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ABSTRACT

The impact of marital status on survival among patients with esophageal cancer 
has not been evaluated in the U.S. population in depth. The aim of the study was to 
investigate the impact of marital status on survival among patients diagnosed with 
esophageal cancer. The Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results (SEER) database 
was utilized to identify patients diagnosed with esophageal cancer between 1973 and 
2013. Cox regression analysis was performed to evaluate for association between 
marital status on both cancer-specific and overall survival. Of the 69,139 patients 
with esophageal cancer, 35,863 (52%) had adenocarcinoma and 21,573 (31%) had 
distant SEER stage. At the time of diagnosis, 39,805 (57%) patients were married, 
10,116 (15%) were single, 8,417 (12%) were divorced or separated, and 10,801 
(16%) were widowed. Married patients had superior cancer-specific and overall 
survival compared to unmarried patients. Multivariate analysis demonstrated that 
single (adjusted hazard ratio (HR)=1.14, 95%CI 1.11-1.17; P<0.001), divorced or 
separated (HR=1.16, 95%CI 1.13-1.19; P<0.001), and widowed (HR=1.22, 95%CI 
1.19-1.26; P<0.001) compared to married patients had higher risk of death from all 
causes. In conclusion, marital status was associated with superior survival among 
U.S. patients with esophageal cancer in a large population-based study.

INTRODUCTION

Esophageal cancer is an aggressive gastrointestinal 
cancer [1, 2]. In the U.S., the majority of the patients 
present beyond early stage with a low 5-year survival 
of 20% [3, 4]. Furthermore, the incidence of esophageal 
cancer has been increasing in the U.S. due to a rise in 
esophageal adenocarincoma associated with obesity [5].

Married status as a surrogate marker for social support 
has conferred health and survival benefits across general 
populations as well as among patients with cancer [6, 7]. 
The survival benefit has been demonstrated specifically 
among patients with gastric, colorectal, pancreatic, ovarian, 
and head and neck cancers [8-12]. In a U.S. National 
Cancer Institute’s Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End 

Results (SEER) cancer registry study, married patients were 
less likely to present with metastatic disease, more likely 
to receive definite therapy, and had a lower risk of cancer-
specific mortality among patients with common cancers 
[13]. The protective effect of marriage was extended to 
patients with esophageal cancer. However, a previous 
population-based study from Sweden population showed 
no survival benefit of married patients among those who 
received surgery for esophageal cancer [14].

The effects of marital status on survival among 
patients with esophageal cancer are inconsistent across 
populations. Verifying the presence and magnitude of the  
impact of marital status on survival among this population 
can facilitate targeted interventions to improve outcome 
for those who are at risk. Therefore, the primary aim of 
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the study was to examine the impact of marital status 
on overall and cancer-specific survival among patients 
diagnosed with esophageal cancer by using a large U.S. 
population-based SEER database.

RESULTS

Overall patient characteristics

During 1973 and 2013, 69,139 patients with 
esophageal cancer met the study inclusion criteria. 
The mean age of patients with esophageal cancer was 
67.0±11.7 years, 52,516 (76%) were male, 35,863 
(52%) had adenocarcinoma histology, and 21,573 (31%) 
presented at distant SEER stage (Table 1). Furthermore, 
39,805 (57%) were married, 8,417 (12%) were divorced 
or separated, 10,116 (15%) were single, and 10,801 (16%) 
were widowed at the time of the diagnosis.

On baseline characteristics, married patients were 
more likely to be male (84% vs. 65%, difference=19%, 
95% confidence interval (CI) 19-20%), have 
adenocarcinoma (59% vs. 43%, difference=16%, 95%CI 
15-16%), have insurance (12,196/13,319 (92%) vs. 
7,225/9,822 (74%), difference=18%, 95%CI 17-19%), 
and receive cancer-directed therapy (74% vs. 66%, 
difference=8%, 95%CI 7-9%) compared to non-married 
patients. Furthermore, married patients had higher 
mean annual household income (60,353±14,732$ vs. 
59,450±14,954$; difference=902$, 95%CI 679-1,126$) 
compared to non-married patients.

Survival by marital status

We performed a Kaplan-Meier analysis to calculate 
overall and cancer-specific survival of esophageal cancer. 
For all-cause mortality analysis, the median survival for 
married patients was 10 months (interquartile range (IQR), 
4-28), separated or divorced eight months (IQR, 3-20), 
single seven months (IQR, 3-19), and widowed six months 
(IQR, 2-16). The overall survival time among patients was 
different according to marital status (P<0.001) (Figure 1). 
When examining cancer-specific survival, married patients 
also had the longest median survival of 13 months (IQR, 
5-54) compared to the other groups (P<0.001). The cancer-
specific survival curve also favored married patients and 
closely mirrored the curve for overall survival (Figure 2).

Factors associated with survival

On multivariate analyses, male gender (P<0.001), 
non-married (P<0.001), older patients (P<0.001), black 
race/ethnicity (P<0.001), squamous cell carcinoma 
(P<0.001), overlapping tumor locations (P<0.001), higher 
SEER stage (P<0.001), receiving no cancer-specific 
therapy (P<0.001), and lower income (P<0.001) were 

associated with poorer overall and cancer-specific survival 
among patients with esophageal cancer (Table 2).

Specifically for marital status, single (HR=1.14, 
95%CI 1.11-1.17, P<0.001), separated or divorced 
(HR=1.16, 95%CI 1.13-1.19, P<0.001), and widowed 
(HR=1.22, 95%CI 1.19-1.26, P<0.001) patients had 
increased risk of all-cause mortality compared to married 
patients. On multivariate analysis evaluating for cancer-
specific survival, single (HR=1.11, 95%CI 1.08-1.14, 
P<0.001), separated or divorced (HR=1.16, 95%CI 1.13-
1.20, P<0.001), and widowed (HR=1.21, 95%CI 1.18-
1.24, P<0.001) patients also had increased risk of cancer-
specific death compared to married patients.

Subgroup analyses for evaluating impact of 
marital status on survival

We further explored the associations between marital 
status and survival stratified by age, gender, race/ethnicity, 
household income, histology, tumor site, SEER stages, 
therapy, and insurance status (Supplementary Tables 1-9). 
For males, non-married patients had higher risk of death 
compared to married patients for overall (HR=1.18, 95%CI 
1.16-1.21) and cancer-specific (HR=1.16, 95%CI 1.14-1.19) 
survival. For females, non-married patient had higher risk of 
death compared to married patients for overall (HR=1.13, 
95%CI 1.09-1.17) and cancer-specific (HR=1.13, 95%CI 
1.09-1.18) survival. Furthermore, non-married male patients 
had higher risk of all-cause (HR=1.15, 95%CI 1.12-1.18) 
and cancer-specific mortality (HR=1.12, 95%CI 1.08-1.15) 
compared to non-married female patients.

In all other subgroup analyses excluding patients 
without insurance, married patients also had lower risk 
of death compared to non-married patients for overall 
survival. In all other subgroup analyses excluding patients 
with in situ cancer stage, married patients also had lower 
risk of death compared to non-married patients for cancer-
specific survival.

DISCUSSION

In a large population-based U.S. study of patients 
with esophageal cancer, married patients demonstrated 
superior overall and cancer-specific survival compared to 
those that were not married. Furthermore, among those 
who were not married, widowed patients had the highest 
risk of death followed by divorced or separated, single, 
and married patients after adjusting for confounding 
factors. Finally, male gender, older age, black race/
ethnicity, squamous cell carcinoma histology, overlapping 
tumor locations, receiving no cancer-directed therapy, and 
lower income were also associated with worse survival.

Our findings are consistent with a recent U.S. study 
that demonstrated the protective effect of marriage among 
patients with cancer including those with esophageal 
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cancer [13]. However our results are different from prior 
Swedish studies that demonstrated no survival benefit 
among patients with esophageal cancer undergoing 
surgery [14]. A possible reason for the inconsistent 
findings may be related to the difference in the study 
design that selected for patients who were candidates 
for surgery in the Swedish study. For example, a higher 
proportion of patients in our study had squamous cell 
carcinoma (29,334/69,139 (48%) vs. 149/606 (25%); 
difference=18%, 95%CI 14%-21%) and metastatic disease 

(21,573/69,139 (31%) vs. 69/606 (11%); difference=20%, 
95%CI 17-22%) compared to the Swedish cohort 
undergoing surgery. Only 19,823 (29%) patients in our 
study received esophageal cancer surgery.

Physical, psychological, and sociological reasons 
have been proposed to explain the existence of health 
inequality between married and unmarried patients 
with cancer [15]. Sicker patients including those with 
advanced cancer are less likely to marry and have a 
higher risk of dissolution of marriage [16]. Furthermore, 

Table 1: Patient characteristics by marital status

Total (%) Married (%) Non-married (%)
N=69,139 N=39,805 N= 29,334

Mean Age (SD) 67.0±11.7 66.7±10.9 67.4±12.8
Gender
 Male 52,516 (76%) 33,560 (84%) 18,956 (65%)
 Female 16,635 (24%) 6,249 (16%) 10,386 (35%)
Race
 White 55,730 (81%) 34,106 (86%) 21,624 (74%)
 Black 9,789 (14%) 3,372 (8%) 6,417 (22%)
 Others/Unknown 3,620 (5%) 2,327 (6%) 1,293 (4%)
Histology
 ACE 35,863 (52%) 23,307 (59%) 12,556 (43%)
 SCC 33,276 (48%) 16,498 (41%) 16,778 (57%)
Tumor Site
 Upper third 6,368 (9%) 3,118 (8%) 3,250 (11%)
 Middle third 16,492 (24%) 8,445 (21%) 8,047 (28%)
 Lower third 36,489 (53%) 22,895 (58%) 13,594 (46%)
 Overlapping 3,186 (5%) 1,732 (4%) 1,454 (5%)
 Unspecified 6,604 (9%) 3,615 (9%) 2,989 (10%)
SEER Stage
 In situ 813 (1%) 496 (1%) 317 (1%)
 Localized 16,871 (25%) 9,849 (25%) 7,022 (24%)
 Regional 20,125 (29%) 11,979 (30%) 8,146 (28%)
 Distant 21,573 (31%) 12,608 (32%) 8,965 (30%)
 Unstaged 9,757 (14%) 4,873 (12%) 4,884 (17%)
Therapy
 Surgery/Radiation 9,890 (14%) 6,798 (17%) 3,092 (10%)
 Surgery 9,933 (15%) 6,535 (16%) 3,398 (12%)
 Radiation 29,077 (42%) 16,159 (41%) 12,918 (44%)
 None 20,239 (29%) 10,313 (26%) 9,926 (34%)
Mean Income, $ (SD) 59,970±14,834 60,353±14,732 59,450±14,954

SD, standard deviation; SEER, Surveillance, Epidemiology and End Results; EAC, esophageal adenocarcinoma; SCC, 
squamous cell carcinoma.
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Figure 2: Kaplan-Meier estimates for cancer-specific survival according to marital status.

Figure 1: Kaplan-Meier estimates for overall survival according to marital status.
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Table 2: Multivariate Cox proportional hazards regression analysis of esophageal cancer in SEER database

Characteristics Overall Survival HR 
(95% CI)

P value Cancer-Specific Survival HR 
(95% CI)

P value

Gender
 Male 1.16 (1.14-1.18) <0.001 1.13 (1.11-1.16) <0.001
 Female Reference Reference
Age
  ≥80 1.57 (1.52-1.61) <0.001 1.45 (1.41-1.50) <0.001
 60-80 1.17 (1.15-1.19) <0.001 1.09 (1.06-1.11) <0.001
  ≤60 Reference Reference
Race
 Black 1.07 (1.05-1.10) <0.001 1.05 (1.02-1.08) 0.001
 White Reference Reference
Marital Status
 Single 1.14 (1.114-1.17) <0.001 1.11 (1.08-1.14) <0.001
 Divorced/Separated 1.16 (1.129-1.19) <0.001 1.16 (1.13-1.20) <0.001
 Widowed 1.22 (1.194-1.26) <0.001 1.21 (1.18-1.24) <0.001
 Married Reference Reference
Histology
 SCC 1.20 (1.172-1.22) <0.001 1.22 (1.19-1.25) <0.001
 ACE Reference Reference
Tumor Location
 Overlapping 1.19 (1.139-1.25) <0.001 1.28 (1.21-1.34) <0.001
 Lower third 1.02 (0.985-1.05) 0.310 1.04 (1.01-1.08) 0.026
 Middle third 1.11 (1.072-1.14) <0.001 1.16 (1.12-1.20) <0.001
 Upper third Reference Reference
SEER Stage
 Distant 4.93 (4.48-5.42) <0.001 9.81 (8.40-11.47) <0.001
 Regional 3.21 (2.92-3.53) <0.001 6.15 (5.26-7.19) <0.001
 Localized 2.26 (2.06-2.49) <0.001 3.94 (3.37-4.60) <0.001
 In situ Reference Reference
Therapy
 Surgery 1.10 (1.06-1.14) <0.001 1.02 (0.98-1.06) 0.289
 Radiation 1.68 (1.63-1.73) <0.001 1.71 (1.66-1.76) <0.001
 Surgery and 
radiation Reference Reference

Income
 Top quintile 0.90 (0.87-0.92) <0.001 0.92 (0.90-0.95) <0.001
 2nd quintile 0.93 (0.91-0.95) <0.001 0.94 (0.91-0.96) <0.001
 3rd quintile 0.93 (0.91-0.95) <0.001 0.93 (0.91-0.96) <0.001
 4th quintile 0.93 (0.91-0.96) <0.001 0.94 (0.91-0.97) <0.001
 Bottom quintile Reference Reference

HR, hazard ratio; CI, confidence interval.
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marriage as a surrogate indicator for social support 
promotes healthy lifestyle decisions and utilization of 
healthcare resources that may lead to early detection 
of cancer [17-21]. However, given that the survival 
benefit of married patients was observed in all cancer 
stages including those with metastatic disease in our 
study, the impact of marriage appears to extend beyond 
the benefit of early diagnosis. For example, our study 
demonstrated that married patients were more likely to 
receive cancer-specific therapy compared to those who 
were not married (74% vs. 66%, difference=8%, 95%CI 
7-9%). Other studies have demonstrated higher adherence 
with prescribed therapy in married patients with chronic 
disease compared to unmarried patients which may impact 
outcome [22].

Esophageal cancer has unique phenotypic features 
which may require high level of social support for 
optimal care. First, patients with esophageal cancer have 
relatively poor prognosis with a minority of patients being 
candidates for curative therapy. As a result, majority 
of patients with esophageal cancer die within a year of 
diagnosis and undergo palliative care [23]. Furthermore, 
progressive solid food dysphagia as the primary symptom 
of esophageal cancer resulting from luminal tumor 
obstruction leave these patients particularly susceptible 
to malnutrition compounding the weight loss associated 
with cancer biology and chemoradiation treatment 
toxicities [24]. Previous studies have demonstrated that 
improved nutrition was associated with better outcomes 
among patients receiving treatment for esophageal cancer 
[25]. Therefore, many patients with advanced esophageal 
cancer with impaired nutrition frequently receive complex 
enteral or parental nutritional therapies that require social 
support [26]. Finally, esophageal cancer has a strong male 
preponderance. Our subgroup analysis as well as other 
studies have suggested that male patients may benefit 
more from social support through marriage compared to 
female patients with cancer.

Our study has limitations. SEER database lacked 
detailed individual patient information, such as financial 
status, medical comorbidities (i.e. mood disorders), and 
other forms of family support structure (e.g. children), 
which may potentially confound the outcome analysis. In 
addition, as the data on marital status was collected at the 
time of diagnosis, potential change in marital status as a 
result of esophageal cancer diagnosis was not assessed.

In summary, a large population-based U.S. study 
of patients with esophageal cancer demonstrated that 
married patients have superior overall and esophageal 
cancer-specific survival compared to unmarried patients. 
The impact of marital status on cancer survival highlights 
the importance of social support in the care of patients 
with esophageal cancer. Recognition of patients at risk 
may facilitate targeted support mechanisms to improve 
outcomes in this population.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Patient population and study design

Data was obtained from the SEER program 
of the National Cancer Institute, which collects and 
publishes cancer incidence, treatment, and survival 
data from cancer registries covering approximately 
28% of the U.S. population [3]. Morphology codes of 
C15.0-C15.9 and D00.1 were used to identify patient 
diagnosed with esophageal cancer between 1973 and 
2013. Only histological codes according to ICD-O-3 for 
adenocarcinoma (code: 8140-8145, 8147, 8150, 8210-
8211, 8255-8323, 8480-8490, 8560-8576) and squamous 
cell carcinoma (code: 8052-8078, 8083-8084, 8094) of the 
esophagus were included in the analysis. Patients were 
excluded if age at diagnosis was less than 18 years, had 
incomplete data of marital status, or the cause or time of 
death was unknown. Other factors including gender, race/
ethnicity, marital status, histology, tumor location, SEER 
stages, cancer-specific therapy, household income, and 
insurance status were extracted from the database.

The primary endpoints were overall survival and 
cancer-specific survival of patients with esophageal 
cancer. Marital status was categorized as either married or 
not married at the time of diagnosis. Those that were not 
married were further categorized as single, separated or 
divorced, and widowed for the outcome analysis. Patients 
who reported to cohabitate with an unmarried, domestic 
partner (same gender, opposite gender, or unregistered) 
were excluded from the outcome analysis given the 
very low number (0.05%) of patients. Cancer stage at 
presentation was classified as in situ, localized, regional, 
or distant according to American Joint Committee on 
Cancer staging reported by SEER. Household income 
was derived from the patient’s county median household 
income and stratified into quintiles for analysis. Insurance 
status was defined by patients who had commercial or 
Medicare insurance. We obtained permission to access 
the research data files with the reference number 13113-
Nov2015. The study was approved by the review board of 
Sir Run Run Shaw Hospital, School of Medicine, Zhejiang 
University.

Statistical analysis

SEER*Stat software (Version 8.2.1) was used 
to identify patients who met the inclusion criteria. 
Continuous variables were expressed as mean and 
standard deviations (SD) or median with IQR. Categorical 
values were expressed as frequency (percentages) with 
95% CI. The associations between marital status and 
clinical characteristics were analyzed using the chi-square 
test or student t-test. Factors associated with survival 
outcomes were evaluated by Kaplan-Meier analysis and 
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Cox regression models. Insurance status as a factor was 
evaluated only as a subgroup analysis given that the data 
was not available in the SEER database prior to the year 
2007. For the survival analysis with overall survival as 
an outcome variable, deaths of any cause were treated 
as events while patients who were alive at last follow-up 
were censored. For the cancer specific survival analysis, 
deaths attributed to esophageal cancer were treated as 
events, while other causes of deaths other than esophageal 
cancer or survivors were censored. All analyses were 
performed with SPSS (Version 22.0). A two-sided P<0.05 
was considered statistical significance.
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SEER Surveillance Epidemiology and End Results.

Author contributions

ND and LJD contributed to the design of the study. 
LJD, BRC, and SWZ contributed to acquisition, analysis, 
and interpretation of the data. LJD and JJK contributed to 
writing and revising the manuscript. All authors approved 
the final draft of the manuscript.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Guarantor of the article: Ning Dai.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

No potential competing interests.

REFERENCES

1. Njei B, McCarty TR, Birk JW. Trends in esophageal cancer 
survival in United States adults from 1973 to 2009: a 
SEER database analysis. J Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2016; 
31:1141-6.

2. Simard EP, Ward EM, Siegel R, Jemal A. Cancers with 
increasing incidence trends in the United States: 1999 
through 2008. CA Cancer J Clin. 2012; 62:118-28.

3. Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results (SEER) 
Program: Research Data (1973-2013), National Cancer 
Institute, DCCPS, Surveillance Research Program, 
Surveillance Systems Branch, released April 2016, based on 
the November 2015 submission. www.seercancer.gov. 2015.

4. Siegel RL, Miller KD, Jemal A. Cancer statistics, 2016. CA 
Cancer J Clin. 2016; 66:7-30.

5. Zheng J, Zhao M, Li J, Lou G, Yuan Y, Bu S, Xi Y. Obesity-
associated digestive cancers: a review of mechanisms and 
interventions. Tumour Biol. 2017; 39:1010428317695020.

6. Hu YR, Goldman N. Mortality differentials by marital 
status: an international comparison. Demography. 1990; 
27:233-50.

7. Murphy M, Grundy E, Kalogirou S. The increase in marital 
status differences in mortality up to the oldest age in seven 
European countries, 1990-99. Popul Stud (Camb). 2007; 
61:287-98.

8. Zhang J, Gan L, Wu Z, Yan S, Liu X, Guo W. The influence 
of marital status on the stage at diagnosis, treatment, and 
survival of adult patients with gastric cancer: a population-
based study. Oncotarget. 2016; 8:22385-405. https://doi.
org/10.18632/oncotarget.7399.

9. Li Q, Gan L, Liang L, Li X, Cai S. The influence of marital 
status on stage at diagnosis and survival of patients with 
colorectal cancer. Oncotarget. 2015; 6:7339-47. https://doi.
org/10.18632/oncotarget.3129.

10. Baine M, Sahak F, Lin C, Chakraborty S, Lyden E, Batra 
SK. Marital status and survival in pancreatic cancer patients: 
a SEER based analysis. PLoS One. 2011; 6:e21052.

11. Mahdi H, Kumar S, Munkarah AR, Abdalamir M, Doherty 
M, Swensen R. Prognostic impact of marital status 
on survival of women with epithelial ovarian cancer. 
Psychooncology. 2013; 22:83-8.

12. Inverso G, Mahal BA, Aizer AA, Donoff RB, Chau NG, 
Haddad RI. Marital status and head and neck cancer 
outcomes. Cancer. 2015; 121:1273-8.

13. Aizer AA, Chen MH, McCarthy EP, Mendu ML, Koo S, 
Wilhite TJ, Graham PL, Choueiri TK, Hoffman KE, Martin 
NE, Hu JC, Nguyen PL. Marital status and survival in 
patients with cancer. J Clin Oncol. 2013; 31:3869-76.

14. Brusselaers N, Mattsson F, Johar A, Wikman A, Lagergren 
P, Lagergren J, Ljung R. Marital status and survival after 
oesophageal cancer surgery: a population-based nationwide 
cohort study in Sweden. BMJ open. 2014; 4:e005418.

15. Waldron I, Hughes ME, Brooks TL. Marriage protection 
and marriage selection--prospective evidence for reciprocal 
effects of marital status and health. Soc Sci Med. 1996; 
43:113-23.

16. Williams K, Umberson D. Marital status, marital transitions, 
and health: a gendered life course perspective. J Health Soc 
Behav. 2004; 45:81-98.

17. Yarcheski A, Mahon NE, Yarcheski TJ, Cannella BL. A 
meta-analysis of predictors of positive health practices. J 
Nurs Scholarsh. 2004; 36:102-8.

18. Kroenke CH, Kubzansky LD, Schernhammer ES, Holmes 
MD, Kawachi I. Social networks, social support, and 
survival after breast cancer diagnosis. J Clin Oncol. 2006; 
24:1105-11.

19. Uecker JE. Marriage and mental health among young 
adults. J Health Soc Behav. 2012; 53:67-83.

20. Goodwin JS, Hunt WC, Key CR, Samet JM. The effect of 
marital status on stage, treatment, and survival of cancer 
patients. JAMA. 1987; 258:3125-30.

21. Cockerham WC. Health lifestyle theory and the 
convergence of agency and structure. J Health Soc Behav. 
2005; 46:51-67.



Oncotarget95972www.impactjournals.com/oncotarget

22. Cohen SD, Sharma T, Acquaviva K, Peterson RA, Patel SS, 
Kimmel PL. Social support and chronic kidney disease: an 
update. Adv Chronic Kidney Dis. 2007; 14:335-44.

23. Shah MA. Future directions in improving outcomes for 
patients with gastric and esophageal cancer. Hematol Oncol 
Clin North Am. 2017; 31:545-52.

24. Miyata H, Yano M, Yasuda T, Hamano R, Yamasaki 
M, Hou E, Motoori M, Shiraishi O, Tanaka K, Mori M, 
Doki Y. Randomized study of clinical effect of enteral 
nutrition support during neoadjuvant chemotherapy on 
chemotherapy-related toxicity in patients with esophageal 
cancer. Clin Nutr. 2012; 31:330-6.

25. Bittoni MA, Wexler R, Spees CK, Clinton SK, Taylor CA. 
Lack of private health insurance is associated with higher 
mortality from cancer and other chronic diseases, poor diet 
quality, and inflammatory biomarkers in the United States. 
Prev Med. 2015; 81:420-6.

26. Pieroth R, Rigassio Radler D, Guenther PM, Brewster PJ, 
Marcus A. The relationship between social support and diet 
quality in middle-aged and older adults in the United States. 
J Acad Nutr Diet. 2017; 117:1272-8.


