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	 Background:	 Lymph node metastasis is one of the most important prognostic factors for survival of patients with gastric 
cancer (GC) after surgical resection. Nevertheless, a considerable number of patients have node-negative dis-
ease. We performed the present systematic review to evaluate survival and identify prognostic factors in node-
negative GC patients undergoing curative intent resection.

	 Material/Methods:	 Relevant studies published between January 2000 and January 2015 were identified by searching the PubMed 
database and reviewed systematically. Summary relative risks (RR) and 95% confidence intervals (95% CI) were 
estimated using random-effects models.

	 Results:	 Thirty observational studies involving 12 504 patients were included in the review. Median 5-year overall surviv-
al was 84.3% (range, 53–96.3%). Pooled analysis showed that old age (RR, 1.26; 95%CI, 1.13–1.42), <D2 lymph 
node dissection (1.28; 1.05–1.55), larger tumor (1.18; 1.10–1.26), serosal invasion (2.03; 1.68–2.44), lymphatic 
invasion (1.25; 1.00–1.57), vascular invasion (1.67; 1.19–2.34), and lymphovascular invasion (1.93; 1.20–3.10) 
were significant association with decreased survival.

	 Conclusions:	 Surgical resection offers good overall survival for patients with node-negative GC. Tumor-related factors seem 
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Background

Gastric cancer (GC) is the fourth most common malignancy 
and the second-leading cause of cancer-related death world-
wide [1]. Lymph node metastasis is one of the most important 
prognostic factors for survival after curative gastrectomy [2]. 
However, many patients have node-negative disease on their 
pathologic examination. Nonetheless, data on survival of sur-
gical resection patients with node-negative GC, as well as pre-
dictors of prognosis, are relatively limited [3–9]. Most available 
studies were conducted in a single institution and included 
small groups of patients. Therefore, we performed the pres-
ent systematic review to evaluate survival and identify prog-
nostic factors in node-negative GC patients undergoing cura-
tive intent resection.

Material and Methods

Systematic search strategy

Using PubMed database, a systematic review was made of all 
peer-reviewed English-language papers published between 
January 2000 and January 2015 that reported patient survival 
after gastrectomy of node-negative GC. The following Medical 
Subject Headings terms were used: “gastric cancer,” “node 
negative,” or “lymph-node negative”. The reference lists of re-
trieved articles were reviewed for additional citations.

Criteria for inclusion and exclusion

Studies reporting the results of 5-year overall survival (OS) 
and disease-free survival (DFS) of node-negative GC patients 
undergoing curative-intent resection were included. Studies 
that focused on molecular markers, abstracts, editorials, ex-
pert opinions, animal studies, and studies with fewer than 100 
patients were excluded.

Data abstraction and quality assessment

Data regarding the following variables were extracted from 
each article by 2 authors (Yanming Zhou and Feng Yu) indepen-
dently: first author, year of publication, study period, sample 
size, study population characteristics, and outcomes of inter-
ests. The quality of articles was assessed using the Newcastle-
Ottawa Scale [10]. Discrepancies between the 2 reviewers were 
resolved by discussion and consensus.

Statistical analysis

Data are presented as median (range) unless otherwise stated. 
Risk estimates from univariate analysis or multivariate estimat-
ing survival were obtained from each study and meta-analyzed 

for the prognostic factors using a random-effects model. The 
pooled estimates for variables are reported as relative risks 
(RR) with 95% confidence interval (95% CI). If a study con-
tained subgroups of GC (such as stages) and consequent-
ly multiple RR, the individual RR were combined to yield an 
overall RR and used in the final meta-analysis. Statistical sig-
nificance was set at P<0.05. All analyses were performed us-
ing the Review Manager (RevMan) software, version 5.1 (The 
Cochrane Collaboration, Software Update, Oxford).

Results

A total of 30 publications with 31 reports met the inclusion 
criteria and were included for analysis. The characteristics of 
the patients included in the analyzed studies are summarized 
in Table 1 [3–9,11–33]. All studies were retrospective. Most 
reports originated from Asia (Japan, n=5; China, n=9; Korea, 
n=7; and other, n=3), followed by Europe (n =4) and the United 
States (n =3). These papers described 12504 patients. There 
were 8585 (68.6%) men and 3919 (31.4%) women. The medi-
an age ranged from 53 to 69.1 years. The median number of 
nodes examined ranged from 10.3 to 39.3.

The median follow-up period ranged from 36.5 to 124.6 months 
among the studies analyzed. Five-year OS was reported in all 
31 reports with a median value of 84.3% (range, 53–96.3%). 
Table 2 demonstrates the survival rates stratified by patient 
subgroups.

Results of the meta-analysis are shown in Table 3. Old age, 
<D2 lymph node dissection, larger tumor, serosal invasion, and 
vessel invasion were found to be significantly associated with 
poor OS (Figures 1–5). In contrast, tumor location, histology 
and adjuvant chemotherapy did not affect survival significantly.

Five-year DFS was reported in 4 studies with a median value 
of 77.7% (range, 57.3–96.3%) [14,19,28,30]. We did not fur-
ther analyze prognostic factors due to the small number of tri-
als and relatively small patient samples.

Discussion

Surgical resection is the treatment of choice for node-nega-
tive GC patients. The median 5-year OS is 84.3% ranging from 
53% to 96.3%. The discrepancy may be due to the variation in 
patient population, surgical experience on the part of the sur-
geon, and postoperative care at different centers.

Despite generally favorable therapeutic outcomes for node-
negative GC, a subset of these patients may still have relative-
ly poor outcomes, and therefore identification of prognostic 
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Reference
(year)

Period of
inclusions

Country N M/F
Age

(years)a
T stage
T1/³T2

TS
(cm)*

LND
﹤D2/³D2

NNE*
OM
(%)

FU
(months)

5-year
OS (%)

Bruno (2000) [3] 1986–1998 Italy 130 81/49 67 63/37 – 100/30 17.4 – 48.7 72

Hyung (2002) [4] 1993–1996 Korea 280 196/84 ³60, n=112 0/280 ³4.0, n=168 – 39.3 – 74 78.9

Kooby (2003) [5] 1985–2001 USA 465 286/179 67 188/277 3 114/333 23 – 36.5 79

Kim (2006) [6] 1986–2000 Korea 1524 988/536 56.9 804/720 2.9 262/1262 – – – 77.4

Kunisaki (2006) [7] 1975–1997 Japan 733 500/233 58.3 507/226 3.5 182/551 36.8 – 66.9 87.3

Park (2006) [8] 1993–2000 Korea 506 337/169 55.2 347/159 2.9 32/474 33.7 – 69.8 90.3

Lee (2007) [9] 1988–1999 Taiwan 384 296/88 ﹥65, n=228 301b/83 ³4.0, n=140 – – – 60.4 91.7

Deng (2008) [11] 1997–2000 China 112 70/42 54.2 – – 37/75 – 0 84 85.7

Otsuji (2008) [12] 1970–2001 Japan 221 143/78 59 0/221 5.3 28/193 – 1.8 – 77.1

Ichikawa (2009) 
[13]

1974–2006 Japan 828 560/268 60.9 651/177 3.6 – – – – 94.3

Baiocchi (2010) 
[14]

1992–2002 Italy 301 171/130 69.1 0/301 4.36 0/301 29.8 1.7 124.6 73.7

Saito (2010) [15] 1975–2000 Japan 277 169/108 60.9 0/277 6.1 21/256 – – – 84.9

Biffi (2011) [16] 2000–2005 Italy 114 67/47 63 52/59 – 0/114 22 0 76 92.1

Cao (2011) [17] 2000–2005 China 160 103/57 – 160/0 – – 10.3 – 68 85

Qiu (2011) [18] 2003–2008 China 222 157/65 58 26/196 4 – 26.3 – 58.3 73

Seshadri (2011) 
[19]

1991–2007 Indian 121 86/35 53 22/99 >3, n=85 23/98 22 – 58 68.2

Jeong (2012) [20] 1992–2010 Korea 967 643/324 ≥60, n=414 728/239 ³5, n=256 – – – 60 89.5

Liu (2012) [21] 1996–2007 China 234 158/76 56 67/167 3.4a 0/234 21.1 – 51.8 85

Sun (2012) [22] 1995–2001 China 458 336/122 56.7 0/458 – 30/428 24.6 – 69.7 62

Wang (2012) [23] 2001–2005 China 153 104/49 59 57/96 3.4 0/153 23 – 69 77.3

Xu (2012) [24] 1992–2006 China 435 293/142 56 97/338 >5, n=147 0/435 13.5 – 72 78.4

Chou (2013) [25] 1994–2006 Taiwan 448 297/151 62.8 0/448 3.7 – 25.9 Ex 78.7 84.3

Lee (2013) [26] 2003–2005 Korea 424 283/141 58 0/424 4.8a 0/424 27 0 63 92

Song (2013) [27] 1995–2005 Korea 598 404/194 58 598/0 2.0 96/502 – 0.3 68.4 96.3

Strong (2013) [27] 1995–2005 USA 159 90/69 69 148/– 1.8 39/119 – 1 68.4 88.0

Araki (2014) [28] 2000–2010 Japan 130 98/32 65.5 0/130 5.0 – – – 59 89

Jiao (2014) [29] 2000–2008 China 497 365/132 ﹥60, n=246 34/463 >4, n=245 – 13.8 Ex – 67.2

Xu (2014) [30] 1995–2008 China 492 381/111 ³60, n=237 158/234 3.79 – – – – 81.9

Dittmar (2015) [31] 1994–2011 Germany 228 144/84 63 – – – – Ex 59 83

Lee (2015) [32] 2001–2010 Korea 586 398/188 57 471/15 – 28/558 34 – 74.9 92

Jin (2015) [33] 2000–2012 USA 317 176/141 66 143/174 3.5 139/178 17 Ex 68 53

Table 1. Clinical background of included studies.

M – male; F – female; TS – tumor size; LND – lymph node dissection; NNE – number of nodes evaluated; FU – follow-up; 
OM – operative mortality; Ex – excluded; OS – overall survival; * mean or median.
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Patient group
5-year overall survival

Median (range)
No. of studies

All patients 	 84.3%	 (62–96.3%) 29

Sex 14

	 Male 	 84%	 (66–94.2%)

	 Female 	 84.7%	 (58–97%)

Age (years) 13

	 Old 	 79.4%	 (64.2–93.1%)

	 Young 	 89.3%	 (65.1–96%)

Lymph node dissection 6

	﹤ D2 	 74.3%	 (63–88.2%)

	 ³D2 	 82.3%	 (73.2–91.5%)

Tumor size 14

	 Larger 	 71.8%	 (48.7–91.4%)

	 Smaller 	 88.8%	 (71–97%)

Location

	 Upper 	 83.4%	 (34.8–93.3%) 12

	 Middle 	 85%	 (53.2–95.8%) 12

	 Lower 	 86.5%	 (62.3–3.4%) 12

	 Whole 	 61.4%	 (25–70%) 5

T stage

	 T1 	 93%	 (85–97%) 13

	 T2 	 84%	 (69.5–90.9%) 9

	 T3 	 77.7%	 (52–77.9%) 8

	 T4 	 61.9%	 (40–71.2%) 4

Histologic grade 11

	 Well or moderately differentiated 	 88.6%	 (66.2–94.9%)

	 Poorly or undifferentiated 	 81.7%	 (65.8–94.4%)

Lymphatic invasion 6

	 Absent 	 89.9%	 (86.5–97.1%)

	 Present 	 70.1%	 (50–89%)

Vascular invasion 6

	 Absent 	 89.2%	 (86.8–93%)

	 Present 	 79.1%	 (52–83%)

Lymphovascular invasion 4

	 Absent 	 87.5%	 (74.1–98.1%)

	 Present 	 73%	 (40–91.6%)

Adjuvant chemotherapy 4

	 Yes 	 75.8%	 (69.8–80%)

	 No 	 81.8%	 (30.8–91%)

Table 2. Summary of 5-year overall survival stratified by patient subgroups.

1914
Indexed in:  [Current Contents/Clinical Medicine]  [SCI Expanded]  [ISI Alerting System]   
[ISI Journals Master List]  [Index Medicus/MEDLINE]  [EMBASE/Excerpta Medica]   
[Chemical Abstracts/CAS]  [Index Copernicus]

Zhou Y. et al.: 
Survival after gastrectomy in node-negative gastric cancer…

© Med Sci Monit, 2015; 21: 1911-1919

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 3.0 Unported License

META-ANALYSIS



Prognostic factor Risk ratio 95% CI P-value No. of studies

Old age 1.26 1.13, 1.42 ﹤0.001 18

Male sex 1.01 0.97, 1.06 0.58 22

﹤D2 lymph node dissection 1.28 1.05, 1.55 0.01 6

Location (upper) 0.96 0.91, 1.02 0.15 18

Larger tumor size 1.18 1.10, 1.26 ﹤0.001 20

Serosal invasion (T3) 2.03 1.68, 2.44 ﹤0.001 17

Undifferentiated tumor 1.05 0.99, 1.12 0.08 19

Lymphatic invasion 1.25 1.00, 1.57 0.05 8

Vascular invasion 1.67 1.19, 2.34 0.003 7

Lymphovascular invasion 1.93 1.20, 3.10 0.007 6

Adjuvant chemotherapy 1.02 0.84, 1.25 0.84 5

Table 3. Summary of the results of the meta-analysis.

Figure 1. Result of the meta-analysis on old age.
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Figure 2. Result of the meta-analysis on D1 lymphadenectomy.
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factors may have important implications to postoperative sur-
veillance and adjuvant therapy in these patients.

Old age is found to be associated with a poor outcome. The 
difference in survival between elderly and younger patients 
could in part be explained by the more limited survival expec-
tancy of the elderly population, and also reflected by the high-
er prevalence of co-morbidity.

Tumor-related factors, including serosal invasion, larger tumor 
size, and vessel invasion, seem to have most prognostic sig-
nificance. Serosal invasion increases tumor contact with sur-
rounding organs or likelihood of peritoneal seeding. The high 
incidence of hematogenous dissemination in patients with a 
larger tumor size may explain the association between the 
larger tumor size and the poor outcome [25]. Node-negative 
GC with lymphatic and vascular invasion indicates a more 

Figure 3. Result of the meta-analysis on larger tumor.
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Figure 4. Result of the meta-analysis on serosal invasion.
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aggressive disease. Growing evidence indicates that tumor 
lymphangiogenesis and angiogenesis play important roles in 
the progression of GC [34]. In addition, high lymphatic vessel 
density and microvessel density are shown to be correlated 
with a poor survival rate in human GC [35]. Therefore, other 
than lymphovascular invasion of tumor cells as an important 
prognostic factor in GC, targeting tumor-associated lymphan-
giogenesis and angiogenesis may also provide a novel thera-
peutic approach. Vascular endothelial growth factor (VEGF)-A 
and VEGF-C are 2 important molecules involved in GC devel-
opment and metastasis by promoting angiogenesis and lym-
phangiogenesis. It has been shown that blocking angiogenesis 
and lymphangiogenesis can suppresses GC growth markedly in 
an experimental setting [36]. Bevacizumab, a recombinant hu-
manized version of a murine monoclonal antibody for VEGF, is 
an important component of treatment for metastatic colorec-
tal cancer [37]. In a phase 3 trial of patients with advanced GC, 

although the addition of bevacizumab to capecitabine-cisplatin 
did not significantly improve overall survival, it resulted in im-
proved progression-free survival and overall response rate [38].

During dissemination of tumor cells to lymph nodes, lymphat-
ic vessels provide a direct pathway for metastasis, and this 
pathway is often activated at an early stage in the metastatic 
process. Lymphatic invasion has previously been observed as 
a risk factor for micrometastasis in patients with node-nega-
tive GC [39]. As expected, extended lymphadenectomy (D2 or 
greater) may be more efficient than D1 lymphadenectomy in 
removing micrometastic foci, thus offering a survival advan-
tage, as shown in the present meta-analysis. With the disease 
progressing, the likelihood of lymphatic invasion and microme-
tastasis increases, thus making it more likely that an extend-
ed lymphadenectomy would be associated with an improved 
outcome by stage [8].

Figure 5. Result of the meta-analysis on vessel invasion.
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We found that adjuvant therapy after resection did not provide 
a significant survival benefit for node-negative GC patients. 
This was consistent with the result of 1 large-scale phase III 
clinical trial, which showed adjuvant chemotherapy (oxaliplatin 
and capecitabine) did not significantly improve the 3-year dis-
ease-free survival for node-negative GC [40]. However, only 103 
node-negative GC patients were enrolled in this study. The small 
sample size may have been insufficient to evaluate differences 
between the groups, and therefore further research is needed.

This analysis is limited by the heterogeneity of the studies in-
cluded. There are no internationally accepted scaled defini-
tions for old age or large tumor in GC surgery. The definition 
of elderly patients in the included reports varied from 58, 60, 
and 65 years [3,4,6,7,9,13,16,18,20–25,28–30]. Similarly, the 
definition of large tumor varied from 3, 4, 4.75, 5, 6.3, and 
7 cm [4,7,9,13,15,17,18,20,21,23–30,33]. On the other hand, 
some authors did not specify the criteria at all [22 27]. The 
interobserver variability may have caused detection bias. In 
addition, compared with advanced GC, early GC has less ag-
gressive biological features and a more favorable prognosis. 
As most included studies did not perform independent assess-
ment in this aspect, we were unable to analyze prognostic fac-
tors stratified by tumor stage. It is also important to note that 
variables of interest were not uniformly available from each 
study. Due to limited data, we did not analyze the prognos-
tic significance of gross appearance (Borrmann type), Lauren 

classification, perineural invasion, and type of gastrectomy. 
Finally, some studies using immunohistochemical staining 
combining cytokeratin and vascular markers including CD31 
and CD34 reported that D2–40 was more sensitive than stan-
dardized H&E alone in detecting lymphatic and vascular inva-
sion [30]. However, lymphovascular invasion was evaluated by 
H&E staining alone in most centers. Thus, the clinical impor-
tance of these variables was underestimated.

Conclusions

The present analysis demonstrates that surgical resection of-
fers a good OS for patients with node-negative GC. Tumor-
related factors including tumor size and vascular invasion 
seem to have most prognostic significance.

Acknowledgements

We thank Doctor Yanfang Zhao (Department of Health Statistics, 
Second Military Medical University, Shanghai, China) for her 
critical revision of the statistical analysis section.

Disclosure of interest

The authors declare that they have no conflicts of interest 
concerning this article.

References:

	 1.	 Jemal A, Bray F, Center MM et al: Global cancer statistics. Cancer J Clin, 
2011; 61: 69–90

	 2.	Wu CW, Hsieh MC, Lo SS et al: Prognostic indicators for survival after cu-
rative resection for patients with carcinoma of the stomach. Dig Dis Sci, 
1997; 42: 1265–69

	 3.	Bruno L, Nesi G, Montinaro F et al: Clinicopathologic characteristics and 
outcome indicators in node-negative gastric cancer. J Surg Oncol, 2000; 74: 
30–32

	 4.	Hyung WJ, Lee JH, Choi SH et al: Prognostic impact of lymphatic and/or 
blood vessel invasion in patients with node-negative advanced gastric can-
cer. Ann Surg Oncol, 2002; 9: 562–67

	 5.	Kooby DA, Suriawinata A, Klimstra DS et al: Biologic predictors of survival 
in node-negative gastric cancer. Ann Surg, 2003; 237: 828–37

	 6.	Kim DY, Seo KW, Joo JK et al: Prognostic factors in patients with node-neg-
ative gastric carcinoma: a comparison with node-positive gastric carcino-
ma. World J Gastroenterol, 2006; 12: 1182–86

	 7.	Kunisaki C, Shimada H, Nomura M et al: Therapeutic strategy for patients 
with pN0 gastric carcinoma. J Surg Oncol, 2006; 94: 212–19

	 8.	 Park SS, Park JM, Kim JH et al: Prognostic factors for patients with node-
negative gastric cancer: Can extended lymph node dissection have a sur-
vival benefit? J Surg Oncol, 2006; 94: 16–20

	 9.	 Lee CC, Wu CW, Lo SS et al: Survival predictors in patients with node-neg-
ative gastric carcinoma. J Gastroenterol Hepatol, 2007; 22: 1014–18

	10.	Wells GA, Shea B, O’Connell D et al: The Newcastle–Ottawa Scale (NOS) for 
assessing the quality of non-randomized studies in meta-analysis. Ottawa 
Health Research Institute. http://www.ohri.ca/programs/clinical_epidemi-
ology/oxford.htm

	 11.	Deng J, Liang H, Sun D et al: Prognosis of gastric cancer patients with node-
negative metastasis following curative resection: outcomes of the survival 
and recurrence. Can J Gastroenterol, 2008; 22: 835–39

	12.	Otsuji E, Kuriu Y, Ichikawa D et al: Efficacy of prophylactic extended lymph-
adenectomy with gastrectomy for patients with node-negative advanced 
gastric carcinoma. Hepatogastroenterology, 2008; 55: 755–59

	13.	 Ichikawa D, Kubota T, Kikuchi S et al: Prognostic impact of lymphatic in-
vasion in patients with node-negative gastric cancer. J Surg Oncol, 2009; 
100: 111–14

	14.	Baiocchi GL, Tiberio GA, Minicozzi AM et al: A multicentric Western anal-
ysis of prognostic factors in advanced, node-negative gastric cancer pa-
tients. Ann Surg, 2010; 252: 70–73

	15.	 Saito H, Kuroda H, Matsunaga T et al: Prognostic indicators in node-nega-
tive advanced gastric cancer patients. J Surg Oncol, 2010; 101: 622–25

	16.	Biffi R, Botteri E, Cenciarelli S et al: Impact on survival of the number of 
lymph nodes removed in patients with node-negative gastric cancer sub-
mitted to extended lymph node dissection. Eur J Surg Oncol, 2011; 37: 
305–11

	17.	Cao L, Hu X, Zhang Y, Huang G: Adverse prognosis of clustered-cell versus 
single-cell micrometastases in pN0 early gastric cancer. J Surg Oncol, 2011; 
103: 53–56

	18.	Qiu MZ, Wang ZQ, Luo HY et al: Prognostic analysis in node-negative gas-
tric cancer patients in China. Tumour Biol, 2011; 32: 489–92

	19.	 Seshadri RA, Jayanand SB, Ranganathan R: Prognostic factors in patients 
with node-negative gastric cancer: an Indian experience. World J Surg Oncol, 
2011; 9: 48

	20.	 Jeong JY, Kim MG, Ha TK, Kwon SJ: Prognostic factors on overall survival in 
lymph node negative gastric cancer patients who underwent curative re-
section. J Gastric Cancer, 2012; 12: 210–16

	21.	 Liu X, Cai H, Shi Y, Wang Y: Prognostic factors in patients with node-neg-
ative gastric cancer: a single center experience from China. J Gastrointest 
Surg, 2012; 16: 1123–27

1918
Indexed in:  [Current Contents/Clinical Medicine]  [SCI Expanded]  [ISI Alerting System]   
[ISI Journals Master List]  [Index Medicus/MEDLINE]  [EMBASE/Excerpta Medica]   
[Chemical Abstracts/CAS]  [Index Copernicus]

Zhou Y. et al.: 
Survival after gastrectomy in node-negative gastric cancer…

© Med Sci Monit, 2015; 21: 1911-1919

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 3.0 Unported License

META-ANALYSIS



	 22.	 Sun D, Gong R, Wu H: Do patients with pN0 gastric cancer benefit from 
prophylactic extended lymphadenectomy? Surg Oncol, 2012; 21: e7–11

	23.	Wang J, Yu JC, Kang WM, Ma ZQ: Prognostic significance of intraoperative 
chemotherapy and extensive lymphadenectomy in patients with node-neg-
ative gastric cancer. J Surg Oncol, 2012; 105: 400–4

	24.	Xu D, Huang Y, Geng Q et al: Effect of lymph node number on survival of 
patients with lymph node-negative gastric cancer according to the 7th edi-
tion UICC TNM system. PLoS One, 2012; 7: e38681

	25.	 Chou HH, Kuo CJ, Hsu JT et al: Clinicopathologic study of node-negative ad-
vanced gastric cancer and analysis of factors predicting its recurrence and 
prognosis. Am J Surg, 2013; 205: 623–30

	26.	 Lee IS, Yook JH, Kim TH et al: Prognostic factors and recurrence pattern in 
node-negative advanced gastric cancer. Eur J Surg Oncol, 2013; 39: 136–40

	27.	 Strong VE, Song KY, Park CH et al: Comparison of disease-specific survival 
in the United States and Korea after resection for early-stage node-nega-
tive gastric carcinoma. J Surg Oncol, 2013; 107: 634–40

	28.	Araki I, Hosoda K, Yamashita K et al: Prognostic impact of venous invasion 
in stage IB node-negative gastric cancer. Gastric Cancer, 2014 [Epub ahead 
of print]

	29.	 Jiao XG, Deng JY, Zhang RP et al: Prognostic value of number of exam-
ined lymph nodes in patients with node-negative gastric cancer. World J 
Gastroenterol, 2014; 20: 3640–48

	30.	Xu M, Huang CM, Zheng CH et al: Does tumor size improve the accura-
cy of prognostic predictions in node-negative gastric cancer (pT1-4aN0M0 
stage)? PLoS One, 2014; 9: e101061

	31.	Dittmar Y, Schüle S, Koch A et al: Predictive factors for survival and recur-
rence rate in patients with node-negative gastric cancer-a European sin-
gle-centre experience. Langenbecks Arch Surg, 2015; 400: 27–35

	32.	 Lee JH, Kim MG, Jung MS, Kwon SJ: Prognostic Significance of Lymphovascular 
Invasion in Node-Negative Gastric Cancer. World J Surg World J Surg, 2015; 
39: 732–39

	33.	 Jin LX, Moses LE, Squires MH III et al: Factors Associated With Recurrence and 
Survival in Lymph Node-Negative Gastric Adenocarcinoma: A 7-Institution 
Study of the US Gastric Cancer Collaborative. Ann Surg, 2015 [Epub ahead 
of print]

	34.	Xu J, Zhang C, He Y et al: Lymphatic endothelial cell-secreted CXCL1 stim-
ulates lymphangiogenesis and metastasis of gastric cancer. Int J Cancer, 
2012; 130: 787–97

	35.	 Cao F, Hu YW, Li P et al: Lymphangiogenic and angiogenic microvessel den-
sity in chinese patients with gastric carcinoma: correlation with clinico-
pathologic parameters and prognosis. Asian Pac J Cancer Prev, 2013; 14: 
4549–52

	36.	Wang X, Chen X, Fang J, Yang C: Overexpression of both VEGF-A and VEGF-C 
in gastric cancer correlates with prognosis, and silencing of both is effec-
tive to inhibit cancer growth. Int J Clin Exp Pathol, 2013;6: 586–97

	37.	 Li DB, Ye F, Wu XR et al: Preoperative administration of bevacizumab is safe 
for patients with colorectal liver metastases. World J Gastroenterol, 2013; 
19: 761–68

	38.	Ohtsu A, Shah MA, Van Cutsem E et al: Bevacizumab in combination with 
chemotherapy as first-line therapy in advanced gastric cancer: a random-
ized, double-blind, placebo-controlled phase III study. J Clin Oncol, 2011; 
29(30): 3968–76

	39.	Arigami T, Natsugoe S, Uenosono Y et al: Lymphatic invasion using D2-40 
monoclonal antibody and its relationship to lymph node micrometastasis 
in pN0 gastric cancer. Br J Cancer, 2005; 93: 688–93

	40.	Bang YJ, Kim YW, Yang HK et al., CLASSIC trial investigators: Adjuvant 
capecitabine and oxaliplatin for gastric cancer after D2 gastrectomy 
(CLASSIC): a phase 3 open-label, randomized, controlled trial. Lancet, 2012; 
379: 315–21

1919
Indexed in:  [Current Contents/Clinical Medicine]  [SCI Expanded]  [ISI Alerting System]   
[ISI Journals Master List]  [Index Medicus/MEDLINE]  [EMBASE/Excerpta Medica]   
[Chemical Abstracts/CAS]  [Index Copernicus]

Zhou Y. et al.: 
Survival after gastrectomy in node-negative gastric cancer…
© Med Sci Monit, 2015; 21: 1911-1919

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 3.0 Unported License

META-ANALYSIS


