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[Abstract] Objective To examine the association between CYPIA! polymorphisms (Mspl
and /le/Val) and esophageal cancer (EC) by systematically reviewing the risk of the original studies.
Methods Data from 16 papers (8 for Mspl, 14 for lle/Val) regarding case-control studies on the
association of cytochrome P450 polymorphisms and risk of esophageal cancer was analyzed by
dominant model (variant genotype »s. wild-type genotype) through meta-analysis. Stratified analysis
was carried out according to the pathological types. Results In systematical analysis, CYPIAI Mspl
variant genotype (TC+CC) had no association with EC risk (OR=1.17,95%CI:0.82-1.66). Similar
results were observed in esophageal squamous-cell carcinoma(ESCC)(OR =1.17,95%CI: 0.82~1.69)
and esophageal adenocarcinoma (EAC) (OR=1.39,95%CI:0.67-2.09). Individuals with the CYPIAI
lle/Val variant genotype (/le/Val+ Val /Val) had an increased risk for EC, when comparing with wild
type(/le/lle) , with an OR of 1.39(95%CI:1.07-1.80). CYPIAI Ile/Val variant genotype could increase
the risk of ESCC (OR=1.43,95%C/:1.07-1.91) but no significant association was found with EAC
(OR=1.20,95%CI:0.62-2.30). Conclusion CYPIAI gene polymorphism /le/Val might have played
a role in the development of ESCC but CYP/AI Mspl polymorphism might not be associated with the
susceptibility of EC.
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FFE(2006)""" T HE HE 3] RFLP Mspl 23 41 4 72 5 0.79
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RFLP Tle/Val 52 39 275 153 0.45
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E:WNEPE R,V RN R
Study Case Control OR(random) Weight OR(random)
or sub-category n/\ A 95%ClI Y% 95%CI
Review: CYPLAT Mspl 3D 22 234 5 Fr 1 W apa JA B B9Meta 73 97
Comparison: 03 IC+CC 5. TT
Qutcome: 01 TC+CC ws. TT
Hori 111997 61/94 146/242 —-— 17.30 1.22 [0.74, 2.00]
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Total(95%Ch 955 1793 < 100.00 1.43 [1.07, 191]
Total events: 567(Case), 746(Control
Test for heterogeneity: Chi?-25.14, Lgélﬂ(fEO.OOS)v 17=60.2%
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