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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate the differentiation trajectory of gastric cancer (GC) cells and its
clinical relevance and generate a prognostic risk scoring (RS) signature based on GC differentiation-related
genes (GDRGs) to predict overall survival (OS). Integrated single-cell RNA sequencing (scRNA-seq) and bulk
RNA-seq data from GC samples were used for analysis. The cell differentiation trajectory analysis identified
three subsets with distinct differentiation states, of which subsets 1/1l were involved in metabolic disorders,
subset Il were also associated with hypoxia tolerance, and subset Ill were related to immune-related pathways.
GC samples were divided into three GDRG-based molecular subtypes, and it was found that molecular typing
based on cell differentiation successfully predicted patient OS, clinicopathological features, immune infiltration
status, and immune checkpoint gene expression. An eight-GDRG-based prognostic RS signature was generated,
and the OS of the high-risk group was significantly worse than that of the low-risk group. By integrating the
GDRG-based RS signature with prognostic clinicopathological characteristics, a clinicopathologic-genomic
nomogram was constructed, and this nomogram yielded strong predictive performance and high accuracy. The
study highlights the implication of GC cell differentiation for predicting patient clinical outcome and potential
immunotherapy response and proposes a promising treatment direction for GC.

INTRODUCTION standing of tumor heterogeneity to allow the

formulation of rational treatment programs has become

Intratumoral heterogeneity is closely associated with
tumorigenesis, progression and recurrence; it is an
essential characteristic of tumor biological behavior,
and novel molecular phenotypes may be generated
through different pathogenesis processes, natural
evolution and responses to interventions [1]. Molecular
phenotypes can reveal a wide range of individual
differences related to clinical features, treatment
response, tumor resistance, and prognosis [2]. The
discovery of tumor-driving genes and drugs targeting
these genes provides the possibility of overcoming
tumors, but the existence of heterogeneity makes tumor
therapy challenging. Therefore, an accurate under-

the focus of precision medicine.

Gastric cancer (GC) is one of the most common
gastrointestinal malignancies worldwide and has a high
incidence and mortality. According to the latest data
from the International Cancer Research Agency, there
are approximately 930,000 new cases and 700,000
deaths every year, and GC ranks fourth and second
among all malignant tumors in morbidity and mortality,
respectively [3]. GC is a heterogeneous tumor, and its
biological behavior is influenced by a complicated
intracellular gene regulatory network. Traditional
pathological typing (e.g., Lauren typing and WHO
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typing) is no longer sufficient to explain GC
heterogeneity. Instead, it is necessary to probe deeply,
at the molecular level, to make accurate diagnosis,
treatment and prognosis judgments.

As a result of genome and epigenome reprogramming and
DNA replication errors during cell division and
differentiation, individual cells can present different
genomes, transcriptomes and epigenomes [4]. Bulk RNA
sequencing (RNA-seq) technology provides the trans-
cription profile of a population of cells or the average
expression level of tissues but cannot reveal the gene
expression patterns of individual cells [5]. The develop-
ment of single-cell RNA-seq (ScCRNA-seq) provides the
opportunity for a comprehensive characterization of
genetic complexity at the cellular level, including
differences in single-nucleotide poly-morphisms, copy
number variations, gene expression levels, genomic
structural variations, gene fusions, alternative splicing
and DNA methylation [6], which has contributed to our
understanding of cellular heterogeneity. The purpose of
this study was to explore the GC cell differentiation
trajectory by scRNA-seq and to investigate its relationship
with clinical outcomes and potential immunotherapy
response in combination with bulk RNA-seq data to
provide new insights for GC diagnosis and treatment.

RESULTS

Quality control and normalization of scRNA-seq
data

In this study, 402 cells from 6 GC samples were
obtained from GSE112302. After quality control and
normalization, 2 nonconforming cells were excluded,
and 400 cells were screened for further analysis (Figure
1A). No correlation between sequencing depth and
mitochondrial gene sequences was detected (Figure 1B).
There was a significant positive correlation between
sequencing depth and total intracellular sequences (R =
0.38, Figure 1C). A total of 16,288 genes were analyzed,
of which 14,788 had low intercellular variation and
1,500 had high variation (Figure 1D).

Cell trajectory analysis identified three GC subsets

Principal component analysis (PCA) was used for
preliminary dimensionality reduction of scRNA-seq
data. The results showed that there was no significant
segregation among GC cells (Figure 1E), so the first 18
principal components (PCs) with significant differences
were selected for further analysis (Figure 1F).
According to the t-distributed stochastic neighbor
embedding (tSNE) algorithm, 400 GC cells were
aggregated into 8 clusters, a total of 3339 marker genes
were identified by differential analysis, and the top 10%

of marker genes in each cluster are displayed on the
heat map (Figure 1G). Eight clusters were annotated
based on marker genes: clusters 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7
were all cancer cells, and cluster 5 correlated with
macrophages. Pseudotime and trajectory analysis
indicated that cluster 1 was distributed in subset I,
containing cancer cells; clusters 0/2/3 were in subset II,
consisting of cancer cells; clusters 5/7 were distributed
in subset I, composed of cancer cells and macro-
phages; and clusters 4/6 were scattered over the three
subsets and were also cancer cells (Figure 1H, 11).

Molecular functional analysis of three subsets based
on GDRGs

The study identified 402 GC differentiation-related
genes (GDRGS) in subset I, 1443 GDRGs in subset 1l
and 1016 GDRGs in subset I11. Based on Gene Ontology
(GO) biological process (BP) and Kyoto Encyclopedia
of Genes and Genomes (KEGG) enrichment analysis,
the GDRGs in subsets I/l were involved in mRNA
catabolic processes and energy metabolic disorders
(Figure 2A-2D), those in subset 1l were also associated
with hypoxia tolerance (Figure 2C, 2D), and those in
subset Il were closely related to inflammation and
immune-related pathways (Figure 2E, 2F).

Three GDRG-based molecular subtypes of GC
patients from the GSE84437 dataset

GDRG-based consensus clustering analysis was
completed in GSE84437, and three molecular subtypes
that contained all the GC samples were identified at a
clustering threshold of maxK = 9 (Figure 3A-3C). The
Kaplan-Meier analysis determined the statistical
significance of the consensus clustering results for GC,
with subtype | (C1) having the best overall survival
(0S), subtype Il (C2) having the second best OS, and
subtype 11l (C3) having the worst OS (Figure 3D, P =
0.004). From subtype | (C1) to subtype Il (C3), patient
age decreased, and patients tend to have advanced T
stage and N stage, but there was no significant
difference in the sex distribution among the three
subtypes (Figure 3E and Supplementary Figure 1). In
addition, the up/downregulated GDRGs in subsets
I/1I/111 showed the same expression trend in subtypes
i/l (C 1/2/3) (Figure 3F-3H and Supplementary
Figure 1), which indicated that subtypes I/Il/lIl (C
1/2/3) were separately composed of subsets I/11/111.

Comprehensive analysis of tumor microenvironment
scores and immune cell infiltration across three
molecular subtypes

Based on tumor microenvironment scores, the current
study found that immune/stromal scores increased in

WWWw.aging-us.com 5929

AGING



turn in subtypes I/lI/lI1 (C 1/2/3) (Figure 4A, 4B, P <
0.05), while tumor purity gradually decreased in
subtypes I/1I/111 (C 1/2/3) (Figure 4C, P < 0.001). The
content of 22 immune cells in each sample was
calculated according to the CIBERSORT algorithm and
displayed visually such that different colors represent
different cell types (Figure 4D). Differential analysis
demonstrated that subtype 1 (C1) contained more
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activated NK cells (Figure 4E, all P < 0.05), which was
associated with better OS (Figure 4F). Clusters 2/3 had
more memory resting CD4+ T cells, resting mast cells
and naive B cells (Figure 4E, all P < 0.05), and the
higher infiltration density of these cells was correlated
with worse OS (Figure 4G). In addition, the infiltration
density of the remaining immune cells (e.g.,
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Figure 1. Quality control and normalization of scRNA-seq data, dimensionality reduction and cell trajectory analysis. (A) After
quality control and normalization, 2 nonconforming cells were excluded, and 400 cells were screened for further analysis. (B) Correlation
analysis between sequencing depth and mitochondrial gene sequences was detected. (C) Correlation analysis between sequencing depth and
total intracellular sequences. (D) A total of 16,288 genes were analyzed, of which 14,788 had low intercellular variation and 1,500 had high
variation. (E) PCA based on scRNA-seq data. (F) Eighteen PCs with significant differences were identified with P < 0.5. (G) Four hundred GC
cells were aggregated into 8 clusters and the top 10% of marker genes in each cluster are displayed on the heat map. (H, 1) Pseudotime and
trajectory analysis. PCA: principal component analysis, PCs: principal components, GC: gastric cancer.
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neutrophils) also showed statistically significant
differences in the three subtypes (Figure 4E, all P <
0.05). However, due to the small numbers of these cells
in the tumor microenvironment, they were not
considered in this study.

Expression levels of 38 immune checkpoint genes
(ICGs) across three molecular subtypes and
prognostic analysis

Thirty-eight confirmed 1CGs were obtained from
previous studies [7-15]. Through differential expression

analysis, we observed significantly high expression of
10 ICGs (namely, CD80, CTLA4, IFNG, IL23A,
LDHA, PD-L1, PVR, TNFRSF9, TNFSF9 and
YTHDFL1) in subtype I (C1) (Figure 5A, all P < 0.05).
Importantly, upregulated CD80 (P < 0.05), CTLA4 (P <
0.05), TNFRSF9 (P < 0.05), IFNG, LDHA and TNFSF9
correlated with better OS (Figure 5B). Five ICGs
(namely, FGL1, JAK1, LAMA3, LGALS9 and
VTCN1) were upregulated in subtype Il (C2) (Figure
5A, all P < 0.05), and Kaplan-Meier analysis indicated
that highly expressed VTCN1 (P < 0.05), JAK1 and
LAMAS3 predicted worse OS (Figure 5C). Nine ICGs
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Figure 2. Functional analysis of three subsets based on GDRGs. (A) GO BP for subset | genes. (B) KEGG enrichment analysis for subset
| genes. (C) GO BP for subset Il genes. (D) KEGG enrichment analysis for subset Il genes. (E) GO BP of subset Il genes. (F) KEGG enrichment
analysis of subset Ill genes. GDRG: gastric cancer differentiation-related gene, GO: Gene Ontology, BP: biological process, KEGG: Kyoto
Encyclopedia of Genes and Genomes.
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(namely, B2M, CD28, CD40LG, CD8A, HAVCR2,
LDHB, PTPRC, TNFSF18 and TNFSF4) were
significantly overexpressed in subtype Il (C3) (Figure
5A, all P < 0.05), and Kaplan-Meier analysis showed
that LDHB and TNFSF4 expression was associated
with poor OS, while PTPRC predicted better OS
(Figure 5D). These results not only provide a reasonable
molecular basis for the different OS in the three
subtypes but also may guide immunotherapy.

of

Generation, evaluation and validation

prognostic risk scoring signature

a

After the intersection of GDRGs in The Cancer Genome
Atlas (TCGA) and GSE84437 cohorts, 1729 GDRGs
were enrolled in weighted correlation network analysis
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(WGCNA). Nine modules were accessed with soft
threshold = 8 (Figure 6A-6D), of which 6 modules
(namely, blue module, yellow module, pink module, red
module, turquoise module and gray module) were
closely related to GC grade (Figure 6E). A total of 258
differentially expressed GDRGs (Figure 6F and
Supplementary Figure 2) were obtained from 6
modules, and 33 prognostic GDRGs (Figure 6G) were
further screened by univariate analysis and incorporated
into multivariate Cox regression analysis. Finally, a
prognostic risk scoring (RS) signature consisting of 8
GDRGs was generated. The RS of each sample could be
calculated according to the relative coefficient and gene
expression. RS = (0.00048 * expression of VCAN) + (-
0.00096 * expression of TNFAIP2) + (0.00125 *
expression of STMN2) + (0.00027 * expression of
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RNASE1) + (0.00013 * expression of DUSP1) +
(0.00082 * expression of AQP2) + (0.00205 *
expression of ADAMS8) + (0.00006 * expression of
TFF1). According to the prognostic risk scoring
signature, the RS of each GC sample in the TCGA and
GSEB84437 cohorts was calculated, and the OS of the
low-risk group was significantly better than that of the
high-risk group (Figure 7A, TCGA: P = 2.681e-05;
Figure 7B, GSE84437: P = 1.282e-03). In addition, the
areas under the receiver operating characteristic (ROC)
curves for predicting 1-year, 3-year and 5-year OS were

0.695, 0.666 and 0.701, respectively, in the TCGA
cohort (Figure 7C), and 0.605, 0.593 and 0.604,
respectively, in the GSE94437 dataset (Figure 7D).

In addition, the expression levels of eight GDRGs in
eight clusters are shown in Figure 7E. VCAN increased
in cluster 7 (belonging to subset 111); TNFAIP2, DUSP1
and ADAMS in cluster 5 (belonging to subset IlI);
STMN?2 in cluster 3 (belonging to subset I1); RNASE1
and TFF1 in cluster 2 (belonging to subset II); and
AQP2 in cluster 1 (belonging to subset ).
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Figure 4. Comprehensive analysis of tumor microenvironment scores and immune cell infiltration across three molecular
subtypes. (A—C) Tumor microenvironment scores across three molecular subtypes. (D) The contents of 22 immune cells in each sample from
the GES84437 dataset. (E) Differential analysis showed that the contents of 14 kinds of immune cells were different in the three subtypes. (F)
Kaplan-Meier analysis of memory-activated CD4* T cells, activated NK cells (P < 0.05) and MO macrophages. (G) Kaplan-Meier analysis of
resting mast cells, memory resting CD4* T cells and naive B cells.
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Establishment and evaluation of a nomogram for
predicting patient 3-year and 5-year OS

In the TCGA cohort, univariate analysis revealed that age,
TNM stage, N stage and RS jointly affected patient
prognosis (Figure 8A, all P < 0.05). Older patients tended
to have later clinicopathological stage disease, and higher
RS corresponded to poorer prognosis. Subsequently,
multivariate analysis demonstrated that age and RS were
independent prognostic factors for GC patients (Figure 8B,
all P < 0.05). Four prognostic factors were combined to
construct a nomogram for predicting 3-year and 5-year OS
based on the TCGA cohort (Figure 8C). The areas under
the ROC curves for predicting 3-year and 5-year OS were
0.727 and 0.730, respectively (Figure 8D). The calibration
curves for predicting 3-year and 5-year OS were in good
agreement with the observed values (Figure 8E).

DISCUSSION

In recent years, GC heterogeneity and its implications
for the prognosis of patients have been recognized in
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terms of tumor site (e.g., cardia, gastric body and
pylorus) [16], tissue type (e.g., intestinal, diffuse and
mixed) [17], pathological type (e.g., papillary
adenocarcinoma, mucinous adenocarcinoma, tubular
adenocarcinoma and signet ring cell carcinoma), early
or advanced stage [18, 19], stage of treatment (e.g.,
before or after chemotherapy) [20], and primary or
metastatic focus [21]. This study further explored GC
heterogeneity in terms of the GC cell differentiation
trajectory. According to the scRNA-seq data, three
subsets with distinct differentiation states were
identified, of which the genes characterizing subsets 1/11
were all involved in mRNA catabolic processes and
energy metabolic disorders, those of subset Il were also
associated with hypoxia tolerance, and those of subset
Il were closely related to inflammation and immune-
related pathways. GDRG-based molecular typing
successfully predicted patient OS, clinicopathological
features, tumor microenvironment score, immune
infiltration status and ICG expression. An eight-GDRG-
related prognostic RS signature was generated by
multivariate Cox regression analysis, and a nomogram
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Figure 5. Expression levels of 38 ICGs across three molecular subtypes and prognostic analysis. (A) Differential expression
analysis of 38 ICGs. (B) Kaplan-Meier analysis of CD80, CTLA4, TNFRSF9, IFNG, LDHA and TNFSF9. (C) Kaplan-Meier analysis of VTCN1, JAK1
and LAMA3. (D) Kaplan-Meier analysis of LDHB, TNFSF4 and PTPRC. ICGs: immune checkpoint genes.
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combining RS and clinicopathological characteristics for
predicting 3-year and 5-year OS was also constructed.

The development of sScRNA-seq technology provides an
effective method for revealing the transcriptome
characteristics of single cells and opens up a new
method for exploring intratumoral heterogeneity [6].
Intratumoral heterogeneity refers to the possibility of
acquiring new gene mutations and molecular
phenotypes in each progeny after the first cell malignant
transformation, so the tumor is a mixture of different
cloned tumor cells [2]. In this study, GC cells with
distinct differentiation states were projected into three
subsets based on cell trajectory analysis, and subset-
dependent molecular phenotypes (namely GDRGS)
were identified. Molecular functional analysis indicated
that the genes characterizing subsets I/I1 were involved
in mMRNA catabolic processes and energy metabolic

Module (branch) color

disorders, those of subset Il were associated with these
processes and with hypoxia tolerance, and those of
subset Il were closely related to inflammation and
immune-related pathways. These results indicated that
cell differentiation trajectories can reflect GC
heterogeneity and are closely related to metabolic,
hypoxia and immune pathways.

Molecular phenotype identification can be used to
optimize diagnosis and treatment strategies and promote
the development of precision medicine. In 2009,
the American Society of Clinical Oncology annual
meeting reported that trastuzumab combined with
chemotherapy can significantly improve the OS of
HER2-positive patients with advanced GC, which was a
landmark in GC precision therapy [22]. Apatinib, an
anti-VEGFR tyrosinase inhibitor, significantly improves
OS in patients with advanced GC [23]. Single-drug
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Figure 6. Weighted correlation network analysis, differential expression analysis and univariate analysis of GDRGs. (A-D)
Based on weighted correlation network analysis, 9 modules were accessed with a soft threshold = 8. (E) Correlation analysis between
modules and clinicopathological data. (F) Differential expression analysis identified 258 differentially expressed GDRGs in 6 modules, with
|log2(FC)| > 1 and FDR < 0.05. (G) Univariate analysis of differentially expressed GDRGs. GC: gastric cancer, GDRGs: GC differentiation-related

gene, FDR: false discovery rate.
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ramucirumab, a humanized anti-VEGFR-2 monoclonal
antibody, is more effective in the treatment of advanced
GC patients than optimal supportive care [24, 25].
Therefore, the GDRGs identified by the GC cell
differentiation trajectory are worthy of further study and
may be explored as new molecular targets for GC.

With the rapid development of molecular biology and
molecular diagnostic technology, GC molecular typing
has been improved continuously. For instance, Lei et al.
[26] classified GC into three independent subtypes
(proliferative, metabolic and mesenchymal), which have
different molecular and genetic features and different
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Figure 7. Generation, evaluation and validation of a prognostic risk scoring signature. (A) Kaplan-Meier analysis between the
low-risk group and the high-risk group in the TCGA cohort. (B) Kaplan-Meier analysis between the low-risk group and the high-risk
group in the GSE84437 dataset. (C) In the TCGA cohort, the areas under the ROC curves for predicting 1-year, 3-year and 5-year OS. (D)
In the GSE84437 dataset, the areas under the ROC curves for predicting 1-year, 3-year and 5-year OS. (E) Expression levels of eight
GDRGs in eight clusters. OS: overall survival, TCGA: The Cancer Genome Atlas, ROC: receiver operating characteristic, GDRGs: gastric

cancer differentiation-related genes.
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susceptibilities to chemotherapeutic agents. The Cancer
Genome Atlas (TCGA) divides GC into four subtypes
(namely, EBV-positive, microsatellite instable, genomic
stable and chromosomal instable), which provides a
roadmap for patient stratifications and trials of targeted
therapies [27]. The Asian Cancer Research Group
(ACRG) classifies GC subtypes as high microsatellite
instable, microsatellite stable/epithelial-mesenchymal
transition, microsatellite stable/epithelial/ TP53 intact,
and microsatellite stable/epithelial/TP53 loss; these
subtypes encompass GC heterogeneity and provide
useful clinical information [28]. However, the existing
GC molecular typing is still immature, and there is no
simple correlation between different molecular typing
classification schemes, so it is necessary to improve the
existing molecular typing or establish new rule sets for
specific and accurate molecular typing. In this study,
GC was divided into three subtypes based on GDRGs,
and the different OS and clinicopathological features
among subtypes were reasonably explained by tumor
microenvironment scores, immune infiltration status
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and ICG expression. Abundant lymphocyte infiltration in
the tumor microenvironment [29-35] and upregulation
of ICGs have been found to be possible reasons for the
effectiveness of immunotherapy [36-39], which was
consistent with our findings.

GDRG-based GC molecular subtypes showed distinct
survival profiles, suggesting that GDRG-based patient
classification can be used to predict patient OS.
Therefore, a GDRG-based prognostic RS signature was
generated, and it was found to have high accuracy
and high efficiency. To the best of our knowledge, this
is the first GDRG-based signature constructed by
multivariate Cox regression analysis. Moreover, a
nomogram combining GDRG-based RS and prognostic
clinicopathological variables was constructed to provide
a visual method for predicting patient OS, which was
more accurate and effective than using RS alone.

The current study has several limitations. First, the
GDRG-based RS signature was constructed and
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Figure 8. Construction and evaluation of a nomogram based on the TCGA cohort. (A) Univariate analysis of risk score and
clinicopathological characteristics. (B) Multivariate analysis of risk score and clinicopathological characteristics. (C) A nomogram for predicting
3-year and 5-year OS. (D) The areas under the ROC curves for predicting 3-year and 5-year OS. (E) The calibration curves for predicting 3-year
and 5-year OS. TCGA: The Cancer Genome Atlas, OS: overall survival, ROC: receiver operating characteristic.
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validated based on retrospective data from TCGA and
GEO databases. Further large-scale prospective clinical
studies are required to evaluate its effectiveness and
practicability. Second, despite the high accuracy and
predictive performance of the nomogram, there are
additional prognosis-related clinicopathological variables
that cannot be accessed from public databases. Therefore,
the nomogram includes a limited number of variables and
must be further refined at a later stage.

CONCLUSIONS

The current study identified three subsets of GC cells
with distinct differentiation states based on scRNA-seq
and demonstrated that GDRG-based molecular typing
can accurately predict patient OS, clinicopathological
features, tumor microenvironment scores, immune
infiltration status and ICG expression. A nomogram
combining the CDRG-based RS signature and
clinicopathological variables provided an intuitive and
accurate method for predicting patient OS. In summary,
this study highlights the implications of GC cell
differentiation for predicting patient clinical outcome
and potential immunotherapy response and proposes a
promising treatment direction for GC.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Acquisition and processing of scRNA-seq and bulk
RNA-seq

The scRNA-seq data of 402 GC cells in 6 samples were
obtained from the GSE112302 dataset in the Gene
Expression Omnibus (GEO, https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.
gov/geo/) database. Afterwards, sScRNA-seq data were
initially processed by the ‘Seurat’” package, the
percentage of mitochondrial genes was calculated
through the PercentageFeatureSet function, and the
relationship  between  sequencing  depth  and
mitochondrial gene sequences and/or total intracellular
sequences was elucidated by correlation analysis. Cells
with a gene number < 100, sequencing number < 50 and
mitochondrial gene content > 5% were excluded. After
data filtering, ScRNA-seq data were normalized by the
LogNormalize method, and the top 1500 genes with
highly variable features were identified by variance
analysis. Moreover, the bulk RNA-seq data of 32
normal and 406 GC samples were accessed from TCGA
(http://cancergenome.nih.gov/)  database, and an
additional 433 GC samples were obtained from the
GSEB84437 dataset (https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/).
The basic clinical information for each sample is
detailed in Table 1. In this study, GC samples from
patients with a survival time < 30 days, ambiguous
survival status or unclear clinicopathological charac-
teristics were excluded.

Dimensionality reduction and cell annotation

Under the condition of a false discovery rate (FDR) <
0.05, dimensions with significant separation were
screened out through PCA [40], and then dimension
reduction for the top 18 principal components (PCs)
through the tSNE algorithm was employed to obtain the
major clusters [41]. With the criteria of log. [fold
change (FC)] > 0.5 and FDR < 0.05, marker genes in
each cluster were accessed, and the top 10% of marker
genes from clusters were laid out in the heatmap.
Clusters were annotated through the ‘SingleR’ package
based on marker genes.

Pseudotime and trajectory analysis

Pseudotime and trajectory analyses of GC cells were
carried out by the ‘Monocle’ package [42]. Then,
intracellular differentially expressed genes in cells with
distinct differentiation states with [log2 (FC)| > 0.5 and
FDR < 0.05 were designated GDRGs. The
‘clusterProfiler’, ‘org.Hs.eg.db’, ‘enrichplot’ and
‘ggplot2’ packages were used for GO annotation and
KEGG enrichment analysis; only BPs were extracted in
the GO annotation.

GDRG-based molecular subtypes of GC patients
from the GSE84437 dataset

After log2-scale transformation of GDRG expression in
the GSE84437 dataset, 1729 GDRGs were retained for
GC molecular typing. The ‘ConsensusClusterPlus’
package, which provided quantitative and visual
evidence of stability for measuring the number of un-
supervised subtypes, was used for consensus clustering
of GC [43]. The K-means algorithm and cumulative
distribution function (CDF) curve were utilized to
determine the best number of subtypes, and 50 iterations
with maxK = 9 were conducted for stable subtypes.
Kaplan-Meier analysis was completed to evaluate the
survival results, and the ‘ggplot2’ package was used to
display the proportion of clinicopathological features in
each molecular subtype. Additionally, the expression
levels of GDRGs in specific molecular subtypes were
investigated within  different cell differentiation
trajectories and visualized in box plots.

Tumor microenvironment scores, immune cell
infiltration and ICG expression across molecular
subtypes

The study calculated the immune/stromal scores and
tumor purity of each sample through the ‘ESTIMATE’
package. The content of 22 immune cells in each
sample from GSE84437 was identified by CIBERSORT
software. Meanwhile, the infiltration density of immune

WWWw.aging-us.com 5938

AGING


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/
http://cancergenome.nih.gov/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/

Table 1. Clinicopathological features of patient with gastric cancer.

TCGA cohort (N = 406)

GSE84437 (N = 433)

Variables N (%) Variables N (%)
Age (years) Age (years)
Mean + SD* 65.6 £ 10.9 Mean + SD* 60.1£11.6
Sex Sex
Female 150 (36.9) Female 137 (31.6)
Male 256 (63.1) Male 296 (68.4)
Grade Grade
I 10 (2.5) | -
I 149 (36.7) 1 -
" 240 (59.1) 1l -
unknown 7(1.7) unknown -
Stage Stage
I 56 (13.8) | -
I 118 (29.1) Il -
I 167 (41.1) I -
\Y 42 (10.3) v -
unknown 26 (6.4) unknown -
T stage T stage
T1 23 (5.7) T1 11 (2.5)
T2 85 (20.9) T2 38 (8.8)
T3 185 (45.6) T3 92 (21.2)
T4 103 (25.4) T4 292 (67.4)
unknown 10 (2.5) unknown 0 (0.0
N stage N stage
NO 122 (30.0) NO 80 (18.5)
N1 109 (26.9) N1 188 (43.4)
N2 80 (19.7) N2 132 (30.5)
N3 78 (19.2) N3 33 (7.6)
unknown 17 (4.2) unknown 0 (0.0
M stage M stage
MO 361 (88.9) MO -
M1 27 (6.7) M1 -
unknown 18 (4.4) unknown -

*SD: standard deviation.

cells in different GC subtypes was compared by the
‘limma’ package, and a histogram of immune cells with
significant differences was presented. Furthermore, 38
validated 1CGs were summarized through extensive
reading of the literature [7-15], and then their
expression across GC subtypes was examined by
differential expression analysis based on the GSE84437
dataset. Kaplan-Meier analysis was used to investigate
the prognostic value of immune cells and ICGs.

Prognostic risk scoring signature generation and
validation

In this study, the TCGA cohort was taken as the training
set, and the GSE84437 dataset was taken as the
validation set for prognostic RS signature generation
and validation. First, the GDRGs in TCGA and
GSE84437 cohorts were intersected, and transcription

profiles were simultaneously normalized and corrected
with log2-scale transformation. Subsequently, GDRGs
were included in WGCNA, and key modules related to
GC differentiation were identified based on correlation
analysis. The genes in key modules were analyzed by
differential expression analysis (with [log2(FC)| > 1 and
FDR < 0.05) and univariate analysis (P < 0.05), and the
remaining GDRGs were enrolled in multivariate Cox
regression analysis to generate a GDRG-based
prognostic RS signature. The mean value of the GDRG-
based RS signature can be used to divide patients into
high-risk and low-risk groups. The RS can be calculated
as the sum of the products of GDRG expression levels
and coefficients via the following formula:

k

RS=>"(Exp, xCoe,)
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where ‘i’ and ‘k’ represent the ‘i’th gene and total
number of genes, respectively. Kaplan-Meier analysis
and ROC curves were used to evaluate the accuracy and
prediction efficiency.

Nomogram construction based on TCGA cohort

Based on the TCGA cohort, clinicopathologic variables
(e.g., age, sex, tumor grade and TNM staging) and RS
were separately incorporated into univariate and
multivariate  analyses.  Subsequently,  prognostic
variables were combined into a nomogram for
predicting 3-year and 5-year OS. ROC curves and
calibration curves were used to evaluate the predictive
performance and accuracy of the nomogram.

Statistical analysis

Some continuous variables are expressed as the
means =+ standard deviation. The 2 test and
T-test/variance analysis were separately used to
compare the distribution of dichotomous variables and
continuous variables. Kaplan-Meier statistics and
log-rank tests were wused for survival analysis.
All statistical analyses were carried out in R and Perl,
and P <0.05 was considered to be statistically
significant.

Data accessibility

The scRNA-seq data of GC samples were accessed
from GEO database (GSE112302, https://www.ncbi.
nim.nih.gov/geo/). The bulk RNA-seq data of GC
samples were obtained from GEO database (GSE84437,
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/) and TCGA data
base (http://cancergenome.nih.gov/).

Ethics approval

Ethical approval was not required because the data
came from publicly available databases.

Abbreviations

GC: Gastric cancer; GDRG: GC differentiation-related
gene; TCGA: The Cancer Genome Atlas; RS: Risk
scoring; OS: Overall survival, SCRNA-seq: Single-cell
RNA sequencing; GEO: Gene Expression Omnibus;
PCA: Principal component analysis; PC: Principal
component; WGCNA: Weighted correlation network
analysis; FDR: False discovery rate; GO: Gene
Ontology; BP: Biological process; KEGG: Kyoto
Encyclopedia of Genes and Genomes; CDF:
Cumulative distribution function; ICG: Immune
checkpoint gene; ROC: Receiver  operating
characteristic; ACRG: Asian Cancer Research Group.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

TF designed and supervised the project. RSX and YPR
performed the data curation and analysis. RSX and
YHG analyzed and interpreted the results. WS and JR
drafted and reviewed the manuscript. All authors read
and approved the final manuscript.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors gratefully acknowledge each editor and
reviewer for their profound insight into this study.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

The authors declare that they have no conflicts of
interest.

FUNDING

The authors declare no funding provided for this study.

REFERENCES

1. Hanahan D, Weinberg RA. Hallmarks of cancer: the
next generation. Cell. 2011; 144:646-74.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2011.02.013
PMID:21376230

2. Dagogo-Jack I, Shaw AT. Tumour heterogeneity and
resistance to cancer therapies. Nat Rev Clin Oncol.
2018; 15:81-94.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrclinonc.2017.166
PMID:29115304

3. Bray F, Ferlay J, Soerjomataram |, Siegel RL, Torre LA,
Jemal A. Global cancer statistics 2018: GLOBOCAN
estimates of incidence and mortality worldwide for 36
cancers in 185 countries. CA Cancer J Clin. 2018;
68:394-424.
https://doi.org/10.3322/caac.21492 PMID:30207593

4. Kalisky T, Blainey P, Quake SR. Genomic analysis at the
single-cell level. Annu Rev Genet. 2011; 45:431-45.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-genet-102209-
163607 PMID:21942365

5. Wang Y, Navin NE. Advances and applications of
single-cell sequencing technologies. Mol Cell. 2015;
58:598-609.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.molcel.2015.05.005
PMID:26000845

6. Lovett M. The applications of single-cell genomics.
Hum Mol Genet. 2013; 22:R22-26.
https://doi.org/10.1093/hmg/ddt377 PMID:23922233

7. Patel SJ, Sanjana NE, Kishton RJ, Eidizadeh A, Vodnala
SK, Cam M, Gartner JJ, Jia L, Steinberg SM, Yamamoto

WWWw.aging-us.com 5940

AGING


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/geo/
http://cancergenome.nih.gov/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2011.02.013
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/21376230
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrclinonc.2017.166
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29115304
https://doi.org/10.3322/caac.21492
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30207593
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-genet-102209-163607
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-genet-102209-163607
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/21942365
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.molcel.2015.05.005
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26000845
https://doi.org/10.1093/hmg/ddt377
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23922233

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

TN, Merchant AS, Mehta GU, Chichura A, et al.
Identification of essential genes for cancer
immunotherapy. Nature. 2017; 548:537-42.

https://doi.org/10.1038/nature23477 PMID:28783722

Nishino M, Ramaiya NH, Hatabu H, Hodi FS. Monitoring
immune-checkpoint blockade: response evaluation
and biomarker development. Nat Rev Clin Oncol. 2017;
14:655-68.

https://doi.org/10.1038/nrclinonc.2017.88
PMID:28653677

Wang J, Sanmamed MF, Datar |, Su TT, Ji L, Sun J, Chen
L, ChenY, Zhu G, Yin W, Zheng L, Zhou T, Badri T, et al.
Fibrinogen-like protein 1 is a major immune inhibitory
ligand of LAG-3. Cell. 2019; 176:334-47.e12.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2018.11.010
PMID:30580966

Garris CS, Arlauckas SP, Kohler RH, Trefny MP, Garren
S, Piot C, Engblom C, Pfirschke C, Siwicki M,
Gungabeesoon J, Freeman GJ, Warren SE, Ong S, et al.
Successful anti-PD-1 cancer immunotherapy requires T
cell-dendritic cell crosstalk involving the cytokines IFN-
vy and IL-12. Immunity. 2018; 49:1148-61.e7.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.immuni.2018.09.024
PMID:30552023

Yang W, Pan W, Chen S, Trendel N, Jiang S, Xiao F, Xue
M, Wu W, Peng Z, Li X, Ji H, Liu X, Jiang H, et al.
Dynamic regulation of CD28 conformation and
signaling by charged lipids and ions. Nat Struct Mol
Biol. 2017; 24:1081-92.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nsmb.3489 PMID:29058713

Han D, Liu J, Chen C, Dong L, Liu Y, Chang R, Huang X,
Liu Y, Wang J, Dougherty U, Bissonnette MB, Shen B,
Weichselbaum RR, et al. Anti-tumour immunity
controlled through mRNA m6A methylation and
YTHDF1 in dendritic cells. Nature. 2019; 566:270-74.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-0916-x
PMID:30728504

Wang J, Sun J, Liu LN, Flies DB, Nie X, Toki M, Zhang J,
Song C, Zarr M, Zhou X, Han X, Archer KA, O’'Neill T, et
al. Siglec-15 as an immune suppressor and potential
target for normalization cancer immunotherapy. Nat
Med. 2019; 25:656-66.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-019-0374-x
PMID:30833750

Wu L, Deng WW, Yu GT, Mao L, Bu LL, Ma SR, Liu B,
Zhang WF, Sun ZJ. B7-H4 expression indicates poor
prognosis of oral squamous cell carcinoma. Cancer
Immunol Immunother. 2016; 65:1035-45.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00262-016-1867-9
PMID:27383830

Zhang Q, Bi J, Zheng X, Chen Y, Wang H, Wu W, Wang
Z, Wu Q, Peng H, Wei H, Sun R, Tian Z. Blockade of the

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

checkpoint receptor TIGIT prevents NK cell exhaustion
and elicits potent anti-tumor immunity. Nat Immunol.
2018; 19:723-32.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41590-018-0132-0
PMID:29915296

Tominaga N, Gotoda T, Hara M, Hale MD, Tsuchiya T,
Matsubayashi J, Kono S, Kusano C, Itoi T, Fujimoto K,
Moriyasu F, Grabsch HI. Five biopsy specimens from
the proximal part of the tumor reliably determine
HER2 protein expression status in gastric cancer.
Gastric Cancer. 2016; 19:553-60.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10120-015-0502-3
PMID:25987463

Phan DA, Nguyen VT, Hua TN, Ngo QD, Doan TP,
Nguyen ST, Thai AT, Nguyen VT. HER2 status and its
heterogeneity in gastric carcinoma of Vietnamese
patient. J Pathol Transl Med. 2017; 51:396-402.
https://doi.org/10.4132/jptm.2017.04.24
PMID:28625044

Fassan M, Mastracci L, Grillo F, Zagonel V, Bruno S,
Battaglia G, Pitto F, Nitti D, Celiento T, Zaninotto G,
Fiocca R, Rugge M. Early HER2 dysregulation in gastric
and oesophageal carcinogenesis. Histopathology.
2012; 61:769-76.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2559.2012.04272.x
PMID:22882541

Kanayama K, Imai H, Usugi E, Shiraishi T, Hirokawa YS,
Watanabe M. Association of HER2 gene amplification
and tumor progression in early gastric cancer.
Virchows Arch. 2018; 473:559-65.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00428-018-2433-y
PMID:30120594

Pietrantonio F, Caporale M, Morano F, Scartozzi M,
Gloghini A, De Vita F, Giommoni E, Fornaro L, Aprile
G, Melisi D, Berenato R, Mennitto A, Volpi CC, et al.
HER2 loss in HER2-positive gastric or
gastroesophageal cancer after trastuzumab therapy:
implication for further clinical research. Int J Cancer.
2016; 139:2859-64.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijc.30408 PMID:27578417

Park SR, Park YS, Ryu MH, Ryoo BY, Woo CG, Jung HY,
Lee JH, Lee GH, Kang YK. Extra-gain of HER2-positive
cases through HER2 reassessment in primary and
metastatic sites in advanced gastric cancer with initially
HER2-negative primary tumours: results of GASTric
cancer HER2 reassessment study 1 (GASTHER1). Eur J
Cancer. 2016; 53:42-50.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2015.09.018
PMID:26693898

Bang YJ, Van Cutsem E, Feyereislova A, Chung HC, Shen
L, Sawaki A, Lordick F, Ohtsu A, Omuro Y, Satoh T,
Aprile G, Kulikov E, Hill J, et al, and ToGA Trial

WWWw.aging-us.com

5941

AGING


https://doi.org/10.1038/nature23477
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28783722
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrclinonc.2017.88
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28653677
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2018.11.010
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30580966
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.immuni.2018.09.024
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30552023
https://doi.org/10.1038/nsmb.3489
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29058713
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-0916-x
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30728504/
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41591-019-0374-x
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30833750
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00262-016-1867-9
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/27383830
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41590-018-0132-0
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29915296
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10120-015-0502-3
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/25987463
https://doi.org/10.4132/jptm.2017.04.24
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28625044
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2559.2012.04272.x
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22882541
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00428-018-2433-y
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30120594
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijc.30408
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/27578417
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejca.2015.09.018
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26693898

Investigators. Trastuzumab in combination with
chemotherapy versus chemotherapy alone for
treatment of HER2-positive advanced gastric or gastro-
oesophageal junction cancer (ToGA): a phase 3, open-
label, randomised controlled trial. Lancet. 2010;
376:687-97.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)61121-X
PMID:20728210

23. Bang YJ, Kang YK, Kang WK, Boku N, Chung HC, Chen
JS, Doi T, Sun Y, Shen L, Qin S, Ng WT, Tursi JM,
Lechuga MJ, et al. Phase Il study of sunitinib as second-
line treatment for advanced gastric cancer. Invest New
Drugs. 2011; 29:1449-58.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10637-010-9438-y
PMID:20461441

24. Tabernero J, Ohtsu A, Muro K, Van Cutsem E, Oh SC,
Bodoky G, Shimada Y, Hironaka S, Ajani JA, Tomasek J,
Safran H, Chandrawansa K, Hsu Y, et al. Exposure-
response analyses of ramucirumab from two
randomized, phase Il trials of second-line treatment
for advanced gastric or gastroesophageal junction
cancer. Mol Cancer Ther. 2017; 16:2215-22.
https://doi.org/10.1158/1535-7163.MCT-16-0895
PMID:28716815

25. Chung HC, Kok VC, Cheng R, Hsu Y, Orlando M, Fuchs C,
Cho JY. Subgroup analysis of East Asian patients in
REGARD: a phase Il trial of ramucirumab and best
supportive care for advanced gastric cancer. Asia Pac J
Clin Oncol. 2018; 14:204-09.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajc0.12829 PMID:29318751

26. Lei Z, Tan IB, Das K, Deng N, Zouridis H, Pattison S,
Chua C, Feng Z, Guan YK, Ooi CH, Ilvanova T, Zhang S,
Lee M, et al. Identification of molecular subtypes of
gastric cancer with different responses to PI3-kinase
inhibitors and 5-fluorouracil. Gastroenterology. 2013;
145:554-65.
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2013.05.010
PMID:23684942

27. Cancer Genome  Atlas Research Network.
Comprehensive molecular characterization of gastric
adenocarcinoma. Nature. 2014; 513:202—-09.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature13480 PMID:25079317

28. Cristescu R, Lee J, Nebozhyn M, Kim KM, Ting JC, Wong
SS, Liu J, Yue YG, Wang J, Yu K, Ye XS, Do IG, Liu S, et al.
Molecular analysis of gastric cancer identifies subtypes
associated with distinct clinical outcomes. Nat Med.
2015; 21:449-56.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nm.3850 PMID:25894828

29. Jain A, Zhang Q, Toh HC. Awakening immunity against
cancer: a 2017 primer for clinicians. Chin J Cancer.
2017; 36:67.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40880-017-0233-4
PMID:28823251

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Jiang W, Chan CK, Weissman IL, Kim BY, Hahn SM.
Immune priming of the tumor microenvironment by
radiation. Trends Cancer. 2016; 2:638—45.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trecan.2016.09.007
PMID:28741502

Engblom C, Pfirschke C, Pittet MJ. The role of myeloid
cells in cancer therapies. Nat Rev Cancer. 2016;
16:447-62.

https://doi.org/10.1038/nrc.2016.54 PMID:27339708

Janakiram M, Shah UA, Liu W, Zhao A, Schoenberg MP,
Zang X. The third group of the B7-CD28 immune
checkpoint family: HHLA2, TMIGD2, B7x, and B7-H3.
Immunol Rev. 2017; 276:26—-39.
https://doi.org/10.1111/imr.12521 PMID:28258693

Almatroodi SA, McDonald CF, Darby IA, Pouniotis
DS. Characterization of M1/M2 tumour-associated
macrophages (TAMs) and Th1/Th2 cytokine profiles
in patients with NSCLC. Cancer Microenviron. 2016;
9:1-11.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12307-015-0174-x
PMID:26319408

Pierce B, Bole I, Patel V, Brown DL. Clinical outcomes of
remote ischemic preconditioning prior to cardiac
surgery: a meta-analysis of randomized controlled
trials. ] Am Heart Assoc. 2017; 6:e004666.
https://doi.org/10.1161/JAHA.116.004666
PMID:28219918

Song S, Tan J, Miao Y, Li M, Zhang Q. Crosstalk of
autophagy and apoptosis: involvement of the dual role
of autophagy under ER stress. J Cell Physiol. 2017;
232:2977-84.

https://doi.org/10.1002/jcp.25785 PMID:28067409

Landre T, Des Guetz G, Chouahnia K, Fossey-Diaz V,
Culine S. Immune checkpoint inhibitors for patients
aged > 75 years with advanced cancer in first- and
second-line settings: a meta-analysis. Drugs Aging.
2020; 37:747-54.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40266-020-00788-5
PMID:32681403

Le DT, Uram JN, Wang H, Bartlett BR, Kemberling H,
Eyring AD, Skora AD, Luber BS, Azad NS, Laheru D,
Biedrzycki B, Donehower RC, Zaheer A, et al. PD-1
blockade in tumors with mismatch-repair deficiency. N
EnglJ Med. 2015; 372:2509-20.
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM0a1500596
PMID:26028255

Ralph C, Elkord E, Burt DJ, O’'Dwyer JF, Austin EB, Stern
PL, Hawkins RE, Thistlethwaite FC. Modulation of
lymphocyte regulation for cancer therapy: a phase Il
trial of tremelimumab in advanced gastric and
esophageal adenocarcinoma. Clin Cancer Res. 2010;
16:1662-72.

WWWw.aging-us.com 5942

AGING


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)61121-X
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/20728210
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10637-010-9438-y
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/20461441
https://doi.org/10.1158/1535-7163.MCT-16-0895
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28716815
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajco.12829
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29318751
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2013.05.010
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23684942
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature13480
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/25079317
https://doi.org/10.1038/nm.3850
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/25894828/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40880-017-0233-4
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28823251
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trecan.2016.09.007
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28741502
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrc.2016.54
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/27339708
https://doi.org/10.1111/imr.12521
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28258693
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12307-015-0174-x
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26319408
https://doi.org/10.1161/JAHA.116.004666
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28219918
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcp.25785
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28067409
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40266-020-00788-5
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/32681403
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1500596
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26028255

39.

40.

41.

https://doi.org/10.1158/1078-0432.CCR-09-2870
PMID:20179239

Llosa NJ, Cruise M, Tam A, Wicks EC, Hechenbleikner
EM, Taube JM, Blosser RL, Fan H, Wang H, Luber BS,
Zhang M, Papadopoulos N, Kinzler KW, et al. The
vigorous immune microenvironment of microsatellite
instable colon cancer is balanced by multiple counter-
inhibitory checkpoints. Cancer Discov. 2015; 5:43-51.
https://doi.org/10.1158/2159-8290.CD-14-0863
PMID:25358689

Lall 'S, Sinha D, Bandyopadhyay S, Sengupta D.
Structure-aware principal component analysis for
single-cell RNA-seq data. J Comput Biol. 2018;
25:1365-73.

https://doi.org/10.1089/cmb.2018.0027
PMID:30133312

Satija R, Farrell JA, Gennert D, Schier AF, Regev A.
Spatial reconstruction of single-cell gene expression

42.

43.

data. Nat Biotechnol. 2015; 33:495-502.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt.3192
PMID:25867923

Qiu X, Mao Q, Tang Y, Wang L, Chawla R, Pliner HA,
Trapnell C. Reversed graph embedding resolves
complex single-cell trajectories. Nat Methods. 2017;
14:979-82.

https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.4402 PMID:28825705

Wilkerson MD, Hayes DN. ConsensusClusterPlus: a
class discovery tool with confidence assessments and
item tracking. Bioinformatics. 2010; 26:1572-73.
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btq170
PMID:20427518

WWWw.aging-us.com

5943

AGING


https://doi.org/10.1158/1078-0432.CCR-09-2870
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/20179239
https://doi.org/10.1158/2159-8290.CD-14-0863
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/25358689
https://doi.org/10.1089/cmb.2018.0027
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30133312
https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt.3192
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/25867923
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.4402
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28825705
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btq170
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/20427518

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS
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Supplementary Figure 1. Clustering heat map based on the GSE84437 dataset. The expression level of GDRGs and the proportion
of clinicopathologic features in three molecular subtypes. GDRG: gastric cancer differentiation-related gene.
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Supplementary Figure 2. Differentially expressed GDRGs based on the TCGA cohort. There were 258 differentially expressed
genes between normal and GC samples. TCGA: The Cancer Genome Atlas, GDRG: gastric cancer differentiation-related gene.
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