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Expression and Clinical Significance of E - cadherin and Slug in Oral Squamous Cell Carcinoma. Zheng Caiyun, Wang Peng ,Shen Xian-
jun et al. Department of Stomatology , Taizhou Hospital Affiliated to Wenzhou Medical University , Zhejiang 317000 , China

Abstract Objective To explore the expression and the prognostic significance of E — cadherin and Slug in oral squamous cell car-
cinoma( OSCC) tissues. Methods We analyzed the E — cadherin, Slug expression in 74 patients with OSCC and 30 normal oral tissue by
means of immunohistochemistry. Results E — cadherin, slug positive expression rate in OSCC was 52. 63 (40/74) and 48.65% (36/
74 ). The results of clinical and pathological characteristics in OSCC showed that the expression of E — cadherin were associated with patho-
logical and lymph node metastasis( P <0.05) , while the the expression of Slug were associated with pathological, TNM stage and lymph
node metastasis( P < 0. 05). The results also suggested that the expression of E — cadhein and Slug had a negative correlation (r =
-0.513,P <0.05). Conclusion Expression of E - cadherin and Slug may correlate with occurrence, development and metastasis of OS-
CC. The expression of E — cadherin and Slug can be regarded as valuable indicators for evaluating biological behavior and the prognosis of

0SCC.

Key words E — cadherin;Slug; EMT ;Oral squamous cell carcinoma ;Immunohistochemisty

T AR R 3R 0 f 65 A R Y R AR R
AR b T R e, e 32 DL 6% R 4 B (oral
squamous cell carcinoma,OSCC) & HZL W, , %) 5 80% .
I SR 20 B e JB 3 S AR A AF R AN 50% it R
MRZMM UGG HERESBREEL TN LN

T R LTS T 1R IR A0 R X R
BIT AU A T E L WG T AW e ik oE &
B, e e B 2 i R DX 5 g BE DR 2 5 R A 1 A2 A
FE 3K I3 K ST-AIF 5 1R 8 R 200 i 98 1) s AL

e TNl :ﬁJ‘I'ITITE‘"”L‘ﬁJf%EA’ﬁSHfJIﬁ H (TZSYXHI15 - 13)

YR BAL 317000 3t JH B RE R A% B & M 12 B 0 B OB ==
‘Zi‘mifi\i%!ﬂ,ﬁ\fﬁﬁ(\ﬁﬁﬁét) I BB ORI 4T)

AR 0 T A, AR B, W A S, B S 4 : shigs @ ensz-

emed. com

IR LSS B 0E T BRIG S

PAEA, | Jz - 8] 5t % 4k (epithelial — to — mesen-
chymal transitions, EMT ) ¢ {5 1R 4f- i fff B¢ 17 Jifv 98 1) %
VR AR RS, N 32 3 T Bk B2 Y R
i 98 1 Jmy 78 42 28 RO Ak e B L EMT A 3 %5 U0 1Y G
2 R AN FE 1 (E - cadherin ) J& — Fh 4 4R
I 1 B T 1, 25 A0 M 5 A I TR] 25 R 0T 4E 45 4
UL ) AR A R R A S A T Slug & Snail £ 45 B
FH TR Z — , BE WA JF i 1) (= 2 AL %
E — cadherin Fl Slug ﬁjﬂz EMT 32 5 ) B Z A5 b5, AR

FeH R e H AL A HOR K H =35 £ 0SCC 4
ié‘%*ﬂ@i’%i&‘%iﬁt,u%ﬁ/\ﬁ%llﬁﬁ?i‘ﬁ}iU%E‘Jﬁﬂf

Mo

- 115 -



J Med Res,May 2016, Vol. 45 No.5

mrts R iE

L. AR 5236 2 R A Ay B AL Aty BT M P kK =
J& & N BE B BLARL 2011 4F 10 H ~2014 4F 10 H 4] F
ARYUTBR  OSCC g 2 s He 21 23k 31 74 5] ( 55 44 34
i, Zc P 40 75 f8 35 AE Y 35 ~ 86 X, P AR 67
) ARG ) X 2 BRAIE 52 . Horh 28 5 N i 44k
0SCC 414,30 il A 434k OSCC 4148, 16 fi] Jy fik 43
1k OSCC 20 2 Hrp Ak I 45 7% 8 OSCC 2121 20 i,
Tok EL 455 # OSCC 22 54 {5 ; TNM 3 frp: T + 1
1 0SCC 414150 ), I + IV ] OSCC £H 4 24 f5i], 1E
R R 2L 30 ) (kB R AR AR T &
o FHLUE S R TEH 1 R A1 80) PR X BT, R 211y
Wit 4% 2B W RS E , H A A, BT R
BRI AR Z 09T OfC AT X REIRIT) . TNM
Sy IR A D R AR D B, 41 SR Ok H S R Bk
HRHE#, TNM 43 1% H] UICC (2002 4F) #5 #fE , 41 41
Jis B2 4325 5 B WHO 2005 4EFRiE. R RyL E -
cadherin PLFEREHTIR (sc = 7870) g { 3% [E Santa Cruz
AW, BB Slug B 5 B B (se - 15391) 1y H 3 [
Santa Cruz 2% #), f & 41 21 1k 2 & W i 7 &
(GK500710) I {1 5 R A BR A W) .

2. s (1) ARAR AL B - BE 26 HE YL iE LR
OSCC HAW A IEARAS, HIAE 3pum ELLY) ¥R T
WHE R R 1,56 CHEMER. (2)RkaLER: &
REH LU e 0 R FH 207k DAB & (a3 7] & F 1745
VEo e U0 A 24938 ad — F oR OB 3 vk, IR
Smin, B 28866 5 CBEVR M H R (TE/K S/ 2 K, BRIk
3min,95% Z W5 .85% £ W% . 75% L Wi 1 Ik, K
3min) 4 E H WK B M gE ) B 10s; B Y & T
EDTA it 5 & Z W b, & T 95°C & & 20min, % i
AHIG, F PBS W5 ¥ 3 1k, 8K Smin, ¥ 3% H,0,
B Smin (B0 IR P SR ) s PBS T BE 3 WK,
TR 3min; BRI N B 0E GRS E) 2 RWE

60min ; % I—¥3i (E - cadherin f 1:200 7 B . Slug A
1:50 %k ) , BIPEXT B — BT 0 PBS A0, & T 37°C
PIEE 1h; PBS 2 v BTG U 3 UK, 4K 3min; SE4R 240
Bk BECZH v 23 i i 7] & b i AR ) O i S AL ) Tl
Prici =4t, & T 37C 8 & i F 30min; PBS 2% i
WA VE 3 YK, 4R 3min; DAB I {1, Smin; i /K th e 5
TRARZ Y Tmin; Ji K B8 30min 5 28 £ BEAR BE
AT AE WAL B, vh PR RS 3l B (3) 45
S AR i e €00 B RN YL 0 40 i 4y L AT PE 4T
E — cadherin D)4 Ji f5 15 20 4% 2 €6 J00k: A FH 1 4
Slug LA 4 fifd 4% 5 5 40 i Jox H B0 o €5, 0K Sy BH e 4
Lo ARG AR O 0 43 IR A 1 4 AR
B2 oy B a3 4y LIS Gy A A i o) b R
P11 v BE 1 20 M BT o L R 25 SR ol 4 G T
b B A B R BRI O 43, FHPE 4H M4 < 10% i ok
145,11% < FHPEA I E <50% ic 2 2 4 ,51% < IH
PEAIMIEL <75% 12 3 43, FHAE 40 i 4k > 76% 114 4
G o BPE I WA 43 Sk BH A 20 i A e s A e
A 1A L, Y e = 3w ity G g S FH
P, 75 000 A B

3. et F 0 W] SPSS 21. 0 G i B4 X 5 5
B AT GE A B, 4 RO ) R A0 LR X K
5, EMERORH G T Fisher K0 M 2R 05, W9 K 3 AH
KWEI3Hr R ] Spearman 5 ARG, LA P <0.05 2 2%
FA G

& R

1. E — cadherin 1 Slug  H 7E A [7] 44 4L rp iy %
i E - cadherin 7£ OSCC 21 21 (il BH P £ 3k R Ny
52.63% (40/74) , 78 IE & 41 20 (%) BH M 3 38 08
100% (30/30) ,Slug 7 OSCC ZHZH (g BHPE Fe ik RN
48.65% (36/74) , #£ 1E & 4 24U b (1 BH M 3 3k R Ny
16.67% (5/30) , 22 S A 512 % L (P <0.05) .
R k&1,

B 1 E - cadherin 1 Slug 7 OSCC R IEH AL h A RIE (DAB e, AR E S, FER =50pum)
A. Slug 7E OSCC Py BHYE R 35 5 B. Slug 7E1E % A 4Uh MBI 1R 35
C. E - cadherin £ OSCC " 9 55 BHPE R 35 s D. E - cadherin 15 15 5 4141 (1 38 A % 3k

- 116 -



B2 el 2016 4E5 A F45 % S

e B

#& 1 E -cadherin,Slug 7£ OSCC flIE # AR R I%E

11 413K 1 E - cadherin Slug

U mmems MR (%) WG AHER(%)
0SSC 2141 40 52.63 36 48.65
EwW A8 30 100 5 16.67

E - cadherin £ OSCC FIIE# AU g Rk A L, P < 0. 05;Slug #£
OSCC FIIE# LU R L, P <0.05

2. E - cadherin f1 Slug £ 3255 OSCC s IR %
PRFIER) K 2 - E — cadherin 8 (1 BH P £ ik 5 8 & 4F
8 S TNM 23 AR G AN B35 (P >0..05) , 5
FR i PR o 2 Je AT TGk L 4 B B8 B A O (P <
0.05) . Slug £ 1 BHVE SR 1K 5 5 4RI 2 1 A 5G4
AEZE(P>0.05) , 5 M6 5 %k B2 9% TNM 73 31 e
AT LA R B A (P <0.05) TR ILER 2,

% 2 E - cadherin,.Slug 7£ OSCC g% x5 OSCC 5 FRRIBEIEMXER

E - cadherin Slug
Bl n
PR 1 PR (% ) X P FH 4 PR (% ) X r
EIR (%)
<65 28 12 42.86 1.606 0.155 16 57.14 0.811 0.338
=65 46 28 60.87 20 43.48
51
Eiy 34 16 47.06 0.773 0.350 20 58.82 1.908 0.161
- 40 24 60. 00 16 40.00
95 B 43 %
= 44k 28 22 78.57 12.874 0.002 6 27.27 25.473 0.000
1434k, 30 14 46.67 16 53.33
%431k 16 4 25.00 14 87.50
TNM 434
I +1 50 30 60. 00 1.518 0.212 20 40.00 3.610 0.047
I+ 24 10 41.67 16 66.67
WL
HiE® 20 6 30.00 5.127 0.017 16 80. 00 9.132 0.001
TR 54 34 62.96 20 37.04

3. E - cadherin F Slug 7 OSCC £H 21 vp & 35 19 #H
e .38 FH Spearman 2594 #H 5% 43 M E — cadherin | Slug
HH A Z B E R R, AE 74 B 0SCC AL,
E — cadherin 19 &35 5 Slug & H ) #5288 7
MK, ZRBAGIT 2R (r=-0.513,P<0.05),
IR 3,

%3 OSCC 24 E - cadherin, Slug 3% 89 #8 £ 4

Slug
E - cadherin St
+ _
+ 10 30 40
- 26 8 34
At 36 38 74

0SCC 14U E - cadherin 5 Slug H AR EEH B AR, r=
~0.513,P <0.05

W’
15 21 e, B BHE B0 Wr k25, o8 3 1 i 1)
R T B A W 48 22, (584 0 S b 88 ) i 9 AL ) K%
FARBR VA M 5 2 — 2B BE T o A 1 S R b i PR

2 0EIT T BOR T RIGT A E W 2 kA SR
WL 25 S 5 R I I B AT 9 3% B 22 P e o e 1) & AR
KI5 EMT 53¢, EMT J2 45 40 i 3 & A= i K2
b, BV R 0 M 2 T Ok Bl EL AR (R 2R T 1 ] i A8 i
TRV, Fak ) - 20 B bR G A R AR
B, LA RS A E - cadherin 2 il
A AR - 1(Mucin - 1) . EMT 5 F#l
WAk HE R, FE2FoHgS S5, i
TGF - B () Hedgehog i s 5 T W% 5% ¢ I 1
Snail FEMPIH E - cadherin F: A ik & EMT 1 — >
H=ELHC

Snail 8 52 5 I BF 48 IR 25 10 (10 % S I Kk, 4
3% Snail \Snai2 (Slug) . Fl Snail3 (Smuc)3 F1 &+, g
#E EMT )& 4, WF5 2 W], Snail @ & EMT AL 76 %
PEMIE IR B h & G EEAE . Ak, Snail & 524
Yy R 45 | e BE R 1 K E T 48 L ( cancer stem
cell,CSC) FARAHLIE" o 55 A W58 %W Slug w5 K ik
LR PR IR 9 RN 45 W g A2 2B B R R VT M
S lS0N B 2E BT, £E OSCC 4 41 A 3 Slug

<117 -



J Med Res,May 2016, Vol. 45 No.5

EHMFIAEEA MG, E - cadherin [ 35 B2k & —
A OCHE ) IR P AR R, OIS R AE M IR & F I8 2 b
R EMT S BB A E - cadherin 19 Rk Bk,
AWrsEE M, 78 OSCC #H#E F ,E - cadherin [ <5
520 i 5] % B e 4N T £ 2 Bl e O R 2R RE
s, T AR BE bR 2R K D7 X B AT Batlle
2R Cano % U RFSEIEW] , Slug JE—FHIRZUM E -
cadherin J& PR3 SEA 770, 0T DL #6) E - cadherin
FEDH 5% o 5 B EMT, DT A2 F i 988 =2 28 5% %
Turner 25" HF 57 B g ,Slug # o 57 F E - cadherin
Ja s+ 5" E - pal ST Y E - box Z5 49 255, AT
i E - cadherin FEPH % 5%,

NHRZ OSCC 7 E - cadherin 1 Slug #Y & & F
LA M E - cadherin 1 Slug 22 [A] f A0 B B8R &, A 52
05 38 3 S E A1 Ak DAB & a3k K 74 5] OSCC 1 E -
cadherin fll Slug 315, AR LR BN, 5 1IEH HAHH
I ,0SCC 41 E - cadhein (¥ B P 25 ik % 0 2 F& 1%,
FW E - cadherin W §EZ 5 T 0SCC W k4 &k @it
T, HIEs2m OSCC il J5 iy sl N & o ik — 240 &
L E - cadherin 7 AN [l #4329 () OSCC H () £ I8 A
2R, HEREBEAS I E X (P <0.05),X%5
Mohtasham %7 (1 ffF 5 4% S A — B, ] 72 9k L 245 4 3
FRPEZ A R BB W B R IG, 252 S B A S it
HX(P<0.05) i b 2 F N, E ~ cadherin 3% 3K
5 s B R Rk B S R A S R A G, o A
25 AWK EE R 19 IR e E - cadherin it 28 8 B
MR #H ,E — cadherin 76 I + IV 824 40 v 1 3 5%
BT+ AL, W # Z R AR A it 22 3 X
(P>0.05) fBAENGIK EAHRA —ENSHEME.

AN 58 K B, E — cad £E OSCC Hr (¥ ik
HREEWN ERICUBOCE . AR BE ST R
7R, 0SCC HZH E - cadherin Fl Slug %) 2 35 & 11 fH
F(r=-0.513,P <0.05), ¥t M Slug A fit i 1 - il
BLEI Y E - cadherin (1 3 1K 7 7 9 450 2k i g 1= 78
BT, H 4l A S 05 B s & B0, 76 1B 20 A Slug FH
PR IR R A AN INA E - cadherin KL, 7] L
HEWT EMT ANAUAH —FpALH = 5, 7T G 16 A H A AL
AT — 2R, W5 gs R a LIS A Slug 78
OSCC ZH 2L iy B P 3R 3K 40 18 35 i T 78 IE % 41 41
FRIK, ZRA G E L (P <0.05) ,#:0 Slug 7]
VIE A #E Wy OSCC & A | & J'é Ko 1 5 1) — 4>l 57 [
o SRR L, bk 22 i) 0SCC 4141 Slug 1y
PR 2 3k A ey e I PR 3 3 vb I + IV A 40 rp 9 B 1

- 118 -

RIERB ] + TAEB &, AR AR 0SCC

b Slug BY PRI R & T EM L 45 5 4, H

X3 AN 22 S HA Gt (P <0.05) , i

IEHEM, Slug AU S5 T 0SCC W EAE kK, B 5

OSCC {9 B3 g \TNM 3 3 Stk L &5 e 78 HoA — &

MG F o AE Il IR L BE 0 Ak 55 908 22 | TNM 7 8] ik

iR IR EL S A e A X s BB TS S T i SR AR A

AR RITE BRI 60 T Slug FHAE R B, 3 W Slug 7T

PIAE R W OSCC A TR 16 b5

L L Prik JE - cadherin H1 Slug 75 i #9352 118 A

HRd P EEREENMAO, M E - cadherin F

Slug & EMT HLi| o P> B 5 2 A W) o 48 b, 9E— 20

YW EMT Wl A2 5 1 MR A kAR R R . AR 5K

25 W 1 )R, E - cadherin £ Slug [H 4 % ik 5 0SCC

O 46 I DK B G 5 S D9 6 R, T E 2 5 0SCC

kA R S B (H L BARPL A R T 9t — 2B 0F

FE, LE G R A K E — cadherin/Slug 1) 3 35 32 X %

P Jie g T B e TS AT AR Y 16 e BB AR, i TR

R PT IE0JE AT S 0 bR R T S — A R R

&% i

1 Kademani D. Oral cancer [ J]. Mayo Clin Proc,2007,82(7) :878 —
887

2 Parkin DM, Bray F,Ferlay J et al. Global cancer statistics,2002 [ J].
CA Cancer J Clin,2005,55(2) :74 - 108

3 Wang HC, Chiang WF, Huang HH et al. Promoter hypermethylation
of the gene encoding heat shock protein B1 in oral squamous carcino-
ma cells [ J]. Oral Surg Oral Med Oral Pathol Oral Radiol,2013,115
(3):376 - 384

4  Wang Y,Lin Z,Sun L, et al. Akt/Ezrin Tyr353/NF — kappaB pathway
regulates EGF — induced EMT and metastasis in tongue squamous cell
carcinoma [ J]. Br | Cancer,2014,110(3) :695 - 705

5 Kalluri R, Weinberg RA. The basics of epithelial — mesenchymal tran-
sition [J]. J Clin Invest,2009,119(6) :1420 - 1428

6 Jia W,Zhu J, Martin TA, et al. Epithelial - mesenchymal transition
(EMT) markers in human pituitary adenomas indicate a clinical
course [J]. Anticancer Res,2015,35(5) :2635 — 2643

7  Wang H,Zhang G,Zhang H,et al. Acquisition of epithelial — mesen-
chymal transition phenotype and cancer stem cell — like properties in
cisplatin — resistant lung cancer cells through AKT/beta - catenin/
Snail signaling pathway [J]. Eur J Pharmacol 2014 ,723:156 — 166

8  Hardy RG, Vicente — Duenas C, Gonzalez — Herrero 1, et al. Snail fam-
ily transcription factors are implicated in thyroid carcinogenesis [ J].
Am J Pathol,2007,171(3) ;1037 - 1046

9  Cobaleda C, Perez — Caro M, Vicente — Duenas C, et al. Function of
the zinc — finger transcription factor SNAI2 in cancer and development
[J]. Annu Rev Genet,2007 ,41:41 - 61

10 Zhang KJ,Zhang BY , Zhang KP et al. Clinicopathologic significance



-~ —
B deds 2016 4E 5 J1 445 % HS5 W o | = 5 -

of slug expression in human intrahepatic cholangiocarcinoma [ J]. [J]. Nat Cell Biol,2000,2(2) :84 — 89
World J Gastroenterol ,2010,16(20) :2554 — 2557 15 Cano A,Perez — Moreno MA ,Rodrigo I,et al. The transcription factor
11 Rosivatz E,Becker I,Specht K, et al. Differential expression of the ep- snail controls epithelial — mesenchymal transitions by repressing E —
ithelial — mesenchymal transition regulators snail, SIP1, and twist in cadherin expression [ J]. Nat Cell Biol,2000,2(2) :76 —83
gastric cancer [ J]. Am J Pathol,2002,161(5) ;1881 - 1891 16 Turner FE,Broad S,Khanim FL,et al. Slug regulates integrin expres-
12 Ishida T,Hijioka H, Kume K, et al. Notch signaling induces EMT in sion and cell proliferation in human epidermal keratinocytes [ J]. J
0OSCC cell lines in a hypoxic environment [ J]. Oncol Lett,2013,6 Biol Chem,2006,281(30) :21321 -21331
(5):1201 - 1206 17  Mohtasham N, Anvari K, Memar B, et al. Expression of E — cadherin
13 Chaw SY, Majeed AA, Dalley AJ, et al. Epithelial to mesenchymal and matrix metalloproteinase =9 in oral squamous cell carcinoma and
transition ( EMT) biomarkers — E — cadherin, beta — catenin, APC histologically negative surgical margins and association with clinico-
and Vimentin — — in oral squamous cell carcinogenesis and transforma- pathological parameters [ J]. Rom J Morphol Embryol ,2014,55(1) ;
tion [ J]. Oral Oncol,2012,48(10) :997 - 1006 117 - 121
14 Batlle E,Sancho E,Franci C,et al. The transcription factor snail is a (W ks H 1 :2015 =09 -25)
repressor of E — cadherin gene expression in epithelial tumour cells (&M H#.2015 -11 -17)

AREIERXFEFNFEMEEEREEFHFRAR N

*EM ¥ M FH

§

P

w OE BE HIIT MR S E R E R RN AR E R M, ik Ik 2014 4E 1 ~7 H ABEW R NRS
2002 $F-53 =3 B4 S P T A AR A8 SO 1, #2 JR A SR TR BT IR S, S IROR AT B IR SR AL R AR AR R B IR SRR AL (X IR 4D
HWERAHBIA R EFR GRS FR AWESRCHANARE BMLMAER A S Al S EA AEA SRR
O B 1 0 5 0 IR A L, 22 5 B SR 2 (P <0..05) 5 S ORATATLL , T HOR 5 /9 BMLLZLE A B E A HEH LA e
WM Iy LT B R AR T XTI g5 T HE R A ORI 45 T BB 8 5 SRR B T R R 5 B SRR O, B AR T Y
BIRIAN T 28 T 0 BRI 97 38 .

XEEWR FFAEME  EIRROL ORETE IR R

FESES RIS XEAFRIRAS A DOI 10.11969/j. issn. 1673-548X.2016.05. 029
Effect of Preoperative Nutritional Support on Postoperative Nutritional Status of Patients with Hepatobiliary Tumor. Shi Hongmei, Cao

Xiang, Li Weiwei. Department of Clinical Nutrition, Eastern Hepatobiliary Surgery Hospital, The Second of Military Medical University ,
Shanghai 200438, China

Abstract Objective To investigate the effect of preoperative nutritional support on postoperative nutritional status of patients with
hepatobiliary tumor. Methods Recruited 50 cases of primary liver cancer patients from January 2014 to July 2014 whose preoperative
scores estimated by NRS2002 were more than three points. The patients were divided into preoperative nutrition support group and non
preoperative nutrition support group (control group) according to whether they received the preoperative nutrition support. Compared the
differences of postoperative nutrition index between the two groups. Results Postoperative BMI, hemoglobin, white blood cells, lympho-
cytes, total protein, albumin and creatinine, uric acid of preoperative nutritional support group have significant differences compared with
the control group. The decline degree of postoperative BMI, total protein,albumin, hemoglobin, creatinine,lymphocyte percentage is lower
than the control group. Conclusion Preoperative nutritional support to patients with hepatobiliary tumor is helpful to improve the postop-
erative nutritional status. Preoperative nutrition assessment should be paid attention to and the necessary preoperative nutritional support
should be provided.

Key words Shepatobiliary cancer; Nutritional status; Preoperative nutrition support
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