut-derived microbial 
metabolites and components that must be tolerated while also being 
prepared to react when required. This regular exposure to microbial 
compounds, paired with a continuously changing microenvironment, 
results in a strictly controlled immune state (26). Resident immune 
cells, for instance, Kupffer cells, monocyte-derived macrophages, 
myeloid cells, or lymphoid cells, are of great importance in the 
regulation of these inflammatory processes, by detecting pathogen-
associated molecular patterns (PAMPs) or damage-associated 
molecular patterns (DAMPs), interacting with other local cells, or 
producing inflammatory cytokines and chemokines (26, 27). Apart 
from them, non-hematopoietic cells, including hepatocytes or 
hepatic stellate cells (HSC), also have great significance during 
inflammatory processes, as their surfaces are rich in pattern 
recognition receptors (PRRs), and they can also produce 
inflammatory mediators (26, 28).

As the central organ of detoxification and metabolism, the liver is 
highly vulnerable not only to inflammation but also to oxidative stress 
caused by free radicals, such as reactive oxygen species (ROS) and 
reactive nitrogen species (RNS). Apart from this, more and more 
evidence suggests that inflammation and redox imbalance often play 
a crucial role in hepatic damage as complex and tightly regulated 
interacting processes (29). Not only inflammatory response, but also 
the formation of free radicals is an important mechanism against 
pathogens. However, their excessive deliberation might have a 
detrimental impact on liver homeostasis and adverse outcomes for 
poultry, thus causing immunosuppression, intestinal disorders, and 
impaired production. Therefore, it is relevant to investigate not only 
the inflammatory but also the oxidative state (30).

Given the prevalence of antibiotic resistance, the urgent demand 
to search for novel antimicrobial agents in poultry farming and the 
versatile immunomodulatory action of HDPs, the investigation of the 
impact of their representatives at a cellular level is of great importance. 
As limited data are available about the immunomodulatory role of 
CecA in domestic animals, and none of them investigated the effects 
on poultry or hepatic cells, the goal of the present study was to 
examine the peptide’s influence on the immune response and the 
redox homeostasis, using a primary hepatocyte–non-parenchymal cell 
co-culture of chicken origin. Since TLRs, as PRRs, play a crucial role 
in the recognition of pathogens and induce downstream signaling 
leading to inflammation (5), the synthetic double-stranded RNA 
(dsRNA) analog polyinosinic-polycytidylic acid (Poly I:C), as a TLR3-
agonist, was used to evoke inflammation, which was previously 
applied successfully by our research group for this purpose (31–33).
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2 Materials and methods

2.1 Process of cell isolation

A 3 weeks-old male Ross-308 broiler chicken was used for cell 
isolation. The chicken was kept in the animal house of the Department 
of Physiology and Biochemistry, University of Veterinary Medicine 
Budapest, Hungary. The animal was fed according to the breeder’s 
instructions and water was provided ad libitum. All efforts were 
committed to maintain the circumstances for animal welfare, and our 
experiments were in line with the laws of the European Union, 
approved by the Local Animal Welfare Committee, and enabled by the 
Government Office (number of permission: GK-419/2020; date of 
approval: 11 May 2020). If not stated otherwise, all the described 
chemicals and compounds were purchased from Merck KGaA 
(Darmstadt, Germany).

The process of cell isolation was performed according to Mackei 
et  al., (34). Extermination of the animal was carried out by 
decapitation, using carbon dioxide narcosis. After the removal of the 
abdominal feathers and disinfection of the skin, the body cavity was 
opened, and the portal system was cannulated through the 
gastropancreaticoduodenal vein, using a 22-size venous cannula. Next, 
the liver was perfused using a three-step perfusion system at a flow 
rate of 30 mL/min. All solutions were preheated to 40°C and 
oxygenated by Carbogen (composition: 95% O2, 5% CO2; flow rate 1 L/
min) immediately before use. To begin with, the perfusion was 
performed by using 150 mL of Hanks’ Balanced Salt Solution (HBSS) 
buffer, containing ethylene glycol-bis(2-aminoethyl ether)-N,N,N′,N′-
tetraacetic acid (EGTA), followed by the application of 150 mL EGTA-
free HBSS buffer. As a last step of perfusion, the liver was flushed with 
100 mL HBSS solution supplemented with 100 mg of type IV 
collagenase, 7 mM CaCl2, and 7 mM MgCl2. After the removal of the 
organ and the Glisson’s capsule, the cells were suspended in 50 mL of 
HBSS buffer supplemented with bovine serum albumin (BSA, 2.5%) 
to ensure the avoidance of the cells’ aggregation. The resulting cell 
suspension was filtered through a three-layer sterile gauze sheet and 
then allowed to stand on ice for 45 min. In the next step, the cell 
suspension was centrifuged (3 min, 100 × g) three times, during which 
the resulting supernatant was collected separately, and the sediment 
was resuspended in Williams’ Medium E (supplemented with 0.22% 
NaHCO3, 50 mg/mL gentamycin, 2 mM glutamine, 4 g/L 
dexamethasone, 20 IU/L insulin, 5% fetal bovine serum [FBS] and 
0.5 g/mL amphotericin B). After centrifugation for the third time, the 
sediment was resuspended again to obtain a hepatocyte-rich cell 
suspension. On the other hand, the non-parenchymal cells-containing 
previously collected supernatants were mixed and centrifuged 
(10 min, 350 × g). Eventually, the remaining supernatant was 
centrifuged (10 min, 800 × g), and the pellet was resuspended in 
Williams Medium E, thereby gaining the non-parenchymal cell-rich 
fraction. Hepatocytes and macrophages in the former and latter 
suspensions were previously characterized by immunofluorescent 
staining and flow cytometry by Mackei et  al., (34). In this earlier 
experiment of our research group, the isolated and cultured 
hepatocytes were labeled using chicken-specific, fluorescein 
isothiocyanate (FITC)-coupled anti-albumin, whereas macrophages 
in the non-parenchymal cell-rich fraction were detected by chicken 
macrophage-specific phycoerythrin (PE)-conjugated antibodies. The 
standardized process of cell isolation was performed the same way in 

the present study, ensuring that the same types of cells were present in 
the corresponding fractions. After obtaining the cell suspensions, 
Giemsa staining was performed to check the morphology of the 
isolated cells and that of confluent cell cultures, confirming 
their characteristics.

To assess the viability of the cells in both fractions, a trypan blue 
exclusion test was performed in Bürker’s chambers prior to seeding. 
Before seeding, the two fractions were diluted according to the cell 
count, and the hepatocyte-containing suspension was blended with 
the non-parenchymal cell-rich fraction in a 6 to 1 ratio, receiving a 
total concentration of 106 cells/mL. With a volume of 400 μL of cell 
suspension/well, cells were seeded into 24-well culturing plates 
(Greiner Bio-One Hungary Kft., Mosonmagyaróvár, Hungary) 
previously coated with rat tail collagen type I. Coating of the plates 
began with the complete dissolving of 10 mg collagen in 100 mL of 
0.1% acetic acid solution. Thereafter, 24-well culturing plates were 
coated with 300 μL/well (referring to 10 μg/cm2), followed by overnight 
incubation at room temperature and UV light exposure to avoid 
contamination until complete drying. The first change of the cell 
culture media was committed after 4 h of incubation at 37°C and 5% 
CO2, which was followed by the treatments after 24 h of incubation 
under the same conditions.

2.2 Treatments

Treatment of the cells was accomplished by using the previously 
described supplemented cell culture media but without the use of FBS, 
according to Table 1. The control was created by adding only cell 
culture media to the cells. To evoke inflammation, Poly I:C was added 
at a concentration of 50 μg/mL. The effects of CecA were examined 
solely and in Poly I:C-induced inflammation, respectively, at five 
different concentrations being 1, 3.125, 6.25, 12.5, and 25 μg/
mL. When administering combinatory treatments of Poly I:C and 
CecA, the two substances were applied at once. Following 24 h 
treatments, cell culture media samples of 24-well microplates were 

TABLE 1 Treatment groups applied on primary chicken hepatocyte-non-
parenchymal cell co-culture.

Treatment group Cecropin A Poly I:C

Control – –

Cec-1 1 μg/mL –

Cec-2 3.125 μg/mL –

Cec-3 6.25 μg/mL –

Cec-4 12.5 μg/mL –

Cec-5 25 μg/mL –

PI:C – 50 μg/mL

PI:C + Cec-1 1 μg/mL 50 μg/mL

PI:C + Cec-2 3.125 μg/mL 50 μg/mL

PI:C + Cec-3 6.25 μg/mL 50 μg/mL

PI:C + Cec-4 12.5 μg/mL 50 μg/mL

PI:C + Cec-5 25 μg/mL 50 μg/mL

Cec-1-5, different concentrations of Cecropin A (CecA) supplementation; PI:C, addition of 
polyinosinic-polycytidylic acid (Poly I:C), 50 μg/mL.
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taken and centrifuged (5 min, 4,000 × g), and aliquots were frozen at 
−80°C until the below-mentioned measurements.

2.3 Measurements

2.3.1 Cellular viability
In order to investigate the viability of the cells, the cellular 

membrane integrity was examined. To achieve this, the Lactate 
Dehydrogenase Activity Assay Kit (Cat. Nr. MAK066-1KT) was 
applied to detect lactate dehydrogenase (LDH) released into the 
culture media from damaged cells. The enzyme reduces NAD+ to 
NADH+, which can be specifically detected by colorimetric assay at 
450 nm. A 96-well microplate was loaded with 50 μL of culture media 
samples diluted by LDH Assay Buffer and then supplemented with 
50 μL of freshly prepared Master Reaction Mix. The first read of 
absorbance was performed after 2 min of incubation at 37°C, by using 
a Multiscan GO 3.2 reader (Thermo Fisher Scientific Inc., Waltham, 
MA, United States) at 450 nm. Measurements were continued every 
5 min until the value of the most active sample was greater than the 
value of the highest standard.

2.3.2 Inflammatory markers
Based on our results regarding cellular viability, inflammatory and 

redox markers continued to be examined only in treatment groups 
containing CecA at concentrations of 1, 3.125, and 6.25 μg/mL, 
respectively. IL-8 (often referred to as CXCLi2  in chicken) and 
transforming growth factor-ß1 (TGF-ß1) were measured in the 
culture media by chicken-specific ELISA kits (MyBioSource Inc., San 
Diego, CA, United  States, Cat. Nr. MBS289628 and MBS261515, 
respectively), using a sandwich technique for the former and a double 
antibody sandwich technique for the latter. Steps were carried out 
according to the manufacturer’s instructions, and absorbance values 
were read by a Multiscan GO 3.2 reader at 450 nm.

Levels of IL-6, IL-10, and interferon-γ (IFN-γ) were assayed by 
Luminex xMAP technology, using Milliplex Chicken Cytokine/
Chemokine Panel (Merck KGaA Cat. Nr.: GCYT1-16 K). According 
to the instructions of the manufacturer, a 96-well microplate attached 
to the kit was loaded with 25 μL of cell culture media sample/well, 
using duplicates. Thereafter, 25 μL of three colored capture antibody-
coated bead sets was added to each well. After overnight incubation 
and washing, biotinylated detection antibody and streptavidin 
phycoerythrin were added to the plate. As a next step, 150 mL of drive 
fluid was added, followed by the resuspension of beads for 5 min on a 
plate shaker. Reading was performed using Luminex MAGPIX® 
instrument, and data were collected by Luminex xPonent 4.2 program. 
According to bead median fluorescence intensity, standard curves 
were generated by Belysa Immunoassay Curve Fitting software (Merck 
KGaA, Darmstadt, Germany) for all analytes.

2.3.3 Redox markers
Extracellular (EC) hydrogen peroxide level was measured in the 

culture media, using the fluorometric Amplex Red method (Thermo 
Fisher Scientific, Waltham, MA, United  States, Cat. Nr. A21188), 
according to the protocol provided by the manufacturer. A 96-well 
microplate was loaded with 50 μL of culture media samples, followed 
by the addition of 50 μL of prior-to-use-prepared Amplex Red 
Working solution. After 30 min long incubation at room temperature, 

fluorescence values were obtained by a Victor X2 2030 fluorometer 
(Perkin Elmer Inc., Waltham, MA, United States), at wavelengths of 
530 nm (excitation) and 590 nm (emission).

In order to determine the extent of lipid peroxidation, the 
malondialdehyde (MDA) concentration of the cell culture media was 
measured with Lipid Peroxidation (MDA) Assay Kit (Cat. Nr. 
MAK085-1KT). According to the protocol attached by the 
manufacturer, 150 μL of thiobarbituric acid (TBA) solution and 50 μL 
of each sample were mixed and incubated for 1 h at 95°C, thereby 
allowing the formation of an MDA-TBA complex. After cooling down 
to room temperature, a 96-well microplate was loaded with 200 μL of 
the mixture. Absorbance values were measured at 532 nm, by using a 
Multiscan GO 3.2 reader.

2.4 Statistical analysis

Statistical analysis of data was carried out by using R v. 4.0.3 (R Core 
Team, 2020). Wilcoxon signed-rank test was performed for pairwise 
comparisons, given that Shapiro–Wilk tests indicated that the data of 
several treatment groups had non-normal distributions. If the calculated 
p-value was lower than 0.05, the difference was considered significant. 
The treatment groups containing different concentrations of solely 
applied CecA and the inflammatory control where Poly I: C was used 
alone were compared to the control group. When CecA was 
administered together with Poly I:C, the results were collated with the 
Control and also with the group treated only with Poly I:C. Graphs were 
created using Prism 9 (GraphPad Software Inc., San Diego, CA, V 9.2.1).

3 Results

3.1 Cellular viability

To assess cell membrane damage, EC LDH activity was 
determined. Cells treated only with CecA showed a significant 
increase of enzyme activity at the two highest concentrations (12.5 and 
25 μg/mL) of the peptide (p = 0.0159 and p = 0.0381, respectively), 
whereas the 1, 3.125, and 6.25 μg/mL concentrations did not seem to 
affect the cell membrane integrity. Poly I:C exerted a significant 
increase in LDH activity compared to the control group (p = 0.0095), 
which was affected by neither of the applied concentrations of 
CecA. However, significantly higher values were observed when 
combining Poly I:C and each concentration of the peptide (p = 0.0095 
for all five comparisons), compared to the control group (Figure 1).

3.2 Inflammatory markers

In order to investigate the impact of CecA on the immune 
response, the levels of IL-6, IL-8, IFN-γ, IL-10, and TGF-ß1 were 
determined. When measuring IL-6, CecA alone at 1 μg/mL was able 
to decrease the level of the cytokine (p = 0.0381). Compared to the 
inflammation evoked by Poly I:C, concentrations of 1, 3.125, and 
6.25 μg/mL of CecA attenuated the production of IL-6 (p = 0.0022, 
p = 0.0411, and p = 0.0152, respectively) (Figure 2A).

In the case of IL-8, solely applied CecA in 1 μg/mL contributed to 
a significant decrease (p = 0.0381), whereas at concentrations of 3.125 
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and 6.25 μg/mL, no significant changes were observed. Neither Poly 
I:C alone nor the combined treatments of Poly I:C and the different 
concentrations of CecA affected the amount of IL-8 (Figure 2B).

Regarding IFN-γ, the sole administration of CecA at 1 μg/mL 
diminished the level of the cytokine (p = 0.0381). On the contrary, Poly 
I: C significantly elevated the level of IFN-γ (p = 0.0191), which was 
attenuated by CecA at 1 and 6.25 μg/mL (p = 0.0022 and p = 0.0152, 
respectively) (Figure 2C).

The level of IL-10 was found to be decreased only by the lowest 
dose (1 μg/mL) of solely applied CecA (p = 0.0381). Combinations of 
Poly I:C and the 1 μg/mL, as well as the 6.25 μg/mL concentrations of 
CecA also contributed to a significant reduction of the amount of the 
cytokine (p = 0.0260 and p = 0.0411, respectively) (Figure 2D).

In addition, when measuring TGF-ß1, solely applied CecA in 
6.25 μg/mL contributed to a significant decrease in its level 
(p = 0.0416), whereas at concentrations of 1 and 3.125 μg/mL, no 
significant changes were observed. Neither Poly I:C alone nor the 
combined treatments of Poly I:C and the different concentrations of 
CecA affected the amount of TGF-ß1 (Figure 2E).

3.3 Redox markers

For the examination of the effect of CecA on redox homeostasis, 
the level of EC H2O2 and the MDA concentration indicating lipid 
peroxidation were measured. In the case of the H2O2 level, the lowest 
administered dose of CecA (1 μg/mL) was observed to enhance the 
amount of the oxidative marker (p = 0.0381), whereas the other 
applied concentrations of the peptide did not seem to affect it. When 
evoking inflammation, Poly I:C alone significantly increased the level 
of H2O2 (p = 0.0381), which elevation was further enhanced by CecA 
at a concentration of 6.25 μg/mL (p = 0.0087); however, no significant 
changes were observed concerning the treatment groups with 
concentrations of 1 or 3.125 μg/mL of the HDP. In addition, 

significantly higher values were observed when combining Poly I:C 
and each concentration of the peptide (p = 0.0095 for all three 
comparisons), compared to the control group (Figure 3A).

Regarding MDA, neither of the solely applied concentrations of 
CecA influenced the marker of lipid peroxidation. On the other hand, 
in Poly I:C-induced inflammation, CecA contributed to a significant 
elevation at its concentration of 3.125 μg/mL (p = 0.0123) (Figure 3B).

4 Discussion

As the emergence of antibiotic resistance has become a global 
concern, there is an outstanding need for the design of new 
antimicrobial agents (5). For this purpose, HDPs have attracted great 
attention, even from poultry farming (1), where animals are constantly 
challenged by a large set of pathogens. A growing number of studies 
have shown that, in addition to their direct antimicrobial effect, HDPs 
possess remarkable immunomodulatory properties (5, 7, 8). However, 
rather than acting on a single receptor or signaling pathway, HDPs 
exert a pleiotropic effect and selectively influence certain immune 
processes (7). As a consequence, the investigation of their cellular 
effects is crucial for their therapeutic use in the future, thereby 
contributing to the fight against antibiotic resistance.

In the present study, the immunomodulatory effects of CecA were 
examined solely and in inflammatory conditions induced by Poly I:C, 
on a primary hepatocyte–non-parenchymal cell co-culture of chicken 
origin. Being a synthetic dsRNA molecule, Poly I:C acts as a potent 
agonist of TLR3 (33), the immunomodulatory role of which has already 
been confirmed also in chickens (35). Upon stimulation of the receptor, 
downstream signaling promotes the activation of nuclear factor-κB 
(NF-κB) signal transduction and further intracellular signals, leading to 
the production of proinflammatory cytokines (for example type 
I interferons) and the maturation of dendritic cells, thereby contributing 
to inflammation (33). As recent evidence suggests that similar to 

FIGURE 1

Bar graph showing extracellular lactate dehydrogenase (LDH) activity measured by colorimetric assay. Chicken hepatocyte-non-parenchymal cell 
co-cultures were treated with five different concentrations of cecropin A (CecA) alone and in combination with polyinosinic-polycytidylic acid (Poly 
I:C). Green color refers to treatment groups without the addition of Poly I:C, while orange color refers to treatment with Poly I:C. Columns represent 
means  ±  SEM (n  =  6/treatment group). Cec-1  =  1  μg/mL CecA, Cec-2  =  3.125  μg/mL CecA, Cec-3  =  6.25  μg/mL CecA, Cec-4  =  12.5  μg/mL CecA, Cec-
5  =  25  μg/mL CecA, PI:C  =  50  μg/mL Poly I:C. Cells receiving none of the treatments are considered as Control. Asterisks indicate significant differences 
when treatment groups Cec-1, Cec-2, Cec-3, Cec-4, Cec-5, and PI:C were compared to Control, whereas combinations of Poly I:C and CecA 
(PI:C  +  Cec-1, PI:C  +  Cec-2, PI:C  +  Cec-3, PI:C  +  Cec-4, PI:C  +  Cec-5) were compared to the group PI:C. Hashtags indicate significant differences when 
comparing combinations of Poly I:C and CecA to Control. *p  <  0.05, **p  <  0.01, and ##p  <  0.01.
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mammalians, NF-κB signaling plays an important role in the 
inflammatory state of poultry as well (30), Poly I:C might be an adequate 
candidate to evoke inflammation in chicken cell cultures. In the present 
study, Poly I:C contributed to increased production of IFN-γ, indicating 
the triggered inflammatory state.

In order to confirm the possible safe use of HDPs in the future, 
their potential cytotoxic effects on the host cells must be thoroughly 

investigated (36). Still, limited data are available concerning their 
interactions with the eukaryotic cells (24). As cationic HDPs are 
usually described as having high selectivity to bacteria (36), it has also 
been highlighted that cecropins possess low cytotoxicity against 
mammalian cells (9). Even so, these findings have not been confirmed 
in the case of poultry. According to our results, the treatment of cells 
with CecA at lower concentrations did not result in a change in cell 

FIGURE 2

Bar graphs showing (A) IL-6 concentration measured by chicken-specific Luminex MAGPIX Panel. (B) IL-8 concentration measured by chicken-
specific ELISA. (C) IFN-γ concentration measured by chicken-specific Luminex MAGPIX Panel. (D) IL-10 concentration measured by chicken-
specific Luminex MAGPIX Panel. (E) TGF-ß1 concentration measured by chicken-specific ELISA. Chicken hepatocyte-non-parenchymal cell 
co-cultures were treated with three different concentrations of cecropin A (CecA) alone and in combination with polyinosinic-polycytidylic 
acid (Poly I:C). Green color refers to treatment groups without the addition of Poly I:C, while orange color refers to treatment with Poly I:C. 
Columns represent means ± SEM (n  = 6/treatment group). Cec-1 = 1 μg/mL CecA, Cec-2 = 3.125 μg/mL CecA, Cec-3 = 6.25 μg/mL CecA, PI:C = 50 μg/mL 
Poly I:C. Cells receiving none of the treatments are considered as Control. Asterisks indicate significant differences between treatment groups. 
Groups Cec-1, Cec-2, Cec-3 and PI:C were compared to Control, whereas combinations of Poly I:C and CecA (PI:C + Cec-1, PI:C + Cec-2, 
PI:C + Cec-3) were compared to the group PI:C. *p  < 0.05 and **p  < 0.01.
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membrane integrity, suggesting its safe application. This is in line with 
former findings, as CecA was not found to have unwanted effects 
against murine macrophage cell line RAW 264.7 (23), porcine 
intestinal epithelial cell line IPEC-J2 (22), and human peripheral 
mononuclear cell cultures (36). However, in our study, the higher 
concentrations of the peptide caused a significant increase in the EC 
LDH activity, indicating cell membrane leakage and a decrease in cell 
viability. Even though there are data available where a higher 
administered dose of CecA or its synthetic derivative displayed 
cytotoxic effects (24, 37–39), the role of membrane damage in it is 
controversial. Nevertheless, CecA’s contribution to cell death was 
described to befall via a caspase-independent apoptotic effect rather 
than causing necrosis (24, 36). Furthermore, according to literature 
data, even the same concentrations of the peptide displayed diverse 
effects on the viability of different cell types. Hence, the cytotoxicity of 
CecA might also depend on the examined cell type and the origin of 
the used cell culture. In addition, low tissue penetration of HDPs after 
their addition might result in low availability in the organs (40), thus, 
achieving a cytotoxic dose under in vivo conditions may be less likely 
to occur in the liver. Taking our data together, the administration of 
CecA still appears to be harmless to the host cells at low concentrations; 
however, from a hepatic perspective, avoiding higher concentrations 
of it might be advisable to consider.

Immunomodulatory effects of CecA were investigated by the 
measurement of different cytokines such as IL-6, IL-8, IFN-γ, TGF-ß1, 
and IL-10. While IL-6, IL-8, and IFN-γ are usually described as 
pro-inflammatory mediators, produced by a large set of cells (41), 
IL-10 and TGF-ß are mainly considered anti-inflammatory (28, 41, 
42). IL-6 plays a crucial role in inflammation, as it is involved in the 
recruitment of leukocytes, acute-phase protein production of 
hepatocytes, proliferation of T cells, and differentiation of B cells (41). 
IL-8 also has an important role in the recruitment of neutrophils, 
natural killer (NK) cells, and T cells to the site of injury (41). 
Furthermore, IFN-γ is a key regulator of macrophage activation, 
antigen presentation, and cytotoxic cellular responses (41).

In the present study, the single dose of CecA at 1 μg/mL and the 
administration of the HDP in Poly I:C-induced inflammation at all 
three concentrations resulted in a decrease of IL-6. This is in 
accordance with previous findings, where CecA was able to inhibit the 
production of the cytokine in IPEC-J2 cell line co-cultured with 
Escherichia coli, thereby alleviating inflammation (22). Other natural 
cecropins such as SibaCec (12), Musca domestica cecropin (Mdc) (15), 
cecropin-TY1 (10), and Aedes egypti cecropins (11) were also found 
to exert the same effect in different cell cultures. Moreover, under in 
vivo conditions, in experimentally induced IBD of mice, CecA has 
been shown to relieve symptoms and reduce the local level of IL-6 
(21). In the case of IFN-γ, a significant reduction was measured after 
the sole addition of CecA at 1 μg/mL and after Poly I:C-evoked 
inflammation at concentrations of 1 and 6.25 μg/mL, respectively. 
Although to the best of the authors’ knowledge, the effect of CecA on 
IFN-γ production has not been previously investigated, our findings 
are in line with the results of other cecropins. Namely, Mdc in an 
experimental mice model (15) and cecropin AD in turbot fish 
(Scophthalmus maximus) (18) were also able to alleviate the level of 
IFN-γ under in vivo conditions. Regarding IL-8, CecA displayed a 
reducing effect at the sole concentration of 1 μg/mL in our study, 
which is in accordance with the findings of Zhai et al., where a similar 
impact was observed in IPEC-J2 cell line co-cultured with Escherichia 
coli (22). Taking the above-mentioned data together, our results 
suggest the anti-inflammatory activity of CecA, the mechanism of 
which has already been proven to be achieved by the inhibition of 
such key proteins of inflammation as COX-2 and MAPKs (23).

IL-10, an anti-inflammatory cytokine, is produced in response to 
microbial stimuli mainly by macrophages and dendritic cells, and 
exerts a direct suppressive effect primarily on their cellular level (42). 
It serves as a key regulator of the inflammatory balance, as the immune 
response must protect the organism without contributing to excessive 
reaction and immunopathology (42). In our experiment, the levels of 
IL-10 were diminished by the solely applied CecA at 1 μg/mL and the 
treatment of the peptide in Poly I:C-induced inflammation at 1 and 

FIGURE 3

Bar graph showing (A) EC H2O2 concentration measured by fluorometric assay. (B) MDA concentration measured by colorimetric assay. Chicken 
hepatocyte-non-parenchymal cell co-cultures were treated with three different concentrations of cecropin A (CecA) alone and in combination with 
polyinosinic-polycytidylic acid (Poly I:C). Green color refers to treatment groups without the addition of Poly I:C, while orange color refers to treatment 
with Poly I:C. Columns represent means  ±  SEM (n  =  6/treatment group). Cec-1  =  1  μg/mL CecA, Cec-2  =  3.125  μg/mL CecA, Cec-3  =  6.25  μg/mL CecA, 
PI:C  =  50  μg/mL Poly I:C. Cells receiving none of the treatments are considered as Control. Asterisks indicate significant differences when treatment 
groups Cec-1, Cec-2, Cec-3 and PI:C were compared to Control, whereas combinations of Poly I:C and CecA (PI:C  +  Cec-1, PI:C  +  Cec-2, PI:C  +  Cec-
3) were compared to the group PI:C. Hashtags indicate significant differences when comparing combinations of Poly I:C and CecA to Control. 
*p  <  0.05, **p  <  0.01, and ##p  <  0.01.
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6.25 μg/mL. Although to the best of the authors’ knowledge, the effect 
of CecA on IL-10 production has not been previously investigated, our 
findings are in line with the results of Mdc, another cecropin in an 
experimentally induced IBD of mice (15). As IL-10 production 
demands, among others, the activation of p38 MAPK and extracellular 
signal-regulated kinase (ERK) (42), and CecA exerts an inhibitory 
effect on these key proteins (23), the decrease in the IL-10 level might 
be achieved due to this mechanism. It could also indicate that the 
immune cells did not require significant amounts of anti-inflammatory 
cytokines to alleviate the immune response, since CecA had notably 
decreased the levels of pro-inflammatory ones (43).

TGF-ß is a less frequently examined cytokine in connection with 
cecropins; however, it possesses multifaceted impacts on the cells, 
often described as a pleiotropic molecule (44, 45). Besides having a 
mainly anti-inflammatory effect, which has already been investigated 
in broiler chickens (46), TGF-ß plays an important role in the 
regulation of cell proliferation and differentiation, cytokine 
production, fibrotic processes, repair mechanisms, and forming of the 
extracellular matrix (28, 44, 45). In addition, it can be produced by 
various cell types in the liver, with the main sources being HSCs, 
macrophages, and lymphocytes (28). According to our results, the 
release of TGF-ß1, an isoform of TGF-ß, can be decreased by the 
single addition of CecA at 6.25 μg/mL, but not affected by the addition 
of the peptide in an inflammatory state. To the best of the authors’ 
knowledge, the effect of CecA on TGF-ß production has not been 
previously investigated; however, Han and Sheperd made the same 
observation recently, treating a rainbow trout epithelial-like cell line 
(RTgill-W1) with another natural cecropin, cecropin P1 (47). 
Nonetheless, it has been previously published that TGF-ß might have 
special roles from a hepatic point of view, as it was found that murine 
and human hepatocytes might be especially responsive to the cytokine, 
and a high amount of TGF-ß could display an apoptotic effect (28, 48). 
Therefore, its inhibition might result in the preservation and 
protection of the hepatic function, moreover, it could also support the 
apoptosis of HSCs with pathologic phenotype (49). According to our 
results, by reducing the amount of TGF-ß1 in healthy cells, CecA 
might exert the same beneficial effects, which might be achieved by 
the previously mentioned ability to inhibit MAPKs (22, 23), as TGF-ß 
production is also regulated by this signaling pathway (44).

Taking our results regarding inflammatory markers together, 
CecA displayed on one hand, an anti-inflammatory effect, as it 
contributed to decreased production of the pro-inflammatory 
mediators IL-6, IL-8, and IFN-γ. On the other hand, it also caused a 
reduction in the levels of the anti-inflammatory IL-10 and TGF-ß1, 
based on which a purely anti-inflammatory effect of CecA cannot 
be  stated in our experimental circumstances. Even though it is 
contrary to previous findings, where CecA was clearly characterized 
as an anti-inflammatory molecule (21–23), it is also worth noting that 
HDPs are described as immunomodulatory molecules with pleiotropic 
effects, allowing them to exert even pro-inflammatory activity (7). For 
instance, the same simultaneous reduction of IL-6 and IL-10 was 
observed by Hansen et al. when examining the immunomodulatory 
effects of HDP GKY25 on a RAW 264.7 cell line (50). As a 
consequence, their effect is not universal and cannot be predicted for 
a given HDP (5), as it is highly complex and depends on the specific 
biological context, cell type, and inflammatory stimulus (5, 8). In 
addition, while the majority of cecropins are described in the literature 
as possessing anti-inflammatory activity, one can also find example 

among them for exerting even pro-inflammatory effects, like in the 
case of cecropin P1 (47). Besides, the present study is subject to 
limitations, such as the relatively narrow range of inflammatory 
parameters tested, and the use of only one type of TLR-agonist to 
induce inflammation.

As more and more evidence suggests that inflammation and redox 
state are tightly connected to each other (29), and several cecropins have 
been described to influence the oxidative conditions of the host cells 
(14–17, 51, 52), the effects of CecA on redox homeostasis were also 
examined in the present study. According to our results, the low dose of 
solely applied CecA enhanced the level of EC H2O2, and in inflammatory 
conditions, its high dose also contributed to oxidative stress. Since the 
excessive formation of ROS contributes to lipid peroxidation (29), levels 
of MDA were also measured. Neither of the solely added concentrations 
of CecA was found to increase its amount, which indicates that even 
though an enhanced production of H2O2 was detected, it did not lead 
to oxidative damage of membrane-forming phospholipids. However, 
CecA elevated MDA level at a concentration of 3.125 μg/mL in Poly 
I:C-induced inflammation, which might result from unknown oxidative 
events different from the formation of H2O2, as it was not detected to 
elevate. Interestingly, similar observations were made in the case of 
HDP LRR11, as the peptide enhanced the generation of ROS when 
applied simultaneously with a pro-inflammatory agent; however, did 
not display a prooxidant effect when administered alone (53). Although 
our findings are contrary to the previously proven antioxidant activity 
of other cecropins (14–17), it was also found that cecropin 3 (52) and 
cecropin-like peptide Hp (2–20) (51) contributed to oxidative stress 
which was initially exerted as a host defense response against pathogens, 
but ended up displaying a detrimental impact on host cells (51). In 
addition, when investigating the anti-tumor activity of CecA, it was 
observed that the peptide led to the accumulation of ROS at its higher 
concentration in a human promyelocytic leukemia cell line (24). 
Moreover, CecA was found to promote excessive formation of ROS in 
Candida albicans also, which was considered an essential part of the 
antifungal activity of the peptide (54, 55). Taking our results together, 
the effect of CecA on redox homeostasis is difficult to evaluate, and it 
might have required the investigation of further parameters, the lack of 
which is a limitation of our study. Therefore, further in vitro and in vivo 
studies are needed to examine the detailed effects of CecA on the 
cellular oxidative state, to which our study may provide 
useful information.

In summary, our study confirms that HDPs are versatile biological 
regulators of the immune response and inflammatory pathways, as 
they fight against pathogens in a complex manner, possibly 
contributing to their future application as immunomodulatory 
antimicrobial agents. However, to achieve this, HDPs need to 
be  examined widely at the cellular level and in different species, 
especially concerning their use in livestock farming, for which fewer 
studies are available.

5 Conclusion

The present study aimed to investigate the effects of CecA on the 
inflammatory response and redox homeostasis of a primary chicken 
hepatocyte-non-parenchymal cell co-culture. According to our results, 
CecA seems to have no harmful effects on the viability of hepatic cells 
when applied at its lower concentrations; however, the use of its higher 
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concentrations might result in cell membrane damage. It can also 
be stated that CecA possesses a multifaceted impact on the host cells’ 
immune response, as it was able to influence the levels of IL-6, IL-8, 
IFN-γ, IL-10, and TGF-ß1. Even though, based on our results, CecA 
cannot be  considered purely anti-inflammatory, it is suggested to 
maintain the hepatic inflammatory homeostasis in Poly I:C-triggered 
immune response. In addition, the examination of the effects of CecA 
on the cellular redox state showed that the oxidative parameters were 
not affected in most cases of CecA exposure, even so, further studies 
are required to understand its action. To conclude, CecA offers more 
than a simple antibacterial effect, and it might be  a promising 
candidate for the future design and development of antimicrobial 
agents, thereby contributing to the reduction of the use of conventional 
antibiotics and antibiotic resistance.

Data availability statement

The datasets presented in this study can be  found in online 
repositories. The names of the repository/repositories and accession 
number(s) can be found at: 10.6084/m9.figshare.23997939.

Ethics statement

The animal study was approved by Local Animal Welfare 
Committee and Government Office (number of permission: 
GK-419/2020; date of approval: 11 May 2020). The study was 
conducted in accordance with the local legislation and 
institutional requirements.

Author contributions

RM: Conceptualization, Data curation, Formal analysis, 
Investigation, Methodology, Software, Visualization, Writing – 
original draft, Writing – review & editing. CS: Investigation, 
Methodology, Writing – review & editing. MM: Formal analysis, 
Investigation, Methodology, Validation, Writing – review & editing. 
PT: Investigation, Methodology, Writing – review & editing. JV: 

Investigation, Methodology, Writing – review & editing. ÁK: 
Methodology, Software, Validation, Writing – review & editing. ZN: 
Investigation, Methodology, Writing – review & editing. GM: 
Conceptualization, Formal analysis, Investigation, Methodology, 
Validation, Writing – review & editing.

Funding

The author(s) declare financial support was received for the 
research, authorship, and/or publication of this article. The work was 
financially supported by the Hungarian National Research, 
Development and Innovation Office (grant number: OTKA FK 
134940). In addition, project no. RRF-2.3.1-21-2022-00001 has been 
implemented with the support provided by the Recovery and 
Resilience Facility (RRF), financed under the National Recovery Fund 
budget estimate, RRF-2.3.1-21 funding scheme.

Acknowledgments

Special thanks are granted to Mária Kósa for her help during the 
laboratory measurements.

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.

References
 1. Wang S, Zeng X, Yang Q, Qiao S. Antimicrobial peptides as potential alternatives 

to antibiotics in food animal industry. IJMS. (2016) 17:603. doi: 10.3390/ 
ijms17050603

 2. Józefiak A, Engberg R. Insect proteins as a potential source of antimicrobial 
peptides in livestock production. J Anim Feed Sci. (2017) 26:87–99. doi: 10.22358/
jafs/69998/2017

 3. Zehra A, Singh R, Kaur S, Gill JPS. Molecular characterization of antibiotic-
resistant Staphylococcus aureus from livestock (bovine and swine). Vet World. (2017) 
10:598–604. doi: 10.14202/vetworld.2017.598-604

 4. Moretta A, Scieuzo C, Petrone AM, Salvia R, Manniello MD, Franco A, et al. 
Antimicrobial peptides: a new Hope in biomedical and pharmaceutical fields. Front Cell 
Infect Microbiol. (2021) 11:668632. doi: 10.3389/fcimb.2021.668632

 5. Lee EY, Lee MW, Wong GCL. Modulation of toll-like receptor signaling by 
antimicrobial peptides. Semin Cell Dev Biol. (2019) 88:173–84. doi: 10.1016/j.
semcdb.2018.02.002

 6. Mahlapuu M, Håkansson J, Ringstad L, Björn C. Antimicrobial peptides: an 
emerging category of therapeutic agents. Front Cell Infect Microbiol. (2016) 6:194. doi: 
10.3389/fcimb.2016.00194/full

 7. Hancock REW, Sahl HG. Antimicrobial and host-defense peptides as new anti-
infective therapeutic strategies. Nat Biotechnol. (2006) 24:1551–7. doi: 10.1038/ 
nbt1267

 8. Hancock REW, Haney EF, Gill EE. The immunology of host defence peptides: 
beyond antimicrobial activity. Nat Rev Immunol. (2016) 16:321–34. doi: 10.1038/
nri.2016.29

 9. Brady D, Grapputo A, Romoli O, Sandrelli F. Insect Cecropins, antimicrobial 
peptides with potential therapeutic applications. IJMS. (2019) 20:5862. doi: 10.3390/
ijms20235862

 10. Wei L, Huang C, Yang H, Li M, Yang J, Qiao X, et al. A potent anti-inflammatory 
peptide from the salivary glands of horsefly. Parasites Vectors. (2015) 8:556. doi: 10.1186/
s13071-015-1149-y

 11. Wei L, Yang Y, Zhou Y, Li M, Yang H, Mu L, et al. Anti-inflammatory activities of 
Aedes aegypti cecropins and their protection against murine endotoxin shock. Parasites 
Vectors. (2018) 11:470. doi: 10.1186/s13071-018-3000-8

 12. Wu J, Mu L, Zhuang L, Han Y, Liu T, Li J, et al. A cecropin-like antimicrobial 
peptide with anti-inflammatory activity from the black fly salivary glands. Parasites 
Vectors. (2015) 8:561. doi: 10.1186/s13071-015-1176-8

https://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2024.1337677
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/veterinary-science
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://10.6084/m9.figshare.23997939
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms17050603
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms17050603
https://doi.org/10.22358/jafs/69998/2017
https://doi.org/10.22358/jafs/69998/2017
https://doi.org/10.14202/vetworld.2017.598-604
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcimb.2021.668632
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.semcdb.2018.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.semcdb.2018.02.002
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcimb.2016.00194/full
https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt1267
https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt1267
https://doi.org/10.1038/nri.2016.29
https://doi.org/10.1038/nri.2016.29
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms20235862
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms20235862
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13071-015-1149-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13071-015-1149-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13071-018-3000-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13071-015-1176-8


Márton et al. 10.3389/fvets.2024.1337677

Frontiers in Veterinary Science 10 frontiersin.org

 13. Wei RY, Bai J, Zhao MF, Xu B, Li WJ, Wei FX, et al. Anti-inflammatory activity of 
cecropin-A2 from Musca domestica. Microb Pathog. (2017) 110:637–44. doi: 10.1016/j.
micpath.2017.07.032

 14. Zhang L, Gui S, Xu Y, Zeng J, Wang J, Chen Q, et al. Colon tissue-accumulating 
mesoporous carbon nanoparticles loaded with Musca domestica cecropin for ulcerative 
colitis therapy. Theranostics. (2021) 11:3417–38. doi: 10.7150/thno.53105

 15. Zhang L, Gui S, Liang Z, Liu A, Chen Z, Tang Y, et al. Musca domestica Cecropin 
(mdc) alleviates Salmonella typhimurium-induced colonic mucosal barrier impairment: 
associating with inflammatory and oxidative stress response, tight junction as well as 
intestinal Flora. Front Microbiol. (2019) 10. doi: 10.3389/fmicb.2019.00522

 16. Lin X, Chen W, Lin S, Luo L. Effects of dietary cecropin on growth, non-specific 
immunity and disease resistance of tilapia (Oreochromis niloticus × O. aureus). Aquac 
Res. (2015) 46:2999–3007. doi: 10.1111/are.12457

 17. Dong XQ, Zhang DM, Chen YK, Wang QJ, Yang YY. Effects of antimicrobial 
peptides (AMPs) on blood biochemical parameters, antioxidase activity, and immune 
function in the common carp (Cyprinus carpio). Fish Shellfish Immunol. 47:429–34. doi: 
10.1016/j.fsi.2015.09.030

 18. Dai J, Ou W, Yu G, Ai Q, Zhang W, Mai K, et al. The antimicrobial peptide 
Cecropin AD supplement alleviated soybean meal-induced intestinal inflammation, 
barrier damage, and microbial Dysbiosis in juvenile turbot, Scophthalmus maximus. 
Front Mar Sci. (2020) 7:584482. doi: 10.3389/fmars.2020.584482

 19. Wen LF, He JG. Dose-response effects of an antimicrobial peptide, a cecropin 
hybrid, on growth performance, nutrient utilisation, bacterial counts in the digesta and 
intestinal morphology in broilers. Br J Nutr. (2012) 108:1756–63. doi: 10.1017/
S0007114511007240

 20. Xiong X, Yang HS, Li L, Wang YF, Huang RL, Li FN, et al. Effects of antimicrobial 
peptides in nursery diets on growth performance of pigs reared on five different farms. 
Livest Sci. (2014) 167:206–10. doi: 10.1016/j.livsci.2014.04.024

 21. Zhai Z, Zhang F, Cao R, Ni X, Xin Z, Deng J, et al. Cecropin A alleviates 
inflammation through modulating the gut microbiota of C57BL/6 mice with DSS-
induced IBD. Front Microbiol. (2019) 10:1595. doi: 10.3389/fmicb.2019.01595

 22. Zhai Z, Ni X, Jin C, Ren W, Li J, Deng J, et al. Cecropin A modulates tight junction-
related protein expression and enhances the barrier function of porcine intestinal 
epithelial cells by suppressing the MEK/ERK pathway. IJMS. (2018) 19:1941. doi: 
10.3390/ijms19071941

 23. Lee E, Shin A, Kim Y. Anti-inflammatory activities of Cecropin A and its 
mechanism of action. Arch Insect Biochem Physiol. (2015) 88:31–44. doi: 10.1002/
arch.21193

 24. Cerón JM, Contreras-Moreno J, Puertollano E, de Cienfuegos GÁ, Puertollano 
MA, de Pablo MA. The antimicrobial peptide cecropin A induces caspase-independent 
cell death in human promyelocytic leukemia cells. Peptides. (2010) 31:1494–503. doi: 
10.1016/j.peptides.2010.05.008

 25. Giacometti A, Cirioni O, Ghiselli R, Viticchi C, Mocchegiani F, Riva A, et al. Effect 
of mono-dose intraperitoneal cecropins in experimental septic shock: critical care 
medicine (2001) 29:1666. doi: 10.1097/00003246-200109000-00002,

 26. Robinson MW, Harmon C, O’Farrelly C. Liver immunology and its role in 
inflammation and homeostasis. Cell Mol Immunol. (2016) 13:267–76. doi: 10.1038/
cmi.2016.3

 27. Shan Z, Ju C. Hepatic macrophages in liver injury. Front Immunol. (2020) 11:322. 
doi: 10.3389/fimmu.2020.00322

 28. Bissell D. Transforming growth factor β and the liver. Hepatology. (2001) 
34:859–67. doi: 10.1053/jhep.2001.28457

 29. Li S, Hong M, Tan HY, Wang N, Feng Y. Insights into the role and interdependence 
of oxidative stress and inflammation in liver diseases. Oxidative Med Cell Longev. (2016) 
2016:1–21. doi: 10.1155/2016/4234061

 30. Surai PF, Kochish II, Kidd MT. Redox homeostasis in poultry: regulatory roles of 
NF-κB. Antioxidants. (2021) 10:186. doi: 10.3390/antiox10020186

 31. Tráj P, Herrmann EM, Sebők C, Vörösházi J, Mackei M, Gálfi P, et al. Protective 
effects of chicoric acid on polyinosinic-polycytidylic acid exposed chicken hepatic cell 
culture mimicking viral damage and inflammation. Vet Immunol Immunopathol. (2022) 
250:110427. doi: 10.1016/j.vetimm.2022.110427

 32. Sebők C, Tráj P, Vörösházi J, Mackei M, Papp M, Gálfi P, et al. Two sides to every 
question: attempts to activate chicken innate immunity in 2D and 3D hepatic cell 
cultures. Cell. (2021) 10:1910. doi: 10.3390/cells10081910

 33. Matsumoto M, Seya T. TLR3: interferon induction by double-stranded RNA 
including poly(I:C)☆. Adv Drug Deliv Rev. (2008) 60:805–12. doi: 10.1016/j.
addr.2007.11.005

 34. Mackei M, Molnár A, Nagy S, Pál L, Kővágó C, Gálfi P, et al. Effects of acute heat 
stress on a newly established chicken hepatocyte—nonparenchymal cell co-culture 
model. Animals. (2020) 10:409. doi: 10.3390/ani10030409

 35. Barjesteh N, Behboudi S, Brisbin JT, Villanueva AI, Nagy É, Sharif S. TLR ligands 
induce antiviral responses in chicken macrophages. PLoS One. (2014) 9:e105713. doi: 
10.1371/journal.pone.0105713

 36. Bacalum M, Radu M. Cationic antimicrobial peptides cytotoxicity on mammalian 
cells: an analysis using therapeutic index integrative concept. Int J Pept Res Ther. (2015) 
21:47–55. doi: 10.1007/s10989-014-9430-z

 37. Kalsy M, Tonk M, Hardt M, Dobrindt U, Zdybicka-Barabas A, Cytrynska M, et al. 
The insect antimicrobial peptide cecropin A disrupts uropathogenic Escherichia coli 
biofilms. npj Biofilms Microbiomes. (2020) 6:e3. doi: 10.1038/s41522-020-0116-3

 38. López-Rojas R, Docobo-Pérez F, Pachón-Ibáñez ME, Torre BG, Fernández-Reyes 
M, March C, et al. Efficacy of cecropin A-melittin peptides on a sepsis model of infection 
by pan-resistant Acinetobacter baumannii. Eur J Clin Microbiol Infect Dis. (2011) 
30:1391–8. doi: 10.1007/s10096-011-1233-y

 39. Velasco M, Díaz-Guerra MJ, Díaz-Achirica P, Andreu D, Rivas L, Boscá L. 
Macrophage triggering with cecropin A and melittin-derived peptides induces type II 
nitric oxide synthase expression. J Immunol. (1997) 158:4437–43. doi: 10.4049/
jimmunol.158.9.4437

 40. van Gent ME, Ali M, Nibbering PH, Kłodzińska SN. Current advances in lipid and 
polymeric antimicrobial peptide delivery systems and coatings for the prevention and 
treatment of bacterial infections. Pharmaceutics. (2021) 13:1840. doi: 10.3390/
pharmaceutics13111840

 41. Akdis M, Burgler S, Crameri R, Eiwegger T, Fujita H, Gomez E, et al. Interleukins, 
from 1 to 37, and interferon-γ: receptors, functions, and roles in diseases. J Allergy Clin 
Immunol. (2011) 127:701–21. doi: 10.1016/j.jaci.2010.11.050

 42. Howes A, Stimpson P, Redford P, Gabrysova L, O’Garra A. Interleukin-10: 
cytokines in anti-inflammation and tolerance. T Yoshimoto and T Yoshimoto, (Eds.) 
Cytokine Frontiers. Tokyo: Springer Japan; (2020), 85:106658

 43. Feng J, Wang L, Xie Y, Chen Y, Yi H, He D. Effects of antimicrobial peptide 
cathelicidin-BF on diarrhea controlling, immune responses, intestinal inflammation and 
intestinal barrier function in piglets with postweaning diarrhea. Int Immunopharmacol. 
(2020) 85:106658. doi: 10.1016/j.intimp.2020.106658

 44. Kogut MH, Arsenault RJ. A role for the non-canonical Wnt-β-catenin and TGF-β 
signaling pathways in the induction of tolerance during the establishment of a 
Salmonella enterica Serovar Enteritidis persistent Cecal infection in chickens. Front Vet 
Science. (2015) 2:2. doi: 10.3389/fvets.2015.00033

 45. Opal SM, DePalo VA. Anti-inflammatory cytokines. Chest. (2000) 117:1162–72. 
doi: 10.1378/chest.117.4.1162

 46. Leshchinsky TV, Klasing KC. Divergence of the inflammatory response in two 
types of chickens. Dev Compar Immunol. (2001) 25:629–38. doi: 10.1016/
S0145-305X(01)00023-4

 47. Han YC, Shepherd BS. Cecropin P1 antimicrobial peptide modulates differential 
expression of immune relevant genes in rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) gill cell 
line, RTgill-W1. Fish Shellfish Immunol. (2023) 137:108756. doi: 10.1016/j.
fsi.2023.108756

 48. Abnaof K, Mallela N, Walenda G, Meurer SK, Seré K, Lin Q, et al. TGF-β stimulation 
in human and murine cells reveals commonly affected biological processes and pathways at 
transcription level. BMC Syst Biol. (2014) 8:55. doi: 10.1186/1752-0509-8-55

 49. Nakamura T, Sakata R, Ueno T, Sata M, Ueno H. Inhibition of transforming 
growth factor beta prevents progression of liver fibrosis and enhances hepatocyte 
regeneration in dimethylnitrosamine-treated rats. Hepatology. (2000) 32:247–55. doi: 
10.1053/jhep.2000.9109

 50. Hansen FC, Kalle-Brune M, van der Plas MJA, Strömdahl AC, Malmsten M, Mörgelin 
M, et al. The thrombin-derived host defense peptide GKY25 inhibits endotoxin-induced 
responses through interactions with lipopolysaccharide and macrophages/monocytes. J 
Immunol. (2015) 194:5397–406. doi: 10.4049/jimmunol.1403009

 51. Bylund J, Christophe T, Boulay F, Nyström T, Karlsson A, Dahlgren C. Proinflammatory 
activity of a Cecropin-like antibacterial peptide from Helicobacter pylori. Antimicrob Agents 
Chemother. (2001) 45:1700–4. doi: 10.1128/AAC.45.6.1700-1704.2001

 52. Pavón N, Buelna-Chontal M, Hernández-Esquivel L, Hernández S, Chávez E, 
Condé R, et al. Mitochondrial inactivation by Anopheles albimanus cecropin 3: 
molecular mechanisms. Peptides. (2014) 53:202–9. doi: 10.1016/j.peptides.2013.07.010

 53. Viryasova GM, Golenkina EA, Hianik T, Soshnikova NV, Dolinnaya NG, 
Gaponova TV, et al. Magic peptide: unique properties of the LRR11 peptide in the 
activation of leukotriene synthesis in human neutrophils. Int J Mol Sci. (2021) 22:2671. 
doi: 10.3390/ijms22052671

 54. Yun J, Lee DG. Cecropin A-induced apoptosis is regulated by ion balance and 
glutathione antioxidant system in Candida albicans. IUBMB Life. (2016) 68:652–62. doi: 
10.1002/iub.1527

 55. Peng C, Liu Y, Shui L, Zhao Z, Mao X, Liu Z. Mechanisms of action of the 
antimicrobial peptide Cecropin in the killing of Candida albicans. Life. (2022) 12:1581. 
doi: 10.3390/life12101581

https://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2024.1337677
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/veterinary-science
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.micpath.2017.07.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.micpath.2017.07.032
https://doi.org/10.7150/thno.53105
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2019.00522
https://doi.org/10.1111/are.12457
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fsi.2015.09.030
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2020.584482
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007114511007240
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007114511007240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2014.04.024
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2019.01595
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms19071941
https://doi.org/10.1002/arch.21193
https://doi.org/10.1002/arch.21193
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.peptides.2010.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1097/00003246-200109000-00002
https://doi.org/10.1038/cmi.2016.3
https://doi.org/10.1038/cmi.2016.3
https://doi.org/10.3389/fimmu.2020.00322
https://doi.org/10.1053/jhep.2001.28457
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/4234061
https://doi.org/10.3390/antiox10020186
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.vetimm.2022.110427
https://doi.org/10.3390/cells10081910
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addr.2007.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addr.2007.11.005
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani10030409
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0105713
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10989-014-9430-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41522-020-0116-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10096-011-1233-y
https://doi.org/10.4049/jimmunol.158.9.4437
https://doi.org/10.4049/jimmunol.158.9.4437
https://doi.org/10.3390/pharmaceutics13111840
https://doi.org/10.3390/pharmaceutics13111840
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaci.2010.11.050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intimp.2020.106658
https://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2015.00033
https://doi.org/10.1378/chest.117.4.1162
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-305X(01)00023-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-305X(01)00023-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fsi.2023.108756
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fsi.2023.108756
https://doi.org/10.1186/1752-0509-8-55
https://doi.org/10.1053/jhep.2000.9109
https://doi.org/10.4049/jimmunol.1403009
https://doi.org/10.1128/AAC.45.6.1700-1704.2001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.peptides.2013.07.010
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms22052671
https://doi.org/10.1002/iub.1527
https://doi.org/10.3390/life12101581

	Cecropin A: investigation of a host defense peptide with multifaceted immunomodulatory activity in a chicken hepatic cell culture
	1 Introduction
	2 Materials and methods
	2.1 Process of cell isolation
	2.2 Treatments
	2.3 Measurements
	2.3.1 Cellular viability
	2.3.2 Inflammatory markers
	2.3.3 Redox markers
	2.4 Statistical analysis

	3 Results
	3.1 Cellular viability
	3.2 Inflammatory markers
	3.3 Redox markers

	4 Discussion
	5 Conclusion
	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	Author contributions

	References

