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Abstract
Background: We have previously demonstrated that high tumor tissue levels of TIMP-1 are associated with no or
limited clinical benefit from chemotherapy with CMF and anthracyclines in metastatic breast cancer patients. Here, we
extend our investigations to the adjuvant setting studying outcome after adjuvant chemotherapy in premenopausal lymph
node-positive patients. We hypothesize that TIMP-1 high tumors are less sensitive to chemotherapy and accordingly that
high tumor tissue levels are associated with shorter survival.

Methods: From our original retrospectively collected tumor samples we selected a group of 525 pre-menopausal lymph
node-positive patients (adjuvant treatment: CMF, 324 patients; anthracycline-based, 99 patients; no adjuvant
chemotherapy, 102 patients). TIMP-1 levels were measured using ELISA in cytosolic extracts of frozen primary tumors.
TIMP-1 was analyzed as a continuous variable and as a dichotomized one using the median TIMP-1 concentration as a
cut point between high and low TIMP-1 groups. We analyzed the benefit of adjuvant CMF and anthracyclines in univariate
and multivariable survival models; endpoints were disease-free (DFS) and overall survival (OS).

Results: In this selected cohort of high-risk patients, and in the subgroup of patients receiving no adjuvant therapy, TIMP-
1 was not associated with prognosis. In the subgroup of patients treated with anthracyclines, when analyzed as a
continuous variable we observed a tendency for increasing TIMP-1 levels to be associated with shorter DFS (multivariable
analysis, HR 1.75, 95% CI 1.00-3.07, P = 0.05) and a significant association between increasing TIMP-1 and shorter OS in
both univariate (HR 3.52, 95% CI 1.54-8.06, P = 0.003) and multivariable analyses (HR 4.19, 95% CI 1.67-10.51, P = 0.002).
No statistically significant association between TIMP-1 and DFS was observed in the CMF-treated patients although high
TIMP-1 was associated with shorter OS when analyzed as a dichotomized variable (HR 1.64, 95% CI 1.02-2.65, P = 0.04).

Conclusion: In the subgroup of patients receiving adjuvant chemotherapy we found an association between shorter
survival after treatment in TIMP-1 high patients compared with TIMP-1 low patients, especially in patients receiving
anthracycline-based therapy. This suggests that high tumor tissue levels of TIMP-1 might be associated with reduced
benefit from classical adjuvant chemotherapy. Our findings should be validated in larger prospective studies.
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Background
Many patients are offered adjuvant chemotherapy after
surgery for primary breast cancer. Several options exist
(reviewed in [1]) but currently, adjuvant chemotherapy
only reduces breast cancer mortality by up to 50% [2] and
hence further improvement is needed. Moreover, chemo-
therapy is most often associated with substantial side
effects. In theory, by attacking the tumor cells effectively at
an early stage unnecessary growth and potential selection
of resistant clones is avoided and a better response to
adjuvant treatment is to be expected. Choosing the most
effective adjuvant chemotherapy regimen up front should
thus lead to a further reduction in disease recurrences and,
accordingly, to increased survival of the patients. In addi-
tion, avoiding ineffective treatments would reduce
unneeded toxicity and burden for the patients and the
substantial costs associated with administration of adju-
vant chemotherapy.

Prescription of chemotherapy with no benefit to the
patient could be limited through identification and use of
predictive markers. Predictive markers serve as a tool for
tailoring therapy for individual patients, however, the
number of approved markers in primary breast cancer is
limited [3]. Thus, additional markers are needed to
improve planning of a more personalized adjuvant treat-
ment.

TIMP-1 is a naturally occurring inhibitor belonging to the
matrix metalloproteinase (MMP) system, and besides its
MMP-inhibitory functions TIMP-1 also appears to inde-
pendently influence cell growth and apoptosis (for
reviews, see [4,5]). In metastatic breast cancer patients, we
reported that a high level of TIMP-1 in the primary tumor
tissue is associated with decreased objective response to
chemotherapy [6], and a report showing a similar associ-
ation in the adjuvant setting was recently presented [7]. In
addition, it appears that TIMP-1 may be combined with
TOP2A for prediction of response to anthracycline-based
chemotherapy [8]. Similarly, high levels of plasma and
serum TIMP-1 are associated with a decreased response to
endocrine therapy in metastatic breast cancer patients
[9,10]. Besides the predictive information, which can
apparently be gained from TIMP-1, several publications
demonstrate that high levels of TIMP-1 protein in breast
cancer tissue [11-14], plasma and serum [12,15-17] are
associated with a poor prognosis. Based on these previous
studies, it may be concluded that TIMP-1 appears to carry
predictive as well as prognostic information; it has not
been clarified, though, whether TIMP-1 carries mainly
prognostic or predictive information and whether this
information may be restricted to certain patient sub-
groups.

To further study the possible use of TIMP-1 as a biomarker
in breast cancer patients, the present study investigates the
association between levels of TIMP-1 in cytosolic tumor
tissue extracts and outcome following adjuvant chemo-
therapy with cyclophosphamide-methotrexate-5-fluorou-
racil (CMF) or an anthracycline-containing regimen
(cyclophosphamide and 5-fluorouracil with adriamycin/
epirubicin (CAF/CEF); or single-agent adriamycin (A)), or
following no adjuvant treatment. We hypothesized that
high levels of TIMP-1 are associated with decreased bene-
fit from adjuvant chemotherapy and we investigated this
hypothesis in a cohort of 525 premenopausal lymph
node-positive breast cancer patients, who constitute a
subgroup of a large cohort previously described in several
studies [14,18,19]. First, we evaluated the association with
prognosis in all patients included. The included subgroup
of patients receiving no adjuvant therapy allowed for eval-
uation of association between TIMP-1 and outcome with-
out any influence from adjuvant therapy; by definition,
this is evaluation of prognosis. Secondly, in patients
treated with adjuvant chemotherapy we analyzed the pre-
dictive impact of TIMP-1. The endpoints evaluated in the
present study are DFS and OS. In particular, for the analy-
ses of predictive impact of TIMP-1, DFS is considered the
most informative as this endpoint is not influenced by
subsequent systemic therapy. The Reporting Recommen-
dations for Tumor Marker Prognostic Studies (REMARK
[20]) were adhered to where ever applicable.

Methods
Patients and study design
Tumor tissue extracts included in the present study were
collected between 1979 and 1994. Our protocol for stud-
ying molecular markers associated with disease progres-
sion was approved by the institutional Medical Ethics
Committee of the Erasmus MC Rotterdam (MEC no.
02.953). The present study, in which coded tissues were
used, was performed in accordance with the Code of Con-
duct of the Federation of Medical Scientific Societies in the
Netherlands [21].

Patients were selected for the present study from a cohort
of 2984 breast cancer patients [14] for which the original
inclusion/exclusion criteria are described in [18]. Here,
only patients who had lymph node-positive breast cancer
and who were premenopausal at the time of diagnosis
were included. This is due to the fact that very few post-
menopausal and no lymph node-negative patients
received adjuvant chemotherapy at the time when these
samples were collected. Furthermore, only patients who
received adjuvant chemotherapy with CMF, CEF, CAF or
single-agent A, or who received no adjuvant chemo- or
endocrine therapy were included. Treatment decisions
were based on standard rules at the time. Finally, patients
were included in the present study based on the availabil-
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ity of information about TIMP-1 concentration in the pri-
mary tissue, originally measured in stored cytosolic
extracts after estrogen and progesterone receptor (ER/PgR)
determination and used for a previous study [14].

A total of 525 patients fulfilled the inclusion criteria; 164
of these were ≤ 40 years, and 361 were 41-55 years.
Among included patients, 292 patients had 1-3 positive
lymph nodes and 233 had more than 3 tumor-positive
axillary lymph nodes. In 175 patients, tumors were ≤ 2 cm
(pT1), 270 patients had tumors larger than 2 cm and ≤ 5
cm (pT2), and 80 patients had tumors larger than 5 cm or
skin or chest wall involvement (pT3+4). Differentiation
grade was well or moderate in 103 tumors, poor in 291
tumors and unknown in 131 tumors. ER/PgR positive
tumors were present in 432 patients. All patients had sur-

gical removal of their tumor (313 mastectomies, 212
lumpectomies) and 391 patients received adjuvant radio-
therapy (RT; of the chest wall and/or local or regional
lymph nodes). A total of 423 patients received adjuvant
chemotherapy; 324 had CMF, 99 had an anthracycline-
containing regimen, and 102 patients had no adjuvant
systemic therapy. The characteristics of the total patient
group as well as subgroups according to adjuvant treat-
ment are summarized in Table 1. In the table, and in the
following parts, the term "Untreated patients" refers to
patients who received no adjuvant therapy; however, it
should be emphasized that these patients were treated
with surgery and some also with adjuvant radiotherapy.

Follow-up consisted of routine examinations every 3-6
months during the first 5 years and once a year thereafter.

Table 1: Patient and tumor characteristics and comparisons of patient groups

Characteristic All patients
N (%)

CMF-treated patients
N (%)

Anthracycline-treated 
patients
N (%)

Untreated patients
N (%)

P1

Age
≤ 40 years 164 (31) 110 (34) 28 (28) 26 (25) 0.212

41-55 years 361 (69) 214 (66) 71 (72) 76 (75)

Involved lymph nodes
1-3 292 (56) 217 (67) 47 (47) 28 (27) <0.0012

>3 233 (44) 107 (33) 52 (53) 74 (73)

Steroid hormone rec. status
Positive 432 (82) 269 (83) 76 (77) 87 (85) 0.242

Negative 93 (18) 55 (17) 23 (23) 15 (15)

Tumor size
pT1 175 (33) 131 (40) 21 (21) 23 (23) <0.0012

pT2 270 (51) 147 (45) 58 (59) 65 (64)
pT3+4 80 (15) 46 (14) 20 (20) 14 (14)

Grade
Well/moderate 103 (20) 65 (20) 21 (21) 17 (17) 0.332

Poor 291 (55) 174 (54) 61 (62) 56 (55)
Unknown 131 (25) 85 (26) 17 (17) 29 (28)

Primary treatment
Lumpectomy 212 (40) 169 (52) 4 (4) 39 (38) <0.0012

Mastectomy 313 (60) 155 (48) 95 (96) 63 (62)

Events3

Recurrences (disease failure) 268 140 58 70
Deaths 149 75 32 42

TIMP-1 (median, range) 12.5 (0- 113) 12.0 (0- 106) 13.5 (0-51.2) 13.8 (0- 113) 0.204

All patients, N = 525; CMF-treated patients, N = 324; anthracycline-treated, N = 99; untreated patients, N = 102.
1Testing the hypothesis that subgroups (CMF- or anthracycline treated and untreated) are similar
2Pearson X2 test
3Events when censored at 60 months
4Kruskal-Wallis equality-of-populations rank test
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The median survival time of patients alive was 99 (range,
9-255) months (CMF-treated patients, 103 (range, 12-
248) months; anthracycline-treated patients, 90 (range, 9-
213) months; untreated patients, 93 (range, 15-255)
months).

Median survival of patients alive represents median obser-
vation time.

Assays and tumor specimens
TIMP-1 concentrations were originally determined for use
in a large study of the association between TIMP-1 and
prognosis, and this study also included validation of the
assay with the present extraction buffer [14].

In brief, tumor tissue specimens were prepared following
instructions from the European Organisation for Research
and Treatment of Cancer (EORTC) regarding extraction of
tumor tissue for determination of cytosolic ER and PgR
[22]. Levels of TIMP-1 in the cytosols were measured
using an established, validated in-house enzyme-linked
immunosorbent assay (ELISA) [23]. Concentrations of
total protein were measured using the Coomassie Brilliant
Blue Method (Bio-Rad Laboratories, Hercules, CA). ER
and PgR levels were assessed previously by ligand-binding
assay or enzyme immunoassay as described in [24] and
the cut point used for classification as ER/PgR positive or
negative was 10 fmol/mg of protein.

Data analysis and statistics
Differences in TIMP-1 levels were assessed with the Mann-
Whitney U test or the Kruskal-Wallis equality-of-popula-
tions rank test when appropriate. In these tests, patient
and tumor characteristics were used as grouping variables.
Associations between continuous variables were tested
with the Spearman rank correlation (rs). Differences
between treatment groups were tested with the Pearson X2

test. Cox proportional hazard models were applied to
compute the hazard ratio (HR). Disease-free survival
(DFS) and overall survival (OS) were used as endpoints.
For DFS any relapse or secondary breast cancer was
counted as failure; non-failing patients were censored at
last date of contact. For OS, death of any cause was
counted as a failure. Surviving patients were censored at
last day of follow-up.

The protocols for adjuvant treatment (RT on the axilla
and/or systemic therapy), depending on the number of
tumor-positive lymph nodes (1-3, >3), were changed dur-
ing the study period. To accommodate these changes we
used a combination of nodal status (1-3, >3) and RT on
the axilla (no, yes) to stratify all analyses.

Proportional hazards assumptions were tested based on
Schoenfeld residuals. As to be expected, the proportional

hazards assumption was violated for hormone receptor
status and accordingly, all analyses were stratified for hor-
mone receptor status (negative, positive). Hence, none of
the variables used for stratification (nodal status, RT, hor-
mone receptor status) were included in the multivariable
analyses. Age, tumor size, and malignancy grade defined
the base model to correct for classical prognostic factors.
In multivariable analyses TIMP-1 was added to this
model. In none of these analyses the proportional hazards
assumption was violated.

To reduce skewness of the distribution of TIMP-1 levels,
these were log-transformed. No interactions were
observed between TIMP-1 and the classical prognostic fac-
tors or adjuvant therapy in the analysis for DFS. The inter-
action analysis investigates whether the contribution to
the survival model of the one variable is dependent upon
the values of the other; the estimates for the survival
model will be different for the subgroups if there is an
interaction [25].

TIMP-1 levels were dichotomized by the overall median
(12.5 ng/mg of total protein). Dichotomized levels were
used for the survival curves using the method of Kaplan
and Meier.

In this dataset, three groups relating to systemic adjuvant
treatment were available: patients treated with CMF,
patients treated with anthracyclines, and patients who
received no adjuvant chemotherapy. In the analyses of all
patients we used the group receiving no adjuvant chemo-
therapy as the reference group. For both endpoints (DFS,
OS), the hypothesis that these untreated patients are not
different, regardless of tumor tissue TIMP-1 levels (low,
high), was maintained.

For all analyses, the survival times were censored at 60
months because the numbers of patients at risk in some
treatment groups were low at 5 years; the numbers of
patients at risk in the treatment subgroups appear from
the figures (Figure 1, 2 and 3).

Computations were performed with the STATA statistical
package, version 10.1 (STATA Corp., College Station, TX).
All P-values are two-sided and P < 0.05 was considered
statistically significant.

Results
Characterization and comparison of patient subgroups
Patients were subdivided according to adjuvant chemo-
therapy regimen received (CMF, 324 patients; anthracy-
cline-containing, 99 patients; no adjuvant chemotherapy,
102 patients). Table 1 summarizes the characteristics of
the 3 subgroups together with the characteristics of the
total patient group.
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The three subgroups differed significantly with respect to
the number of tumor-positive lymph nodes, tumor size,
and primary treatment (Pearson X2 test, P < 0.001, Table
1). Thus, patients who received CMF more often had only
1-3 involved lymph nodes and also had smaller tumors
(pT1) when compared with untreated patients and with
patients who received anthracycline-based chemotherapy.
Looking at primary treatments, more patients had a
lumpectomy among CMF-treated and patients receiving
no adjuvant chemotherapy than among anthracycline-

treated patients. In addition to this, fewer anthracycline-
treated patients received adjuvant RT. The differences in
number of involved lymph nodes and adjuvant RT were
partly accounted for in the stratification.

TIMP-1 levels and association of TIMP-1 with 
clinicopathological variables
The median TIMP-1 concentration in the tissue extracts
was 12.5 ng/mg of total protein (range, 0-113 ng/mg pro-
tein). Median tumor tissue TIMP-1 levels in subgroups

Kaplan-Meier plot showing the DFS (A) and OS (B) of untreated TIMP-1 low and high patientsFigure 1
Kaplan-Meier plot showing the DFS (A) and OS (B) of untreated TIMP-1 low and high patients. The median 
TIMP-1 concentration of the total patient group (12.5 ng/mg of total protein) was used as cut point (TIMP-1 low patients N = 
57, TIMP-1 high patients N = 45). Cox univariate regression analysis; DFS: HR 0.93, 95% CI 0.58-1.49, P = 0.76; OS: HR 0.72, 
95% CI 0.39-1.33, P = 0.30.
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Kaplan-Meier plot showing the DFS (A) and OS (B) of TIMP-1 low and high anthracycline-treated patientsFigure 2
Kaplan-Meier plot showing the DFS (A) and OS (B) of TIMP-1 low and high anthracycline-treated patients. The 
median TIMP-1 concentration of the total patient group (12.5 ng/mg of total protein) was used as cut point (TIMP-1 low 
patients N = 46, TIMP-1 high patients N = 53). Cox univariate regression analysis; DFS: HR 1.52, 95% CI 0.88-2.63, P = 0.13; 
OS: HR 2.53, 95% CI 1.19-5.39, P = 0.02.
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according to adjuvant treatment were as follows: In CMF-
treated patients 12.0 ng/mg of total protein (range, 0-106
ng/mg); in patients who received an anthracycline-con-
taining regimen 13.5 ng/mg protein (range, 0-51.2 ng/
mg); and in patients who received no adjuvant chemo-
therapy 13.8 ng/mg protein (range, 0-113 ng/mg). These
levels were not significantly different (Kruskal-Wallis
equality-of-populations rank test, P = 0.20, Table 1).

Analyzing the total group of patients, TIMP-1 was signifi-
cantly associated with age as younger patients had signifi-
cantly lower levels of TIMP-1 in their tumors (Spearman
rank correlation analysis, rs = 0.10, P = 0.02). No signifi-
cant association was found between TIMP-1 and number
of tumor-positive lymph nodes, steroid hormone receptor
status, tumor size, grade, adjuvant RT, or type of surgery.

When subgroups according to adjuvant treatment were
analyzed separately we found no significant associations
between TIMP-1 and age, number of tumor-positive
lymph nodes, tumor size, grade, adjuvant RT, or type of
surgery in any of the subgroups. In the subgroup of CMF-
treated patients, however, we found an association
between TIMP-1 and hormone receptor status with higher
tumor tissue TIMP-1 levels in patients with hormone
receptor negative tumors (Mann-Whitney test, P = 0.04).

TIMP-1 and prognosis
The prognostic impact of TIMP-1 was analyzed in the total
patient group and in further detail in the group of patients
who received no adjuvant chemotherapy. In these analy-

ses, TIMP-1 was analyzed both as a continuous log-trans-
formed variable and as a dichotomized variable with
patients divided into two groups of high and low tumor
tissue TIMP-1 levels, respectively, by the median TIMP-1
concentration of the total patient group (12.5 ng/mg pro-
tein). As described in the Statistics part, all analyses were
censored at 60 months and stratified for the number of
involved lymph nodes, RT of the axilla, and hormone
receptor status.

In Cox univariate regression analysis including all 525
patients, increasing tumor tissue TIMP-1 concentrations
were not significantly associated with DFS or OS neither
when analyzed as a continuous log-transformed variable
(DFS: HR 1.15, 95% CI 0.93-1.42, P = 0.20; OS: HR 1.17,
95% CI 0.88-1.57, P = 0.28) nor as a dichotomized varia-
ble (DFS: HR 1.13, 95% CI 0.88-1.43, P = 0.34; OS: HR
1.24, 95% CI 0.89-1.71, P = 0.20).

We then analyzed the subgroup of patients receiving no
adjuvant chemotherapy separately as the outcome of this
group is uninfluenced by systemic treatment. In both uni-
variate and multivariable survival analyses of this sub-
group we found no association between TIMP-1 and
outcome (DFS, OS) neither when including TIMP-1 as a
continuous variable nor as a dichotomized variable
(Table 2). The DFS and OS of TIMP-1 high and low
untreated patients are illustrated in Figure 1A and 1B,
respectively, which show that the curves describing the
two groups are super imposable.

Kaplan-Meier plot showing the DFS (A) and OS (B) of TIMP-1 low and high CMF-treated patientsFigure 3
Kaplan-Meier plot showing the DFS (A) and OS (B) of TIMP-1 low and high CMF-treated patients. The median 
TIMP-1 concentration of the total patient group (12.5 ng/mg of total protein) was used as cut point (TIMP-1 low patients N = 
172, TIMP-1 high patients N = 152). Cox univariate regression analysis; DFS: HR 1.15, 95% CI 0.82-0.1.61, P = 0.42; OS: HR, 
1.44 (0.91-2.29), P = 0.12.
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There were no significant differences among untreated
TIMP-1 high and low patients with respect to clinico-
pathological parameters (type of surgery, age, number of
tumor-positive lymph nodes, tumor size, hormone recep-
tor status, tumor grade, RT; data not shown).

TIMP-1 and prediction
To address the question of a possible predictive impact of
TIMP-1 we analyzed the outcome (DFS, OS) of patients
who had received adjuvant systemic therapy. We used two
different approaches to address this question; both
approaches were considered justified since there appears
to be no, or a modest, association between TIMP-1 and
prognosis in the patients studied here. Consequently, the
reported differences are not due to a combined prognostic
and predictive impact of TIMP-1 but rather a predomi-
nantly predictive one. In our first analysis, we evaluated
the benefit from treatment in TIMP-1 high and low
patients by comparing with the outcome of patients who
did not receive systemic adjuvant therapy, and secondly
we compared the outcome of TIMP-1 high- and low
patients within treatment subgroups.

Comparison with patients who did not receive adjuvant 
chemotherapy
First, we compared DFS of patients treated with adjuvant
anthracycline-containing chemotherapy or adjuvant CMF

with DFS of untreated patients. For this purpose, a varia-
ble combining TIMP-1 status and adjuvant chemotherapy
was created: Patients who received adjuvant chemother-
apy were divided into TIMP-1 high and low groups, again
applying the median TIMP-1 concentration of the total
patient group as a cut point. Patients who did not receive
systemic adjuvant therapy were included as one group
(high and low TIMP-1) for reference purposes.

First, we performed Cox univariate regression analysis
using the untreated patients as a reference. Among anthra-
cycline-treated patients neither TIMP-1 low nor TIMP-1
high patients had a significantly improved survival when
using the untreated patients as a reference group (TIMP-1
low patients: HR 0.74, 95% CI 0.45-1.24, P = 0.26; TIMP-
1 high patients: HR 1.03, 95% CI 0.63-1.67, P = 0.92).
When comparing the TIMP-1 low and high CMF-treated
groups with the untreated patients group, we found that
both TIMP-1 low and high groups had a significantly bet-
ter DFS than untreated patients (TIMP-1 low patients: HR
0.51, 95% CI 0.36-0.73, P < 0.001; TIMP-1 high patients:
HR 0.58, 95% CI 0.41-0.81, P = 0.002).

We also analyzed the benefit from adjuvant treatment,
when compared with untreated patients, in a multivaria-
ble model. As mentioned our base model included age,
tumor size, malignancy grade, and adjuvant chemother-

Table 2: Univariate and Multivariable survival analyses of the subgroup of untreated patients, N = 102*

Univariate DFS OS

HR (95% CI) P HR (95% CI) P

TIMP-1 Continuous variable 0.96 (0.63-1.45) 0.84 0.72 (0.39-1.33) 0.29

High vs. low 0.93 (0.58-1.49) 0.76 0.72 (0.39-1.33) 0.3

Multivariable DFS OS
HR (95% CI) P HR (95% CI) P

TIMP-1 Continuous variable 0.95 (0.60-1.51) 0.84 0.80 (0.41-1.57) 0.52

High vs. low 0.95 (0.56-1.62) 0.86 0.80 (0.41-1.54) 0.5

Age 41-55 years vs. ≤ 40 years 0.53 (0.31-0.89) 0.02 0.40 (0.21-0.77) 0.01

Tumor size Stage 2 (> 2 cm) vs. stage 1 (≤ 2 cm) 1.76 (0.93-3.33) 0.19 1.77 (0.72-4.36) 0.37

Stage 3 (>5 cm or chest wall/skin involvement) vs. stage 1 (≤ 2 cm) 1.35 (0.58-3.14) 2.01 (0.62-6.45)

Grade Unknown vs. poor 0.70 (0.40-1.22) 0.39 0.83 (0.41-1.67) 0.51

Well/moderate vs. poor 0.74 (0.33-1.64) 0.54 (0.18-1.64)

* Analyses stratified for hormone receptor status, nodal status and RT on the axilla. The results for age, tumor size and grade are from the base 
model not including TIMP-1. TIMP-1 was added separately as a continuous variable and then as a dichotomized one. The coefficients for age, tumor 
size and grade are similar with TIMP-1 included.
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apy and TIMP-1 was added to this model. Among patients
treated with anthracycline-containing chemotherapy a
trend towards a better outcome in TIMP-1 low patients
compared with untreated patients was observed although
neither TIMP-1 low nor TIMP-1 high patients had a signif-
icantly better DFS than untreated patients (TIMP-1 low
patients: HR 0.71, 95% CI 0.42-1.19, P = 0.19; TIMP-1
high patients: HR 0.97, 95% CI 0.60-1.57, P = 0.90). In
the CMF-treated subgroup both TIMP-1 low and high
patients had a significantly longer DFS than untreated
patients (TIMP-1 low patients: HR 0.48, 95% CI 0.33-
0.69, P < 0.001; TIMP-1 high patients: HR 0.57, 95% CI
0.41-0.81, P = 0.001). In this multivariable model
younger age and increase in tumor size were associated
with a significantly shorter DFS. The results of the multi-
variable analysis combining TIMP-1 status and adjuvant
therapy are shown in Table 3.

In a similar multivariable analysis of OS, a more pro-
nounced difference was found in benefit from anthracy-
cline-based therapy in TIMP-1 low and high patients,
when compared with untreated patients (TIMP-1 low
patients: HR 0.54, 95% CI 0.26-1.11, P = 0.094; TIMP-1
high patients: HR 1.20, 95% CI 0.64-2.26, P = 0.58); none
of the groups, though, had a significantly better outcome
than patients who received no adjuvant chemotherapy.
Among CMF-treated patients, both TIMP-1 low and high
patients had a significantly better OS than untreated
patients (TIMP-1 low patients: HR 0.42, 95% CI 0.26-
0.70), P = 0.001; TIMP-1 high patients: HR 0.64, 95% CI

0.41-1.00, P = 0.05). Also in this multivariable model, age
and tumor size were significantly associated with survival.

Comparison of TIMP-1 low- and high patients within treatment 
subgroups
We then compared the outcome after therapy and the
association with increasing tumor tissue TIMP-1 sepa-
rately within each treatment subgroup (anthracycline-
treated, CMF). We performed analyses including TIMP-1
both as a continuous log-transformed variable and as a
dichotomized variable with patients divided into two
groups of high and low tumor tissue TIMP-1 levels,
respectively, by the median TIMP-1 concentration of the
total patient group.

In Cox univariate regression analyses, both in patients
who received adjuvant anthracycline-based chemother-
apy and in CMF-treated patients, we found no statistically
significant associations between TIMP-1 and DFS (Table
4, Figures 2A and 3A); however, in anthracycline-treated
patients, despite the non-significant results, there was a
trend for TIMP-1 high patients to have a worse outcome
than TIMP-1 low patients, especially when analyzing
TIMP-1 as a continuous variable (HR 1.66, 95% CI 0.96-
2.85, P = 0.07). Additionally, in the anthracycline-treated
group high TIMP-1 was associated with a significantly
shorter OS both when analyzed as a continuous variable
(HR 3.52, 95% CI 1.54-8.06, P = 0.003) and as a dichot-
omized one (HR 2.53, 95% CI 1.19-5.39, P = 0.02)
whereas no differences were observed among TIMP-1 high

Table 3: Multivariable analysis of DFS after adjuvant chemotherapy with CMF or anthracyclines vs. no adjuvant treatment*

HR (95% CI) P

Anthracycline-treatment TIMP-1 low vs. all untreated 0.71 (0.42-1.19) 0.19

TIMP-1 high vs. all untreated 0.97 (0.60-1.57) 0.90

CMF-treatment TIMP-1 low vs. all untreated 0.48 (0.33-0.69) <0.001

TIMP-1 high vs. all untreated 0.57 (0.41-0.81) 0.001

Age 41-55 years vs. ≤ 40 years 0.63 (0.49-0.81) <0.001

Tumor size Stage 2 (> 2 cm) vs. stage 1 (≤ 2 cm) 1.80 (1.33-2.45) <0.001

Stage 3 (>5 cm or chest wall/skin involvement) vs. stage 1 (≤ 2 cm) 1.86 (1.26-2.74)

Grade Unknown vs. poor 0.83 (0.61-1.11) 0.08

Well/moderate vs. poor 0.69 (0.49-0.98)

* Analyses stratified for hormone receptor status, nodal status and RT on the axilla. All patients N = 525: anthracycline-treated low TIMP-1, 46 
patients; anthracycline-treated high TIMP-1, 53 patients; CMF-treated low TIMP-1, 172 patients; CMF-treated high TIMP-1, 152 patients; untreated 
(high and low TIMP-1, combined), 102 patients.
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and low patients in the CMF-treated subgroup (Table 4,
Figures 2B and 3B).

We then performed separate multivariable survival analy-
ses in anthracycline-treated and in CMF-treated patients,
respectively (Table 5 and 6). As before, TIMP-1 was added
to the base model first as a continuous and then as a
dichotomized variable. In the analysis of the anthracy-
cline-treated subgroup, TIMP-1 analyzed as a continuous
variable showed a strong tendency for higher levels to be
associated with a shorter DFS (HR 1.75, 95% CI 1.00-
3.07, P = 0.05). In patients who received adjuvant CMF we
found no association between TIMP-1 and DFS; in this
model younger age and increase in tumor size were asso-
ciated with a shorter DFS. When including TIMP-1 in the
multivariable models, the coefficients for the other varia-
bles included were similar. In addition, among patients
treated with adjuvant anthracycline-based therapy we
found a highly significant association with OS both when
included as a continuous (HR 4.19, 95% CI 1.67-10.51, P
= 0.002) and as a dichotomized variable (HR 2.59, 95%
CI 1.14-5.88, P = 0.02). In CMF-treated patients, TIMP-1
was associated with shorter OS only when analyzed as a
dichotomized variable (HR = 1.64, 95% CI 1.02-2.65, P =
0.04).

Among anthracycline-treated patients there were no sig-
nificant differences in clinicopathological characteristics
between TIMP-1 high and low patients; among CMF-
treated patients there were significantly more patients
younger than 40 years in the TIMP-1 low subgroup and
significantly more patients with more than 3 tumor-posi-
tive lymph nodes in the TIMP-1 high subgroup (data not
shown).

Interactions
There were no statistically significant interactions between
TIMP-1 and adjuvant chemotherapy in analyses of DFS.
However, in analyses of OS there was a statistically signif-
icant interaction between TIMP-1 and anthracycline treat-
ment both in a model including only adjuvant therapy
and TIMP-1 (HR 3.60, 95% CI 1.38-9.38, P = 0.009) and
in the model including age, tumor size and malignancy
grade (HR 3.20, 95% CI 1.26-8.12, P = 0.014).

Discussion
We recently reported that metastatic breast cancer patients
with high tumor tissue levels of TIMP-1 had no benefit
from chemotherapy with CMF and anthracycline-contain-
ing regimens suggesting that tissue TIMP-1 may be a pre-
dictive marker for response to chemotherapy [6], and data
from studies of adjuvant treatment are now emerging
[7,8]. TIMP-1 in plasma and serum has been suggested as
a marker of prognosis [12,15-17] and additionally, high
blood levels of TIMP-1 have been shown to predict resist-
ance to endocrine therapy in patients with metastatic
breast cancer [9,10]. It is still unclear, though, exactly how
TIMP-1 is related with prognosis and prediction, and
whether different information may be obtained from
TIMP-1 in different patient subgroups.

In this study, we analyzed the relation between TIMP-1
and prognosis by evaluating outcome (DFS, OS) in the
total group of 525 patients and in a subgroup of patients
who had not received adjuvant chemotherapy and unex-
pectedly found no significant associations. The DFS anal-
ysis of the untreated group is particularly interesting as
this analysis describes only the prognostic impact of
TIMP-1 with no interference from systemic treatment; cur-
rently, this is rarely feasible as most patients, certainly
among lymph node-positive patients, receive systemic
adjuvant treatment. We previously reported a prognostic

Table 4: Univariate survival analysis of anthracycline- and CMF-treated subgroups, N = 99 and N = 324*

DFS OS

HR (95% CI) P HR (95% CI) P

Anthracycline-treated patients TIMP-1
(continuous variable)

1.66 (0.96-2.85) 0.07 3.52 (1.54-8.06) 0.003

TIMP-1
(high vs. low)

1.52 (0.88-2.63) 0.13 2.53 (1.19-5.39) 0.02

CMF-treated patients TIMP-1
(continuous variable)

1.12 (0.84-1.51) 0.44 1.22 (0.82-1.81) 0.32

TIMP-1
(high vs. low)

1.15 (0.82-1.61) 0.42 1.44 (0.91-2.29) 0.12

* Analyses stratified for hormone receptor status, nodal status and RT on the axilla.
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impact of TIMP-1 in our large cohort [14] and we expected
to confirm this finding in the presently analyzed premen-
opausal untreated patients, who were also included in the
original cohort. However, in the original study many
lymph node-positive patients, in particular premenopau-
sal patients, had received adjuvant systemic treatment and
this may potentially have affected the analysis of prognos-
tic impact. Thus, even if the presently analyzed subgroups
are small, which makes it difficult to detect a modest asso-
ciation with prognosis, the apparent lack of prognostic
impact in the present study suggests that the association of

TIMP-1 with prognosis is limited to, or more pronounced
in, other subgroups of patients.

We then addressed the question of a possible predictive
impact of TIMP-1. Looking at anthracycline-treated
patients, a comparison with patients who did not receive
adjuvant chemotherapy (Table 3) showed that neither
TIMP-1 low nor TIMP-1 high patients treated with anthra-
cycline-based adjuvant therapy had a significantly better
DFS than untreated patients. Thus, treatment with anthra-
cycline-based chemotherapy appears to be associated with

Table 5: Multivariable analyses of anthracycline-treated patients, N = 99*

DFS OS

HR (95% CI) P HR (95% CI) P

TIMP-1 Continuous variable 1.75 (1.00-3.07) 0.05 4.19 (1.67-10.51) 0.002

High vs. low 1.48 (0.84-2.61) 0.17 2.59 (1.14-5.88) 0.02

Age 41-55 years vs. ≤ 40 years 0.68 (0.37-1.25) 0.22 0.80 (0.37-1.72) 0.57

Tumor size Stage 2 (> 2 cm) vs. stage 1 (≤ 2 cm) 2.13 (0.91-4.98) 0.13 3.63 (0.82-16.13) 0.14

Stage 3 (>5 cm or chest wall/skin involvement) vs. stage 1 (≤ 2 cm) 2.31 (0.87-6.11) 2.77 (0.54-14.14)

Grade Unknown vs. poor 0.90 (0.43-1.92) 0.88 0.16 (0.02-1.21) 0.06

Well/moderate vs. poor 0.82 (0.35-1.88) 1.11 (0.39-3.15)

* Analyses stratified for hormone receptor status, nodal status and RT on the axilla. The results for age, tumor size and grade are from the base 
model not including TIMP-1. TIMP-1 was added separately as a continuous variable and then as a dichotomized one. The coefficients for age, tumor 
size and grade were similar with TIMP-1 included.

Table 6: Multivariable analysis of CMF-treated patients, N = 324*

DFS OS

HR (95% CI) P HR (95% CI) P

TIMP-1 Continuous variable 1.18 (0.87-1.59) 0.28 1.29 (0.87-1.91) 0.20

High vs. low 1.23 (0.87-1.73) 0.25 1.64 (1.02-2.65) 0.04

Age 41-55 years vs. ≤ 40 years 0.60 (0.43-0.85) 0.004 0.53 (0.33-0.84) 0.007

Tumor size Stage 2 (> 2 cm) vs. stage 1 (≤ 2 cm) 1.59 (1.07-2.38) 0.02 2.34 (1.31-4.20) 0.01

Stage 3 (>5 cm or chest wall/skin involvement) vs. stage 1 (≤ 2 cm) 1.92 (1.15-3.22) 1.97 (0.92-4.20)

Grade Unknown vs. poor 0.83 (0.55-1.25) 0.24 1.05 (0.60-1.84) 0.62

Well/moderate vs. poor 0.68 (0.43-1.10) 0.74 (0.38-1.46)

* Analyses stratified for hormone receptor status, nodal status and RT on the axilla. The results for age, tumor size and grade are from the base 
model not including TIMP-1. TIMP-1 was added separately as a continuous variable and then as a dichotomized one. The coefficients for age, tumor 
size and grade were similar with TIMP-1 included.
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a very small benefit in both TIMP-1 high and low patients
but it should be kept in mind that the anthracycline-
treated subgroup is characterized by very poor prognostic
features (larger tumors, many tumor-involved lymph
nodes, Table 1). Moreover, looking closely at the HRs and
CIs of the anthracycline-treated TIMP-1 low and high
groups, TIMP-1 high patients appear to benefit even less
than TIMP-1 low patients from the chemotherapy, com-
pared with patients who received no adjuvant chemother-
apy. This difference between TIMP-1 low and high
patients was even more pronounced in the analysis of OS.
In addition, in the subgroup analyses of anthracycline-
treated patients (Tables 4 and 5) we observed a strong ten-
dency for increasing TIMP-1 levels (continuous variable)
to be associated with shorter DFS, and in the analyses of
OS increasing TIMP-1 was strongly correlated with shorter
survival in both univariate and multivariable analyses. We
speculate that the differences seen in the subgroup analy-
ses are mainly due to a predictive impact of TIMP-1 since
there is a limited prognostic impact of TIMP-1 in this
cohort. The interaction analysis which showed a statisti-
cally significant association between TIMP-1 and anthra-
cycline therapy in the analyses of OS further suggests that
high levels of tumor tissue TIMP-1 are predictive of
reduced benefit from adjuvant anthracycline-based ther-
apy.

Similarly, the benefit from CMF was first analyzed in the
combined model with patients who received no adjuvant
therapy as a reference group (Table 3). This analysis
showed that both TIMP-1 high and TIMP-1 low patients
had a significantly longer survival than untreated patients.
In subgroup analyses of CMF-treated patients the only sig-
nificant association between TIMP-1 and outcome was a
modest association between TIMP-1 and OS in the multi-
variable analysis including TIMP-1 as dichotomized vari-
able (Tables 4 and 6). Thus, in this cohort the benefit from
adjuvant CMF appears to be similar in TIMP-1 high and
low patients.

The endpoint of DFS is uninfluenced by therapy given in
the metastatic setting; yet, the results in the present analy-
ses of OS are stronger in terms of showing statistically sig-
nificant associations, including a significant interaction
between anthracycline treatment and TIMP-1. Since
TIMP-1 is also associated with response to therapy in the
metastatic setting [6] it could be speculated that this influ-
ences the analyses of OS in the present study. Thus, the
statistically significant association in the analyses of OS
illustrates a combination of predictive impact in the adju-
vant as well as in the metastatic setting.

Several of the analyses presented show tendencies rather
than statistically significant results and a number of
aspects related to the patient cohort and the analyses

should be mentioned. Firstly, all survival analyses were
performed first including TIMP-1 as a continuous variable
and then as a dichotomized one employing the median
TIMP-1 concentration as a cut point. However, inclusion
of TIMP-1 as a continuous variable, in particular in analy-
ses of patients treated with anthracycline-based therapy,
showed a stronger association between TIMP-1 and out-
come than those employing the dichotomized variable.
Thus, it could be speculated that the median TIMP-1 con-
centration is not an ideal cut point for separating TIMP-1
low and high patients, however, the limited number of
patients did not allow for analyses employing more than
one cut point.

In addition, the subgroups of patients who received no
adjuvant chemotherapy or anthracycline-based therapy
are small, and the anthracycline-treated group is charac-
terized by having a very poor prognosis based on classical
prognostic parameters. Moreover, the patient cohort
included in the present study consists of premenopausal
lymph node-positive patients who had left-over tumor
extracts stored in the tumor bank. Thus, the cohort does
not represent a consecutively and prospectively collected
cohort but rather a selected one. The diversity of the
patient cohort did complicate the analyses; there were
substantial differences among subgroups with regard to
primary treatment (surgery, RT), tumor size, degree of
lymph node involvement, and patients were following
different treatment protocols employed at different times.
The stratified multivariable models account for the differ-
ences to some extent, but the diversity still should be kept
in mind when interpreting the results. Yet, the use of
archival samples dating as far back as 1979 allowed for
inclusion of an untreated patient group and this offered a
unique opportunity for evaluation of prognosis of high-
risk patients without adjuvant chemotherapy. For ethical
reasons, such studies are not possible today.

All patients included in the study received standard chem-
otherapy based on the physician's judgment and good
clinical practice at the time of treatment and conse-
quently, treatment regimens differ from those currently
employed. The results, though, show an association
between TIMP-1 and lack of benefit from anthracycline-
based therapy, which is widely used in the adjuvant set-
ting. A recent study showed a similar association between
TIMP-1 and decreased benefit from anthracyclines [7],
thus indicating that further validation of TIMP-1 as a pre-
dictive marker for anthracycline sensitivity is justified.

The exact mechanism by which TIMP-1 may affect the sen-
sitivity to certain types of cytotoxic drugs has not been elu-
cidated. However, the ability of TIMP-1 to influence cell
growth and apoptosis is likely to play a role (reviewed in
[4,5]). In keeping with this, in vitro preclinical findings
Page 11 of 13
(page number not for citation purposes)



BMC Cancer 2009, 9:322 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2407/9/322
from our laboratory show increased chemotherapy-
induced apoptosis in cells made gene-deficient for the
TIMP-1 gene when compared with the wild-type cells
[26]. We recently extended the in vitro studies to a human
breast carcinoma cell line and showed that cells express-
ing high levels of TIMP-1 protein were significantly less
sensitive to treatment with etoposide and epirubicin than
cells expressing low levels of TIMP-1 [27]. Thus, TIMP-1-
mediated inhibition of chemotherapy-induced apoptosis
could explain the decreased effectiveness of certain cyto-
toxic drugs in tumors producing large amounts of TIMP-1.

Conclusion
This study suggests that patients with TIMP-1 high tumors
benefit less from adjuvant chemotherapy with anthracy-
clines than patients with TIMP-1 low tumors. In the
cohort studied here we were not able to find any, or only
a very limited, prognostic impact of TIMP-1 and still, we
observed a difference in outcome of TIMP-1 high and low
patients after adjuvant anthracycline-based chemother-
apy. We suggest that this difference is due to a predictive
impact of TIMP-1. Despite the small size of the anthracy-
cline-treated subgroup, the analysis of DFS clearly indi-
cated an association between high levels of tumor tissue
TIMP-1 and a shorter survival. Looking at OS, high levels
of TIMP-1 were associated with a significantly shorter sur-
vival and we found a statistically significant interaction
between TIMP-1 and anthracycline therapy. In the sub-
group of CMF-treated patients, we found no consistent
associations between TIMP-1 and survival. The results of
this retrospective analysis are in keeping with other
reports and our findings warrant further validation in pro-
spective studies.

Abbreviations
A: Adriamycin; CEF/CAF: Cyclophosphamide and 5-fluor-
ouracil with epirubicin/adriamycin; CI: Confidence inter-
val; CMF: Cyclophosphamide-methotrexate-5-
fluorouracil; DFS: Disease-free survival; ELISA: Enzyme-
linked immunosorbent assay; EORTC: European Organi-
sation for Research and Treatment of Cancer; ER: Estrogen
receptor; HR: Hazard ratio; MMP: Matrix metalloprotein-
ase; OS: Overall survival; PgR: Progesterone receptor; RT:
Radiotherapy; TIMP-1: Tissue inhibitor of metalloprotein-
ases-1

Competing interests
AS, MEMG, JAF and NB are co-applicants on the patent
application "Cancer treatment and cancer treatment effi-
cacy prediction by blocking and detecting protease inhib-
itors".

Authors' contributions
AS wrote the paper and coordinated the analyses with
MPL. MPL performed all statistical analyses with assist-

ance from MEMG. MPL and MEMG administered the
database with patient information. All authors partici-
pated in designing the study, in discussing content of the
paper, and read and approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgements
AS is supported by the Danish Cancer Society and the Foundation to Pro-
mote Clinical Experimental Cancer Research especially regarding Breast 
Cancer.

NB is supported by the Sino-Danish Breast Cancer Research Centre and 
by A Race against Breast Cancer.

JAF, MPL and MEMG are supported in part by the Netherlands Genomics 
Initiative (NGI)/Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NOW).

References
1. Moulder S, Hortobagyi GN: Advances in the treatment of breast

cancer.  Clin Pharmacol Ther 2008, 83:26-36.
2. Early Breast Cancer Trialists' Collaborative Group (EBCTCG):

Effects of chemotherapy and hormonal therapy for early
breast cancer on recurrence and 15-year survival: an over-
view of the randomised trials.  Lancet 2005, 365:1687-1717.

3. Harris L, Fritsche H, Mennel R, Norton L, Ravdin P, Taube S, Somer-
field MR, Hayes DF, Bast RC Jr: American Society of Clinical
Oncology 2007 update of recommendations for the use of
tumor markers in breast cancer.  J Clin Oncol 2007,
25:5287-5312.

4. Chirco R, Liu XW, Jung KK, Kim HR: Novel functions of TIMPs in
cell signaling.  Cancer Metastasis Rev 2006, 25:99-113.

5. Jiang Y, Goldberg ID, Shi YE: Complex roles of tissue inhibitors
of metalloproteinases in cancer.  Oncogene 2002, 21:2245-2252.

6. Schrohl AS, Meijer-van Gelder ME, Holten-Andersen MN, Chris-
tensen IJ, Look MP, Mouridsen HT, Brunner N, Foekens JA: Primary
tumor levels of tissue inhibitor of metalloproteinases-1 are
predictive of resistance to chemotherapy in patients with
metastatic breast cancer.  Clin Cancer Res 2006, 12:7054-7058.

7. Willemoe GL, Hertel PB, Bartels A, Jensen MB, Balslev E, Rasmussen
BB, Mouridsen H, Ejlertsen B, Brunner N: Lack of TIMP-1 tumour
cell immunoreactivity predicts effect of adjuvant anthracy-
cline-based chemotherapy in patients (n = 647) with primary
breast cancer. A Danish Breast Cancer Cooperative Group
Study.  Eur J Cancer 2009, 45(14):2528-36.

8. Ejlertsen B, Jensen MB, Nielsen KV, Balslev E, Willemoe GL, Hertel
PB, Knoop A, Mouridsen H, Brünner N: TOP2A, TIMP-1 and
responsiveness to adjuvant anthracycline containing chemo-
therapy in high risk breast cancer patients (Abstract).  Cancer
Res 2009, 69(Suppl):72s.

9. Lipton A, Ali SM, Leitzel K, Demers L, Evans DB, Hamer P, Brown-
Shimer S, Pierce K, Carney W: Elevated plasma tissue inhibitor
of metalloproteinase-1 level predicts decreased response
and survival in metastatic breast cancer.  Cancer 2007,
109:1933-1939.

10. Lipton A, Leitzel K, Chaudri-Ross HA, Evans DB, Ali SM, Demers L,
Hamer P, Brown-Shimer S, Pierce K, Gaur V, et al.: Serum TIMP-1
and response to the aromatase inhibitor letrozole versus
tamoxifen in metastatic breast cancer.  J Clin Oncol 2008,
26:2653-2658.

11. Schrohl AS, Christensen IJ, Pedersen AN, Jensen V, Mouridsen H,
Murphy G, Foekens JA, Brunner N, Holten-Andersen MN: Tumor
Tissue Concentrations of the Proteinase Inhibitors Tissue
Inhibitor of Metalloproteinases-1 (TIMP-1) and Plasminogen
Activator Inhibitor Type 1 (PAI-1) Are Complementary in
Determining Prognosis in Primary Breast Cancer.  Mol Cell
Proteomics 2003, 2:164-172.

12. Wu ZS, Wu Q, Yang JH, Wang HQ, Ding XD, Yang F, Xu XC: Prog-
nostic significance of MMP-9 and TIMP-1 serum and tissue
expression in breast cancer.  Int J Cancer 2008, 122:2050-2056.

13. McCarthy K, Maguire T, McGreal G, McDermott E, O'Higgins N,
Duffy MJ: High levels of tissue inhibitor of metalloproteinase-
1 predict poor outcome in patients with breast cancer.  Int J
Cancer 1999, 84:44-48.
Page 12 of 13
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18091763
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18091763
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15894097
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15894097
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15894097
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17954709
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17954709
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17954709
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16680576
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16680576
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11948407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11948407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17114213
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17114213
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17114213
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=19535243
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=19535243
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=19535243
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17407159
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17407159
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17407159
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18443351
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18443351
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18443351
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12672830
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12672830
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12672830
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18172859
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18172859
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18172859
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9988231
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9988231


BMC Cancer 2009, 9:322 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2407/9/322
Publish with BioMed Central   and  every 
scientist can read your work free of charge

"BioMed Central will be the most significant development for 
disseminating the results of biomedical research in our lifetime."

Sir Paul Nurse, Cancer Research UK

Your research papers will be:

available free of charge to the entire biomedical community

peer reviewed and published immediately upon acceptance

cited in PubMed and archived on PubMed Central 

yours — you keep the copyright

Submit your manuscript here:
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp

BioMedcentral

14. Schrohl AS, Holten-Andersen MN, Peters HA, Look MP, Meijer-van
Gelder ME, Klijn JG, Brunner N, Foekens JA: Tumor tissue levels
of tissue inhibitor of metalloproteinase-1 as a prognostic
marker in primary breast cancer.  Clin Cancer Res 2004,
10:2289-2298.

15. Talvensaari-Mattila A, Turpeenniemi-Hujanen T: High preopera-
tive serum TIMP-1 is a prognostic indicator for survival in
breast carcinoma.  Breast Cancer Res Treat 2005, 89:29-34.

16. Kuvaja P, Talvensaari-Mattila A, Turpeenniemi-Hujanen T: High pre-
operative plasma TIMP-1 is prognostic for early relapse in
primary breast carcinoma.  Int J Cancer 2008, 123:846-851.

17. Wurtz SO, Moller S, Mouridsen H, Hertel PB, Friis E, Brunner N:
Plasma and Serum Levels of Tissue Inhibitor of Metallopro-
teinases-1 Are Associated with Prognosis in Node-negative
Breast Cancer: A Prospective Study.  Mol Cell Proteomics 2008,
7:424-430.

18. Foekens JA, Look MP, Bolt-de Vries J, Meijer-van Gelder ME, van
Putten WL, Klijn JG: Cathepsin-D in primary breast cancer:
prognostic evaluation involving 2810 patients.  Br J Cancer
1999, 79:300-307.

19. Foekens JA, Peters HA, Look MP, Portengen H, Schmitt M, Kramer
MD, Brunner N, Janicke F, Meijer-van Gelder ME, Henzen-Logmans
SC, et al.: The urokinase system of plasminogen activation and
prognosis in 2780 breast cancer patients.  Cancer Res 2000,
60:636-643.

20. McShane LM, Altman DG, Sauerbrei W, Taube SE, Gion M, Clark GM:
Reporting recommendations for tumor marker prognostic
studies (REMARK).  J Natl Cancer Inst 2005, 97:1180-1184.

21. Code of Conduct of the Dutch federation of Medical Scien-
tific Societies   [http://www.federa.org]

22. EORTC Breast Cancer Cooperative Group: Revisions of the
standard for the assessment of hormone receptors in human
breast cancer.  Eur J Cancer 1980, 16:1513-1515.

23. Holten-Andersen MN, Murphy G, Nielsen HJ, Pedersen AN, Chris-
tensen IJ, Hoyer-Hansen G, Brunner N, Stephens RW: Quantitation
of TIMP-1 in plasma of healthy blood donors and patients
with advanced cancer.  Br J Cancer 1999, 80:495-503.

24. Foekens JA, Portengen H, van Putten WL, Peters HA, Krijnen HL,
Alexieva-Figusch J, Klijn JG: Prognostic value of estrogen and
progesterone receptors measured by enzyme immu-
noassays in human breast tumor cytosols.  Cancer Res 1989,
49:5823-5828.

25. Altman DG: Practical Statistics for Medical Research London: Chapman
& Hall; 1991. 

26. Davidsen ML, Wurtz SO, Romer MU, Sorensen NM, Johansen SK,
Christensen IJ, Larsen JK, Offenberg H, Brunner N, Lademann U:
TIMP-1 gene deficiency increases tumour cell sensitivity to
chemotherapy-induced apoptosis.  Br J Cancer 2006,
95:1114-1120.

27. Wurtz SO, Schrohl A, Brünner N, Lademann U: Tissue inhibitor of
metalloproteinases-1 protects the human breast carcinoma
cell line MCF-7 S1 against anthracycline-induced cell death
by activation of the akt survival pathway [abstract].  Cancer
Res 2009, 69(Suppl):161s.

Pre-publication history
The pre-publication history for this paper can be accessed
here:

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2407/9/322/pre
pub
Page 13 of 13
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15073104
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15073104
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15073104
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15666194
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15666194
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15666194
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18506691
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18506691
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18506691
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17998244
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17998244
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17998244
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9888472
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9888472
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10676647
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10676647
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16106022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16106022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16106022
http://www.federa.org
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=6262087
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=6262087
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=6262087
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10408859
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10408859
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10408859
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2676151
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2676151
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=2676151
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17047657
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17047657
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17047657
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2407/9/322/prepub
http://www.biomedcentral.com/
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp
http://www.biomedcentral.com/

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Background
	Methods
	Patients and study design
	Assays and tumor specimens
	Data analysis and statistics

	Results
	Characterization and comparison of patient subgroups
	TIMP-1 levels and association of TIMP-1 with clinicopathological variables
	TIMP-1 and prognosis
	TIMP-1 and prediction
	Comparison with patients who did not receive adjuvant chemotherapy
	Comparison of TIMP-1 low- and high patients within treatment subgroups
	Interactions


	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Abbreviations
	Competing interests
	Authors' contributions
	Acknowledgements
	References
	Pre-publication history

