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Abstract: Objective To study the expression of KAIl, Snail, Slug, and E-cadherin in nasopharyngeal carcinoma, and to analyze their relationship
with the prognosis of patients.Methods From June 2011 to July 2015, 212 paraffin—embedded specimens of nasopharyngeal carcinoma, 50 specimens
of chronic nasopharynx mucositis and 40 specimens of normal nasopharynx epithelium were collected from the Department of Pathology of the First
Affiliated Hospital of Gannan Medical College. The expressions of KAIl, Snail, Slug and E -cadherin in each specimen were detected by
immunohistochemistry. The relationship between the expressions of KAIl, Snail, Slug and E —cadherin and the prognosis of patients with
nasopharyngeal carcinoma was evaluated by Kaplan—Meier method. Cox regression was used to analyze the influence of clinical characteristics of
patients on their survival.Results The positive expression rates of KAIl, Snail, Slug and E-cadherin in nasopharyngeal carcinoma specimens were
25.94%, 65.09%, 65.09% and 31.60%, respectively. The positive rates of Snail and Slug expression in nasopharyngeal carcinoma specimens were
higher than those in chronic pharyngitis specimens and normal nasopharyngeal mucosa specimens (P<0.05). The positive expression rates of KAIl and
E-cadherin in nasopharyngeal carcinoma specimens were lower than those in chronic nasopharyngitis specimens and normal nasopharyngeal mucosa
specimens (P<0.05). KAIl was negatively correlated with Snail (r=-0.435) and Slug (r=—0.473), and positively correlated with E-cadherin (r=0.325).
Kaplan—Meier analysis showed that the overall survival time of Snail(+) and Slug(+) patients was shorter than that of Snail(-) and Slug(-) patients, and
the overall survival time of KAIl(+) and E—cadherin(+) patients was longer than that of KAIl(-) and E-cadherin(-) patients (P<0.05). Cox regression
analysis showed that KAIl, Snail, Slug, E-cadherin, lymph node metastasis, distant metastasis, and TNM stage were independent factors affecting the
prognosis of patients with nasopharyngeal carcinoma.Conclusion The expression of KAIl and Snail, Slug, E—cadherin is associated with EB-DNA
level, tumor size, lymph node metastasis, distant metastasis, TNM stage and prognosis of nasopharyngeal carcinoma. Combined detection can help
determine the prognosis of patients with nasopharyngeal carcinoma.
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