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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

World Journal of Gastrointestinal Oncology Up-regulation of TNF-α pathway survival 

genes in gastric cancer via TNFR2  ID: 01047678  I read with great interest the above 

titled article. However, there are several problems in the manuscript  1. Abstract: The 
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title of the article is not reflective of the aims of the study. 2. Abstract: Methods: is not 

well-described- the first three lines are factual information. 3. Abstract: What do you 

mean by “revealed various possible relationships”? 4. Abstract: conclusions are not 

based on cause effect relationships. The relationship is not strongly defended in the 

experimental work 5. Introduction: First two lines- but there are global geographical 

variabilities regarding the incidences of gastric cancer. The statement is too broad. 6. 

Introduction: What was the problem? What was the rationale of the study? What were 

your research questions and your hypothesis? It is not clear from what stated in the last 

2 paragraphs how this work fits with earlier work.  7. Materials and Methods: Start 

with a study design: Briefly describe how your methods will enable you to answer your 

research question(s). State the number of samples (number of patients), sources of 

samples, etc. Were the 31 samples from 31 patients? 8. Statistical analysis- give a 

reference for methods used in statistical work 9. Results: Maintain the subtitles under 

results to mirror those under methods.  10. The authors may need to read these studies 

(none were cited): Zabaglia LM et al (2018), Zhang X et al (2013), Zhou C et al (2013).  11. 

Conclusions: looks different from the conclusion stated in the abstract. I cannot see a 

cause effect relationship from experimental work conducted. The authors may need to 

be careful with their statements. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This study by Rossi et al. reported that the expression of important genes of the TNF-α 

signaling pathway were up-regulated in gastric cancer. They concluded that this may 

promote cell survival possibly by TNF-α/TNFR2/NFκB pathway and negatively 
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controls TNFR1-mediated apoptosis, which is highlighted by predominant expression of 

anti-apoptotic in relation to pro-apoptotic mediators. As the authors mentioned this is 

the first study to investigate the expression of genes that participate in the TNFα 

pathway and its relationship to miRNA expression in gastric cancer, which could open 

up new realms of interrogation. For this one, very important reason I feel that the work 

deserves publication. Below, I provide a minor comment which I hope will improve the 

manuscript. In the last paragraph of the introduction, it is better to write more clearly 

about the aims of the study. I recommend to be re-written. 
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