
 

Study or Subgroup
1.2.1 China

Gong YH 2007
Zhang CF 2005
Zheng PY 1999
Liu YQ 2008
Wang F 2011
Wei GC 2012
Han YH 2004
Chen HJ 2009
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 10.75, df = 7 (P = 0.15); I² = 35%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.37 (P = 0.17)

1.2.2 Other country

（ ）Yamaoka Y Korea  1999
Ashour AA 2001

（ ）Yamaoka Y USA  1999
Chomvarin C 2008

（ ）Yamaoka Y Colombia  1999
（ ）Yamaoka Y Japan  1999

Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 4.33, df = 5 (P = 0.50); I² = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.22 (P = 0.22)

Total (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 17.25, df = 13 (P = 0.19); I² = 25%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.32 (P = 0.75)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi² = 3.26, df = 1 (P = 0.07), I² = 69.3%

Events

23
6

14
12

7
42
18
12

134

51
4
3
7

24
28

117

251

Total

28
20
20
30
11
53
21
14

197

60
36
16
16
46
34

208

405

Events

146
30
27
39
42
37
29
18

368

21
15

8
29
17
23

113

481

Total

161
69
39

102
88
58
43
30

590

22
59
26
62
34
30

233

823

Weight

8.7%
10.7%
6.2%

12.0%
3.8%
8.3%
3.1%
1.9%

54.7%

5.2%
11.4%
5.6%
7.6%

10.6%
4.9%

45.3%

100.0%

M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

0.47 [0.16, 1.42]
0.56 [0.19, 1.62]
1.04 [0.32, 3.35]
1.08 [0.47, 2.48]
1.92 [0.52, 7.02]
2.17 [0.92, 5.08]

2.90 [0.73, 11.50]
4.00 [0.76, 21.16]
1.30 [0.89, 1.89]

0.27 [0.03, 2.27]
0.37 [0.11, 1.21]
0.52 [0.12, 2.34]
0.89 [0.29, 2.68]
1.09 [0.45, 2.65]
1.42 [0.42, 4.82]
0.74 [0.46, 1.20]

1.05 [0.78, 1.40]
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Figure S1. Forest plot for the risk of iceA1 gene and gastric carcinoma compared with gastritis 

or non-ulcer dyspepsia. 



Study or Subgroup
1.3.1 China

Chen HJ 2009
Han YH 2004
Wang F 2011
Gong YH 2007
Zheng PY 1999
Liu YQ 2008
Wei GC 2012
Zhang CF 2005
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 10.66, df = 7 (P = 0.15); I² = 34%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.81 (P = 0.42)

1.3.2 Other country

（ ）Yamaoka Y USA  1999
Ashour AA 2001
Chomvarin C 2008

（ ）Yamaoka Y Japan  1999
（ ）Yamaoka Y Korea  1999
（ ）Yamaoka Y Colombia  1999

Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 2.62, df = 5 (P = 0.76); I² = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.34 (P = 0.73)

Total (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 13.35, df = 13 (P = 0.42); I² = 3%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.84 (P = 0.40)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi² = 0.06, df = 1 (P = 0.80), I² = 0%

Events

12
18

7
23
14
12
42

6

134

3
4
7

28
51
24

117

251

Total

14
21
11
28
20
30
53
20

197

16
36
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34
60
46

208

405

Events

18
56
28
32
44
14
72
29

293

3
5

15
37
49
16

125

418

Total

26
77
53
33
62
32
86
49

418

28
47
34
48
53
27

237

655

Weight

2.1%
4.0%
4.1%
6.1%
7.5%
9.5%

13.3%
13.7%
60.4%

2.1%
4.5%
6.3%
6.3%
9.1%

11.3%
39.6%

100.0%

M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

2.67 [0.48, 14.79]
2.25 [0.60, 8.43]
1.56 [0.41, 5.98]
0.14 [0.02, 1.31]
0.95 [0.32, 2.87]
0.86 [0.31, 2.35]
0.74 [0.31, 1.78]
0.30 [0.10, 0.90]
0.85 [0.57, 1.26]

1.92 [0.34, 10.90]
1.05 [0.26, 4.23]
0.99 [0.30, 3.26]
1.39 [0.46, 4.21]
0.46 [0.13, 1.60]
0.75 [0.29, 1.96]
0.92 [0.56, 1.49]

0.88 [0.64, 1.19]
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Figure S2. Forest plot for the risk of iceA1 gene and gastric carcinoma compared with peptic 

ulcer disease. 

 



Study or Subgroup
2.1.1 China

Chen J 2006
Gong YH 2007
Han YH 2004
Li DH 2013
Liu YQ 2008
Wang F 2011
Wei GC 2012
You JF 2003
Zhang CF 2005
Zhuang K 2007
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 15.66, df = 9 (P = 0.07); I² = 43%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.24 (P = 0.21)

2.1.2 Other country

Chomvarin C 2008
Ito Y 2000
Miciuleviciene J 2008

（ ）Yamaoka Y Colombia  1999
（ ）Yamaoka Y Japan  1999
（ ）Yamaoka Y Korea  1999

Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 3.54, df = 5 (P = 0.62); I² = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.71 (P = 0.48)

Total (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 20.69, df = 15 (P = 0.15); I² = 27%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.56 (P = 0.58)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi² = 1.74, df = 1 (P = 0.19), I² = 42.6%

Events

32
31
10
22
10
26
23

3
32
11

200

12
20
16
15
18
16

97

297

Total

59
33
77
22
32
53
86
10
49
58

479

34
68
37
27
48
53

267

746

Events

28
136

8
25
29
41
24

6
32

8

337

19
21
24
25
13

5

107

444

Total

70
161

43
28

102
88
58
50
69
30

699

62
72
44
34
30
22

264

963

Weight

7.8%
1.9%
6.0%
0.3%
6.4%

10.5%
14.0%

0.9%
6.2%
5.7%

59.7%

5.8%
9.6%
8.3%
6.6%
6.7%
3.3%

40.3%

100.0%

M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

1.78 [0.88, 3.58]
2.85 [0.64, 12.67]

0.65 [0.24, 1.80]
6.18 [0.30, 126.18]

1.14 [0.48, 2.71]
1.10 [0.56, 2.18]
0.52 [0.25, 1.05]

3.14 [0.64, 15.55]
2.18 [1.02, 4.63]
0.64 [0.23, 1.82]
1.19 [0.90, 1.58]

1.23 [0.51, 3.00]
1.01 [0.49, 2.10]
0.63 [0.26, 1.53]
0.45 [0.15, 1.32]
0.78 [0.31, 1.99]
1.47 [0.46, 4.68]
0.87 [0.60, 1.26]

1.07 [0.85, 1.33]

PUD gastritis/NUD Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Favours [PUD] Favours [gastritis/NUD]

 

Figure S3. Forest plot for the risk of iceA2 gene and peptic ulcer disease compared with gastritis 

or non-ulcer dyspepsia. 



Study or Subgroup
2.2.1 China

Gong YH 2007
Han YH 2004
Liu YQ 2008
Wang F 2011
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 1.66, df = 3 (P = 0.65); I² = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.74 (P = 0.46)

2.2.2 Other country

Ashour AA 2001
Chomvarin C 2008

（ ）Yamaoka Y Colombia  1999
（ ）Yamaoka Y Japan  1999
（ ）Yamaoka Y Korea  1999
（ ）Yamaoka Y USA  1999

Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 5.29, df = 5 (P = 0.38); I² = 6%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.08 (P = 0.28)

Total (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 6.91, df = 9 (P = 0.65); I² = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.31 (P = 0.19)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi² = 0.01, df = 1 (P = 0.91), I² = 0%

Events

25
2

11
6

44

35
6

32
12
20
12

117

161

Total

28
21
30
11
90

36
16
46
34
60
16

208

298

Events

136
8

29
41

214

48
19
25
13

5
18

128

342

Total

161
43

102
88

394

59
62
34
30
22
26

233

627

Weight

8.1%
8.9%

15.6%
7.8%

40.3%

1.9%
9.1%

16.4%
16.7%

9.1%
6.4%

59.7%

100.0%

M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

1.53 [0.43, 5.46]
0.46 [0.09, 2.39]
1.46 [0.62, 3.44]
1.38 [0.39, 4.84]
1.24 [0.70, 2.18]

8.02 [0.99, 65.04]
1.36 [0.43, 4.28]
0.82 [0.31, 2.21]
0.71 [0.26, 1.95]
1.70 [0.55, 5.28]
1.33 [0.33, 5.43]
1.29 [0.81, 2.05]

1.27 [0.89, 1.82]
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M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
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Favours [GC] Favours [gastritis/NUD]

 

Figure S4. Forest plot for the risk of iceA2 gene and gastric carcinoma compared with gastritis 

or non-ulcer dyspepsia. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Study or Subgroup
2.3.1 China

Gong YH 2007
Han YH 2004
Wei GC 2012
Wang F 2011
Liu YQ 2008
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 1.11, df = 4 (P = 0.89); I² = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.33 (P = 0.74)

2.3.2 Other country

（ ）Yamaoka Y USA  1999
Ashour AA 2001

（ ）Yamaoka Y Japan  1999
Chomvarin C 2008

（ ）Yamaoka Y Korea  1999
（ ）Yamaoka Y Colombia  1999

Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 5.53, df = 5 (P = 0.35); I² = 10%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.06 (P = 0.95)

Total (95% CI)

Total events
Heterogeneity: Chi² = 6.84, df = 10 (P = 0.74); I² = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.17 (P = 0.86)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi² = 0.09, df = 1 (P = 0.77), I² = 0%

Events

25
2

12
6

11

56

12
35
12
6

20
32

117

173

Total

28
21
53
11
30

143

16
36
34
16
60
46

208

351

Events

31
10
23
26
10

100

28
46
18
12
16
15

135

235

Total

33
77
86
53
32

281

28
47
48
34
53
27

237

518

Weight

4.4%
5.6%

19.7%
5.9%
8.9%

44.5%

8.1%
1.6%

14.0%
7.0%

16.4%
8.3%

55.5%

100.0%

M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

0.54 [0.08, 3.47]
0.71 [0.14, 3.50]
0.80 [0.36, 1.79]
1.25 [0.34, 4.59]
1.27 [0.44, 3.65]
0.92 [0.55, 1.53]

0.05 [0.00, 0.98]
0.76 [0.05, 12.59]

0.91 [0.36, 2.27]
1.10 [0.32, 3.77]
1.16 [0.52, 2.56]
1.83 [0.68, 4.90]
1.01 [0.65, 1.59]

0.97 [0.69, 1.36]
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Figure S5. Forest plot for the risk of iceA2 gene and gastric carcinoma compared with peptic 

ulcer disease. 
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Figure S6. Funnel plot for publish bias assessment of the risk of iceA1 gene and peptic ulcer 

disease compared with gastritis or non-ulcer dyspepsia. 
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Figure S7. Funnel plot for publish bias assessment of the risk of iceA1 gene and gastric 

carcinoma compared with gastritis or non-ulcer dyspepsia.  
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Figure S8. Funnel plot for publish bias assessment of the risk of iceA1 gene and gastric carcinoma 

compared with peptic ulcer disease.  
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Figure S9. Funnel plot for publish bias assessment of the risk of iceA2 gene and peptic ulcer 

disease compared with gastritis or non-ulcer dyspepsia. 
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Figure S10. Funnel plot for publish bias assessment of the risk of iceA2 gene and gastric 

carcinoma compared with gastritis or non-ulcer dyspepsia.  
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Figure S11. Funnel plot for publish bias assessment of the risk of iceA2 gene and gastric 

carcinoma compared with peptic ulcer disease.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


