
© 2023 Asociación Colombiana de Gastroenterología 3

Rodrigo Castaño,1   Juan Darío Puerta-Díaz,2   Ricardo Jaramillo,3 Luis José Palacio-Fuenmayor,3   Mauricio Rodríguez-Molina,3   
Sandra Patricia Molina-Meneses,4   Diego Fernando Caycedo-Medina,5   Esteban Isaza-Gómez,5   Camilo Vásquez-Maya,6   
Santiago Salazar-Ochoa,7   Juan Esteban Puerta-Botero,8*   Isabella Cadavid,9   Óscar Álvarez.10  

Stomach Cancer and Postendoscopy Colorectal 
Cancer: Parallel Lives

 OPEN ACCESS

Citation:
Castaño R, Puerta-Díaz JD, Jaramillo R, Palacio-Fuenmayor LJ, Rodríguez-Molina M, 
Molina-Meneses SP, Caycedo-Medina DF, Isaza-Gómez E, Vásquez-Maya C, Salazar-
Ochoa S, Puerta-Botero JE, Cadavid I, Álvarez O. Stomach Cancer and Postendoscopy 
Colorectal Cancer: Parallel Lives. Revista. colomb. Gastroenterol. 2024;39(1):3-13. 
https://doi.org/10.22516/25007440.1145

............................................................................

1	 Gastrointestinal Surgery and Endoscopy, Instituto de Cancerología Las Américas 
Auna. Full Professor, Gastrohepatology Group, Universidad de Antioquia. Medellín, 
Colombia.

2	 Coloproctologist Surgeon, Clínica Las Américas Auna. Medellín, Colombia.
3	 Surgical Oncologist, Instituto de Cancerología Las Américas Auna. Medellín, 

Colombia.
4	 Surgical Oncology Fellow, Universidad de Antioquia. Medellín, Colombia.
5	 General Surgeon, Instituto de Cancerología Las Américas Auna. Medellín, Colombia.
6	 General Surgeon, Centro Oncológico de Antioquia. Medellín, Colombia.
7	 Surgical Resident, Universidad Pontificia Bolivariana. Medellín, Colombia.
8	 General Practitioner. Pain Management and Research Assistant. Urogine. 

Universidad CES. Medellín, Colombia.
9	 General Practitioner, Universidad CES. Medellín, Colombia.
10	 Gastroenterologist. Internist. Radiologist. Interventional Endoscopy. Texas Digestive 

Specialists. McAllen, EE. UU.

*Correspondence: Juan Esteban Puerta-Botero. 
jepuerta96@gmail.com

............................................................................

Received:    25/09/2023
Accepted:   02/11/2023

Abstract
Background and objectives: The rates of (interval) stomach cancer (SC) or posten-
doscopy (PECRC) or postcolonoscopy (PCCRC) colorectal cancer (CRC) have been 
little studied in our setting. Data from overseas studies reported PECRC and PCCRC 
rates of 7–26%. We aim to determine and compare local PECRC and PCCRC rates 
and characteristics. Patients and methods: With data from three quaternary-care 
cancer centers, we ambispectively identified patients diagnosed with SC and CRC 
between 2012 and 2021, in whom a history of endoscopies or colonoscopies in the 
previous three years was investigated. Cancers diagnosed between 6 and 36 months 
after an endoscopic study reported as normal were defined as interval cancers. This 
study compares the clinical, endoscopic, and survival characteristics of both PECRC 
and PCCRC cohorts. Results: Of 828 patients diagnosed with SC, 66 had PECRC 
(rate: 7.3%), while in 919 patients with CRC, 68 had PCCRC (rate: 6.9%). There 
were no significant differences in age or sex, although males predominated (2:1) in 
the PECRC (0.09). The finding of premalignant lesions was similar in both groups 
(p = 0.260). The anatomical location was shown to be more proximal (right colon) in 
the PCCRC than in the PECRC (cardia/fundus) (p = 0.002). Gastric neoplasms were 
more poorly differentiated (58%) than colon neoplasms (26%) (p = 0.001). There 
were no differences in early cancers, but tumor status was more advanced in PECRC 
(p < 0.01). The Kaplan-Meier showed a worse survival for PCCRC than for detected 
CRC, with no differences in SC and PECRC, suggesting poor survival. Conclusions: 
The rate of interval cancers is 7.3% and 6.9%, and differences were found between 
PECRC and PCCRC, proximal locations of the lesions, degree of differentiation, tu-
mor status, and poor survival for the PCCRC. Establishing measures to achieve the 
World Endoscopy Organization’s goal of <5% is necessary.
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INTRODUCTION

Gastric and colorectal cancers rank among the top six most 
prevalent and lethal cancers globally(1). In Colombia, by 2020, 
gastric cancer (GC) emerged as the third most common can-

cer following breast and lung cancers and was the foremost 
cause of cancer mortality. Colorectal cancer (CRC) positioned 
fourth in both incidence and mortality for the same period(2).

The five-year relative survival rate for CRC stands at 65% 
overall, fluctuating from 72% to 91% in cases of cancer diag-
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PATIENTS AND METHODS

This research was conducted by gathering cases from the 
gastrointestinal oncology surgery departments of three 
quaternary care centers within the Medellín metropolitan 
area, Colombia, identifying instances of gastric and colo-
rectal cancers that followed endoscopy and colonoscopy 
procedures between 2012 and 2021.

Data Collection and Management

Utilizing this dataset, a comparative analysis was performed 
between two patient cohorts managed ambispectively: one 
group with PEGC and another with PCCRC, covering 
the years 2012 to 2021. This analysis included patients 
diagnosed with gastric or colorectal cancer within a time-
frame of six months to three years following an endoscopic 
procedure that did not initially detect neoplasia. The com-
parison focused on various dimensions including demo-
graphic (age, sex), clinical, and endoscopic characteristics, 
degree of differentiation, tumor stage (as determined by 
the tenth edition of the cTNM system of the American 
Joint Committee on Cancer), survival (calculated from the 
diagnosis of PEGC and PCCRC to the date of death), and 
potential reasons for the missed early detection (whether 
related to the quality of endoscopic or colonoscopic proce-
dures or other factors).

Definitions

For patients with multiple endoscopies or colonoscopies, 
the analysis considered the most recent procedure. The 
interval defined for considering cancers as missed was set 
at 36 months following the last negative endoscopy or 
colonoscopy. The rate of missed cancers was determined 
by dividing the total number of missed cancers by the sum 
of missed cancers plus the total number of cancers diagno-
sed that met the inclusion criteria within the study period, 
in accordance with guidelines suggested by the World 
Endoscopy Organization (WEO).

The overall survival time was identified as the interval 
from the date of death, irrespective of cause, to the date of 
the histologically confirmed cancer diagnosis via endos-
copy or colonoscopy, based on the reports from the proce-
dures; essentially, this pertains to the second endoscopy or 
colonoscopy for cases of PEGC or PCCRC.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

The principal criterion for inclusion in this study was the 
identification of patients who received a histopathological 
diagnosis of either gastric or colorectal adenocarcinoma 

nosed with locoregional affliction, plummeting to 15% for 
those with advanced-stage disease(3). In the United States, 
the median five-year survival rate for GC is recorded at 
31%, and Europe reports a rate of 26%(4). Notably, survival 
rates for localized disease have been documented to exceed 
65%, highlighting the critical nature of early detection(5).

It is well-established that endoscopic examinations 
equipped with biopsy capabilities serve as potent tools for 
the identification of preneoplastic and neoplastic lesions 
across both upper and lower sections of the gastrointesti-
nal tract(6,7). Through polypectomy, the overall incidence of 
mortality due to CRC can be nearly reduced by 30% (colon 
cancer: 29%-37%, rectal cancer: 27%, respectively)(6).

Terms such as post-endoscopy or post-colonoscopy cancer, 
missed, or interval cancer are frequently employed to deli-
neate cancers of the gastrointestinal tract diagnosed in the 
period between an endoscopically reported normal study 
and the next planned follow-up examination(8-10).

A multitude of studies have pursued the cause behind this 
phenomenon. Identifying post-endoscopy CRC and GC is 
crucial as they are acknowledged as indicators of the quality 
of endoscopy(11) and colonoscopy(12) procedures. It has been 
determined that enhancing the quality of colonoscopy can 
either decrease the prevalence of cancer or facilitate earlier 
detection of the disease in over 50% of instances(13). In 2014, 
Singh and colleagues contributed a meta-analysis outlining 
a 3.7% prevalence of post-colonoscopy colorectal cancer 
(PCCRC)(14). Despite this, the exploration into the quality 
implications of upper digestive endoscopy remains scant. 
Studies have reported prevalences ranging from 25.8% to a 
mere 0.2% for post-endoscopy gastric cancer (PEGC); yet, 
detailed knowledge regarding its characteristics, incidence, 
and causal factors remains sparse(15).

In drawing parallels between post-endoscopy colorectal 
and gastric cancers, this study invokes a method akin to that 
used by Plutarch(16) in his seminal biographical work, Parallel 
Lives. Composed between 96 and 117 A.D., Plutarch’s narra-
tive uniquely juxtaposes the lives of a Greek and a Roman 
figure, linked by a shared trait or dedication deemed defining 
by the author, ultimately comparing both individuals at the 
conclusion of their biographies. Similarly, our investigation 
seeks to parallel the narrative of post-endoscopy colorectal 
and gastric cancers by: (1) delineating the demographic, cli-
nical, and endoscopic characteristics of two distinct patient 
cohorts, one diagnosed with PEGC and the other with 
PCCRC; (2) quantifying the incidence rates of PEGC and 
PCCRC; (3) juxtaposing the demographic, clinical, histolo-
gical, and endoscopic findings across the studied groups, and 
(4) evaluating patient survival rates for PEGC and PCCRC, 
comparing these with the survival rates of other gastric and 
colorectal cancers identified without prior negative endosco-
pic evaluations for neoplasia. 
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within the study’s timeframe, with a requisite follow-up 
period of at least one year. We also included patients who 
had undergone previous surgeries, such as colectomies or 
gastrectomies, as well as those diagnosed with CRC or GC at 
an external facility before being referred to the participating 
study institutions for treatment. Patients were excluded if 
their gastric (six patients) or colorectal (four patients) can-
cers were diagnosed via imaging techniques, if they had a 
history of familial adenomatous polyposis syndrome, which 
invariably leads to CRC (three patients), or if they suffered 
from inflammatory bowel disease, including Crohn’s disease 
(two patients) and ulcerative colitis (nine patients).

Statistical Analysis

For continuous variables, we calculated means, standard 
deviations, medians, and ranges. Categorical data were 
expressed as frequency counts and percentages. We com-
puted 95% confidence intervals (CIs) for proportions 
using Wilson’s method. The analysis employed parametric 
methods for normally distributed continuous data (t-tests) 
and non-parametric methods (Mann-Whitney U test) for 
data not normally distributed.

Chi-square and Fisher’s exact tests were applied to cate-
gorical data. To reduce the risk of type I errors, only varia-
bles previously identified as risk factors for interval gastric 
cancer (IGC) or those with a plausible pathophysiological 
connection to IGC were included in our analysis.

We estimated one- and two-year survival probabilities 
for IGC and non-interval gastric adenocarcinoma using 
the Kaplan-Meier method. The Log-Rank test was utilized 
to compare differences in overall survival. All statistical 
analyses were two-tailed, with p-values below 0.05 deemed 
statistically significant. Statistical computations were per-
formed using IBM SPSS software, version 24, at the spon-
soring institution.

Ethical Considerations

The procedures were conducted in strict accordance with 
the ethical standards set by the responsible committee on 
human experimentation (both institutional and national) 
and aligned with the principles of the 1964 Declaration of 
Helsinki and its subsequent amendments. We ensured the 
protection of data confidentiality. It is important to note 
that this article does not contain any personal information 
that could lead to the identification of patients involved. 
This research compared data from two previously analy-
zed studies, which were obtained from a secondary source 
without any direct intervention on the patients, hence, 
informed consent was not required.

RESULTS

The study compared a total of 128 patients across two 
cohorts: 66 patients with PEGC, which translates to a 
rate of 7.3% of the patients evaluated (828 gastric can-
cer patients over a ten-year period) and 68 patients with 
PCCRC, representing a rate of 6.9% of the evaluated CRC 
patients (919 colorectal cancer patients over the same ten-
year span) (Figure 1).

Demographic Characteristics

The median age in the group with PCCRC was 74 years, 
whereas it was 66 years for the group with PEGC. Those with 
cancer diagnosed after colonoscopy exhibited a median age 
that was eight years greater than that of the post-endoscopy 
cancer group (74 versus 66 years), which was a significant 
disparity as per the Student’s t-test (p = 0.0012).

The sex distribution exhibited a predominance of males 
in the PEGC group (69% compared to 31%), while in the 
PCCRC group, the distribution by sex showed no marked 
differences (53% male versus 47% female). The male pre-
dominance historically seen in gastric cancer (2:1 ratio) 
persists. The characteristics of the two patient groups are 
detailed in Table 1. 

Clinical Characteristics

Within the cohort of patients with PEGC, the impetus for 
endoscopy was more often due to alarm symptoms such 
as dysphagia, hematemesis, melena, vomiting, and con-
stitutional syndrome in 54% of cases. Conversely, for the 
PCCRC group, the trigger for colonoscopy was largely the 
presence of alarming symptoms like rectal bleeding, ane-
mia, abdominal pain, or changes in bowel habits, reported 
in 74% of cases, marking a significant difference (p = 0.004). 
Screening or early detection studies were conducted more 
commonly in the PEGC cohort (46%) compared to the 
PCCRC patients (26%).

Endoscopic Characteristics

The presence of concurrent premalignant lesions was noted 
to be more prominent in the PEGC group (48%) than in 
the PCCRC group (37%), yet this difference did not reach 
statistical significance (p = 0.260).

The median time between a negative esophagogastro-
duodenoscopy and the diagnosis of IGC was 14.4 months 
(range: 2-46 months). The most frequently encountered 
findings in the negative esophagogastroduodenoscopy were 
gastritis (73%), intestinal metaplasia (36%), gastric atrophy 
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less frequently (26%), a difference that proved to be statis-
tically significant (p = 0.001). No significant differences 
were noted in the occurrence of early-stage GC or CRC 
(21% compared to 19%, p = 0.768).

Tumor Staging

It was observed in the PEGC group that 21% of patients 
were in early tumor stages (stages 0 and I) as opposed to 
15% in the PCCRC cohort. A higher incidence of advanced 
tumor stages was found in the PEGC patients (36%) com-
pared to those in the PCCRC cohort (4%) (p < 0.001).

Causal Analysis According to the WEO for PCCRC

In evaluating post-colonoscopy colorectal cancer, 62 of the 
68 affected patients were assessed on this issue. It was dis-
covered that 61.3% of the cases occurred as a consequence 
of inadequately performed colonoscopies (Table 2). 

(45%), and gastric ulcer (29%). Two percent had an esopha-
gogastroduodenoscopy reported as normal. Meanwhile, the 
median time span from a negative colonoscopy to the diag-
nosis of PCCRC was 22.8 months, with diverticulosis being 
more prevalent in this group (41.2%) than in those with can-
cer identified on the initial colonoscopy.

Regarding the location of lesions missed during upper 
gastrointestinal evaluation, no significant differences were 
observed across the sites of the cardias/fundus, body, 
antrum, and pylorus (p = 0.925). However, a significant 
proximal involvement (right colon and transverse colon) 
was demonstrated in the PCCRC group (p = 0.006) as 
shown in Figure 2.

Histological Characteristics

In the cohort with PEGC, the histological differentiation 
most commonly observed was of the poorly differentiated 
variety (58%), whereas in the PCCRC group, this was seen 

Figure 1. Number of GC/PEGC and CRC/PCCRC Cases Detected between 2012 and 2021. Author’s own research.

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

PEGC 2 5 7 7 8 9 8 8 6 6

Detected GC 62 69 73 82 89 97 99 91 84 82

PCCRC 5 6 5 8 7 6 9 8 6 8

Detected CRC 63 76 86 88 91 90 89 92 85 91
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Survival Analysis

Kaplan-Meier survival curves for patients with PEGC and 
PCCRC are depicted in Figure 3. Notably, 72% of these 
patients had undergone a negative high gastrointestinal 
endoscopy less than two years prior to their GC diagnosis.

In terms of specific cancer survival rates for PCCRC, there 
was a 73.4% survival at one year (95% confidence interval 
[CI]: 72.2%-74.7%), 61% at three years (CI 95%: 56.3%-
65.4%), 58% at five years (CI 95%: 54%-62%), and 55.2% 
at ten years (CI 95%: 51%-60%). These rates were lower 
compared to CRC detected during screening; 83.0% survi-

Table 1. Characteristics of Patients with PEGC and PCCRC

Characteristic PEGC (n = 66)
Rate: 7.3% (%)

PCCRC (n = 68)
Rate: 6.9% (%)

p-Value

Post-endoscopy/Post-colonoscopy Cancer Yes 66 68 0.591

No 762 851

Average Age (Years) 66 ± 16.6 74 ± 8.6 0.001

Age Group < 55 13 (19) 9 (13) 0.344

55-65 14 (21) 10 (15)

65-75 28 (43) 28 (41)

> 75 11 (17) 21 (31)

Sex Male 46 (69) 36 (53) 0.09

Female 20 (31) 32 (47)

Screening Study Yes 30 (46) 18 (26) 0.004

No 36 (54) 50 (74)

Premalignant Lesions Yes 32 (48) 25 (37) 0.260

No 34 (52) 43 (63)

Location Cardias-Fundus: 9 (14) Ascending Colon: 25 (37) 0.002

Body: 34 (52) Transverse: 14 (21)

Antrum: 17 (26) Descending Colon: 19 (28)

Pylorus: 6 (8) Rectum: 10 (14)

Differentiation Well 28 (42) 50 (74) 0.001

Poor 38 (58) 18 (26)

Early Cancer Yes 14 (21) 10 (15) 0.768

No 52 (79) 58 (85)

Stage 0/I 14 (21) 10 (15) < 0.01

II 13 (19) 25 (37)

III 16 (24) 30 (44)

IV 23 (36) 3 (4)

Author’s own research.

Table 2. Causal Analysis of PCCRC According to the WEO

Characteristic PCCRC 
Patients (%)

n 68

Missed lesion, with prior adequate colonoscopy 18 (29)

Missed lesion, with prior inadequate colonoscopy 38 (61.3)

Detected lesions not resected 0 (0)

Incomplete resection of previously identified lesion 6 (9.7)

Author’s own research.
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patients alike(19). Interestingly, rates of missed diagnoses 
during upper endoscopy have not been scrutinized to the 
same degree as colonoscopy, and it was only two decades 
ago that the first study addressing missed upper gastroin-
testinal cancers in Western populations emerged(20).

This study stands as the inaugural research within our 
nation to evaluate and contrast the missed or interval rates 
for GC and CRC following endoscopy and colonoscopy. 
It uses two patient cohorts from oncology centers with 
established diagnoses of GC and CRC for reference. The 
missed rate of 7.3% found for PEGC, as per WEO guide-
lines, falls within the range cited in international literature 
(4.6% to 14.3%) but exceeds the preferred threshold of 
less than 5%(21). PCCRC rate in our research was found to 
be 6.9%, surpassing the rates in Korea (0.1%)(22), Turkey 
(1.8%)(23), and Portugal (3.8%)(24), yet aligning with figu-

val at one year (CI 95%: 82.3%-85%), 71.5% at three years 
(CI 95%: 70.3%-72.5%), 67% at five years (CI 95%: 65.6%-
67.6%), and 63.0% at ten years (CI 95%: 62.0%-65.3%). The 
survival for PEGC was assessed at one and two years and 
revealed no statistically significant differences when compa-
red with detected GC, as shown in Table 3.

DISCUSSION

Upper endoscopy and colonoscopy play a crucial role in the 
diagnosis, prevention, and management of GC and CRC. 
However, the last decade has seen mounting evidence of 
a significant rate of false negatives or missed detections in 
both procedures, as population studies have suggested(17,18). 
The risk of missing cancers, a concern for the past and look-
ing ahead, is a prevailing thought among clinicians and 

Figure 2. Anatomical Distribution of 
Detected GC and CRC and Missed 
Lesions (PEGC and PCCRC). Author’s 
own research.
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Figure 3. Survival Curve for Detected versus Interval Cancers. Author’s own research.
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Table 3. Comparative Survival between Unnoticed GC and Detected GC

1-Year Survival (%) 2-Year Survival (%) Median Survival (Months)

PEGC 45.7% (36.9%-61.3%) 37.2% (30.3%-37.6%) 12 (5.7-26) 

Detected GC 48.4% (44.1%-53.4%) 34.4% (24.1%-47.7%) 13 (11.2-15.7) 

Overall 49.8% (45.1%-53.7%) 36.7% (33.8%-38.2%) 12.8 (6.1-13.7)

Author’s own research.

res from Sweden (7.9%)(25), Hong Kong (7.9%)(26), the 
United Kingdom (7.4%)(27), and Belgium (7.6%)(28), and 
remaining below those reported in Denmark (8.6%)(29), the 
United States (9.4%)(30), and Israel (12.8%)(31).

Notably, there is a lack of a standardized definition for 
post-endoscopy or post-colonoscopy GC or CRC, which 
results in significant discrepancies among researchers, 
especially concerning the time frame between the two 
endoscopic studies (ranging from three to fives years). 
Furthermore, there is no consensus on the calculation 

method, whether as a rate, index, or percentage(32). The 
WEO released a consensus in 2018 on post-colonoscopy 
and post-imaging colorectal cancer(33) to standardize ter-
minology, identification, analysis, and reporting of these 
cases. They recommend the term “post-colonoscopy 
colorectal cancer” for cancers identified following a colo-
noscopy that failed to diagnose cancer, further dividing 
these into interval cancers (when cancer is found before 
the recommended date for the next screening or survei-
llance exam) and non-interval cancers.



Revista. colomb. Gastroenterol. 2024;39(1):3-13. https://doi.org/10.22516/25007440.114510 Original article

tion in PCCRC rates among colonoscopists. Physicians with 
lower rates of colonoscopy performance, polyp detection, 
and polyp resection are more likely to encounter PCCRC(28).

This study contributes several key insights: firstly, that 
reducing PEGC and PCCRC rates could lower the inci-
dence of GC and CRC and improve patient prognosis; 
secondly, it corroborates existing literature that high-qua-
lity endoscopy or colonoscopy will decrease PEGC and 
PCCRC rates(11,39); and thirdly, it provides clinical evidence 
on the characteristics of these overlooked neoplasms. For 
instance, PCCRC is typically found in a proximal location, 
affects older patients, and impacts survival, whereas PEGC 
patients tend to be younger, have more undifferentiated 
tumors, and present in more advanced stages.

Technological advancements in endoscopy equipment, 
such as high-definition endoscopes, and techniques like 
narrow-band imaging (NBI) and chromoendoscopy, have 
gradually reduced the rate of overlooked gastrointestinal 
cancers(40). An emerging element in this landscape is the sup-
portive diagnostic role of artificial intelligence (AI). Recent 
incorporation of AI in colonoscopy has halved the risk of 
missing colorectal neoplasms (compared to standard colo-
noscopy), especially reducing the oversight of flat neoplasms 
under 10 mm in both the proximal and distal colon, and 
potentially enhancing early-stage neoplasm detection(41,42).

CONCLUSIONS

The rates of missed cancers following endoscopy or colo-
noscopy stand at 7.3% and 6.9%, respectively. Distinctions 
between PEGC and PCCRC include differences in the 
reasons for study referrals, with PCCRC presenting more 
symptoms, more proximal lesion locations, a greater degree 
of tumor undifferentiation, and more advanced tumor stages 
in PEGC, along with poorer survival outcomes for PCCRC. 
Upon acknowledging these rates, it is crucial to implement 
strategies by various associations to strive for the goal set by 
the WEO of maintaining these rates below 5%.
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In our series, PEGC did not exhibit a preferential ana-
tomical location, contrasting with findings of higher fre-
quency in the post-surgical stomach(10). Unlike PEGC, the 
right-sided location of lesions in PCCRC has been identi-
fied as a risk factor for post-colonoscopy cancer. Our study 
pinpointed a greater incidence of post-colonoscopy colon 
cancer in the right colon, consistent with previous stu-
dies(25,34-36). This could be attributed to challenges such as 
incomplete procedures or poor bowel preparation since the 
right colon is more difficult to clean with oral agents, offers 
less clear landmarks, and is technically more demanding in 
reaching the proximal colon and maintaining appropriate 
positions for polypectomies. Additionally, a connection 
was observed between post-colonoscopy colorectal cancer 
and prior diverticulosis diagnoses, corroborating literature 
reports(25,34). The presence of diverticular disease compli-
cates colonoscopy due to increased patient discomfort, 
altered mucosa in the affected zones, and the hazard of mis-
taking neoplastic tissue for diverticular inflammation(37). 
These insights should heighten colonoscopists’ vigilance 
during procedures in high-risk individuals (those with 
inflammatory bowel disease or adenomatous polyposis 
syndromes) and in assessments of the right colon. Should 
there be any doubts about the thorough examination of 
an intestinal segment, or if a deep cecal intubation is not 
achieved, it is prudent to recommend repeating the study 
or opting for an alternative method to exclude unobserved 
neoplasms from the initial examination.

The discovery and comparison of rates for PEGC and 
PCCRC are intended to spotlight a concern that might 
otherwise fly under the radar for many endoscopists and 
endoscopy services. Awareness of post-endoscopy and 
post-colonoscopy cancer in daily practice is limited, largely 
because it is a relatively rare occurrence. Moreover, linking 
cancer to a prior endoscopy or colonoscopy is challen-
ging, as these events can be separated by months or even 
years. Often, endoscopists or colonoscopists are unaware 
of a cancer that emerges several years after the index study. 
There might also be a degree of complacency, a belief that 
a cancer found after endoscopy or colonoscopy is a fast-
growing tumor rather than an overlooked or incompletely 
resected lesion, or that missing lesions are an issue that 
affects other colleagues or are too rare to warrant concern. 
From a patient’s standpoint, however, it can make a sig-
nificant difference—it can mean the difference between 
having cancer or not, receiving treatment for an advanced-
stage tumor, or facing a worse prognosis due to delayed 
diagnosis. Additionally, delayed diagnoses incur extra costs 
to the healthcare system.

It is widely acknowledged that most post-endoscopy or 
post-colonoscopy cancers are preventable (at least half of 
them)(38). Research has indicated a more than tenfold varia-



11Stomach Cancer and Postendoscopy Colorectal Cancer: Parallel Lives

during surveillance colonoscopy in the dietary Polyp 
Prevention Trial. Gastrointest Endosc. 2005;61(3):385-91. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0016-5107(04)02765-8

14.	 Singh S, Singh PP, Murad MH, Singh H, Samadder NJ. 
Prevalence, risk factors, and outcomes of interval colorec-
tal cancers: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Am J 
Gastroenterol. 2014;109(9):1375-89.  
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2014.171

15.	 Park MS, Yoon JY, Chung HS, Lee H, Park JC, Shin SK, 
et al. Clinicopathologic Characteristics of Interval Gastric 
Cancer in Korea. Gut Liver. 2015;9(2):167-73.  
https://doi.org/10.5009/gnl13425

16.	 Plutarco. Vidas paralelas. Buenos Aires: Losada; 2010.
17.	 Beck M, Bringeland EA, Qvigstad G, Fossmark R. Gastric 

Cancers Missed at Upper Endoscopy in Central Norway 
2007 to 2016-A Population-Based Study. Cancers (Basel). 
2021;13(22):5628.  
https://doi.org/10.3390/cancers13225628

18.	 Ren J, Kirkness CS, Kim M, Asche CV, Puli S. Long-term 
risk of colorectal cancer by gender after positive colonos-
copy: population-based cohort study. Curr Med Res Opin. 
2016;32(8):1367-74.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/03007995.2016.1174840

19.	 Kolata G. Colonoscopies Miss Many Cancers, Study 
Finds. The New York Times [Internet]. 2008 [citado el 29 
de julio de 2022]. Disponible en: https://www.nytimes.
com/2008/12/16/health/16cancer.html

20.	 Amin A, Gilmour H, Graham L, Paterson-Brown S, Terrace 
J, Crofts TJ. Gastric adenocarcinoma missed at endoscopy. 
J R Coll Surg Edinb. 2002;47(5):681-4.

21.	 Pimenta-Melo AR, Monteiro-Soares M, Libânio D, Dinis-
Ribeiro M. Missing rate for gastric cancer during upper 
gastrointestinal endoscopy: A systematic review and meta-
Analysis. Eur J Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2016;28(9):1041-9. 
https://doi.org/10.1097/MEG.0000000000000657

22.	 Kim KO, Huh KC, Hong SP, Kim WH, Yoon H, Kim SW, et 
al. Frequency and characteristics of interval colorectal can-
cer in actual clinical practice: A KASID multicenter study. 
Gut Liver. 2018;12(5):537-43.  
https://doi.org/10.5009/gnl17485

23.	 Laurent E, Hussain H, Calvin Poon TK, Ayantunde AA. 
The Incidence, Distribution and Clinicopathology of 
Missed Colorectal Cancer After Diagnostic Colonoscopy. 
Turk J Gastroenterol. 2021;32(11):988-94.  
https://doi.org/10.5152/tjg.2021.20500

24.	 Teixeira C, Martins C, Dantas E, Trabulo D, Mangualde J, 
Freire R, et al. Interval colorectal cancer after colonoscopy. Rev 
Gastroenterol Méx (English Edition). 2019;84(3):284-9.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rgmxen.2018.04.008

25.	 Forsberg A, Hammar U, Ekbom A, Hultcrantz R. Post-
colonoscopy colorectal cancers in Sweden: Room for 
quality improvement. Eur J Gastroenterol Hepatol. 
2017;29(7):855-60.  
https://doi.org/10.1097/MEG.0000000000000884

1.	 Siegel RL, Miller KD, Fuchs HE, Jemal A. Cancer statistics, 
2022. CA Cancer J Clin.;72(1):7-33.  
https://doi.org/10.3322/caac.21708

2.	 Piñeros M, Laversanne M, Barrios E, Cancela MC, de Vries 
E, Pardo C, et al. An updated profile of the cancer burden, 
patterns and trends in Latin America and the Caribbean. 
Lancet Reg Health Am. 2022;13:None.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lana.2022.100294

3.	 Song M. Global epidemiology and prevention of colorectal 
cancer. Lancet Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2022;7(7):588-90. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-1253(22)00089-9

4.	 Morgan E, Arnold M, Camargo MC, Gini A, Kunzmann 
AT, Matsuda T, et al. The current and future incidence and 
mortality of gastric cancer in 185 countries, 2020-40: A 
population-based modelling study. EClinicalMedicine. 
2022;47:101404.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclinm.2022.101404

5.	 Luu XQ, Lee K, Jun JK, Suh M, Jung KW, Choi KS. Effect 
of gastric cancer screening on long-term survival of gastric 
cancer patients: results of Korean national cancer screening 
program. J Gastroenterol. 2022;57(7):464-75.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00535-022-01878-4

6.	 Ibáñez-Sanz G, Sanz-Pamplona R, Garcia M, On Behalf 
Of The Msic-Sc Research Group. Future Prospects of 
Colorectal Cancer Screening: Characterizing Interval 
Cancers. Cancers (Basel). 2021;13(6):1328.  
https://doi.org/10.3390/cancers13061328

7.	 Xia JY, Aadam AA. Advances in screening and detection of 
gastric cancer. J Surg Oncol. 2022;125(7):1104-9.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/jso.26844

8.	 Teixeira C, Martins C, Dantas E, Trabulo D, Mangualde J, 
Freire R, et al. Interval colorectal cancer after colonoscopy. 
Rev Gastroenterol Mex. 2019;84(3):284-9.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rgmxen.2018.04.008

9.	 Telford JJ, Enns RA. Endoscopic missed rates of upper 
gastrointestinal cancers: parallels with colonoscopy. Am J 
Gastroenterol. 2010;105(6):1298-300.  
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2009.739

10.	 Castaño-Llano R, Piñeres A, Jaramillo R, Molina S, 
Aristizábal F, Puerta JE. Interval gastric cancer: A call to 
attentiveness and action. Rev Gastroenterol Mex (Engl Ed). 
2023;88(2):91-99.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rgmxen.2022.05.015

11.	 Januszewicz W, Kaminski MF. Quality indicators in 
diagnostic upper gastrointestinal endoscopy. Therap Adv 
Gastroenterol. 2020;13:1756284820916693.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/1756284820916693

12.	 Sanduleanu S, le Clercq CMC, Dekker E, Meijer GA, 
Rabeneck L, Rutter MD, et al. Definition and taxonomy 
of interval colorectal cancers: a proposal for standardising 
nomenclature. Gut. 2015;64(8):1257-67.  
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2014-307992

13.	 Pabby A, Schoen RE, Weissfeld JL, Burt R, Kikendall JW, 
Lance P, et al. Analysis of colorectal cancer occurrence 

REFERENCES



Revista. colomb. Gastroenterol. 2024;39(1):3-13. https://doi.org/10.22516/25007440.114512 Original article

2018;155(3):909-925.e3.  
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2018.05.038

34.	 Bressler B, Paszat LF, Chen Z, Rothwell DM, Vinden C, 
Rabeneck L. Rates of New or Missed Colorectal Cancers 
After Colonoscopy and Their Risk Factors: A Population-
Based Analysis. Gastroenterology. 2007;132(1):96-102. 
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2006.10.027

35.	 le Clercq CMC, Bouwens MWE, Rondagh EJA, Bakker 
CM, Keulen ETP, de Ridder RJ, et al. Postcolonoscopy 
colorectal cancers are preventable: A population-based 
study. Gut. 2014;63(6):957-63.  
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-304880

36.	 Singh H, Nugent Z, Demers AA, Bernstein CN. Rate 
and predictors of early/missed colorectal cancers after 
colonoscopy in Manitoba: A population-based study. Am J 
Gastroenterol. 2010;105(12):2588-96.  
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2010.390

37.	 Cooper GS, Xu F, Schluchter MD, Koroukian SM, 
Barnholtz Sloan JS. Diverticulosis and the Risk of Interval 
Colorectal Cancer. Dig Dis Sci. 2014;59(11):2765. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10620-014-3246-8

38.	 Cubiella J. Closing the gap for post-colonoscopy colorectal 
cancer. Lancet Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2022;7(8):694-5. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-1253(22)00128-5

39.	 Kaminski MF, Regula J, Kraszewska E, Polkowski M, 
Wojciechowska U, Didkowska J, et al. Quality Indicators 
for Colonoscopy and the Risk of Interval Cancer. NEJM. 
2010;362(19):1795-803.  
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa0907667

40.	 Singh R, Chiam KH, Leiria F, Pu LZCT, Choi KC, Militz 
M. Chromoendoscopy: role in modern endoscopic ima-
ging. Transl Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2020;5:39.  
https://doi.org/10.21037/tgh.2019.12.06

41.	 Wallace MB, Sharma P, Bhandari P, East J, Antonelli G, 
Lorenzetti R, et al. Impact of Artificial Intelligence on 
Miss Rate of Colorectal Neoplasia. Gastroenterology. 
2022;163(1):295-304.e5.  
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2022.03.007

42.	 Arribas Anta J, Dinis-Ribeiro M. Early gastric cancer and 
Artificial Intelligence: Is it time for population screening? 
Best Pract Res Clin Gastroenterol. 2021;52-53:101710. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bpg.2020.101710

26.	 Cheung KS, Chen L, Seto WK, Leung WK. Epidemiology, 
characteristics, and survival of post-colonoscopy colorectal 
cancer in Asia: A population-based study. J Gastroenterol 
Hepatol (Australia). 2019;34(9):1545-53.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgh.14674

27.	 Burr NE, Derbyshire E, Taylor J, Whalley S, Subramanian 
V, Finan PJ, et al. Variation in post-colonoscopy colorectal 
cancer across colonoscopy providers in English National 
Health Service: Population based cohort study. BMJ. 
2019:367:l6090.  
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.l6090

28.	 Macken E, Van Dongen S, De Brabander I, Francque S, 
Driessen A, Van Hal G. Post-colonoscopy colorectal cancer 
in Belgium: characteristics and influencing factors. Endosc 
Int Open. 2019;7(5):E717-E727.  
https://doi.org/10.1055/a-0751-2660

29.	 Pedersen L, Valori R, Bernstein I, Lindorff-Larsen K, 
Green C, Torp-Pedersen C. Risk of post-colonoscopy colo-
rectal cancer in Denmark: Time trends and comparison 
with Sweden and the English National Health Service. 
Endoscopy. 2019;51(8):733-41.  
https://doi.org/10.1055/a-0919-4803

30.	 Strum WB, Boland CR. Interval Colorectal Cancer 2006-
2015: Novel Observations. Dig Dis Sci. 2021;66(3):855-60.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10620-020-06242-1

31.	 Laish I, Mizrahi J, Naftali T, Konikoff FM. Diabetes 
Mellitus and Age are Risk Factors of Interval Colon 
Cancer: A Case-Control Study. Digestive Diseases. 
2019;37(4):291-6.  
https://doi.org/10.1159/000496740

32.	 Morris EJA, Rutter MD, Finan PJ, Thomas JD, Valori R. 
Post-colonoscopy colorectal cancer (PCCRC) rates vary 
considerably depending on the method used to calculate 
them: a retrospective observational population-based study 
of PCCRC in the English National Health Service. Gut. 
2015;64(8):1248-56.  
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2014-308362

33.	 Rutter MD, Beintaris I, Valori R, Chiu HM, Corley DA, 
Cuatrecasas M, et al. World Endoscopy Organization 
Consensus Statements on Post-Colonoscopy and 
Post-Imaging Colorectal Cancer. Gastroenterology. 



Available in:
https://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=337782277002

How to cite

Complete issue

More information about this article

Journal's webpage in redalyc.org

Scientific Information System Redalyc
Diamond Open Access scientific journal network
Non-commercial open infrastructure owned by academia

Rodrigo Castaño , Juan Darío Puerta-Díaz , Ricardo Jaramillo , 
Luis José Palacio-Fuenmayor , Mauricio Rodríguez-Molina , 
Sandra Patricia Molina-Meneses , 
Diego Fernando Caycedo-Medina , Esteban Isaza-Gómez , 
Camilo Vásquez-Maya , Santiago Salazar-Ochoa , 
Juan Esteban Puerta-Botero , Isabella Cadavid , Óscar Álvarez
Stomach Cancer and Postendoscopy Colorectal Cancer: 
Parallel Lives
Cáncer gástrico y cáncer colorrectal posendoscopia: 
vidas paralelas

Revista colombiana de Gastroenterología
vol. 39, no. 1, p. 3 - 13, 2024
Asociación Colombiana de Gastroenterología,
ISSN: 0120-9957
ISSN-E: 2500-7440

DOI: https://doi.org/10.22516/25007440.1145

https://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=337782277002
https://www.redalyc.org/comocitar.oa?id=337782277002
https://www.redalyc.org/revista.oa?id=3377&numero=82277
https://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=337782277002
https://www.redalyc.org/revista.oa?id=3377
https://doi.org/10.22516/25007440.1145

