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Abstract 24 

Background and Aim: Altera/ons in the gut microbiota strongly correlate with the onset of 25 

pancrea/c cancer (PC). However, any causal rela/onship between gut microbiota altera/ons 26 

and PC risk remains unknown.  27 

Methods: We comprehensively inves/gated PC-related microorganisms in European and East 28 

Asian popula/ons through the applica/on of Mendelian randomiza/on (MR). The PC 29 

genome-wide associa/on study (GWAS) databases for European and East Asian individuals 30 

were acquired from the UK and Japanese Biobanks, respec/vely. Primary analy/cal 31 

methods, including the inverse variance weighted (IVW) method, weighted median, 32 

Maximum likelihood method and MR PRESSO, were employed to es/mate the poten/al 33 

causal associa/on between gut microbiota and PC. Addi/onally, we performed sensi/vity 34 

analysis and reverse MR analysis. 35 

Results: By IVW method, overall 17 bacterial taxa were iden/fied with poten/al causal 36 

correla/ons to PC. The PC-associated gut microbiota signatures varied across different 37 

popula/ons. Among these, 4 specific taxa exhibited poten/al causality with PC, with 38 

sta/s/cal significance in all four MR methods. Specifically, the Alcaligenaceae family was 39 

iden/fied as protec/ve, while genus Su7erella, order Bacilliales and genus Enterohabdus 40 

were associated with increased risk of PC. Among the European popula/on within the UK 41 

biobank, the Alcaligenaceae family, genus Su7erella, and order Bacillales were connected to 42 

PC, while genus Enterohabdus was linked to PC in the Japanese cohort.  43 

Conclusion: Our study implicates certain members of the gut microbiota in PC onset based 44 

on gene/cs. Further inves/ga/ons of the gut-pancreas axis may lead to the development of 45 

novel microbiome targeted preven/on strategies for PC. 46 

Keywords 47 
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Introduc7on  50 

Pancrea/c cancer (PC), especially pancrea/c ductal adenocarcinoma, is one of the most 51 

lethal malignancies worldwide [1]. With an es/mated 49,830 deaths anributed to PC in 52 

2022, it remains the fourth most common cause of cancer-related deaths in the US [2]. 53 

Moreover, it is predicted to become the second leading cause of cancer-related deaths by 54 

2030 in the US [3]. The incidence and mortality rates of PC are con/nuously increasing year 55 

by year, unfortunately with minimal progress in the overall survival rate [4]. Thus, it is urgent 56 

to gain a deeper understanding of the biological mechanisms underlying PC carcinogenesis, 57 

poten/ally leading to novel treatment and management strategies for PC to reduce such 58 

public health burden. 59 

The role of the gut microbiome in PC development, known as the microbiome-pancreas axis, 60 

has gained significant anen/on [5]. Microbiota from the gut can enter the pancreas via the 61 

circulatory system or pancrea/c duct [6, 7]. Numerous research studies have revealed that 62 

gut microbiota altera/ons are involved in the advent of PC [8-11], even though the 63 

underlying molecular mechanisms remain unclear. Moreover, some epidemiological studies 64 

have demonstrated that the risk of PC is posi/vely correlated to the abundance of some gut 65 

microbiota, such as Aggrega;bacter ac;nomycetemcomitans, Porphyromonas gingivalis and 66 

Helicobacter Pylori [10, 12, 13]. These studies indicated that the gut microbiota could serve 67 

as biomarkers for PC in clinical prac/ce and be u/lized for early detec/on of PC and 68 

prognosis of outcomes. However, a causal role for the gut microbiota in PC has not been 69 

established, due to confounding factors and the poten/al for reverse causality [14-16]. 70 

Mendelian randomiza/on (MR) is an epidemiological method whereby gene/c variants are 71 

employed as instrumental variables (IVs) to determine the causal rela/onship between risk 72 

factors and disease outcomes [17, 18]. The use of gene/c variants is advantageous as they 73 

are randomly distributed during concep/on, reducing the impacts of confounding factors 74 

and elimina/ng reverse causa/on bias. Consequently, MR analysis is less suscep/ble to the 75 

influence of environmental and self-adopted confounding factors [19]. In this study, MR 76 

offers a valuable approach to es/mate the causal link between the gut microbiota and the 77 

risk of PC. 78 

Using MR analysis, previous studies have iden/fied the causal rela/onships between the gut 79 

microbiome and several cancers, including liver cancer [20], colorectal cancer [21], and lung 80 

cancer [22]. However, any causal associa/on between the gut microbiota and PC is s/ll 81 



unclear. Furthermore, most MR studies are largely derived from European popula/ons, 82 

while there is a limited number of studies employing MR analysis in non-European cohorts. 83 

Here, we performed a two-sample MR analysis to evaluate the associa/on between the gut 84 

microbiome and PC risk among both European and East Asian popula/ons. Our study can 85 

enhance the theore/cal basis for the gut-pancreas axis leading to novel insights into the 86 

predictors of PC as well as poten/al treatment targets. 87 

Methods 88 

Exposure data 89 

Gene/c variants related to the gut microbiota composi/on were acquired from the large-90 

scale genome-wide associa/on study (GWAS) [23]. The gut microbiota was profiled by 91 

targe/ng three variable regions V1–V2, V3–V4 and V4 of the 16S rRNA gene. The meta-92 

analysis encompassed a total of 18,340 par/cipants derived from 24 cohorts origina/ng 93 

from several countries including the United States, Canada, Israel, South Korea, Germany, 94 

the United Kingdom. Following adjustment for age, gender, technical covariates, and gene/c 95 

principal components, the quan/ta/ve microbiome trait loci analysis yielded a total of 211 96 

GWAS summary sta/s/cs associated with microbial taxa. These were 9 phyla, 16 classes, 20 97 

orders, 35 families (including 3 families with unknown classifica/on), and 131 genera (with 98 

12 genera of unknown classifica/on). The summary data is available for download from 99 

hnps://mibiogen.gcc.rug.nl/.  100 

Outcome data 101 

The UK Biobank and the Japan Biobank were used to inves/gate the causal rela/onship 102 

between the microbiome and pancrea/c cancer. The cohort data from the UK Biobank of PC 103 

involved 589 PC cases and 393372 healthy control. Summary analysis sta/s/cs are available 104 

from the Lee Lab (hnps://www.leelabsg.org/resources).  The summary GWAS data of the 105 

Japan Biobank included 442 PC cases and 195745 healthy controls. Data was acquired from 106 

the IEU Open GWAS project (hnps://gwas.mrcieu.ac.uk/datasets/).  107 

Assump7ons 108 

The schema/c representa/on of the inves/ga/on is depicted in Figure 1. In this study, the 109 

gut microbiota was considered as the exposure, while PC was regarded as the outcome. 110 

Three fundamental assump/ons were necessary for a proper MR study. First, the gene/c 111 

variants designated as IVs were strongly related to the exposure. Second, the rela/onships 112 

https://mibiogen.gcc.rug.nl/
https://www.leelabsg.org/resources
https://gwas.mrcieu.ac.uk/datasets/


between gene/c varia/ons and outcomes were not influenced by any other confounding 113 

variables. Third, it should be noted that the impact of gene/c varia/ons on the outcome was 114 

only mediated by their influence on the specific exposure under inves/ga/on. It meant that 115 

no occurrence of horizontal pleiotropy was shown between the gene/c variants and the 116 

outcome. 117 

Instrumental variable selec7on 118 

Excluding 15 unknown classifica/ons, a total of 196 taxa at five different levels (phylum, 119 

class, order, family, and genera) were conducted as the exposure datasets. Poten/al IVs were 120 

selected by single nucleo/de polymorphisms (SNPs) with a less stringent significant 121 

associa/on at a threshold of P < 1.0 × 10−5. The approach was employed to augment the 122 

pool of SNPs accessible for conduc/ng sensi/vity tests, as demonstrated in prior studies [23, 123 

24]. Independent SNPs were clumped as IVs based on linkage disequilibrium (LD) R2 < 0.01 124 

and clumping distance equal to 10,000 kb. The strengths of the IVs were es/mated by F 125 

sta/s/cs. Specifically, the extent to which the IVs accounted for variance was computed for 126 

each exposure. F sta/s/cs were calculated with the following equa/on, r2 * (N – 1 – k)/ [(1 – 127 

r2)* k], where r2 was the variance explained, N was the sample size and k was the number of 128 

IVs [25]. To calculate F sta/s/cs for independent IVs, k was equal to 1. Finally, independent 129 

IVs with F-sta/s/cs below 10 were deemed to be weak IVs and therefore were eliminated 130 

from the analysis. To iden/fy whether selec/ve IVs were associated with confounders, 131 

PhenoScanner was applied to exclude IVs significantly associated (P < 5x10-8) with poten/al 132 

confounders (i.e., obesity, smoking, diet, or other diseases). 133 

Mendelian randomiza7on analysis 134 

MR analysis was conducted in R using TwoSampleMR package version 0.5.7 [26]. Selected 135 

IVs from different gut microbiota taxa were combined with the PC outcome SNPs dataset. To 136 

ensure the effects of SNPs on the exposure corresponding to the same allele as the effects 137 

on the outcome, shared SNPs were harmonised across exposure and outcome databases. At 138 

least 3 shared SNPs available between exposure and outcome were then selected for further 139 

MR analysis. To evaluate causal es/mates between the gut microbiota and the risk of PC, MR 140 

causality tests were performed using four different approaches: inverse-variance-weighted 141 

(IVW) method, weighted median, maximum-likelihood method and MR-PRESSO [27]. In 142 

par/cular, the IV method of es/ma/on was fundamentally a meta-analysis technique which 143 

was operated under the assump/on that IVs had a causal impact on the outcome solely 144 



through the exposure, rather than through any other pathways [28]. The weighted median 145 

es/mator provided valid es/ma/ons of causal effect when no more than 50% of the 146 

informa/on was from invalid instruments. MR PRESSO was employed to es/mate the 147 

pleiotropy, which corrected the es/ma/on by elimina/ng outliers from the IVW model. 148 

Therefore, the presence of a causal rela/onship was determined when a sta/s/cally 149 

significant P value (P < 0.05) was obtained from any of the four methods used in the MR 150 

analysis. 151 

Sensi7vity analysis 152 

Afer MR analysis, sensi/vity analysis was performed to evaluate poten/al heterogeneity 153 

and pleiotropy. The Cochran’s Q sta/s/cs were employed for heterogeneity analysis. When 154 

the p-value of Q sta/s/cs was less than 0.05, it might be interpreted as evidence of 155 

heterogeneity. MR-Egger intercept, as well as MR-PRESSO test, were conducted to monitor 156 

the poten/al horizontal pleiotropy. An insignificant P value (P > 0.05) in the MR-Egger 157 

intercept test was defined as the absence of pleiotropy. The MR-PRESSO test was also 158 

conducted to examine pleiotropic biases and address the pleiotropic effects by elimina/ng 159 

outliers. MR analysis report was not supported by the MR PRESSO outliers-adjusted test 160 

(P > 0.05) represen/ng substan/al pleiotropy. In addi/on, leave-one-out analysis was 161 

performed to determine if the causal es/mates were biased by any one single SNP. Leave-162 

one-out analysis was able to iden/fy one SNP driving the signal when all, but one leave-one-163 

out configura/on had P < 0.05. 164 

Reverse MR analysis 165 

To determine whether PC had any causal impact on the iden/fied significant microbiota, a 166 

reverse MR analysis was conducted (PC as the exposure and the iden/fied significant gut 167 

microbiota as the outcome), by using SNPs that were strongly associated with PC as IVs (p < 168 

5x10-6). Causal tests based on the MR framework were then conducted, following the same 169 

methodology as described in the sec/on “Mendelian randomiza/on analysis”. To eliminate 170 

intricate causality possibility, we also excluded any results in which the P-value of reverse 171 

MR was less than 0.05. 172 



Results 173 

Selec7on of instrumental variables 174 

IVs were sorted by p < 1x10-6. Afer excluding unknown bacterial genera or ones containing 175 

less than three IVs, a total of 119 bacterial genera were used as exposure datasets. The F-176 

sta/s/cs of IVs were more than 10, sugges/ng that there was no evidence of weak 177 

instrument bias. Details about the selected IVs for 119 genera were shown in 178 

Supplementary Table S1. 179 

Associa7on of specific members of the gut microbiota with PC 180 

In the MR analysis, 17 bacterial genera were gene/cally predicted associated with the risk of 181 

PC in the IVW method of MR analysis. Specifically, there were 11 genera (class Bacyeroidia, 182 

family Alcaligenaceae, family Veillonellacease, genus Bilophila, genus Eggerthella, genus 183 

LachnospiraceaeUCG004, genus LachnospiraceaeUCG010, genus Parasu7erella, genus 184 

Su7erella, order Bacillales, and order Bacteroidales) in European ancestry from the UK 185 

Biobank (Table 1), while 6 genera (class A;nobacteria, family Christensenellaceae, genus 186 

Ruminococcusgnavus group, genus Enterohabdus, genus Ruminococcus1, order 187 

Burkholderiales) were iden/fied in East Asian ancestry from the Japan Biobank (Table 2). The 188 

scaner plots of IV poten/al effects on PC versus gut microbiota in the European and East 189 

Asian popula/ons were demonstrated in Supplementary Figure S1 and S2, respec/vely. In 190 

order to iden/fy the strongest evidence of significant risk factors between any microbial taxa 191 

and PC, 17 significant bacterial genera were valued in 4 different MR analysis methods (IVW, 192 

weighted median, Maximum likelihood, and MR PRESSO). The most significant risk factors 193 

were required to achieve a p-value below 0.05 in all four dis/nct techniques of MR analysis. 194 

Hence, four microbial taxa were iden/fied that fulfilled these requirements, including three 195 

taxa (family Alcaligenaceae, genus Su7erella, and order Bacillales) being associated with PC 196 

in the UK Biobank cohort, and one taxon (genus Enterohabdus) being associated with PC in 197 

Japan Biobank cohort (as shown in Table 1 and 2). Meanwhile, the IVW, weighted median, 198 

Maximum likelihood, and MR PRESSO, all 4 analysis methods produced similar casual 199 

es/mates for magnitude and direc/on. In detail, the family Alcaligenaceae (OR = 0.5, 95% CI 200 

= 0.29-0.86, p = 0.011, IVW) had a protec/ve effect on PC in European popula/ons, while 201 

genus Su7erella (OR = 2.25, 95% CI = 1.27-3.99, p = 0.005, IVW) and order Bacillales (OR = 202 

1.60, 95% CI = 1.18-2.16, p = 0.002, IVW) were associated with a higher risk of PC. The 203 

findings from the Japanese cohort indicated a heightened likelihood of developing PC 204 



correlated with the presence of the genus Enterohabdus (OR = 2.38, 95% CI = 1.40-4.04, p = 205 

0.001, IVW).   206 

Sensi7vity Analyses 207 

The Cochran’s Q sta/s/cs for all 17 significant risk factors of gut microbiota in PC showed no 208 

significant heterogeneity (p > 0.05) (Supplementary Table S2). Meanwhile, no evidence of 209 

horizontal pleiotropy for gut microbiota in PC with p > 0.05 was demonstrated by the MR-210 

Egger regression intercept approach (Supplementary Table S3). The heterogeneity of 17 211 

significant risk factors of PC was also revealed by the MR-PRESSO global test, and the 212 

analysis revealed no outliers in the results (Supplementary Table S4). Moreover, leave-one-213 

out analysis exhibited no significant difference in causal es/ma/ons of all 17 bacterial 214 

genera on PC (Supplementary Figure S3 and S4). No associa/on between Pancrea/c cancer 215 

and the following taxonomic groups was observed in the reverse MR analysis of the UK 216 

Biobank data: class Bacyeroidia, family Alcaligenaceae, family Veillonellacease, genus 217 

Bilophila, genus Eggerthella, genus LachnospiraceaeUCG004, genus 218 

LachnospiraceaeUCG010, genus Parasu7erella, guens Su7erella, order Bacillales, and order 219 

Bacteroidales (Table 3). As there were few IVs iden/fied from the Japanese Biobank, only 7 220 

IVs were selected even when the cut-off p-value was set as 1x10-5. Therefore, we could not 221 

perform reserve MR analysis between PC and the gut microbiome in the popula/on from 222 

Eastern Asia. Detailed informa/on on the IVs (P value < 5x10-6) used in the reverse MR 223 

analyses was shown in Supplementary Table S5. 224 

Discussion  225 

Our study used MR analysis to offer valuable insights into the poten/al causal rela/onship 226 

between gut microbiota and PC. IVW es/mates suggested that within the European 227 

popula/on, class Bacteroidia, family Alcaligenaceae, genus Eggerthella, genus 228 

LachnospiraceaeUCG004, genus Parasu7erella, order Bacteroidales were related to the 229 

reduced risk of PC, while family Veillonellaceae, genus Bilophila, genus Lanchnospiraceae 230 

UCG010, genus Su7erella, and order Bacillales were posi/vely related to the risk of PC. In 231 

the East Asian popula/on, several gut microbiota members were iden/fied to be related to 232 

the reduced risk of PC, including family Christensenellaceae, genus Ruminococcusgnavus 233 

group, genus Ruminococcus 1, and order Burkholderiales, while the level of class 234 

Ac;nobacteria and genus Enterorhabdus were posi/vely related to the PC. These findings 235 



not only contribute to the advancement of our knowledge of microbiota in the development 236 

of cancer, but also highlight the importance of ethnicity in the risk of PC. 237 

Based on the PC GWAS database from the UK biobank and the Japan biobank, our study 238 

indicated that the PC-associated gut microbiome displayed widespread regional differences. 239 

Furthermore, a recent meta-analysis conducted on the Finnish biobank data iden/fied a 240 

dis/nct group of bacteria associated with PC. However, these findings varied from the results 241 

obtained from biobanks in the UK and Japan. [29, 30]. All this evidence suggested that the 242 

PC-related gut microbiota signatures varied across different popula/ons. Previous studies 243 

demonstrated strong associa/ons between race (European, African, Asian) and different 244 

genera abundances in most cancer types [31]. The incidence of PC is greater in Europe than 245 

in East Asia [32]. The disparity may be associated with gut microbiome differences. However, 246 

the microbiome profiles among various racial groups in PC, are not well understood. The 247 

different abundant bacteria might be anributed to various dietary panerns among 248 

individuals from dis/nct regions. It is noteworthy that the diversity in human gut 249 

microbiome composi/on between ethnic groups manifests as early as three months afer 250 

birth [33]. Hence, diverse geographic popula/ons should be considered in the microbiota-251 

based disease models [34]. The iden/fica/on of unique gut microbiota linked to PC in the UK 252 

and Japan provide an opportunity to further conduct country-specific studies on the 253 

development of PC. 254 

The findings generated from our MR analysis were consistent with the previously published 255 

results obtained from 16s rRNA sequencing of microbiota in PC pa/ents. The clinical PC 256 

faecal microbial profile by 16s rRNA sequencing reported that Eggerthella and Parasu7erella 257 

were significantly decreased in PC pa/ents compared with healthy control [35]. Another 258 

faecal microbiome signature in PC pa/ents was characterised by a decreased presence of 259 

bacterial families commonly in the healthy gut, namely Ruminococcaceae and 260 

Lachnospiraceae; and an increased presence of Veillonellaceae [36]. Addi/onally, a 261 

comparison of the rela/ve abundances of each microbial species revealed that Su7erella 262 

Wadsworthensis and Bilophila were significantly enriched, while Bacteroildes Roden;um was 263 

significantly decreased in PC as compared with healthy controls [37, 38]. Thus, the two-264 

sample Mendelian randomiza/on study is thought to provide a convincing approach for 265 

evalua/ng the rela/onships between gut microbiota and PC, as it is compa/ble with faecal 266 

16s sequencing results. 267 



According to our findings, a decrease in the abundance of Lachnospiraceae and 268 

Ruminococcaceae, as well as an increase in Veillonellaceae, were associated with the PC risk. 269 

Strikingly, a similar profile of altered gut microbiota was also exhibited in the pa/ents 270 

diagnosed with cirrhosis [39, 40]. In a linkage study in southern England, elevated risks of PC 271 

were iden/fied to be related to earlier liver diseases, such as alcoholic cirrhosis, primary 272 

biliary cirrhosis and unspecified cirrhosis [41]. Combined with our results, new research will 273 

be proposed that a poten/al role of altered gut flora in cirrhosis pa/ents could contribute to 274 

the increased suscep/bility to PC. Besides, it is well acknowledged that obesity substan/ally 275 

elevates the risk of PC; however, the underlying mechanisms connec/ng the two remain 276 

poorly understood [42]. The genus Eggerthella, as a protec/ve factor for PC, exhibited a 277 

significantly lower abundance in obese individuals compared to non-obese ones [43]. 278 

Conversely, the genus Su7erella as a risk factor for PC, exhibited an increase in obese people 279 

[44, 45]. Given the similarity of the microbiota profiles between the obese popula/on and 280 

PC pa/ents, it is reasonable to assume that the microbiota altera/on, such as the metabolic 281 

changes linked to the Eggerthella and Su7erella [46], could mediate the mechanism by 282 

which the obesity ini/ates the development of PC. Taken together, our study can provide 283 

novel insights into the rela/onships between PC, the microbiome and other risk factors, 284 

which could enhance our knowledge of PC development. 285 

The therapeu/c techniques aiming at the cancer-associated microbiome have been 286 

conducted in clinical trials. In this context, our study found that Ruminococcus and 287 

Lachnospiraceae were severed as the protec/ve role of PC, sugges/ng novel and poten/al 288 

treatment targets for gut microbiome-based therapy. Hester et al. [47] demonstrated that 289 

the consump/on of a substan/al quan/ty of dietary fibre led to the produc/on of a 290 

significant level of butyrate produc/on by several bacterial family, such as Lachnospiraceae 291 

and Ruminococcaceae, which had preven/ve proper/es against the development of colon 292 

cancer. The u/liza/on of probio/cs in healthy individuals has been found to inhibit the 293 

development of colon carcinoma by increasing the number of Ruminococcus species and 294 

Clostridiales bacteria [48, 49]. Therefore, the use of probio/cs containing Ruminococcus 295 

could have promise as a novel therapeu/c approach for mi/ga/ng the onset of PC. On the 296 

other hand, based on our findings, other PC-associated microbiota are worthy of further 297 

inves/ga/on, making this a promising direc/on for targeted gut microbiome-based therapy 298 

for PC. 299 



Our study has several limita/ons. First, our research included a total of 119 microbial taxa; 300 

however, we did not inves/gate poten/al causal associa/ons at the species level. Second, 301 

MR analysis is a computer-based correla/on analysis between gut microbiota and PC, 302 

without explaining the underlying process. It would be advantageous to validate the 303 

outcomes via func/onal experiments. Third, the present study included people of European 304 

and East Asian descent, perhaps restric/ng the generalizability of the findings to other 305 

popula/ons.  306 

In conclusion, this study iden/fied several candidate bacteria that have poten/al associa/on 307 

with PC. Varia/ons in the PC-associated gut microbiota signatures are evidenced with 308 

geographical loca/on, which may explain the disparity of PC incidence across na/ons. The 309 

iden/fica/on of PC-associated gut microbiota provides the founda/on for the explora/on of 310 

novel microbiota-targeted therapy for PC. Further studies are needed to bener characterise 311 

the poten/al role of these gut microbiota in the pathogenic mechanisms of PC. 312 
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Figure 1 517 
The study design and the overall workflow. 518 
 519 
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Table 1 545 
Causal associa/ons of the gut microbiota with pancrea/c cancer risk in the European 546 
popula/on. 547 
 548 
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 552 



Table 2 553 
Causal associa/ons of the gut microbiota with pancrea/c cancer risk in the East Asian 554 
popula/on. 555 
 556 
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Supplementary Figure 1 577 
Scaner plot of the associa/on between gut microbiota and pancrea/c cancer based on UK 578 
biobank database. 579 
(A) class Bacteroidia; (B) family Alcaligenaceae; (C) family Veillonellaceae; (D) genus 580 
Bilophila; (E) genus Eggerthella; (F) genus LachnospiraceaeUCG004; (G) genus 581 
LachnospiraceaeUCG010; (H) genus Parasu7erella; (I) genus Su7erella; (J) order Bacillales; 582 
(K) order Bacteroidales 583 

 584 
 585 
 586 
 587 
 588 



 589 
Supplementary Figure 2 590 
Scaner plot of the associa/on between gut microbiota and pancrea/c cancer based on 591 
Japan biobank database. 592 
(A) class Ac;nobacteria; (B) family Christensenellaceae; (C) genus 593 
Rumminococcusgnavusgroup; (D) genus Enterorhabdus; (E) genus Ruminococcus1; (F) ordr 594 
Burkhoderiales 595 
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Supplementary Figure 3 617 
Leave-one-out sensi/vity analysis for the associa/on between gene/cally predicted gut 618 
microbiota and pancrea/c cancer based on UK biobank database. 619 
(A) class Bacteroidia; (B) family Alcaligenaceae; (C) family Veillonellaceae; (D) genus 620 
Bilophila; (E) genus Eggerthella; (F) genus LachnospiraceaeUCG004; (G) genus 621 
LachnospiraceaeUCG010; (H) genus Parasu7erella; (I) genus Su7erella; (J) order Bacillales; 622 
(K) order Bacteroidales 623 

 624 
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 626 



Supplementary Figure 4 627 
Leave-one-out sensi/vity analysis for the associa/on between gene/cally predicted gut 628 
microbiota and pancrea/c cancer based on Japan biobank database. 629 
(A) class Ac;nobacteria; (B) family Christensenellaceae; (C) genus 630 
Rumminococcusgnavusgroup; (D) genus Enterorhabdus; (E) genus Ruminococcus1; (F) ordr 631 
Burkhoderiales 632 
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