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The role of antiangiogenic agents in the
treatment of gastric cancer: A systematic
review and meta-analysis: Erratum

In the article, “The role of antiangiogenic agents in the treatment of gastric cancer: A systematic review and meta-analysis”,'"! which
appeared in Volume 96, Issue 10 of Medicine, the figures and their legends appeared in the article incorrectly. They appear correctly
below.
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Figure 2. Evaluation of each study bias.
Hazard Ratio Hazard Ratio
Study o1 Subgroup log[Hazard Ratio] SE Weight V. Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% C1
Eatock 2013 ArmBvs Arm C -0.0202 0219 7.9% 0.98 [0.64, 1.51] |
Eatock 2013  AmAvsAmMmC -0.01M 02297  7.6% 099063 1.59 i
Fuchs 2014 BSC+Ramvs. BSC+Placebo -0.7277 01276  9.6% 0.48(0.38, 0.62 S
Kozumi 2013 TSU-68+S1/DDP vs. S1/DDP 0.207 025089 7.1% 1.23(0.74, 2.09 T
Li 2013 ArmBvs ArmA -1.7148 03122 6.1% 018[0.10,0.33] T2
Li 2013 Arm Cvs Arm A -1.5606 03162 6.0% 0.21[0.11, 0.39 e
Ohtsy 201 Bev+CX vs. Placebo+CX -0.2231 00799 10.3% 0.80(0.68, 0.99 -
Qin 014 Apalinib vs. Placebo -0.821 01567 9.1% 0.44[0.32, 0.60 e
Shen 015 Bev+CX vs. Placebo+CX -0.1165 01564 9.1% 0.89 (0.66, 1.21) & ¢
Wilke 2014 Ram+PTX vs. Placebo -0.4541 00864 10.3% 064 [0.54, 0.79 gl
Yi 2012 Sunitinib+Docetaxel vs. Docetaxel -0.2614 02047 81% 077052 1.19 B |
Yoon 2014 Ram+mFOLFOX vs. Placebo -0.0202 0175 87% 098(0.70, 1.3§ -
Total (95% CI 100.0% 0.65[0.52, 0.81] *
ity =042 Chi*= B9 & s ' + + |

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.12, Chi*= 69.95, df= 11 (P < 0.00001); = 84% 0.01 01 H 10 100

Test for overall effect: Z=3.73 (P = 0.0002) Favours anti-angiogenesis  Favours control

Figure 3. Forest plot and pooled HR & 95%Cl for progression-free survival: Anti-angiogeneis agents of experimental versus control group.
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Figure 4. Forest plot and pooled HR & 95%CI for Overall survival: Anti-angiogeneis agents of experimental versus control group.
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Figure 5. Forest plot and pooled HR & 95%CI for objective response rate: Anti-angiogeneis agents of experimental versus control group.
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Figure 6. Forest plot and pooled HR & 95%Cl for disease control rate: Anti-angiogeneis agents of experimental versus control group.
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Figure 7. Publication bias qualitative analysis: funnel plot includes the meta-analysis of all studies outcome. (A) Overall survival, (B) progression-free survival; (C)
objective response rate; (D) disease control rate.
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