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Abstract: Background and Objectives: The impact of positive peritoneal cytology has been a matter of
controversy in early-stage endometrial cancer for several years. The latest staging systems do not
take into consideration its presence; however, emerging evidence about its potential harmful effect
on patient survival outcomes suggests otherwise. In the present systematic review and meta-analysis,
we sought to accumulate current evidence. Materials and Methods: Medline, Scopus, the Cochrane
Central Register of Controlled Trials CENTRAL, Google Scholar and Clinicaltrials.gov databases
were searched for relevant articles. Effect sizes were calculated in Rstudio using the meta function. A
sensitivity analysis was carried out to evaluate the possibility of small-study effects and p-hacking.
Trial sequential analysis was used to evaluate the adequacy of the sample size. The methodological
quality of the included studies was assessed using the Newcastle–Ottawa scale. Results: Fifteen
articles were finally included in the present systematic review that involved 19,255 women with
early-stage endometrial cancer. The Newcastle–Ottawa scale indicated that the majority of included
studies had a moderate risk of bias in their selection of participants, a moderate risk of bias in terms of
the comparability of groups (positive peritoneal cytology vs. negative peritoneal cytology) and a low
risk of bias concerning the assessment of the outcome. The results of the meta-analysis indicated that
women with early-stage endometrial cancer and positive peritoneal cytology had significantly lower
5-year recurrence-free survival (RFS) (hazards ratio (HR) 0.26, 95% CI 0.09, 0.71). As a result of the
decreased recurrence-free survival, patients with positive peritoneal cytology also exhibited reduced
5-year overall survival outcomes (HR 0.50, 95% CI 0.27, 0.92). The overall survival of the included
patients was considerably higher among those that did not have positive peritoneal cytology (HR
12.76, 95% CI 2.78, 58.51). Conclusions: Positive peritoneal cytology seems to be a negative prognostic
indicator of survival outcomes of patients with endometrial cancer. Considering the absence of data
related to the molecular profile of patients, further research is needed to evaluate if this factor should
be reinstituted in future staging systems.

Keywords: endometrial cancer; peritoneal cytology; overall survival; recurrence-free survival;
meta-analysis

1. Introduction

Endometrial cancer is the most common gynecological cancer, with a global prevalence
that surpassed 400,000 new cases globally in 2020, a number that increased by 0.69% com-
pared to that reported in 1990 [1]. The American Cancer Society reported that the incidence
of cancer of the uterine corpus reached 27.7 cases per 100.000 people, and researchers esti-
mated that approximately 66,200 women would be diagnosed with endometrial cancer in
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2023 in the United States [2]. Wide variations in its prevalence are observed in a worldwide
setting that seem to be influenced by socioeconomic factors, with a global age-standardized
rate (ASR) of 8.7/100.000 that easily exceeds the ASR limit of 20/100.000 in countries with
an increased-prevalence overweight population [3]. The majority of endometrial cancer
cases are diagnosed in the early stage, as the primary symptom, namely postmenopausal
bleeding, is encountered early in the course of the disease. In these cases, the management
is largely influenced in our era by actual histological features as well as by novel molecular
indices that help predict the response to chemotherapy and the actual progression-free
(PFS) and overall survival (OS) of patients.

Positive peritoneal washings have been previously linked to the possibility of micro-
scopic peritoneal metastases [4], and considering the impact of positive peritoneal cytology
on the survival rates of gynecological cancer patients [5], the presence of this feature has
been adopted as a predictive factor of survival in endometrial cancer as well by the Interna-
tional Federation of Gynecology and Obstetrics (FIGO). In 2009, peritoneal cytology was
removed from the staging system [6]. Despite the fact that the authors did not justify this
decision, it must have been based on articles that contested its correlation with the survival
of patients with early-stage disease [7,8]. Since then, several articles have been published;
however, to date, accumulated evidence concerning the importance of positive peritoneal
cytology in early-stage disease is still missing. The current FIGO classification system
thoroughly assessed several factors that were not previously documented, including the
presence of lymphovascular space involvement, mutation of the p53 gene and the presence
of polymerase E (POLE) mutations [9]. Specifically, this classification suggests that patients
with early-stage disease must be grouped into stage II when LVSI and/or aggressive his-
totypes are present, even in the absence of cervical stromal invasion, thus denoting the
importance of detecting patients with several other cofactors that seem to influence the
survival outcomes of patients with early-stage disease. Considering this information and
taking in mind the conflicting evidence regarding the potential effect of positive peritoneal
cytology in early-stage disease, in the present systematic review, we seek to investigate
the correlation of positive peritoneal washings with other known factors that affect the
survival of patients with disease that is otherwise confined to the uterine body and uterine
cervix and to evaluate the impact of these findings on patients’ survival rates.

2. Materials and Methods

The present systematic review was registered in PROSPERO (International prospective
register of systematic reviews) prior to its onset (Registration number: CRD42022308702)
and is designed according to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines [10]. The review is based on aggregated data that have
already been published in the international literature. Patient consent and institutional
review board approval were, therefore, waived.

2.1. Eligibility Criteria, Information Sources, and Search Strategy

The eligibility criteria for the inclusion of studies were predetermined. All studies
that examined the impact of positive peritoneal cytology in patients with disease that was
otherwise confined to the uterus (FIGO 2018 stages I and II) were considered eligible for
inclusion. All histology groups were considered eligible for inclusion; however, a decision
to proceed with subgroup analysis was taken if subgroup data for low-grade endometrioid
tumors and other tumors were available. The molecular classification was not considered
for the purposes of the present systematic review due to the limited number of articles
that was expected to be retrieved. Case reports, experimental studies and conference
proceedings were excluded from the present meta-analysis.

We used the Medline (1966–2023), Scopus (2004–2023), Clinicaltrials.gov (2008–2023),
Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials CENTRAL (1999–2023) and Google Scholar
(2004–2023) databases in our primary search along with the reference lists of electronically
retrieved full-text papers for articles published in the Latin alphabet, regardless of the
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actual language. A decision to translate languages other than English, French, German,
Italian and Spanish with online translating tools was taken before the onset of the search.
The date of our last search was set at 20 December 2023. Our search strategy included the
text words “endometrial cancer; uterine cancer; cytology; peritoneal washings; survival”
and is briefly presented in Figure 1.
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2.2. Study Selection

The retrieved studies were selected in three consecutive stages. The first step involved
the deduplication of the retrieved articles, which was followed by manual screening by
two authors (MP and VP) of the titles and abstracts of all electronic articles that remained
to evaluate their eligibility. Finally, studies that were considered potentially eligible were
selected for inclusion following retrieval and review of the full text. Discrepancies that
arose in this latter stage were resolved by consensus from all authors.



Medicina 2024, 60, 733 4 of 14

2.3. Data Extraction

Outcome measures were predefined during the design of the present systematic review.
Data extraction was performed using a modified data form that was based on Cochrane’s
data collection form for intervention reviews for randomized controlled trials (RCTs) and
non-RCTs [11]. The primary outcome of our study was the evaluation of differences in
survival rates (overall survival (OS) and recurrence-free survival (RFS)) of endometrial
cancer patients with early-stage disease with or without positive peritoneal cytology. Differ-
ences in crude time intervals until disease relapse and death were considered as secondary
outcomes as well as differences in other histological parameters among patients with pos-
itive or negative peritoneal cytology, including histological subtype and the presence of
lymphovascular space involvement.

2.4. Assessment of Risk of Bias

The methodological quality of the included observational studies was assessed by two
authors (LV and VP) using the Newcastle–Ottawa scale (NOS) score that assesses the risk
of bias in observational studies by evaluating the selection of the study groups (maximum
rating: 4 points), the comparability of the groups (maximum rating: 2 points—1 for
comparable histological subtypes and another 1 for the level of myometrial invasion and/or
cervical involvement) and the outcome of interest (which was predefined as a minimum of
3 years of median follow-up (indicated either by the authors or by an interval ≥ 4 years
between the last patient recruitment and publication of the article)) (maximum rating:
3 points) [12].

2.5. Data Synthesis

Statistical meta-analysis was performed with RStudio using the meta function (RStudio
Team (2015); RStudio: Integrated Development for R; RStudio, Inc., Boston, MA; URL:
http://www.rstudio.com/, accessed on 1 December 2023). Statistical heterogeneity was
not considered during the evaluation of the appropriate model (fixed effects or random
effects) of statistical analysis as the considerable methodological heterogeneity (Table 1)
did not permit the assumption of comparable effect sizes among studies included in the
meta-analysis [13]. Confidence intervals were set at 95%. We calculated pooled odds
ratios (ORs), hazards ratios (HRs), and mean differences (MDs) of survival as well as
pooled 95% confidence intervals (CIs) with the Hartung–Knapp–Sidik–Jonkman instead of
the traditional Dersimonian–Laird random effects model analysis (REM). The decision to
proceed with this type of analysis was taken after considering recent reports that support its
superiority compared to the Dersimonian–Laird model when comparing studies of varying
sample sizes and between-study heterogeneity [14]. Publication bias was initially designed
to be assessed using inspection of retrieved funnel plots for outcomes that included more
than 10 studies as well as with the Egger’s test, which represents a linear regression analysis
that takes into account the intervention effect estimates and their standard errors, which
are weighted by their inverse variance [15].

The potential presence of small-study effects was evaluated with Rücker’s Limit Meta-
Analysis, and the possibility of p-hacking was evaluated with inspection of the results of
the p-curve analysis.

2.5.1. Prediction Intervals

Prediction intervals (PIs) were also calculated, using the meta function in RStudio,
to evaluate the estimated effect that is expected to be seen by future studies in the field.
The estimation of prediction intervals considers the inter-study variation in results and
expresses the existing heterogeneity at the same scale as the examined outcome.

http://www.rstudio.com/
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Table 1. Methodological characteristics of included studies.

Year Author Patient n Years Screened FIGO Staging Inclusion Criteria/Treatment Characteristics

1983 Yazigi [16] 93 1958–1967 NR • Stage I endometrial cancer
• TAH-BSO

1990 Grimsaw [17] 381 NR NR NR

1997 Kashimura [18] 303 1978–1994 1988

• Stage I–IV endometrial cancer;
• Stage I: TAH-BSO, BPLND and PALND;
• Stage II: RAH-BSO and BPLND and PALND;
• Stages III–IV: Palliative hysterectomy + radio +

chemotherapy.

1997 Descamps [19] 201 1976–1992 1971

• Stage I and II endometrial cancer;
• No other malignant disease prior to referral;
• No metastatic disease at presentation;
• Referral for primary treatment;
• Treated with RAH-BSO and BPLND.

2001 Obermair [20] 369 1995–1998 1988

• Stage I endometrioid adenocarcinoma;
• No other malignant disease prior to referral;
• No metastatic disease at presentation;
• No serosal, vaginal or cervical involvement;
• No positive pelvic lymph nodes;
• Treated with TAH-BSO, BPLND and PALND;
• Follow up > 1 month.

2003 Kasamatsu [7] 280 1990–1998 1988
• Stage I—IIIA endometrioid endometrial cancer;
• Treated with TAH-BSO + BPLND + PALND or

TAH-BSO or RAH.

2006 Saga [21] 307 1998–2001 1988

• Stage I and II endometrioid endometrial
cancer;

• Stage I: TAH-BSO, BPLND and PALND;
• Stage II: RAH-BSO and BPLND and PALND.

2012 Gultekin [22] 351 1994–2009 1988 and 2009 • Endometrial cancer;
• Treated with TAH-BSO, BPLND and PALND.

2013 Garg [23] 14,704 1988–2005 2009

• Stage I and II endometrial cancer;
• No other malignant disease prior to referral;
• No metastatic disease at presentation;
• Treated with TAH-BSO, BPLND and PALND.

2001 Takeshima [8] 543 1980–1997 NR • Stage I–IV endometrioid endometrial cancer;
• Treated with TAH-BSO + BPLND+ PALND.

2003 Tebeu [24] 295 1980–1993 1988 • Stage I–II endometrial cancer;
• Treated with TAH-BSO + BPLND+ PALND.

2004 Tebeu [25] 331 1980–1996 1988 • Stage I–III endometrial cancer;
• Treated with TAH-BSO + BPLND+ PALND.

2014 Shiozaki [26] 265 1998–2010 2008 • Stage I endometrial cancer;
• Treated with TAH-BSO + BPLND+ PALND.

2022 Siegenthaler
[27] 124 NR 2009 • Stage I–IV endometrial cancer;

• Treated with TAH-BSO + BPLND.

Ueno [28] 908 1988–2012 2009 • Stage I–IV endometrial cancer;
• Treated with TAH-BSO + BPLND.

Data from studies that included patients with early-stage and advanced-stage disease were considered only if
subgroup analysis of survival outcomes was available from patients with early-stage disease. TAH-BSO: total
abdominal hysterectomy and bilateral salpingo-oophorectomy, BPLND: bilateral pelvic lymph node dissection,
PALND: para-aortic lymph node dissection, NR: not reported.

2.5.2. Trial Sequential Analysis

To evaluate the information size, we performed trial sequential analysis (TSA) in all
meta-analysis that involved binary or continuous outcomes, which permits investigation of
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the type I error in the aggregated result of meta-analyses performed for primary outcomes
that were predefined in the present meta-analysis. A minimum of 3 studies was considered
as appropriate to perform the analysis. Repeated significance testing increases the risk of
type I error in meta-analyses and TSA has the ability to re-adjust the desired significance
level by using the O’Brien–Flemming a-spending function. Therefore, during TSA, sequen-
tial interim analyses are performed that permit investigation of the impact of each study
in the overall findings of the meta-analysis. The risk for type I errors was set at 5% and
for type II errors at 20%. Trial sequential analysis was not performed for pre-calculated
effect size data, namely hazards ratios, provided in this meta-analysis, as, currently, there is
no available algorithm for these types of data. The TSA was performed using the TSA v.
0.9.5.10 Beta software (http://www.ctu.dk/tsa/, accessed 20 December 2023).

3. Results

Thirty-six articles were identified from the literature search. Of those, 21 articles
were excluded as they involved combined populations with early- and late-stage disease
or did not report the outcomes of interest [29–49]. Fifteen articles were finally included
in the present systematic review [7,16–28,35] that involved 19,255 women with early-
stage endometrial cancer. Significant discrepancies were observed in the methodological
characteristics of the included studies, which were anticipated due to the changes that
were made in the FIGO classification of endometrial carcinoma and the treatment that
was offered to these women over the span of 40 years that refers to the studies included
(Table 1). The reporting of tumor characteristics and adjuvant treatment offered to the series
of patients included in each study differed, with significant gaps observed in their majority
(Table 2). The Newcastle–Ottawa scale indicated that the majority of included studies had
a moderate risk of bias in their selection of participants, a moderate risk of bias in terms of
the comparability of groups (positive peritoneal cytology vs. negative peritoneal cytology)
and a low risk of bias concerning the assessment of the outcome (Table 3).

Table 2. Histological tumor characteristics and reporting of adjuvant treatment.

Year; Author Histological Grade Myometrial Invasion Cervical Invasion LVSI Adjuvant Radiation Adjuvant
Chemotherapy

1990; Grimsaw [17] NR NR NR NR NR NR

1997; Kashimura [18] NR <50%: 20% vs. 80%
>50%: 12% vs. 78% * NR NR NR NR

1997; Descamps [19] NR NR NR NR NR NR

2001; Obermair [20]
Gr1: 30.8% vs. 35.7%
Gr2: 53.8% vs. 45.5%
Gr3: 15.4% vs. 18.8%

None: 7.7% vs. 18%
<50%: 84.6% vs. 56.7%
>50%: 7.7% vs. 25.3%

NR NR 46.2% vs. 28.4% NR

2003; Kasamatsu [7]
Gr1: 81% vs. 63%
Gr2: 17% vs. 24%
Gr3: 2% vs. 13% *

None: 10% vs. 15%
<1/3: 42% vs. 46%
1/3–2/3: 23% vs. 22%
>2/3: 25% vs. 17% *

Absent: 70% vs. 85%
Mucosal: 15% vs. 3%
Stromal: 15% vs. 12% *

Negative: 71% vs. 74%
Positive: 29% vs. 26% NR NR

2006; Saga [21] Gr1: 59% vs. 67%
Gr2 and 3: 41% vs. 43%

<50%: 72% vs. 72%
>50%: 28% vs. 28%

Absent: 72% vs. 89%
Present: 28% vs. 11% Negative: 66% vs. 72%

Positive: 38% vs. 28% NR NR

2012; Gultekin [22] NR NR NR NR NR NR

2013; Garg [23]

Gr1: 14.6% vs. 32.3%
Gr2: 34.6% vs. 35% *
Gr3: 40.2% vs. 23.8%
Unknown: 10.5% vs. 8.8%

NR NR NR
No: 44.3% vs. 69.1% *
Yes: 53.4% vs. 29.7%
Unknown: 2.3 vs. 1.2%

NR

2001; Takeshima [8]

Gr1 and <50% myometrial
invasion: 9.7% vs. 36.2%
Gr2 or Gr3: 3.3% vs. 16.9%
Gr3: 17% vs. 83%

>50%: 1.8% vs. 8.2% NR NR NR NR

2003; Tebeu [24] NR NR NR NR NR NR

2004; Tebeu [25] NR NR NR NR NR NR

2014; Shiozaki [26] NR <50%: 6.7% vs. 71.6%
>50%: 3.3% vs. 18.1% NR NR Yes: 0.3% vs. 0.3% Yes: 7.9% vs. 41.8%

2022; Siegenthaler [27]
Gr1: 28.9% vs. 71.1%
Gr2: 10.5% vs. 89.5%
Gr3: 25.8% vs. 74.2% *

NR NR Positive: 42.4% vs. 57.6% * Yes: 21.1% vs. 78.9% NR

2023; Ueno [28] NR <50%: 53.7% vs. 67%
>50%: 46.3% vs. 33% *

Absent: 76.6% vs. 81.9%
Stromal: 23.4% vs. 18.01% NR NR NR

NR: data were not reported in this study; * = statistically significant differences.

http://www.ctu.dk/tsa/
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Table 3. Newcastle–Ottawa scale assessment.

Study

Selection Comparability Outcome

Representativeness
of Cohort

Selection of
Controls

Ascertainment
of Exposure

Outcome Not
Present at

Onset

Comparability
(Grade/DOI)

Assessment
of Outcome

Adequate
Follow-Up

Period

Adequate
Follow-Up

1983; Yazigi [16] -
√ √

-
√√ √ √ √

1990; Grimshaw * [17] - - - - -- -
√ √

1992; Kadar [36]
√ √ √

- -
√ √ √ √

1994; Ayhan [43]
√ √ √

- --
√

-
√

1997; Descamps ** [19]
√

-
√

- --
√ √ √

1997; Kashimura [18]
√

-
√

- --
√ √ √

2001; Obermair [20]
√ √ √

-
√√ √

-
√

2001; Takeshima [9]
√ √ √

- --
√ √ √

2003; Tebeu [24]
√ √ √

- --
√ √ √

2003; Kasamatsu [7]
√ √ √

- --
√ √ √

2004; Tebeu [25]
√ √ √

- --
√ √ √

2006; Saga [21]
√ √ √

-
√√ √ √ √

2012; Gultekin ** [40]
√

- - - --
√ √ √

2013; Garg [23]
√ √ √

- --
√ √ √

2014; Shiozaki [26]
√ √ √

-
√√ √ √ √

2022; Siegenthaler [27]
√ √ √ √

--
√ √ √

* Congress abstract—no further data were available; ** peritoneal cytology was not the principal investigated
factor; DOI: depth of myometrial invasion/cervical involvement.

The results of the meta-analysis indicated that women with early-stage endometrial
cancer and positive peritoneal cytology had significantly lower 5-year RFS (HR 0.26, 95%
CI 0.09, 0.71, Figure 2). Prediction intervals indicated that the data were not sufficient to
support this effect in future studies. The level of statistical heterogeneity was, however,
particularly low (I-square test = 0%), which resulted in comparable summary effect estimates
with the fixed-effects model (HR 0.26, 95% CI 0.13, 0.51). Further sensitivity analysis did not
indicate potential outliers. P-curve analysis revealed that p-hacking could not be entirely
ruled out, indicating the need for further evidence.

As a result of the decreased recurrence-free survival, patients with positive peritoneal
cytology also exhibited reduced 5-year overall survival outcomes (HR 0.50, 95% CI 0.27,
0.92, Figure 2). The large prediction intervals resulted in an underpowered effect that
was not statistically significant. This could be attributed to the large standard errors of
individual studies and was confirmed by Rucker’s analysis, which indicated a particularly
significant small-study effect (p < 0.001). Following adjustment, the summary estimate
resulted in a significantly larger effect size with narrower prediction intervals (HR 0.21,
95% CI 0.15, 0.32) that was completely free of residual heterogeneity beyond small-study
effects (p = 0.454). To further observe if this might be the result of potential outliers, we
performed the relative analysis, which did not reveal any significant data. The p-curve
analysis could not be performed due to the absence of available data.

Lastly, the overall survival of included patients was considerably higher among those
that did not have positive peritoneal cytology (HR 12.76, 95% CI 2.78, 58.51). Substantial
statistical heterogeneity was noted (I-square test = 99%). Prediction intervals revealed that
future studies might not prove this association; however, these were particularly wide,
something that could be attributed to potential outliers. Following outlier analysis, one
study was excluded from the random-effects model [10] and the result of the summary effect
estimate remained significant, albeit somewhat reduced (HR 9.23, 95% CI 1.86, 45.85). This
indicated the potential presence of small-study effects. After performing Rucker’s meta-
analysis, a significant impact of the standard errors of individual studies was observed,
and the adjusted effect estimate following correction for small-study effects resulted in
particularly narrower confidence intervals (HR 15.44, 95% CI 12.36, 19.24) with absent
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residual heterogeneity (p-value = 0). P-curve analysis indicated the presence of evidential
value and the absence of potential p-hacking.
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Figure 2. Hazards ratio of recurrence-free (upper forest plot) and overall survival (lower forest
plot). Forest plot analysis: Vertical line = “no difference” point between the two groups. Blue
squares = hazard ratios of included studies; horizontal black lines = 95% CI of included studies;
diamond = pooled hazard ratios retrieved from the outcomes of the meta-analysis and 95% CIs for
all studies; horizontal red line = prediction intervals. The weight of included studies is depicted for
fixed- and random-effects models separately. Moderate statistical heterogeneity is observed for the
overall survival outcome (I-square = 63%) and no statistical heterogeneity is noted for recurrence-free
survival (I-square = 0%).

4. Discussion

The findings of our study suggest that women with early-stage disease may have
worse survival outcomes when peritoneal cytology is positive. The overall effect estimates
that were provided for the 5-year recurrence-free and overall survival were particularly
large, indicating that women with negative peritoneal cytology had an 80% reduction in
recurrence rates and a 12-fold increase in their overall survival. Statistical heterogeneity was
noted, which could be attributed to small-study effects, something that was anticipated due
to the relatively small number of participants that were included in the studies that were
retrieved. Of note, however, even after correction, the effect estimate remained particularly
large and the p-curve analysis did not reveal evidence of p-hacking that would render our
findings questionable.

The removal of peritoneal cytology from the FIGO 2009 staging system of endometrial
cancer was based on studies that revealed the absence of a potential correlation. However,
the largest study published to date, which was based on data from the Surveillance, Epi-
demiology and End Results (SEER) database of the U.S. National Cancer Institute, revealed
the presence of significant differences in recurrence-free survival [10]. This could explain
the decreased overall survival that was observed by smaller case–control studies which had
the inherent problem of selection bias that was noted in our systematic review [13,33,35].

Several studies were published indicating conflicting findings regarding the need
for evaluation of peritoneal cytology in early-stage endometrial cancer. These data are
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supported by the largest study published to date that was based on 6313 endometrial cancer
cases, of whom 384 patients had positive peritoneal cytology [49]. With a median overall
survival of 44 months, the authors revealed that patients with positive peritoneal cytology
(PC) were more likely to undergo laparoscopy (58.1% of cases) and radical hysterectomy
(17.7% of cases). Furthermore, these patients were more frequently diagnosed with high-
risk factors, such as high-grade tumors (25%) and a myometrial invasion depth greater
than half (27.1% of cases), as well as advanced FIGO stage (III/IV) (41.5%). According to
the results of multivariate Cox proportional hazards models, positive PC was found to be
an independent risk factor for both post-operative survival (PFS) and overall survival (OS)
(hazard ratio for PFS = 2.20, p < 0.001; hazard ratio for OS = 2.25, p < 0.001). Furthermore,
in this study, the authors could provide a detailed account of the statistical significance
of numerous risk factors and treatment outcomes in relation to the PC status. These
included specific 5-year progression-free survival and overall survival rates, as well as
hazard ratios for survival. There was also a direct connection between the presence of
peritoneal cytology and the outcomes of survival and the treatment choices that were made.
This connection was supported by extensive statistical evidence, which suggested that a
positive PC significantly worsened the prognosis and ought to influence the decisions that
were made regarding post-operative adjuvant therapy, particularly in intermediate and
high–intermediate risk groups.

In another study conducted by Matsuo et al., the authors focused on treatment alterna-
tives in connection to the status of peritoneal cytology and the impact that these modalities
had on survival [41]. The shift in treatment practices over time, which included an increase
in hormone therapy from 2.7% to 4.5% and a drop in systemic chemotherapy from 15.5%
to 11.1%, was a reflection of the shifting therapeutic techniques. On the other hand, the
survival analysis demonstrated that neither hormone therapy nor systemic chemotherapy
significantly modified the 5-year survival results when compared to the situation in which
no adjuvant therapy was administered. The relevance of this finding lied in the fact that it
suggested that the predictive significance of peritoneal cytology may have not directly influ-
enced the effectiveness of these treatments in terms of improving survival rates. Although
it highlighted the predictive significance of peritoneal cytology in early-stage endometrial
cancer, it also emphasized that better survival outcomes were associated with a negative
cytology. Despite the fact that our study as well as the Matsuo et al. study approached the
topic from different perspectives, both studies emphasized the significance of peritoneal
cytology as a predictive factor in endometrial cancer. While, in our study, we stressed the
impact of peritoneal cytology on survival outcomes and staging, Matsuo et al. presented
a comprehensive statistical study that not only underlined the function that PC plays
in prognosis but also outlined the ways in which it impacted different risk groups in a
different way, with a particular emphasis on the 5-year survival rates. Taking all of these
data into perspective, it was clear that the treatment planning and prognosis evaluation of
endometrial cancer patients should take into account the patient’s PC status in a nuanced
manner.

Another meta-analysis that was previously published proposed that positive peri-
toneal cytology could be a viable prognostic factor in endometrioid endometrial cancer
due to the fact that it had a substantial connection with other prognostic factors and there
was a considerable influence on survival. Both studies agreed on the adverse predictive
importance of post-operative peritoneal cytology in endometrioid endometrial cancer,
strengthening its link to poorer survival rates and increased occurrences of unfavorable
prognostic markers such as grade 3 tumors and deep myometrial invasion [39]. How-
ever, in this study, the authors based the survival outcomes on a considerably smaller
number of studies (two per evaluated outcome), therefore rendering the conduct of the
present systematic review necessary. Specifically, Lee B et al.’s study concentrated more
on determining the link between PPC and certain adverse prognostic variables (grade
3, profound myometrial invasion and lymphovascular space invasion) and indicated a
requirement for additional assessment to elucidate its prognostic importance. In contrast,
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our study expanded the knowledge related to the 5-year progression-free and overall sur-
vival rates by focusing on these findings, therefore highlighting the substantial statistical
proof that confirms the negative prognostic effect of positive peritoneal cytology on these
crucial outcomes. Concerning survival outcomes, Lee et al. indicated that only the 5-year
recurrence-free survival was considerably affected (HR 4.22 95% CI, 2.34, 7.61), whereas the
importance of a positive peritoneal cytology finding did not significantly affect the 5-year
overall survival (HR 2.88 95% CI, 1.24, 6.66). It should be noted, however, that survival
analyses were performed using the fixed-effects Mantel–Haenszel model, a parameter that
might have significantly skewed their findings due to the considerable heterogeneity that
was evident in terms of population and tumor characteristics. This is supported by the
fact that, in our study, we observed the presence of significant statistical heterogeneity,
whereas in the previous meta-analysis, the authors did not report this important aspect of
the statistical analysis.

Another large cohort study that was conducted by Seagle et al. based on data retrieved
by the National Cancer Database also supported these findings, as the authors observed
that the presence of positive peritoneal cytology significantly decreased the overall sur-
vival of patients with early-stage endometrial carcinoma (64.9 months vs. 60.6 months,
log-rank < 0.001) [50]. The negative prognostic correlation of positive cytology remained
consistently strong and unaffected by variations in sensitivity analyses, different models,
changes in variables, or potential unmeasured confounding. The findings also remained
consistent for the population with low-grade endometrioid cancer. However, the reported
decrease in the overall survival outcomes was lower compared to that observed in our
meta-analysis as well as the large cohort of the SEER (Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End
Results Program) authors [23] (HR 1.85, 95% CI 1.54, 2.21).

4.1. Strengths and Limitations

Our study is based on a systematic review of the literature using a thorough search
that included several databases. Strict criteria were used for the definition of early-stage
disease, as from the initial search, it was observed that several studies reported results
based on the clinical definition of early-stage disease, rather than relying on the actual
pathology findings. These were excluded, as they reported outcomes that were also based
on patients with advanced-stage disease (including those with peritoneal or lymphatic
metastases). To evaluate the potential impact of differing techniques of patient management
with the evolution of time, we performed outlier analysis to provide an accurate summary
effect estimate following the exclusion of such studies. The provided outcomes confirmed
the significance of our findings, therefore indicating that peritoneal cytology should be
re-evaluated in patients with early-stage endometrial cancer.

Nevertheless, the vast time span of the included studies renders the interpretation of
our findings somewhat problematic due to the absence of data related to the use of adjuvant
therapy. The omission of this important parameter in the included studies rendered the
evaluation of the actual impact of different treatment plans on patients’ survival impossible
and might explain the absence of a statistically significant effect in earlier studies, which
could report outcomes based on a population that received adjuvant treatment in the
presence of positive peritoneal cytology.

4.2. Implications for Current Clinical Practice and Future Research

Considering these findings, we believe that the importance of positive peritoneal
cytology should be thoroughly re-evaluated in cases with early-stage endometrial carci-
noma as there is robust evidence that supports its negative prognostic impact. Ideally,
future studies should focus on specific subtypes of endometrial cancer, including cases with
low-grade and high-grade disease. Currently, with the evolution of molecular profiling
in endometrial cancer, a novel staging system has been instituted that takes into account
the classification provided by studies that performed TCGA (The Cancer Genome Atlas)
analysis [9]. Stratification of women with early-stage disease is of particular importance,



Medicina 2024, 60, 733 11 of 14

and to accomplish this, a series of histological and molecular factors are taken into account.
From the molecular perspective, polymorphisms in the polymerase E (POLE) gene are
considered less harmful, resulting in an ultramutated profile that has an indolent course,
whereas mutations of the p53 gene are associated with aggressive neoplasms that usually
progress early [51]. Tumors harboring mutations that result in microsatellite instability fall
somewhat between these previous forms of tumors; however, they seem to respond well to
program death ligand (PDL-1) antitumor therapy, even among cases with advanced-stage
disease and disease relapse [52]. Considering this, it would be prudent to evaluate whether
the presence of positive peritoneal cytology is associated with more aggressive molecular
forms of endometrial cancer as well as to observe if its presence significantly affects the
course of patients subgrouped according to the molecular profile of their tumor.

Another interesting clinical aspect that deserves further investigation in the near
future is the impact of post-hysteroscopy positive peritoneal cytology, as none of the
studies included in the present systematic review reported this correlation. To date, our
understanding of how hysteroscopy affects the diagnosis and staging of endometrial cancer
has been significantly expanded by smaller studies that provide opposing results [53–55].
The rationale behind the hypothesis of a potential harmful effect of hysteroscopy on
the survival outcomes of patients with endometrial cancer relies on the possibility of
transtubal reflux, which has been observed particularly when 32% dextran is used as a
distension medium [56]. This effect seems to be somewhat contained when normal saline
is used [57,58], although some cells continue to pass through the tubal lumen. Taking
into account the observed arbitrary effect of positive peritoneal cytology on the course of
early-stage endometrial carcinoma, supported by the earlier studies included in the present
meta-analysis, researchers frequently suggested in the past that hysteroscopy should not
be considered a contraindication in the absence of metastatic disease [59]. Cytologically,
there seems to be some evidence against the potential viability of extruded cells as well [35];
however, given the limited amount of data, the outdated techniques that were considered,
and the emergence of novel evidence that supports the potential harmful effect of positive
peritoneal cytology on the course of the disease, it seems evident that further research is
needed to specifically target patients with stage I and/or II disease and substratify them by
taking into consideration the molecular profile of the tumors, as the viability of cancer cells
may differ among different subtypes of cells.

5. Conclusions

Positive peritoneal cytology seems to directly impair the survival outcomes of patients
with early-stage endometrial carcinoma. This information seems to be free from potential
bias and does not rely on small-study effects, which could be the result of increased effect
estimates retrieved from underpowered studies. However, significant heterogeneity is
noted among the studies that were included in this meta-analysis, which is the result of the
wide time span that was selected. Therefore, different treatment alternatives might be used
among patients with positive peritoneal cytology, including expectant management and
chemotherapy, with the latter being more prominent in earlier studies, when the disease
was upstaged as stage IIIa(cyt). This is why prospective clinical trials are needed to indicate
whether patients with positive peritoneal cytology should receive adjuvant treatment, and
these should ideally focus on the molecular profile of tumors, which might significantly
affect the course of the disease.

Author Contributions: V.P.: conceptualization, data curation, formal analysis, writing original draft,
M.P.: data curation, writing original draft, A.K.: data curation, writing original draft, A.D.:formal
analysis, writing original draft, T.N. writing original draft, M.L. writing original draft, G.D.: writing—
review and editing, N.T.: conceptualization, writing—review and editing, supervision All authors
have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.



Medicina 2024, 60, 733 12 of 14

Institutional Review Board Statement: Patient consent and institutional review board approval were
waived.

Informed Consent Statement: This review is based on aggregated data that have been already
published in the international literature. Patient consent and institutional review board approval
were, therefore, waived.

Data Availability Statement: Data are available upon reasonable request.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Gu, B.; Shang, X.; Yan, M.; Li, X.; Wang, W.; Wang, Q.; Zhang, C. Variations in incidence and mortality rates of endometrial cancer

at the global, regional, and national levels, 1990–2019. Gynecol. Oncol. 2021, 161, 573–580. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Siegel, R.L.; Miller, K.D.; Wagle, N.S.; Jemal, A. Cancer statistics, 2023. CA Cancer J. Clin. 2023, 73, 17–48. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. World Health Organization. International Agency for Research on Cancer. Estimated Number of New Cases in 2020, World,

Both Sexes, All Ages. Available online: https://gco.iarc.fr/today/online-analysis-table?v=2020&mode=cancer&mode_
population=continents&population=900&populations=900&key=asr&sex=0&cancer=39&type=0&statistic=5&prevalence=0&
population_group=0&ages_group[]=0&ages_group[]=17&group_cancer=1&include_nmsc=0&include_nmsc_other=1 (accessed
on 27 December 2023).

4. Creasman, W.T.; Morrow, C.P.; Bundy, B.N.; Homesley, H.D.; Graham, J.E.; Heller, P.B. Surgical pathologic spread patterns of
endometrial cancer. A Gynecologic Oncology Group Study. Cancer 1987, 60, 2035–2041. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Zuna, R.E.; Behrens, A. Peritoneal washing cytology in gynecologic cancers: Long-term follow-up of 355 patients. J. Natl. Cancer
Institute 1996, 88, 980–987. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Pecorelli, S. Revised FIGO staging for carcinoma of the vulva, cervix, and endometrium. Int. J. Gynaecol. Obstet. 2009, 105, 103–104.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Kasamatsu, T.; Onda, T.; Katsumata, N.; Sawada, M.; Yamada, T.; Tsunematsu, R.; Ohmi, K.; Sasajima, Y.; Matsuno, Y. Prognostic
significance of positive peritoneal cytology in endometrial carcinoma confined to the uterus. Br. J. Cancer 2003, 88, 245–250.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Takeshima, N.; Nishida, H.; Tabata, T.; Hirai, Y.; Hasumi, K. Positive peritoneal cytology in endometrial cancer: Enhancement of
other prognostic indicators. Gynecol. Oncol. 2001, 82, 470–473. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Berek, J.S.; Matias-Guiu, X.; Creutzberg, C.; Fotopoulou, C.; Gaffney, D.; Kehoe, S.; Lindemann, K.; Mutch, D.; Concin, N.;
Endometrial Cancer Staging Subcommittee, FIGO Women’s Cancer Committee. FIGO staging of endometrial cancer: 2023. Int. J.
Gynecol. Obstet. 2023, 162, 383–394. [CrossRef]

10. Liberati, A.; Altman, D.G.; Tetzlaff, J.; Mulrow, C.; Gøtzsche, P.C.; Ioannidis, J.P.; Clarke, M.; Devereaux, P.J.; Kleijnen, J.; Moher, D.
The PRISMA statement for reporting systematic reviews and meta-analyses of studies that evaluate health care interventions:
Explanation and elaboration. J. Clin. Epidemiol. 2009, 62, e1–e34. [CrossRef]

11. Abd-El-Maeboud, K.H.; Ghazy, A.A.; Nadeem, A.A.; Al-Sharaky, A.; Khalil, A.E. Effect of vaginal pH on the efficacy of vaginal
misoprostol for induction of midtrimester abortion. J. Obstet. Gynaecol. Res. 2008, 34, 78–84. [CrossRef]

12. Wells, G.; Shea, B.; O’Connell, D.; Peterson j Welch, V.; Losos, M.; Tugwell, P. The Newcastle–Ottawa Scale (NOS) for Assessing
the Quality of Non-Randomized Studies in Meta-Analysis. 2000. Available online: https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/
The-Newcastle-Ottawa-Scale-(NOS)-for-Assessing-the-Wells-Wells/c293fb316b6176154c3fdbb8340a107d9c8c82bf (accessed on
27 December 2023).

13. Borenstein, M.; Hedges, L.V.; Higgins, J.P.T.; Rothstein, H.R. A basic introduction to fixed-effect and random-effects models for
meta-analysis. Res. Synth. Methods 2010, 1, 97–111. [CrossRef]

14. IntHout, J.; Ioannidis, J.P.A.; Borm, G.F. The Hartung-Knapp-Sidik-Jonkman method for random effects meta-analysis is
straightforward and considerably outperforms the standard DerSimonian-Laird method. BMC Med. Res. Methodol. 2014, 14, 25.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Souza, J.P.; Pileggi, C.; Cecatti, J.G. Assessment of funnel plot asymmetry and publication bias in reproductive health meta-
analyses: An analytic survey. Reprod. Health 2007, 4, 3. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Yazigi, R.; Piver, M.S.; Blumenson, L. Malignant peritoneal cytology as prognostic indicator in stage I endometrial cancer. Obstet.
Gynecol. 1983, 62, 359–362. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Grimshaw, R.N.; Tupper, W.C.; Fraser, R.C.; Tompkins, M.G.; Jeffrey, J.F. Prognostic value of peritoneal cytology in endometrial
carcinoma. Gynecol. Oncol. 1990, 36, 97–100. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Kashimura, M.; Sugihara, K.; Toki, N.; Matsuura, Y.; Kawagoe, T.; Kamura, T.; Kaku, T.; Tsuruchi, N.; Nakashima, H.; Sakai, H.
The significance of peritoneal cytology in uterine cervix and endometrial cancer. Gynecol. Oncol. 1997, 67, 285–290. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

19. Descamps, P.; Calais, G.; Moire, C.; Bertrand, P.; Castiel, M.; Le Floch, O.; Lansac, J.; Body, G. Predictors of distant recurrence in
clinical stage I or II endometrial carcinoma treated by combination surgical and radiation therapy. Gynecol. Oncol. 1997, 64, 54–58.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2021.01.036
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33551200
https://doi.org/10.3322/caac.21763
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36633525
https://gco.iarc.fr/today/online-analysis-table?v=2020&mode=cancer&mode_population=continents&population=900&populations=900&key=asr&sex=0&cancer=39&type=0&statistic=5&prevalence=0&population_group=0&ages_group[]=0&ages_group[]=17&group_cancer=1&include_nmsc=0&include_nmsc_other=1
https://gco.iarc.fr/today/online-analysis-table?v=2020&mode=cancer&mode_population=continents&population=900&populations=900&key=asr&sex=0&cancer=39&type=0&statistic=5&prevalence=0&population_group=0&ages_group[]=0&ages_group[]=17&group_cancer=1&include_nmsc=0&include_nmsc_other=1
https://gco.iarc.fr/today/online-analysis-table?v=2020&mode=cancer&mode_population=continents&population=900&populations=900&key=asr&sex=0&cancer=39&type=0&statistic=5&prevalence=0&population_group=0&ages_group[]=0&ages_group[]=17&group_cancer=1&include_nmsc=0&include_nmsc_other=1
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0142(19901015)60:8+%3C2035::AID-CNCR2820601515%3E3.0.CO;2-8
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3652025
https://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/88.14.980
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8667429
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2009.02.012
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19367689
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.bjc.6600698
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12610496
https://doi.org/10.1006/gyno.2001.6301
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11520142
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijgo.14923
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2009.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1447-0756.2007.00683.x
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Newcastle-Ottawa-Scale-(NOS)-for-Assessing-the-Wells-Wells/c293fb316b6176154c3fdbb8340a107d9c8c82bf
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Newcastle-Ottawa-Scale-(NOS)-for-Assessing-the-Wells-Wells/c293fb316b6176154c3fdbb8340a107d9c8c82bf
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.12
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-14-25
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24548571
https://doi.org/10.1186/1742-4755-4-3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17437636
https://doi.org/10.1097/00006250-198309000-00019
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6877692
https://doi.org/10.1016/0090-8258(90)90116-3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2295459
https://doi.org/10.1006/gyno.1997.4858
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9441776
https://doi.org/10.1006/gyno.1996.4511
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8995547


Medicina 2024, 60, 733 13 of 14

20. Obermair, A.; Geramou, M.; Tripcony, L.; Nicklin, J.L.; Perrin, L.; Crandon, A.J. Peritoneal cytology: Impact on disease-free
survival in clinical stage I endometrioid adenocarcinoma of the uterus. Cancer Lett. 2001, 164, 105–110. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

21. Saga, Y.; Imai, M.; Jobo, T.; Kuramoto, H.; Takahashi, K.; Konno, R.; Ohwada, M.; Suzuki, M. Is peritoneal cytology a prognostic
factor of endometrial cancer confined to the uterus? Gynecol. Oncol. 2006, 103, 277–280. [CrossRef]

22. Gultekin, M.; Yildiz, F.; Ozyigit, G.; Beyaz, H.; Hayran, M.; Kose, F.; Yuce, K.; Ayhan, A. Comparison of FIGO 1988 and 2009
staging systems for endometrial carcinoma. Med. Oncol. 2012, 29, 2955–2962. [CrossRef]

23. Garg, G.; Gao, F.; Wright, J.D.; Hagemann, A.R.; Mutch, D.G.; Powell, M.A. Positive peritoneal cytology is an independent
risk-factor in early stage endometrial cancer. Gynecol. Oncol. 2013, 128, 77–82. [CrossRef]

24. Tebeu, P.M.; Popowski, G.Y.; Verkooijen, H.M.; Casals, J.; Lüdicke, F.; Zeciri, G.; Usel, M.; Bouchardy, C.; Major, A.L. Impact
of peritoneal cytology on survival of endometrial cancer patients treated with surgery and radiotherapy. Br. J. Cancer 2003, 89,
2023–2026. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Tebeu, P.-M.; Popowski, Y.; Verkooijen, H.M.; Bouchardy, C.; Ludicke, F.; Usel, M.; Major, A.L. Positive peritoneal cytology in
early-stage endometrial cancer does not influence prognosis. Br. J. Cancer 2004, 91, 720–724. [CrossRef]

26. Shiozaki, T.; Tabata, T.; Yamada, T.; Yamamoto, Y.; Yamawaki, T.; Ikeda, T. Does positive peritoneal cytology not affect the
prognosis for stage I uterine endometrial cancer?: The remaining controversy and review of the literature. Int. J. Gynecol. Cancer
2014, 24, 549–555. [CrossRef]

27. Siegenthaler, F.; Johann, S.; Imboden, S.; Samartzis, N.; Ledermann-Liu, H.; Sarlos, D.; Eberhard, M.; Mueller, M.D. Prospective
Multicenter Trial Assessing the Impact of Positive Peritoneal Cytology Conversion on Oncological Outcome in Patients with
Endometrial Cancer Undergoing Minimally Invasive Surgery with the use of an Intrauterine Manipulator: Positive Peritoneal
Cytology Conversion and Its Association with Oncological Outcome in Endometrial Cancer. Ann. Surg. Oncol. 2022, 29, 8320–8333.
[PubMed]

28. Ueno, Y.; Toyoshima, M.; Shigemi, D.; Yumori, A.; Wakabayashi, R.; Kitagawa, M.; Konnai, K.; Onose, R.; Suzuki, S.; Kato, H.
Significance of positive peritoneal cytology for recurrence and survival in patients with endometrial cancer. J. Obstet. Gynaecol.
Res. 2023, 49, 304–313. [CrossRef]

29. Behtash, N.; Sheikhhasani, S.; Nezamabadi, V. Prognostic significance of positive peritoneal cytology in endometrial cancer
patients. J. Obstet. Gynaecol. 2022, 42, 2336–2340. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Cetinkaya, K.; Atalay, F. Peritoneal cytology in endometrial cancer. Tumori 2015, 101, 697–700. [CrossRef]
31. del Carmen, M.G. Positive peritoneal cytology in patients with endometrial cancer: Continued controversy despite shift in

staging. Cancer Cytopathol. 2014, 122, 315–316. [CrossRef]
32. Fadare, O.; Mariappan, M.R.; Hileeto, D.; Wang, S.; McAlpine, J.N.; Rimm, D.L. Upstaging based solely on positive peritoneal

washing does not affect outcome in endometrial cancer. Mod. Pathol. 2005, 18, 673–680. [CrossRef]
33. Grigsby, P.W.; Perez, C.A.; Kuten, A.; Simpson, J.R.; Garcia, D.M.; Camel, H.M.; Kao, M.S.; Galakatos, A.E. Clinical stage I

endometrial cancer: Prognostic factors for local control and distant metastasis and implications of the new FIGO surgical staging
system. Int. J. Radiat. Oncol. Biol. Phys. 1992, 22, 905–911. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Hirai, Y.; Fujimoto, I.; Yamauchi, K.; Hasumi, K.; Masubuchi, K.; Sano, Y. Peritoneal fluid cytology and prognosis in patients with
endometrial carcinoma. Obstet. Gynecol. 1989, 73, 335–338. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Hirai, Y.; Takeshima, N.; Kato, T.; Hasumi, K. Malignant potential of positive peritoneal cytology in endometrial cancer. Obstet.
Gynecol. 2001, 97, 725–728. [PubMed]

36. Kadar, N.; Homesley, H.D.; Malfetano, J.H. Positive peritoneal cytology is an adverse factor in endometrial carcinoma only if
there is other evidence of extrauterine disease. Gynecol. Oncol. 1992, 46, 145–149. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Konski, A.; Poulter, C.; Keys, H.; Rubin, P.; Beecham, J.; Doane, K. Absence of prognostic significance, peritoneal dissemination
and treatment advantage in endometrial cancer patients with positive peritoneal cytology. Int. J. Radiat. Oncol. Biol. Phys. 1988,
14, 49–55. [CrossRef]

38. Kyrgiou, M.; Chatterjee, J.; Lyus, R.; Amin, T.; Ghaem-Maghami, S. The role of cytology and other prognostic factors in endometrial
cancer. J. Obstet. Gynaecol. 2013, 33, 729–734. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. Lee, B.; Suh, D.H.; Kim, K.; No, J.H.; Kim, Y.B. Influence of positive peritoneal cytology on prognostic factors and survival
in early-stage endometrial cancer: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Jpn. J. Clin. Oncol. 2016, 46, 711–717. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

40. Luo, M.L.; Sakuragi, N.; Shimizu, M.; Seino, K.; Okamoto, K.; Kaneuchi, M.; Ebina, Y.; Okuyama, K.; Fujino, T.; Sagawa, T.; et al.
Prognostic significance of combined conventional and immunocytochemical cytology for peritoneal washings in endometrial
carcinoma. Cancer 2001, 93, 115–123. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

41. Matsuo, K.; Chen, L.; Guo, X.M.; Roman, L.D.; Klar, M.; Wright, J.D. Hormonal therapy or chemotherapy for early-stage,
low-grade endometrial cancer with malignant peritoneal cytology: A comparative effectiveness study. Gynecol. Oncol. 2022, 165,
353–360. [CrossRef]

42. Mazurka, J.L.; Krepart, G.V.; Lotocki, R.J. Prognostic significance of positive peritoneal cytology in endometrial carcinoma. Am. J.
Obstet. Gynecol. 1988, 158, 303–306. [CrossRef]

43. Ayhan, A.; Tuncer, Z.S.; Tuncer, R.; Yüce, K.; Küçükali, T. Risk factors for recurrence in clinically early endometrial carcinoma: An
analysis of 183 consecutive cases. Eur. J. Obstet. Gynecol. Reprod. Biol. 1994, 57, 167–170. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3835(00)00722-9
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11166922
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2006.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12032-012-0196-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2012.09.026
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.bjc.6601446
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14647132
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.bjc.6602035
https://doi.org/10.1097/IGC.0000000000000072
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36057902
https://doi.org/10.1111/jog.15457
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443615.2022.2049725
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35470766
https://doi.org/10.5301/tj.5000403
https://doi.org/10.1002/cncy.21399
https://doi.org/10.1038/modpathol.3800342
https://doi.org/10.1016/0360-3016(92)90786-H
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1555983
https://doi.org/10.1016/0020-7292(89)90237-3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2915858
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11339924
https://doi.org/10.1016/0090-8258(92)90246-F
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1500014
https://doi.org/10.1016/0360-3016(88)90050-8
https://doi.org/10.3109/01443615.2013.813916
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24127965
https://doi.org/10.1093/jjco/hyw063
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27207885
https://doi.org/10.1002/cncr.9017
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11309777
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2022.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/0002-9378(88)90143-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0028-2243(94)90294-1
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7713290


Medicina 2024, 60, 733 14 of 14

44. Lurain, J.R. The significance of positive peritoneal cytology in endometrial cancer. Gynecol. Oncol. 1992, 46, 143–144. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

45. McLellan, R.; Dillon, M.B.; Currie, J.L.; Rosenshein, N.B. Peritoneal cytology in endometrial cancer: A review. Obstet. Gynecol.
Surv. 1989, 44, 711–719. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Szpak, C.A.; Creasman, W.T.; Vollmer, R.T.; Johnston, W.W. Prognostic value of cytologic examination of peritoneal washings in
patients with endometrial carcinoma. Acta Cytol. 1981, 25, 640–646. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Wethington, S.L.; Barrena Medel, N.I.; Wright, J.D.; Herzog, T.J. Prognostic significance and treatment implications of positive
peritoneal cytology in endometrial adenocarcinoma: Unraveling a mystery. Gynecol. Oncol. 2009, 115, 18–25. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

48. Yanoh, K.; Takeshima, N.; Hirai, Y.; Minami, A.; Tsuzuku, M.; Toyoda, N.; Hasumi, K. Morphologic analyses of positive peritoneal
cytology in endometrial carcinoma. Acta Cytol. 1999, 43, 814–819. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Zhang, Y.; Chu, R.; Zhang, Z.; Xu, C.; Liu, J.; Zhang, J.; Wang, J.; Wang, Q.; Liu, C.; Feng, J.; et al. Prognostic significance of positive
peritoneal cytology in endometrial carcinoma based on ESGO/ESTRO/ESP risk classification: A multicenter retrospective study.
Gynecol. Oncol. 2023, 176, 43–52. [CrossRef]

50. Seagle, B.L.; Alexander, A.L.; Lantsman, T.; Shahabi, S. Prognosis and treatment of positive peritoneal cytology in early
endometrial cancer: Matched cohort analyses from the National Cancer Database. Am. J. Obstet. Gynecol. 2018, 218, 329.e1–329.e15.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

51. Kommoss, S.; McConechy, M.K.; Kommoss, F.; Leung, S.; Bunz, A.; Magrill, J.; Britton, H.; Grevenkamp, F.; Karnezis, A.; Yang, W.;
et al. Final validation of the ProMisE molecular classifier for endometrial carcinoma in a large population-based case series. Ann.
Oncol. Off. J. Eur. Soc. Med. Oncol. 2018, 29, 1180–1188. [CrossRef]

52. Mirza, M.R.; Chase, D.M.; Slomovitz, B.M.; Christensen, R.D.; Novák, Z.; Black, D.; Gilbert, L.; Sharma, S.; Valabrega, G.;
Landrum, L.M.; et al. Dostarlimab for Primary Advanced or Recurrent Endometrial Cancer. N. Engl. J. Med. 2023, 388, 2145–2158.
[CrossRef]

53. Sáinz de la Cuesta, R.; Espinosa, J.A.; Crespo, E.; Granizo, J.J.; Rivas, F. Does fluid hysteroscopy increase the stage or worsen the
prognosis in patients with endometrial cancer? A randomized controlled trial. Eur. J. Obstet. Gynecol. Reprod. Biol. 2004, 115,
211–215. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Dovnik, A.; Crnobrnja, B.; Zegura, B.; Takac, I.; Pakiz, M. Incidence of positive peritoneal cytology in patients with endometrial
carcinoma after hysteroscopy vs. dilatation and curettage. Radiat. Oncol. 2017, 51, 88–93. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Soucie, J.E.; Chu, P.A.; Ross, S.; Snodgrass, T.; Wood, S.L. The risk of diagnostic hysteroscopy in women with endometrial cancer.
Am. J. Obstet. Gynecol. 2012, 207, 71.e1–71.e5. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. Bartosik, D.; Jacobs, S.L.; Kelly, L.J. Endometrial tissue in peritoneal fluid. Fertil. Steril. 1986, 46, 796–800. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
57. Nagele, F.; Wieser, F.; Deery, A.; Hart, R.; Magos, A. Endometrial cell dissemination at diagnostic hysteroscopy: A prospective

randomized cross-over comparison of normal saline and carbon dioxide uterine distension. Hum. Reprod. 1999, 14, 2739–2742.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

58. Lo, K.W.; Cheung, T.H.; Yim, S.F.; Chung, T.K. Hysteroscopic dissemination of endometrial carcinoma using carbon dioxide and
normal saline: A retrospective study. Gynecol. Oncol. 2002, 84, 394–398. [CrossRef]

59. Koutlaki, N.; Dimitraki, M.; Zervoudis, S.; Skafida, P.; Nikas, I.; Mandratzi, J.; Liberis, A.; Liberis, V. Hysteroscopy and endometrial
cancer. Diagnosis and influence on prognosis. Gynecol. Surg. 2010, 7, 335–341. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0090-8258(92)90245-E
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1500013
https://doi.org/10.1097/00006254-198910000-00002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2677857
https://doi.org/10.1097/00006254-198210000-00017
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6171978
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2009.06.019
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19632708
https://doi.org/10.1159/000331295
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10518135
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ygyno.2023.06.578
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2017.11.601
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29223598
https://doi.org/10.1093/annonc/mdy058
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2216334
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejogrb.2004.01.029
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15262358
https://doi.org/10.1515/raon-2016-0035
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28265237
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2012.04.026
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22621816
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0015-0282(16)49813-4
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3780999
https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/14.11.2739
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10548613
https://doi.org/10.1006/gyno.2001.6534
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10397-010-0613-0

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Eligibility Criteria, Information Sources, and Search Strategy 
	Study Selection 
	Data Extraction 
	Assessment of Risk of Bias 
	Data Synthesis 
	Prediction Intervals 
	Trial Sequential Analysis 


	Results 
	Discussion 
	Strengths and Limitations 
	Implications for Current Clinical Practice and Future Research 

	Conclusions 
	References

