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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the relationship between oral microflora and primary hepatic carcinoma.
Methods: 16S rRNA high-throughput sequencing and bioinformatic analysis were used to examine
oral bacterial diversity in the different patients including 10 patients with primary hepatic carci-
noma, and 10 healthy controls. Results: At the phylum level, the proportion of Firmicutes was in-
creased significantly (P = 0.005), however, the proportion of Proteobacteria was decreased signif-
icantly in L group (P = 0.041). At the genus level, the proportion of Streptococcus was increased
significantly (P = 0.023), whereas the proportion of Fusobacterium, Alloprevotella and Prevotella
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decreased significantly in L group (P = 0.019, P = 0.041, P = 0.028). Conclusion: The statistical
analyses confirmed that there are significant differences between every two groups in one phylum
and three genera, which could be used for biomarkers in diagnosis of primary hepatic carcinoma.
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1. 518

Ji % 14 JFF e (Primary Hepatic Carcinoma) @& )5 & T AR b Rz Pk igg, o rblad 90% 1) i 4
4f a5 (hepatocellular carcinoma, HCC) [1] [2]. 3 i i Ve A0 26 Ja Bt R 28 5 47, BT JFE 2
B, B AAREE3], HRII Z 0], 5 PR 7%~10%, T35 50 28 0 o AR B A
B RZ IR A RN, AR T RAEISITIR L. B RTIR IR E DUAR R G A A bR AR I ) T
W E R VEI R, IR IS 505 EYR 2 REEMC, FrrtE& R, IR BRI Shs ST m
VAL, B UM IS AR SV S 12 W e o IR B S 2 I S5 R v S 1) AR b S AT SR R = [4]

PSR 2 AR . BB RS IR S SR EZ RN AR RS, EN TR IR N
B TAZURM[S] . HA G 700 RFPANEE . 100 FhECTE DL KRR RIS . X SR A07E O b el
HAbF AR E B A PR [6], TEHLII . & ditE & B R 4iE & K. BiIEBURMAEINR . Gl
BT R IEVE 7] B NS84 94H 11 %1l (human microbiome project, HMP) )58 B,  AATTx it
AR BE IR N, A — B AR AT 1 1 T D CE B8 5 o3 LA R I s 458 11 s o R A R v iR
RV EHAEN S 45 REBIREYIADE, AR RIBHEIRTT R A REIRE RO MRS Mk
ORI i i e VRN 1 RN VR AT, TR S T A R GU5 2 AHAF R TN BB IR -

AT R 5 s GRS T B R R . AR BT R R N AR A B DA G
WFFT S W — FF 2o PR 7 8 5 0 e ) 2B 8]0 Lu 5 [9] 8 R R B FFIRE BB A A 5 B T R

WA, R MR G IT SRS PRIF B A AT & T B TR W . R85 B EKH 16S rRNA
T3 T HARBE T RN e B DR 2 A, A EUR M s ) RS kg (2% .

2. M EF*
2.1. ARMR

ABE T BT S BE f 2022 4 1 H & 2022 4F 12 H Im PR KON JFA M HE #8535 10 B/ Y S5
A, Sy PRIRIN WIR Mg BEfA R B 10 BIVE XS B, SRAE VL B ATFRIMERAR A . T AT BIE FE0 GO0 A 5
PRI R, AUREUERAS 1 By T i S BR B B 2R O o o A% ) Fe b se IR A B 24 i Y L A0,
XA R ] H ALoR o HERRbrE: AR Ve RGEABIA: AF RBHA SUA DA B R AT i 3 1
FARBCE R ARG . SRR A B IET AL, L4 MAMRE AR, PP B ER.

2.2. FRARE
BT W O SRR bR AR IN (8] 27 6 s 12 55, SRR R AR AR 2 /N AT A&
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AR AR, THKEEDEFRER . CREAE, HEMERED 1min, BEEMERRALE S, E
52 E B MMEROR E 2~5 mL, 2 h NI % 5000 % 86 CUKFE R AT -

2.3. DNA R EUHIN R

il F] TGuide S96 i % 4 /2 {F FE I 2H DNA $EHR 716 58 O R RIS HL, A8 T Ba bR (G KA PR &
n] GeneCompang Limited, synergy HTX)XHZBRBEATIR FERIN, N D@79 880, 4185 PCR /™4
R 1.8% I B IR b 2R AT B pkcar U (IE 3 1 38 ' @ R IR A w0 se B v kAT A, A5 NanoDrop
2000 (Themo Scientific, USA)l| 2 DNA ¥ 5 F4l i o i FH 5] 4% 338F F1 806R (338F 5’-ACTCCTACGGGAG
GCAGCA-3’/806R 5’-GGACTACHVGGGTWTCTAAT-3)i#4T PCR ¥ 1. JARMERA . (1) HIrXIR
PCR, (2) Solexa PCR, (3) Nanodrop €& M&IEFE, (4) iAEalitk, (5) ViR, M Humina A&
Novaseq6000 “F- & #E47 I 7, Wl 72K A8 PE250. i & /7 SC 22 i R4 i A1 & T 1luminaNovaseq6000 “F
& FMFAE S AL B R AR A R A R e, E) 7RG

2.4. BUEALIBRS

T 468 A Trimmomatic (version 0.33)%f i 46 £ 4k 147 b7 & i€, #8518 A Cutadapt (version 1.9.1) 4T
SN AR S 25Bk, L4 H USEARCH (version 10)%¢ % reads HEAT Hf% I 5 bRk & 14 (UCHIME,
version 8.1), Jc #4453 F i Ui 0 A I FR 20T

KH QIMER K% % B AT Alpha ZREVEFREC AT, 815 FEAY RN £ 50 BERISIRERS B it
5 Unifrac PR, 31T Beta ZAFIEIREUCAIN Z R 0T, BRI ASFIRE AR 7 20 2 A R EVE 450 72 5+
B R SR> OTU HEATMIRERE K 70 28520 M, #5211 T(Phylum). J&(Genus) 7) 2Kk _E (4 Fl 4> A
FERIE: S5 F4LIIRE S LEfSe 047, 15 R RIZLIN F4R A S5 % 5 10 Biomarker: 36T 165 TIAEIE it
ATH > Ar e A R BAERE 0 M 45 R R
2.5. GIitZE S

FiF SPSS 26.0 HE{T 4t AL BE, APHT A NI ) 46 4L VORI AT IEAS O30, LV RIS 920
AR B R Mo R TE S A L2 S M AL RCR Pt 3, A TE A5 500 15 4R
Wilcoxon 74§ 5 R ARG 36 s T B0} Y L AR AT U5 K36 81 Fisher F§ k46, P < 0.05 NZEFH Git
3. R
3.1 ARWREXER

AHFFLLIN . HERRARETR LSS, BANIHEL(L group) B3 10 41, {@ER4L(H group) &+ 10
. PALZ FITEAERS . PRSI, (R IERIBMIIRIR LT85 %5, fERARILTG (15 (1(ALB). A7k
(ALT). BEHZFE(AST). SHL R (TBIL) A bk LG J5 i a]) (PT) 2 57 & % (4 1).

3.2. MIMGEREER

T 16S rRNA ¥ 3707, —JE153) 1,564,001 X} Reads, ZidXUii Reads % HH% )Gt 4
1,559,016 % Clean Reads, & /MEAZ /D772t 44,376 %% Clean Reads(*F-#J774: 77,951 % Clean Reads) T
AR, FAFHTLIE 420 DIEIERT(390~450 bp). FHLH—ILMIFS 3973 Mt —TE 55, HKET
FUE R AAAER T A A, PIALRE AT 75 %2 (Coverage) ) K T~ 99%.
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Table 1. Comparison of basic characteristics in each group

%=1 BEEKRIFEITLE

fabr H ZH(n = 10) L #i(n = 10) GiitE P{H
PRI (B1 %) 5/5 9/1 - 0.141
EHR () 57.00 + 16.99 56.80 + 8.13 t=0.034 0.974
BMI (kg/m?) 24.40 +3.42 24.19+3.35 t=0.139 0.891
ALB (g/L) 38.53 + 1.67 32.18+4.42 t=4.249 0.001
ALT (U/L) 15.4 (6.74~75.75)  57.10 (17.67~300.86) z2=-2.65 0.008
AST (U/L) 19.17 (10.92~54.57)  63.02 (27.84~277.56) z2=-3.33 0.001
TBIL (umol/L) 10.95 (7.90~14.30)  36.85 (13.60~187.70) z2=-3.63 0.000
PT (s) 12.30 (10.60~13.60)  14.40 (12.00~19.70) z2=-3.02 0.003
3.3. OTUs &3#f

fERFEHIEA OTU 2101 4, FHE4 LA OTU 2494 4, WHAREMILH 622 4~ OTU M EES, TS
HA5 1872 A~ OTU FEfERRA P ARAEAE, (@44 1479 A OTU AT A ARAEAE (A 1).

Figure 1. Venn graphs based OTU numbers
E 1 EFOTUKEEE

3.4. Alpha Z#4

N TR AR R 2H b R AR ) Alpha 2 FE M, ST FORIAS 36, 115 Chaol. ACE. Shannon.
Simpson 54, R1IEF AIMIME RS R, HREHSMEBEHML, o ZREMEREEIEFRIRNES, HERT
giitsEm X (P >0.05; 5 2).

3.5. Beta 14

TEINALH) PCoA B H T4 S LH IR 2 73 25, B HAME F PCoA 3 # mJ LAY 4 1 73 Hh JHF i 4 AN 4k
HI I RE Y #E. Anosim (analysis of similarities) 74 A& F -0 B 22 4k B 5o 28 () AR AU 1 Ge i 7 2,
Anosim 546 7% B i 41 5 i e 2H 2 (R AV R R 535 22 (R = 0.229, P =0.001; [ 3).

DOI: 10.12677/acm.2023.1351230 8807 I PR s 2 it


https://doi.org/10.12677/acm.2023.1351230

A

Student's t-test of Chao1 index Student's t-test of ACE index
B HEBE L BB HEBE L
600 600
= 500 500
S . oy .
£ '8
'S 400 . L 400 .
300 . ° 300 . *
200 . 200 .
T ~ T ~
Student's t-test of Shannon index Student's t-test of Simpson index
B HEL B HEBE L
7.0 0.98
x 6.5 e _l° - ‘
(0] (0]
© kel .
< € 0.9 .
c * c
g . . . 8 |
c o .
& . . E
w wn
5.5 ° 0.94 .
5.0 - °
T ~ b ~

Figure 2. Box plots of Alpha diversity index
2. a BRI AR E R A E
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Figure 3. Weighted principal coordinate analysis (PCoA) scores plot based on principal components 1 and 2
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3.6. &4A]d] Top 10 FE R

TE 11K b 10 s B 7 2 22 R )R B B 1] (Firmicutes) s A2 FZ 14 | ] (Proteobacteria) « U B | ] (Bacteroidota) «
AP ] (Fusobacteriota) 2 fi . oo i 41 I BE B 1] 32 5 385 v T2 BR41(P = 0.005), RJBIR T E L%
TR (P = 0.041), WAFHEI] AT T IFENIYEC, ZRAEE. R LA 2SR
R B (Veillonella) . 7% 2 5 J& (Neisseria) . £%BR [ J& (Streptococcus) . i FX I J& (Prevotella) . W I AT 7 &
(Haemophilus), e 4 S5k o J =F B BH ol sy T8 R 2 (P = 0.023), MATHE. I IREE . KW E
F R EMTEFELP =0.019, P=0.041, P=0.028; ¥ 4).

37. HFEAEMBREAERERIH

W 5, LEfSe 73 #rif4h R B RAE /K b e 41 5 BE T 1] (Firmicutes) 1) 3= 52 2 3 5 T B 4.
Patescibacteria. 7% J¥ 1 [](Proteobacteria) (1) F & B TA@ BE 2 TEA/KF b 28 fR AT 18 49 (Bacilli)« JitZk
i 49 (Actinobacteria) ft] 3= i i 2 = T f& BE 41, Gracilibacteria . # B 24X (Clostridia) « y- 7% % B 4
(Gammaproteobacteria) fit] = & & 1K T B4 78 H /K P _EFLAF B H (Lactobacillales) it =2 5 5 35 i il i
/H, Absconditabacteriales_ SR1 =FJ& i (LT FE4; 7ERIKF LEEEK B £ (Streptococcaceae) 1) =F Ji i 3
T, A HE R (Fusobacteriaceae) 1) 3 FE i K T B4 ; 78 J8 /K -F 5% K 5 )& (Streptococcus) 1)
R E T, M K E E (Alloprevotella) . #2 4T 1% J& (Fusobacterium) (1) =5 & 5 25 (6 T8 e 41 .
IR R 5V R R AT EE R 2 AT LAME N Biomaker 45Uk MRS R BRIZ Wi IR iS55
3.8. FTEELEFR RIS ThEEFN

4 PICRUSt2 (Phylogenetic Investigation of Communities by Reconstruction of Unobserved States) 1 7
BRI DR T 25 5L, LRI A I s BB KEGG T8, JRimi B A B M a2 = i@k . nlsl 6 fr
N, e M e AR AR R O e A B K 1) =F B 40 i) o5 PR 2B AS b BT A ACAE B 1 B 4 B, A D AE
WAL 95%C1 WY ZE L], FiLoN PAE. 5 =29 KEGG M Z, SR, Hmdfids
VR EY AR . AE G MR POR A SORA  HRAH IR AE T TH AT =

100% -

100% 4 B Unassigned B Unassigned
B Others B Others
80% - I Synergistota 80% - B Porphyromonas
@ unclassified_Bacteria [ Prevotella
9 . S
E 60% | B Cyanobacteria zgé, 60% B Alloprevotella
-§ @ Campylobacterota "g M Leptotrichia
:E B Patescibacteria g B Fusobacterium
5 40% g 40% A .
2 B Actinobacteriota 2 B Haemophilus
B Fusobacteriota B Prevotella_7
20% B Bacteroidota 20% A B Streptococcus
@ Proteobacteria I Neisseria
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H L H
Group Group

Figuer 4. Bar plots of the relative abundances of top 10 flora at the phylum and genus level
& 4. ITF1B7KF top 10 HEE RFFEIRE
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Figure 5. LEfSe analysis cladogram of the oral microbiota in healthy group and hepatocellular carcinoma group; histogram
of LDA value distribution
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Figure 6. Variance analysis chart of KEGG metabolic pathway between H and L groups
[ 6. H 4850 L 4A/8) KEGG RHigREFHHrE

4. VWHig

[ M 2 A A TS B T B 3 R O B, 3 B A% 1 T ) (B B AR A2 R B [10]
il e A3 N TR B R, AT SRV (1BD) HIV I T L 45 e £ 4 P S 2
2L 1 kT P B A BT A . 1998 4F T BUR (Marshal )2 32 1 “ i - FF 44, FLUCK 1 i
G B KRG, TERNZE P A SRR L T T T A e T AT X ) S R .
BT L0 P9 L 250 B 0 LA SR IS W0 0o 5 R S B LR A B2 T 2838 X EA i 7 30
ANEYIRREN), (E 75 B 5 AR AT 105 F1 3R AR 2 1A it 26 R AR F) 80.64% [11]. Xu Z5[12]42
S SR 5 P e B TR, TR AR, FEIE AL | IR R E AR EL AR
AT, MR 1 g 4N (%0 1011 AMINL)EEF 500~1500 mL MR 7R . Zhou S [13] kgl 1 -
f - JFE” FEYe, FH SRR S R 5 AN R 2 A S R AL 1. 1R il TR 25 5k
NEE, BRMESSRE, SOREMIN. 2. DR SR, B iR TR A 4
SRE. 3. CURSTHBERARE = N BRI I B b, B AR A TARBE B AR IRES . SBUBMERT 2. AT
AL SEPIR E F . Xu Z5[14]40 BI%E 15 FFFRE 414U 15 B8 2 414U AT Rnm B, R DL R 43 2%
SIEERE ], BAFUKTRA S, SRR R A KR TR S R .

ARFCIERL 16S rRNA 338 - 7 43 AR 7 A S5k P e B8 3 R0 ik R N 10 s B BE A D 2 B,
4 RN AL BEE Alpha ZREHESRBRAE, MEREXER, SWEWRSRA—. Li %1545
AT T FFF 3 1o o S 0 P05 7 BB i 6 M B A BREOR 0 BB ) R, 45 LRI SR S I 2
FEMERABIE 2T 90 B3 . ZAPRFREAL B LU (i R fA R 3 1) SB35 BAAG. Lu A [0] % 35 31 s £ 25 1 25
e e N5 5 B REHEAT WU PR 40077 45 SR P8 282 5 25 TR 2 PR S8 5475, oh 45 7 1 (Oribacterium)
MR FF 1 (Fusobacterium){F J9 5235 22 S B, 2 RIFIEWIRR S . BRACS A — S0 AT Ak S5 A B 4%
5, EZRMESRTE B LR, (AR . RN 52 BT SR R I DK 43 30 LA S RE A R SRR
JEIE . Weighted-Unifrac PcoA FAKRAMT, FLUIFNLL A4 MOERARLL, T REACER BOBRARIE . 45505
TR 5 AL R % 1 L P TR, L) BRI OLE R A . 05RO R 1 s T R A7 7
B

IR RO B, IR 2L 5 (e A 2 IV BV R AR ) (B AN ), X R W T L e
THEEN O RE R, Hoh SR LR AT R B ST, BRI R . ER
PIHENAT LA R R L. BRI TR T, T S S SR B 1 B i . BRI
(IZHB IR 22 ICRAME R, DAMEMEDC R N L, RIEER, SIERE. BERR . W, ot
Ji A SR [16] 0 G 0 9 S P B i A 1 T T R, SR PR B A 2 e AR I R 1
PR AL, IR/ b, 5l BELEAR LU e AL SRk v B B T v, TOMRAF R . N KR . W K R
JiE 2 AR o B T UIE SR A R 0 B4 0002 i 8 1 A o (K A1 [17] [18]. M EC TR 2 3 22 R M i,
AR RS FAEK . @ M A R —Fh SRR R SR, e AR IR “R8E 17 1
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TER . 5 IR R IR 5 B FE . I8 2 R VAL E S5 00 AH 5 [19] . LEFSe 20 T 590l 4 R 43 B 45 51
—E, LR BRI, R A O T DUA SRR M R I R T2 R (22 . PICRUS2 B A J: K] 0y e Fiill
SRR, SMERAMLL, FHmAEREY RN EYEGEARERS ., A RVEBR A ORE . IR AR
BT

1Btk TR BRI B, MATIAF S CRFRFRE L FTJE RB E 0 CF93  10 )% BL 2ok 35, A2 41
G B G5 I A6 T 1 S SIS S B T 18 Ik B [20] o B G N S AR AN R AR AE IR, RS B
BRI IR, Bl U . AR SR SE AL S R DU BB R A2, ROREKFIE R, IL-6. IL-18 Al
AT IgA BIEE NTHE, TIAE . MERIK Histatins-1 A1 5 [F£4K[21]. Wang Z5[22]F 52 5§ _E A= 4
B RE 2 1 52 ARG RoL e, MR U SRR & ARG K. 181 LI e g B3 2 )
Yo E B T e SR D s BRI [23] [24]. t TR R DS RE A, 40 e 40 S s S mi sz 45 10 1 i
Bt 240, AE AL BRI B i . X SO 1 75 1 38 26557 B 2 4 i N ifiL, 513 TNF-a 1L-1. 1L-6
S JSREAT RV, A I 1 % RE I 2B PP o 6 % s w5, SO I R 4B .

AW TG 20 15 B & AWM B 1 s BB 0T, AR AH DG SCBR R I, Ling 46[25]90 4 1
10 1 2 BT 9 R85 R0 10 481 £ AH S IR A4 65 T 11 s B R 6 T 19 24 100 s T AE AR FCARLALL, A PCoA
TR REX 3 FF K. — AR 10 6 ZFF ARG HFRE A 38 S5 4 AR A, o PR e . K55
FRAE, 57— 2R R AL B TE 5 A (18 M 2 78 23 B G 2 v 0 s B AL AN R AR T B i)
M.

s R 7 (R AR B 2 A, B sl B AR R DUCE YRR AR 1L, HED L ThRE oA, Wl LA
FIMBAR IR AERRE, ARSIt S % . RIA AT SN AR LR o, A
FUN AT T e S5 A R 1 X — R S 57 () VR R B, T I 0 R 10 1 T B R BRI BN 237, A
U, B S A DL TR TS RS i R O B AR, AR Dt TR A T R A A S B R A
N ] e S B R AR o RV, TR TR RN I R R D) (AR et K S L N B A, B
BERMT R AN “IR 7 i “H” , BFHFH—B. IR, ARWFICR D HTIE R SR 1) e
B DR, GIWnPRE E  ARPRS R AR . B S I R 5. R, APTRAEAE
B, B R RIS T B R FEAR A A S5 R B SR T .

5. &

JEURAE R 5 AR D R AR, HrP Rk R BT, M HR. U RER. &K
JE AR E B, RERG A 9 L s 5 Wk B S A A - 2

SE
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