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Abstract: Colorectal cancer (CRC) is one of the leading causes of world cancer deaths. To improve the
survival rate of CRC, diagnosis and post-operative monitoring is necessary. Currently, biomarkers
are used for CRC diagnosis and prognosis. However, these biomarkers have limitations of specificity
and sensitivity. Levels of plasma lysyl-tRNA synthetase (KARS1), which was reported to be secreted
from colon cancer cells by stimuli, along with other secreted aminoacyl-tRNA synthetases (ARSs),
were analyzed in CRC and compared with the currently used biomarkers. The KARS1 levels of CRC
patients (n = 164) plasma were shown to be higher than those of healthy volunteers (n = 32). The
diagnostic values of plasma KARS1 were also evaluated by receiving operating characteristic (ROC)
curve. Compared with other biomarkers and ARSs, KARS1 showed the best diagnostic value for
CRC. The cancer specificity and burden correlation of plasma KARS1 level were validated using
azoxymethane (AOM)/dextran sodium sulfate (DSS) model, and paired pre- and post-surgery CRC
patient plasma. In the AOM/DSS model, the plasma level of KARS1 showed high correlation with
number of polyps, but not for inflammation. Using paired pre- and post-surgery CRC plasma samples
(n = 60), the plasma level of KARS1 was significantly decreased in post-surgery samples. Based
on these evidence, KARS1, a surrogate biomarker reflecting CRC burden, can be used as a novel
diagnostic and post-operative monitoring biomarker for CRC.

Keywords: lysyl-tRNA synthetase; colorectal cancer; serologic biomarker; diagnosis; monitoring;
noninvasive method
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1. Introduction

Colorectal cancer (CRC) is highly prevalent and is the second leading cause of cancer-associated
deaths in the world [1,2]. The five-year survival rate of CRC is approximately 50% and the incidence
of CRC is increasing [3]. The survival rate of CRC is related with metastasis and recurrence. When
colorectal cancer is properly diagnosed in the early stage or recurrence is detected by post-operation
monitoring, it can be cured through surgery and/or drug treatment increasing the survival rate. For
these reasons, an adequate diagnosis method is needed to improve the survival rate of CRC [4]. To
date, several diagnostic tools have been developed to provide useful information on CRC patients [5].
The main diagnostic tests for CRC are stool-based tests or structural examinations such as endoscopy
or radiographic imaging [6]. However, these tests have limited specificity, sensitivity, and convenience.
For example, stool tests, including fecal occult blood testing (FOBT) and the fecal immunochemical test
(FIT), might give false-positive results [7]. Although structural examinations, including colonoscopy
and computer tomography, are effective methods with high sensitivity and specificity, they are expensive
and cumbersome [8]. Therefore, more accurate and convenient diagnostic methods are needed.

To overcome these disadvantages, liquid biopsy and noninvasive and patient-compliant methods
are emerging as alternative diagnostic strategies for CRC [9]. For precise liquid biopsy, suitable
biomarkers should be developed and clinically validated. However, there is a lack of reliable and
specific biomarkers for the diagnosis and prognosis of CRC [10]. For example, carcinoembryonic
antigen (CEA), used as a blood marker for CRC diagnosis and monitoring [11], has limitations such
as non-specificity. As CEA is also detected in many other types cancer, such as breast, lung, and
pancreatic cancer and other malignancies [12], other diagnostic methods are required to confirm the
CEA results. To overcome the non-sensitivity of biomarkers, a panel of biomarkers was analyzed
for CRC diagnosis [13,14]. Although the panel biomarkers showed high sensitivity and specificity
for diagnosis, due to non-association with clinicopathologic features, specific single biomarkers are
needed for improved panel analysis [15]. For example, currently, methylated septin 9 (SEPT9), a Food
and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved biomarker [16–18], is not only used as single biomarker,
but also as panel analysis for higher specific and sensitive diagnosis.

Aminoacyl-tRNA synthetases (ARSs), which charge the amino acid to their cognate tRNA, are
essential components of the protein translational machinery. In addition to their catalytic role, various
non-canonical intracellular and extracellular biological activities of ARSs have been reported [19,20].
Recently, the extracellular activities of ARSs, secreted by different types of cells, were reported and
validated in clinical samples [21]. Among the ARSs, unique behaviors of lysyl-tRNA synthetase
1 (KARS1) has been strongly associated with cancer. Whereas membrane KARS1 has been found
to regulate tumor migration, secreted KARS1 exhibits proinflammatory functions in the cancer
microenvironment [22,23]. The overexpressed membrane-bound KARS1 induces tumor cell migration
for the progression of colon cancer [24]. KARS1 is normally anchored to the multi-synthetase complex
(MSC) in the cytosol but released from MSC through caspase 8-mediated N-terminal truncation.
Truncated KARS1 interacts with the syntenin–syndecan complex and is secreted via exosomes from
cancer cells [25]. In colon cancer cells, KARS1 is secreted due to inflammatory stimuli [23]. Although
the secretory pathway and function of KARS1 have been reported, its clinical relevance has not
been validated yet. Overexpressed membrane-bound KARS1 and secreted KARS1 induce tumor cell
migration and tumorigenic inflammation, respectively, for colon cancer progression [24]. Based on this,
we analyzed the plasma levels of KARS1 in human CRC samples and in a colitis-induced CRC mouse
model. In this study, the analysis of plasma KARS1 provided novel insights into the clinical relevance
of KARS1 in CRC.
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Collection of Human Samples

We collected 196 plasma samples from consecutively enrolled colorectal cancer (CRC) patients
(n = 164) and healthy volunteers (n = 32) at the Samsung Medical Center, Institute for Refractory
Cancer Research (SMC-IRCR, Seoul, Korea). Sixty pairs of plasma samples from pre- and post-surgery
colorectal patients were obtained from Severance Hospital of Yonsei University (Seoul, Korea). The
plasma collection procedure was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at SMC-IRCR (IRB
No.: 2010-04-004) and Severance Hospital of Yonsei University (IRB No.: 4-2016-0955).

2.2. Materials

To make the stock solution, 10 mg of azoxymethane (AOM, Sigma, St. Louis, MO, USA) was
dissolved in 1 mL of phosphate-buffered saline (PBS, Wellgene, Gyeongsan, Korea). This was diluted
in isotonic saline (CJ, Seoul, Korea) to a concentration of 1 mg/mL for treatment. Further, 12.5 g of
dextran sulfate sodium (DSS, MP Biomedicals, Illkirch-Graffenstaden, France) was dissolved in 500
mL of autoclaved water, passed through a 0.45-µm filter (Pall Corporation, New York, NY, USA), and
stored at 4 ◦C for one week.

2.3. Inflammatory-Induced Colorectal Colitis Cancer Model

Mouse experiments were performed according to the Animal Care and Use Committee guidelines
of Woojung Bio. Six-week-old male C57/BL6 mice (Nara Biotech, Seoul, Korea) were injected with 10
mg/kg of azoxymethane (AOM) or phosphate buffered saline (PBS) intraperitoneally (IP). They were
given 250 mL of autoclaved water or 2.5% dextran sulfate sodium (DSS) every two days for one week.
After one week, 2.5% DSS was replaced with autoclaved water for two more weeks, and this cycle was
repeated three times. Every three weeks, the blood of mice was collected and stored at −80 ◦C. In the
final week of the experiment, the mice were euthanized, and their colons were collected for analysis.
The weights of the mice were measured on a weekly basis.

2.4. Harvesting Mouse Plasma Samples

The mice were anesthetized, and their blood was collected using the Retro-Orbital plexus method
with a heparinized capillary tube (Kimble Chase, Rockwood, TN, USA). The samples were maintained
at room temperature with heparin for 30 min for clotting and then centrifuged for 15 min at 2000× g in
a pre-cooled centrifuge at 4 ◦C (Eppendorf, Hamburg, Germany). The supernatant, consisting of the
plasma, was collected and used for assay. The plasma was harvested every three weeks.

2.5. Enzyme-Linked Immunosorbent Assay (ELISA)

Plasma biomarkers levels were determined using commercial ELISA kits according the
manufacturer’s instructions. The samples from healthy controls and cancer patients were diluted at
ratios of 1:3 and 1:10, respectively. The ELISA kits for tumor necrosis factor-α (TNF-α), interleukin 10
(IL-10) and interleukin 6 (IL-6) were purchased from BD Bioscience (San Diego, CA, USA), kits for
glycyl-tRNA synthetase 1 (GARS1), histidyl-tRNA synthetase 1 (HARS1), and tryptophanyl-tRNA
synthetase 1 (WARS1) were from Cusabio (Wuhan, China). The ELISA kits for aminoacyl tRNA
synthetase-interacting multifunctional protein 1 (AIMP1) and CEA were from Elabscience (Wuhan,
China), the KARS1 ELISA kit was from Mybiosource (San Diego, CA, USA), and the CA 19-9 ELISA kit
was from Abnova (Taipei, Taiwan).

2.6. Statistical Analysis

Statistical analysis was performed using unpaired, two-tailed, Mann–Whitney U test for
nonparametric groups: Healthy individuals and colorectal cancer patients. The plasma biomarker
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levels were indicated using a box (25th–75th percentile)-whisker (10th–90th percentile) plot. Using the
results of ELISA, receiver operating characteristic (ROC) was performed to evaluate the discrimination
properties between the healthy individuals and CRC patients as negative and positive, respectively.
The area under the ROC curve (AUC) was used to evaluate the diagnostic accuracy of each marker.
The cutoff value was calculated to maximize the total value of sensitivity and specificity computed
from ROC analysis. The Pearson correlation coefficient (Pearson r) was used to analyze the correlation
between tumor size and each biomarker level in the CRC patient plasma. The paired student’s
t-test (two-tailed) was applied to compare the plasma biomarker levels in pre-/post-surgery CRC
samples. ROC analysis was also performed using paired pre- and post-surgery CRC patient samples,
and the sensitivity and specificity was calculated as previously described. The scattering dot plot
was used to represent the number of polyps for the in vivo model. The p values were calculated
using the Mann–Whitney test for the in vivo model. The statistical analysis was conducted using
GraphPad Prism 8.3.0 and SPSS 25.0. The data were presented as mean ± SEM. p <0.05 was considered
statistically significant.

3. Results

3.1. Plasma KARS1 Levels Were Increased in CRC Patients

To check the clinical relevance of plasma protein levels in CRC, blood samples were collected
from 164 CRC patients and 32 healthy controls (the clinical characteristics are summarized in Table 1).
To determine the plasma protein levels, ELISA was performed targeting secreted ARSs (AIMP1,
GARS1, HARS1, KARS1, and WARS1) [26], cancer-associated cytokines (TNF-α and IL-10), and
cancer biomarkers (CEA and CA19-9) (Figure 1). The plasma AIMP1, KARS1, and IL-10 levels were
significantly higher in the colorectal cancer patients than the healthy controls (p < 0.0001). Although
GARS1 showed a meaningful difference, the level of CRC patients was not higher than level of the
healthy control group (p < 0.05). The median plasma levels of AIMP1, KARS1, and IL-10 were 2600
pg/mL, 5007 pg/mL, and 167.9 pg/mL in CRC patients, respectively and 1711 pg/mL, 775.6 pg/mL, and
87.4 pg/mL in the healthy control group, respectively (Table S1). However, there was no significant
difference in the levels of known inflammatory cancer biomarkers, TNF-α and CEA, between the
two groups (CEA: p = 0.0676, TNF-α: p = 0.196). Secreted ARS proteins, HARS1 and WARS1, in
inflammation disease, did not show significantly difference between the two groups (HARS1: p =

0.602, WARS1: p = 0.2304) [21,27]. There was an appreciable difference in the plasma CA 19-9 levels, a
well-known cancer biomarker, between the two groups (p < 0.05).

Table 1. Clinical features of healthy controls and CRC.

Healthy CRC

No. No.

Total(n) 32 164

Sex
Male(n) 20 93
Female(n) 12 71

Age (years) 44.3 ± 9.27 60.2 ± 12.3

Tumor size (cm) - 5.75 ± 1.89

Cancer Grade

I - 14
II - 50
III - 50
IV - 50

CRC, colorectal cancer; No., Number.
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Figure 1. Levels of plasma biomarkers in colorectal cancer (CRC) patients and healthy controls. Levels:
(A) Aminoacyl-tRNA synthetase-interacting multifunctional Protein 1 (AIMP1), (B) glycyl-tRNA
synthetase 1 (GARS1), (C) histidyl-tRNA synthetase 1 (HARS1), (D) lysyl-tRNA synthetase 1 (KARS1),
(E) tryptophanyl-tRNA synthetase 1 (WARS1), (F) interleukin 10 (IL-10), (G) tumor necrosis factor-α
(TNF-α), (H) carcinoembryonic antigen (CEA), and (I) carbohydrate antigen (CA) 19-9 in the plasma of
healthy control (n = 32) and CRC patients (n = 164) were graphed as box and whisker plots. Except for
CA 19-9 (U/mL), pg/mL was used as the unit. p-Values were calculated using the Mann–Whitney U test.
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.0001.

3.2. Plasma KARS1 Level Showed Diagnostic Potential in CRC

Based on the initial findings, we narrowed down the novel biomarker candidates to KARS1,
AIMP1, GARS1, and IL-10, and further evaluated their diagnostic potential. The same cohort results,
previously determined by ELISA assay, were further analyzed by ROC analysis. Using ROC analysis,
their sensitivity and specificity were determined and compared to the current biomarkers, CA19-9 and
CEA (Table S2). ROC analysis showed that the diagnostic capability of plasma KARS1 (AUC: 0.8939,
p < 0.0001) was highest followed by IL-10 (AUC: 0.8203, p < 0.0001), AIMP1 (AUC: 0.7591, p < 0.0001),
and GARS1 (AUC: 0.6287, p = 0.0214). These findings showed that the sensitivity and specificity of
plasma KARS1 was the highest for CRC samples. Next, the AUC values of plasma KARS1 were used
to compare with those of known current biomarkers, CA 19-9 (AUC: 0.612, p = 0.0451) and CEA (AUC:
0.6022, p = 0.0676) (Figure 2A; Table S2). The results show that KARS1 and IL-10 had higher sensitivity
and specificity than CEA and CA19-9 in CRC. Since the currently used CRC biomarkers are also found
in other types of cancer, they are not specific for cancer segmentation. To determine the specificity of
plasma KARS1 level in CRC, the levels of KARS1, CEA, and CA 19-9 were also measured by ELISA in
the plasma of pancreatic cancer (PC) patients (n = 30) (Figure S1A–E). As previously reported, CEA
and CA 19-9 showed significant differences in their plasma levels between PC and healthy controls,
but not KARS1, implying the specificity of KARS1 toward CRC. The diagnostic value of plasma KARS1
levels in CRC was further analyzed using clinical characteristics. The Pearson correlation coefficient (r)
was used to analyze the correlation between the tumor size and plasma level of each marker. Whereas
plasma AIMP1 (r = −0.0506, p = 0.52), GARS1 (r = 0.0838, p = 0.286) and IL-10 (r = 0.0683, p = 0.385) did
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not show a meaningful r value, representing a noncorrelation with tumor size, the r value of plasma
KARS1 (r = 0.2183, p = 0.005), CEA (r = 0.1084, p = 0.167) and CA 19-9 (r = 0.2322, p = 0.003) showed a
positive correlation to tumor size (Figure 2B–D, Figure S2 and Table S3). Considering p value, only
plasma KARS1 and CA 19-9 levels were statistically meaningful in the Pearson correlation coefficient
analysis. Plasma KARS1 can be used as a diagnostic biomarker with the combined results of the ROC
and Pearson correlation coefficient analysis. Plasma KARS1 can be used as a diagnostic biomarker by
combining the results of the ROC and Pearson r analysis. Based on the plasma level and its correlation
with the cancer burden in CRC, we found that the diagnostic potential of KARS1 was better than that
of CEA and CA19-9.
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Figure 2. Diagnostic values of plasma KARS1 in CRC patients. Receiver operating characteristics
(ROC) curves for Aminoacyl tRNA Synthetases (ARSs) and cancer biomarkers were analyzed. ROC
curves of plasma KARS1, AIMP1, GARS1, IL-10, CA 19-9, and CEA (A) were used to differentiate CRC
patients from healthy controls. Correlation of CRC plasma levels of proteins, including KARS1 (B),
CA 19-9 (C), and CEA (D), with tumor size analyzed using Pearson correlation coefficient; AUC: Area
under ROC curve.

3.3. Validation of Diagnostic Potential of Plasma KARS1 Using Colitis-Induced CRC Mouse Model

As KARS1 is secreted during inflammation and CRC is highly associated with inflammation [28–30],
plasma KARS1 was investigated using the colitis-induced CRC mouse model, azoxymethane
(AOM)/dextran sodium sulfate (DSS) [31]. To compare plasma KARS1 levels in colitis and
colitis-induced CRC, mice were divided into AOM/DSS and DSS only groups. Mice were
intraperitoneally injected with PBS or AOM and were then given 2.5% DSS in their drinking water.
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After one week, the DSS was removed from the water for two weeks, which was considered one cycle.
The mice were treated for a total of three cycles as shown in the schematics (Figure 3A). After seven
days, the AOM/DSS and DSS only group had bloody stools and declining body weight. After two
more cycles of DSS ingestion without AOM injection, the AOM/DSS group exhibited more severe
bloody stool compared to the DSS only group. However, there was no significant difference in the
body weight between the two groups (Figure 3B). After three cycles, the mice were euthanized to check
for polyps in the colon. The number of colon polyps in the AOM/DSS group was greater than that of
DSS only group (Figure 3C).
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5
Figure 3. Plasma KARS1 level in colitis-induced colon cancer mouse model. (A) Schematic
representation of azoxymethane/dextran sodium sulfate (AOM/DSS) treatment. (B) Body weight
was monitored during the experiment for the AOM/DSS and DSS only treatment groups. (C) The
number of polyps were measured. Every three weeks, interleukin 6 (IL-6) (D), KARS1 (E), and AIMP1
(F) levels were determined using ELISA from the plasma isolated from AOM/DSS and DSS mice.
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.0001.

To investigate the cytokines and plasma KARS1 levels, plasma was collected every three weeks
and analyzed with ELISA. IL-6, a well-known inflammatory cytokine in several inflammatory forms
of cancer [32,33], was elevated with little difference between the AOM/DSS and DSS only groups
(Figure 3D). In contrast, the plasma KARS1 level was highly increased in AOM/DSS group compared
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to DSS group, (Figure 3E), while there was no significant in AIMP1 levels (Figure 3F). These results
show that plasma KARS1 is highly correlated to the carcinogenesis and presence of CRC rather than to
only inflammation.

3.4. Validation of Monitoring Potential of Plasma KARS1 in CRC

Since plasma KARS1 level was correlated with tumor size of CRC, we investigated whether
plasma KARS1 could be used as a monitoring biomarker. To validate the monitoring potential of
plasma KARS1, plasma samples for 60 paired pre- and post-surgery CRC patients were collected
(Table 2).

Table 2. Clinical features of paired pre- and post-surgery CRC patients.

CRC

No.

Total(n) 60

Sex
Male(n) 44

Female(n) 16

Age (years) 58.45 ± 10.63

Tumor size (cm) 1.88 ± 1.30

Cancer Grade

I -
II 3
III 47
IV 10

CRC, colorectal cancer; No., Number.

To remove the pre-secreted plasma KARS1 from primary tumors, post-surgery CRC plasma was
collected at five days after surgery. The plasma level of KARS1 and CEA was significantly decreased
in post-surgery patients compared with pre-surgery patients (Figure 4A,B; Table S4). Plasma KARS1
(p < 0.0001) showed greater statistical difference than CEA (p = 0.0293) (Table S4). Further analysis
was performed to check the monitoring potential for post-operative care with monitoring with plasma
KARS1 levels in paired pre- and post-surgery samples using ROC analysis. This confirmed the
significant monitoring value of plasma KARS1 levels (AUC: 0.8275, p < 0.0001), which was better than
that of CEA (AUC: 0.6740, p = 0.001) (Figure 4C–E). These results further support that plasma KARS1
is correlated with CRC and has better monitoring capability than the current monitoring marker, CEA.
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4. Discussion

The incidence of CRC is increasing worldwide, especially in early- and middle-aged people [2].
Although CRC can be diagnosed at an early stage using current diagnostics, the mortality rate has
remained high due to issues with patient compliance for diagnostics, especially structural examination
and recurrence [34]. CRC patients show 40% recurrence after surgery because remaining residues of
the primary tumor may still exist, so post-operative care with screening is necessary for improving
the survival rate [35]. Nevertheless, some patients do not comply with the structural diagnostic
examination. Even if the clinician performs colonoscopy or CT scan as a follow-up, there is a chance
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the recurrence could go undetected. Therefore, there is a clinical need for a reliable and sensitive
monitoring marker to detect the recurrence early, so that the clinicians can give proper treatment to help
the survival of the patient. One method to overcome this is to use reliable blood-based CRC biomarkers.
Although the established markers, CEA and CA19-9, were discovered several decades ago [36,37],
there has been an increase in the false-positives for CA19-9 and CEA, especially for CEA levels after
surgery [38–40]. Whereas other blood-based markers are promising diagnostic tools, they have rarely
been recommended for cancer monitoring during and after surgery in international guidelines [41]. Due
to this, physicians prefer using endoscopic or stool tests for screening and post-operation monitoring
of CRC patients despite their inconvenience and cost [42]. Hence, physicians and patients alike would
prefer a reliable diagnostic tool based on plasma biomarkers instead of the structural examination [43].

In our study, we showed that KARS1 is detected in the blood and can offer a more specific and
precise diagnosis and monitoring than current CRC biomarkers. To our knowledge, we demonstrated
the clinical use of KARS1 as a biomarker in CRC for the first time in this pilot study. Since KARS1 level
can be monitored using plasma, this sampling method is more convenient for the patients compared to
structural examination. Furthermore, the results show the induction and reduction of plasma KARS1
in AOM/DSS mice models and post-surgery CRC patients, respectively. Hence, KARS1 can be used as a
potential diagnostic and monitoring biomarker for post-operative care and can contribute to improved
management and follow-up treatments. Our data provides support for the clinical applications of
plasma KARS1 levels for the detection of CRC, especially during the early stage and after surgery.

Our results, which showed that plasma KARS1 was higher in CRC patients compared to healthy
individuals, can be used as a promising noninvasive diagnostic tool for clinicians and patients.
Moreover, KARS1 is more sensitive and specific than currently used CRC biomarkers, such as CEA
and CA19-9, to distinguish CRC patients from healthy control. These findings show that KARS1
is secreted into the blood from the tumors of CRC patients, and are consistent with our previous
report that KARS1 is secreted from colon cancer cell lines. Since plasma KARS1 is highly correlated to
primary tumor size of CRC patients and secreted KARS1 induces macrophage M2 polarization [24],
it can be attributed to CRC tumorigenesis and metastasis, perhaps functionally associated with its
macrophage M2 activity [44,45]. However, more mechanistic and clinical studies are needed to validate
the etiological contribution of plasma KARS1 to CRC.

Although the mechanism behind high plasma KARS1 levels during the pathogenesis of CRC
is not clear, it might have diagnostic potential for inflammatory bowel disease (IBD)-derived CRC.
In AOM/DSS mice models, the plasma KARS1 level was similar between the control and DSS only
treatment group. Plasma KARS1 was increased only in the AOM-DSS treatment group. Therefore,
plasma KARS1 could also be used to detect IBD-derived CRC. In addition, specific patient cohort-related
colorectal cancer, such as ulcerative colitis (UC) and Crohn’s disease (CD), are required to further
establish the clinical significance of these findings.

5. Conclusions

Our data shows that the level of Plasma KARS1 reflects the tumor size in CRC patients and
significantly associated with CRC. It was found to be more specific and sensitive than current CRC
biomarkers used for diagnosis and monitoring. In addition, the level of KARS1 in CRC plasma was
decreased post-surgery, which further strengthened the clinical relevance of plasma KARS1 in CRC.
Based on these findings, we would like to expand our research for use in the clinical field.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at http://www.mdpi.com/2077-0383/9/2/533/s1,
Table S1: Comparison of the plasma levels of ARSs and cancer biomarkers between healthy controls and CRC
patients; Table S2: Statistical summary for ROC analysis of plasma proteins; Table S3: Statistical summary for
Pearson correlation coefficient (Pearson r) of plasma proteins; Table S4: Comparison of the plasma level of KARS1
and CEA in paired pre- and post-surgery CRC patients; Figure S1: CRC specificity of plasma KARS1 as biomarker;
Figure S2: Pearson correlation coefficient of AIMP1, GARS1 and IL-10.
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Szczurko, G.; Myśliwiec, P.; Dadan, J.; Ladny, J.R.; Zwierz, K. The Diagnostics of Colorectal Cancer.
Contemp. Oncol. 2014, 18, 1–6.

7. Robertson, J.D.; Lee, J.K.; Boland, C.R.; Dominitz, J.A.; Giardiello, F.M.; Johnson, D.A.; Kaltenbach, T.;
Lieberman, D.; Levin, T.R.; Rex, D.K. Recommendations on Fecal Immunochemical Testing to Screen for
Colorectal Neoplasia: A Consensus Statement by the US Multi-Society Task Force on Colorectal Cancer.
Gastroenterology 2017, 152, 1217–1237.

8. Zafar, H.M.; Yang, J.; Armstrong, K.; Groeneveld, P. Cost Differences after Initial Ct Colonography Versus
Optical Colonoscopy in the Elderly. Acad. Radiol. 2015, 22, 807–813. [CrossRef]

9. Hamzehzadeh, L.; Yousefi, M.; Ghaffari, S.H. Colorectal Cancer Screening: A Comprehensive Review to
Recent Non-Invasive Methods. Int. J. Hematol. Oncol. Stem. Cell Res. 2017, 11, 250–261.

10. Vacante, M.; Borzì, A.M.; Basile, F.; Biondi, A. Biomarkers in Colorectal Cancer: Current Clinical Utility and
Future Perspectives. World J. Clin. Cases 2018, 6, 869–881. [CrossRef]

11. Chan, C.C.; Fan, C.W.; Kuo, Y.B.; Chen, Y.H.; Chang, P.Y.; Chen, K.T.; Hung, R.P.; Chan, E.C. Multiple
Serological Biomarkers for Colorectal Cancer Detection. Int. J. Cancer 2010, 126, 1683–1690. [CrossRef]

12. Duffy, M.J. Carcinoembryonic Antigen as a Marker for Colorectal Cancer: Is It Clinically Useful? Clin. Chem.
2001, 47, 624–630. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Fung, K.Y.; Tabor, B.; Buckley, M.J.; Priebe, I.K.; Purins, L.; Pompeia, C.; Brierley, G.V.; Lockett, T.; Gibbs, P.;
Tie, J.; et al. Blood- Based Protein Biomarker Panel for the Detection of Colorectal Cancer. PLoS ONE 2015,
10, e0120425. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Garcia-Bilbao, A.; Armananzas, R.; Ispizua, Z.; Calvo, B.; Alonso-Varona, A.; Inza, I.; Larranaga, P.;
Lopez-Vivanco, G.; Suarez-Merino, B.; Betanzos, M. Identification of a Biomarker Panel for Colorectal Cancer
Diagnosis. BMC Cancer 2012, 12, 43. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Robin, X.; Turck, N.; Hainard, A.; Lisacek, F.; Sanchez, J.C.; Muller, M. Bioinformatics for Protein Biomarker
Panel Classification: What Is Needed to Bring Biomarker Panels into in Vitro Diagnostics? Expert Rev.
Proteom. 2009, 6, 675–689. [CrossRef]

16. Ma, Z.Y.; Law, W.L.; Ng, E.K.O.; Chan, C.S.Y.; Lau, K.S.; Cheng, Y.Y.; Shin, V.Y.; Kwong, A.; Leung, W.K.
Methylated Septin 9 and Carcinoembryonic Antigen for Serological Diagnosis and Monitoring of Patients
with Colorectal Cancer after Surgery. Sci. Rep. 2019, 9, 10326. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.3322/caac.21395
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28248415
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2019-319511
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31488504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djw322
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28376186
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/bjc.2015.23
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.2017.7630
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.acra.2015.03.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.12998/wjcc.v6.i15.869
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ijc.24912
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/clinchem/47.4.624
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11274010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0120425
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25793510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2407-12-43
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22280244
http://dx.doi.org/10.1586/epr.09.83
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-46876-4


J. Clin. Med. 2020, 9, 533 12 of 13

17. Warren, J.D.; Xiong, W.; Bunker, A.M.; Vaughn, C.P.; Furtado, L.V.; Roberts, W.L.; Fang, J.C.; Samowitz, W.S.;
Heichman, K.A. Septin 9 Methylated DNA Is a Sensitive and Specific Blood Test for Colorectal Cancer. BMC
Med. 2011, 9, 133. [CrossRef]

18. Sun, J.; Fei, F.; Zhang, M.; Li, Y.; Zhang, X.; Zhu, S.; Zhang, S. The Role of (M)Sept9 in Screening, Diagnosis,
and Recurrence Monitoring of Colorectal Cancer. BMC Cancer 2019, 19, 450. [CrossRef]

19. Kim, S.; You, S.; Hwang, D. Aminoacyl-Trna Synthetases and Tumorigenesis: More Than Housekeeping.
Nat. Rev. Cancer 2011, 11, 708–718. [CrossRef]

20. Park, S.G.; Schimmel, P.; Kim, S. Aminoacyl Trna Synthetases and Their Connections to Disease. Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. USA 2008, 105, 11043–11049. [CrossRef]

21. Ahn, Y.H.; Park, S.; Choi, J.J.; Park, B.K.; Rhee, K.H.; Kang, E.; Ahn, S.; Lee, C.H.; Lee, J.S.; Inn, K.S.; et al.
Secreted Tryptophanyl-Trna Synthetase as a Primary Defence System against Infection. Nat. Microbiol. 2016,
2, 16191. [CrossRef]

22. Kim, D.G.; Choi, J.W.; Lee, J.Y.; Kim, H.; Oh, Y.S.; Lee, J.W.; Tak, Y.K.; Song, J.M.; Razin, E.; Yun, S.H.; et al.
Interaction of Two Translational Components, Lysyl-Trna Synthetase and P40/37lrp, in Plasma Membrane
Promotes Laminin-Dependent Cell Migration. Faseb. J. 2012, 26, 4142–4159. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Park, S.G.; Kim, H.J.; Min, Y.H.; Choi, E.C.; Shin, Y.K.; Park, B.J.; Lee, S.W.; Kim, S. Human Lysyl-Trna
Synthetase Is Secreted to Trigger Proinflammatory Response. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2005, 102, 6356–6361.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Nam, S.H.; Kim, D.; Lee, D.; Lee, H.M.; Song, D.G.; Jung, J.W.; Kim, J.E.; Kim, H.J.; Kwon, N.H.; Jo, E.K.;
et al. Lysyl-Trna Synthetase-Expressing Colon Spheroids Induce M2 Macrophage Polarization to Promote
Metastasis. J. Clin. Invest. 2018, 128, 5034–5055. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Kim, S.B.; Kim, H.R.; Park, M.C.; Cho, S.; Goughnour, P.C.; Han, D.; Yoon, I.; Kim, Y.; Kang, T.; Song, E.; et al.
Caspase-8 Controls the Secretion of Inflammatory Lysyl-Trna Synthetase in Exosomes from Cancer Cells. J.
Cell Biol. 2017, 216, 2201–2216. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Bullwinkle, T.J.; Dewan, V.; Florentz, C.; Forsyth, K.-M.; Fox, P.L.; Gruic-Sovulj, I.; Guo, M.; Han, J.M.;
Ibba, M.; Kim, D.; et al. Aminoacyl-tRNA synthetases in biology and medicine; Kim, S., Ed.; Springer: Dordrecht,
The Netherlands, 2014.

27. Zhou, J.J.; Wang, F.; Xu, Z.; Lo, W.S.; Lau, C.F.; Chiang, K.P.; Nangle, L.A.; Ashlock, M.A.; Mendlein, J.D.;
Yang, X.L.; et al. Secreted Histidyl-Trna Synthetase Splice Variants Elaborate Major Epitopes for
Autoantibodies in Inflammatory Myositis. J. Biol. Chem. 2014, 289, 19269–19275. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

28. Aggarwal, B.B.; Shishodia, S.; Sandur, S.K.; Pandey, M.K.; Sethi, G. Inflammation and Cancer: How Hot Is
the Link? Biochem. Pharm. 2006, 72, 1605–1621. [CrossRef]

29. Wang, D.; Dubois, R.N.; Richmond, A. The Role of Chemokines in Intestinal Inflammation and Cancer. Curr.
Opin. Pharm. 2009, 9, 688–696. [CrossRef]

30. Kundu, J.K.; Surh, Y.J. Emerging Avenues Linking Inflammation and Cancer. Free Radic. Biol. Med. 2012, 52,
2013–2037. [CrossRef]

31. Neufert, C.; Becker, C.; Neurath, M.F. An Inducible Mouse Model of Colon Carcinogenesis for the Analysis
of Sporadic and Inflammation-Driven Tumor Progression. Nat. Protoc. 2007, 2, 1998–2004. [CrossRef]

32. Kinoshita, T.; Ito, H.; Miki, C. Serum Interleukin-6 Level Reflects the Tumor Proliferative Activity in Patients
with Colorectal Carcinoma. Cancer 1999, 85, 2526–2531. [CrossRef]

33. Galizia, G.; Orditura, M.; Romano, C.; Lieto, E.; Castellano, P.; Pelosio, L.; Imperatore, V.; Catalano, G.;
Pignatelli, C.; de Vita, F. Prognostic Significance of Circulating Il-10 and Il-6 Serum Levels in Colon Cancer
Patients Undergoing Surgery. Clin. Immunol. 2002, 102, 169–178. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Abulafi, A.M.; Williams, N.S. Local Recurrence of Colorectal Cancer: The Problem, Mechanisms, Management
and Adjuvant Therapy. Br. J. Surg. 1994, 81, 7–19. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Buie, W.D.; Attard, J.A. Follow-up Recommendations for Colon Cancer. Clin. Colon. Rectal. Surg. 2005, 18,
232–243. [CrossRef]

36. Gold, P.; Freedman, S.O. Demonstration of Tumor-Specific Antigens in Human Colonic Carcinomata by
Immunological Tolerance and Absorption Techniques. J. Exp. Med. 1965, 121, 439–462. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Magnani, J.L.; Steplewski, Z.; Koprowski, H.; Ginsburg, V. Identification of the Gastrointestinal and Pancreatic
Cancer-Associated Antigen Detected by Monoclonal Antibody 19–9 in the Sera of Patients as a Mucin. Cancer
Res. 1983, 43, 5489–5492. [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1741-7015-9-133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12885-019-5663-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrc3124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0802862105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nmicrobiol.2016.191
http://dx.doi.org/10.1096/fj.12-207639
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22751010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0500226102
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15851690
http://dx.doi.org/10.1172/JCI99806
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30188867
http://dx.doi.org/10.1083/jcb.201605118
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28611052
http://dx.doi.org/10.1074/jbc.C114.571026
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24898250
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bcp.2006.06.029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.coph.2009.08.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.freeradbiomed.2012.02.035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nprot.2007.279
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0142(19990615)85:12&lt;2526::AID-CNCR6&gt;3.0.CO;2-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/clim.2001.5163
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11846459
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/bjs.1800810106
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8313126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/s-2005-916284
http://dx.doi.org/10.1084/jem.121.3.439
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14270243
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6193872


J. Clin. Med. 2020, 9, 533 13 of 13

38. Passerini, R.; Cassatella, M.C.; Boveri, S.; Salvatici, M.; Radice, D.; Zorzino, L.; Galli, C.; Sandri, M.T. The
Pitfalls of Ca19-9: Routine Testing and Comparison of Two Automated Immunoassays in a Reference
Oncology Center. Am. J. Clin. Pathol. 2012, 138, 281–287. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. Litvak, A.; Cercek, A.; Segal, N.; Reidy-Lagunes, D.; Stadler, Z.K.; Yaeger, R.D.; Kemeny, N.E.; Weiser, M.R.;
Pessin, M.S.; Saltz, L. False-Positive Elevations of Carcinoembryonic Antigen in Patients with a History of
Resected Colorectal Cancer. J. Natl. Compr. Canc. Netw. 2014, 12, 907–913. [CrossRef]

40. Ardekani, A.E.; Amini, H.; Paymani, Z.; Fard-Esfahani, A. False-Positive Elevated Cea During Colon Cancer
Surveillance: A Cholecystitis Case Report Diagnosed by Pet-Ct Scan. J. Surg. Case. Rep. 2019, 6, 138.
[CrossRef]

41. Magro, F.; Gionchetti, P.; Eliakim, R.; Ardizzone, S.; Armuzzi, A.; Barreiro-de Acosta, M.; Burisch, J.;
Gecse, K.B.; Hart, A.L.; Hindryckx, P.; et al. Third European Evidence-based Consensus on Diagnosis and
Management of Ulcerative Colitis. Part 1: Definitions, Diagnosis, Extra-intestinal Manifestations, Pregnancy,
Cancer Surveillance, Surgery, and Ileo-anal Pouch Disorders. J. Crohn's Colitis 2017, 11, 649–670. [CrossRef]

42. Forbes, G.M. Colorectal Cancer Screening Tests: Pros and Cons, and for Whom? Expert Rev. Gastroenterol.
Hepatol. 2008, 2, 197–205. [CrossRef]

43. Jones, R.M.; Devers, K.J.; Kuzel, A.J.; Woolf, S.H. Patient-Reported Barriers to Colorectal Cancer Screening:
A Mixed-Methods Analysis. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2010, 38, 508–516. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Li, R.; Zhou, R.; Wang, H.; Li, W.; Pan, M.; Yao, X.; Zhan, W.; Yang, S.; Xu, L.; Ding, Y.; et al. Gut
Microbiota-Stimulated Cathepsin K Secretion Mediates Tlr4-Dependent M2 Macrophage Polarization and
Promotes Tumor Metastasis in Colorectal Cancer. Cell Death Differ. 2019, 26, 2447–2463. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Lan, J.; Sun, L.; Xu, F.; Liu, L.; Hu, F.; Song, D.; Hou, Z.; Wu, W.; Luo, X.; Wang, J.; et al. M2 Macrophage-Derived
Exosomes Promote Cell Migration and Invasion in Colon Cancer. Cancer Res. 2019, 79, 146–158. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1309/AJCPOPNPLLCYR07H
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22904141
http://dx.doi.org/10.6004/jnccn.2014.0085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jscr/rjz138
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ecco-jcc/jjx008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1586/17474124.2.2.197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2010.01.021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20409499
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41418-019-0312-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30850734
http://dx.doi.org/10.1158/0008-5472.CAN-18-0014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30401711
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Collection of Human Samples 
	Materials 
	Inflammatory-Induced Colorectal Colitis Cancer Model 
	Harvesting Mouse Plasma Samples 
	Enzyme-Linked Immunosorbent Assay (ELISA) 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Plasma KARS1 Levels Were Increased in CRC Patients 
	Plasma KARS1 Level Showed Diagnostic Potential in CRC 
	Validation of Diagnostic Potential of Plasma KARS1 Using Colitis-Induced CRC Mouse Model 
	Validation of Monitoring Potential of Plasma KARS1 in CRC 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References



