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ABSTRACT
Glioblastoma (GBM) is the most lethal primary nervous system cancer, but
due to its rarity and complexity, its pathogenesis is poorly understood. To identify
potential tumorigenic factors in GBM, we screened antibody-based cytokine arrays
and found that CCL11 was upregulated. We then demonstrated in vitro that both
CCL11 and its receptor, CCR3, were overexpressed and promoted the proliferation,
migration and invasion of cancer cells. To examine the clinical significance of CCL11/
CCR3, 458 GBM samples were divided into a training cohort with 225 cases and a
test cohort containing 233 cases. In the training set, immunohistochemical analysis
showed overexpression of CCL11 and CCR3 were correlated with unfavorable overall
survival (OS). We further developed a prognostic classifier combining CCL11 and CCR3
expression and Karnofsky performance status (KPS) for predicting one-year survival
in GBM patients. Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) analysis demonstrated that
this predictor achieved 90.7% sensitivity and 73.4% specificity. These results were
validated with the test sample set. Our findings suggest that CCL11-CCR3 binding is
involved in the progression of GBM and may prompt a novel therapeutic approach. In
addition, CCL11 and CCR3 expression, combined with KPS, may be used as an accurate
predictor of one-year survival in GBM patients.

INTRODUCTION

receptor internalization into an endocytic compartment
[5–7]. In cancer, CCL11 and CCR3 facilitate proliferation,
migration, and invasion of cancer cells [5, 8–13]. Indirect
evidence also suggests that CCL11 may participate in
angiogenesis and metastasis [14]. However, the association
between CCL11/CCR3 and GBM has not been adequately
investigated.
In this study, we first analyzed the cytokine profiles
of clinical GBM tissues and discovered that CCL11 was
a potential GBM tumor biomarker. We then examined
the expression of CCL11 in several cell lines and human
GBM samples, and investigated whether CCL11 and CCR3
contributed to the proliferation, migration and invasion of
cancer cells in vitro. We further analyzed the correlation
between CCL11/CCR3 expression with other clinicpathologic characteristics, and developed a prognostic
classifier combining expression of CCL11 and CCR3 with
Karnofsky performance status (KPS) for predicting one-

Glioblastoma multiforme (GBM) is the most
fatal primary brain tumor. Due to the poor efficacy of
conventional therapeutics, the median survival period of
GBM patients is only about one year [1]. Chemokines are
a family of secreted proteins that act though autocrine or
paracrine fashion, and they are thought to influence tumor
development [2]. CCL11, also known as eotaxin-1, is an
eosinophil-selective chemoattractant cytokine. It is widely
expressed in human tissues including heart, colon, kidney,
small intestine, lung, pancreas, liver, and ovary [3, 4].
CCL11 primarily binds to CCR3, a seven-transmembranedomain G-protein-coupled chemokine receptor [5]. This
binding triggers a series of signal transduction events
involving transient release of intracellular calcium,
cytoskeletal rearrangements, generation of inositol
triphosphate, activation of protein kinase C and prolonged
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year survival in GBM patients. Our primary goals were
to explore the clinical significance of CCL11/CCR3 in
tumor progression, and to find out valuable prognostic and
predictive biomarkers in GBM.

in U87MG cells and 39% in U251MG cells after 48 hours
(Figure 2C, left panel). Silencing CCR3 also weakened the
invasion ability of cancer cells, and it could not be restored
by CCL11 add back (Figure 2C, right panel).

RESULTS

Overexpression of CCL11 and CCR3 correlates
with poor overall survival

Overexpression of CCL11 and CCR3 in GBM
tissues and cell lines

To investigate the clinical role of CCL11 and CCR3
in GBM, their expression was evaluated in patient samples
by immunohistochemical staining. A total of 458 GBM
patients were enrolled, the median age was 47.3 years
(range, 16–85). 255 (56%) subjects were males and 203
(44%) were females. Median follow-up was 12.8 months.
The clinical and pathologic characteristics of the patient
population are described in Table 1.
Immunoreactivity was observed in the tumor samples
(Figure 3A, 3C). To assess the overall survival, ROC curve
analysis was used to determine the cutoff scores for CCL11
or CCR3 in the training set [17]. The optimal cutoff values
for CCL11 and CCR3 were 4.65 (p = 0.02) and 4.12
(p < 0.01), respectively. Accordingly, we selected a CCL11
expression score of 4 (> 4 vs. <= 4) as the cutoff value to
categorize the GBM subjects into high- and low-expression
subgroups in both the training and test sets. Similarly, an
immunostaining score of 3 was the selected cutoff value
for CCR3.
As shown in Table 1, there were no differences
between patients in the CCL11 high-expression subgroup
and low-expression subgroup in terms of age, gender,
family history of cancer, previous low-grade tumor, extent
of surgery, or diameter of tumor. Correlation analysis
demonstrated that CCL11 was significantly associated
with KPS scores and CCR3 expression in both the training
and test set.
Kaplan-Meier analysis showed that high expression
of CCL11 was strongly correlated with poor overall survival
(OS) in the training set (HR, 1.25; 95% CI, 1.04–1.53;
p = 0.03; Figure 3B) as well as the test set (HR, 1.38; 95%
CI, 1.12–1.72; p = 0.02). In addition, high CCR3 expression
was also a poor prognostic factor in both the training set
(HR, 1.32; 95% CI, 1.10–1.67; p = 0.02; Figure 3D) and test
set (HR, 1.71; 95% CI, 1.37–2.09; p = 0.01).
To avoid other confounds, the expression of CCL11
along with other clinic-pathological characteristics were
examined in multivariate Cox analysis. As shown in
Table 2, CCL11 and CCR3 were found to be independent
prognostic biomarkers for OS. Age and KPS were also
prognostic factors for OS. We failed to identify any other
important variables as independent prognostic factors,
including family history of cancer, tumor size, previous
low-grade tumor, or extent of surgery.

To identify potential tumorigenic factors in GBM, the
expression profiles of 60 cytokines from clinical samples
with their adjacent tissues were examined by an antibodybased cytokine array system. As shown in Figure 1A, the
levels of several cytokines including CX3CL1, RANTES,
and CCL11 were upregulated in GBM tumors. Since
previous studies had shown that RANTES [15] and CX3CL1
[16] expression were correlated with the development
of GBM, we focused on elucidating the role of CCL11.
Real-time quantitative PCR demonstrated that CCL11
was overexpressed in 8 freshly collected GBM samples
compared with paired adjacent tissue from the same subject
(Figure 1B, left panel). In addition, expression of CCR3,
the receptor for CCL11, was also increased in the tumor
(Figure 1B, right panel). Expression of CCL11 and CCR3
was also examined in normal human astrocytes (NHA) and
three different glioma cell lines (U251MG, U87MG and
A172). Compared with NHA, the levels of both CCL11
and CCR3 were increased in cancer cells (Figure 1C).

CCL11/CCR3 promote tumor cell proliferation,
migration, and invasion
To explore the effects of CCL11 and CCR3 on cell
proliferation, cell lines were cultured with CCL11 antibody
and cell viability measured by MTT assays. As shown in
Figure 2A, CCL11 antibody inhibited cell growth by 31%
in U251MG cells and 27% in U87MG cells after 96 hours
(Figure 2A, upper panel). Similarly, silencing the CCR3
gene with shRNA weakened cell proliferation by 39% in
U251MG cells and 28% in U87MG cells. Moreover, cell
growth could not be restored with the addition of CCL11
(Figure 2A, lower panel).
To address the impact of CCL11 and CCR3 on
the motility of cancer cells, wound-healing assays were
conducted. As illustrated in Figure 2B, cells cultured with
CCL11 antibody were slower to migrate as compared with
controls. Quantification of wound closure showed that after
48 hours, cells cultured with CCL11 antibody closed 56%
of the wound in U87MG cells and 57% of the wound in
U251MG cells (Figure 2B, upper panel). As expected,
silencing CCR3 inhibited the migration of cultured cells and
migration could not be restored with CCL11 (Figure 2B,
lower panel).
Finally, the importance of CCL11/CCR3 for cell
invasiveness was examined with transwell invasion
assays. CCL11 antibody inhibited cell invasion by 51%
www.impactjournals.com/oncotarget
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To predict the probability of 12-month survival in
GBM patients, clinic-pathological characteristics including
32618

Oncotarget

age, gender, family history of cancer, previous low-grade
tumor, KPS, extent of surgery, diameter of tumor, and CCL11
and CCR3 immunostaining were included for leave-one-out
cross-validation analysis. The combination of CCR3, CCL11
and KPS yielded the optimal sensitivity and specificity in
the training set (Figure 4A). One discriminant formula was
developed to assess the prognostic power taking account the
strength of these parameters: prognostic score = (−0.452 ×
CCL11 histoscore) + (−0.395 × CCR3 histoscore) + ([KPS
−68] × 0.018) + 3.794. According to this discriminant
equation, patients in the training set were categorized into
high-risk and low-risk subgroups with prognostic score = 0
as a cutoff value. Compared with low-risk patients, high-risk
subjects had worse OS. The prognostic accuracy was further
assessed by time-dependent ROC analysis (Figure 4B),
and the sensitivity and specificity were 90.7% and 73.4%,
respectively. The same cutoff values were also applied to

the test cohort (Figure 4C). The ability of this prognostic
classifier to discriminate survival patients from those
with death within 12 months was significant (p < 0.001),
with an area under the curve of 0.83 (95% CI, 0.77−0.91;
Figure 4D).

DISCUSSION
In this study, we discovered that CCL11 was
upregulated in GBM using an antibody-based cytokine
array system. Further analysis showed that the expression
of both CCL11 and its receptor, CCR3, were increased in
cell lines and clinical GBM samples. Moreover, our data
demonstrated that both CCL11 and CCR3 promote the
proliferation, migration, and invasion of cancer cells. In
GBM patients, immunohistochemical analysis revealed that
high expression of CCL11 and CCR3 were correlated with

Figure 1: CCL11 and CCR3 were upregulated in GBM. (A) Antibody-based cytokine array analysis from clinical specimens

demonstrated CCL11 levels were increased in tumors compared with adjacent tissues. (B) CCL11 and CCR3 mRNA expression in tumors
and their adjacent tissues as measured by qRT-PCR (n = 8). (C) CCL11 and CCR3 mRNA expression in three GBM cell lines (U251MG,
U87MG and A172) were upregulated compared with control cells (normal human astrocytes; NHA).*p < 0.05.
www.impactjournals.com/oncotarget
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worse OS. In addition, we developed a prognostic formula
combining CCL11 and CCR3 expression and KPS. The
clinical application of this prognostic score could provide
a valuable index of the probability of one-year survival for
GBM patients.

GBM is a biologically complex disease with tumors
composed of neoplastic glioma cells, endothelial cells,
non-neoplastic neurons and glia, microglia, macrophages,
neutrophils, and lymphocytes [1]. Secretion of CCL11
could come from any of these cell types and contribute

Figure 2: CCL11/CCR3 stimulated proliferation, migration, and invasion in GBM cells. (A) MTT assay at various time-

points revealed that both CCL11 antibody and CCR3-shRNA inhibit the proliferation of cancer cells. The inhibitory effect of CCR3-shRNA
could not be reversed by adding CCL11. (B) Wound healing assay at different time-points demonstrated that both CCL11 antibody and
CCR3-shRNA inhibited the migration of cancer cells. The inhibitory effect of CCR3-shRNA could not be reversed by adding CCL11.
(C) Invasion assay illustrated that both CCL11 antibody and CCR3-shRNA inhibited cancer cell invasion. The inhibitory effect of CCR3shRNA could not be reversed by adding CCL11. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
www.impactjournals.com/oncotarget
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Table 1: Association of CCL11 expression with clinicopathological characteristics in GBM patients
Variable

Training set (n = 225)
High expression

p

Low expression

Age, years

High expression

Low expression

0.70

<= 60
> 60
Gender

55 (24.4%)
39 (17.3%)

Male
Female
Family history of
cancer
yes
no
Previous
low-grade tumor
yes
no
KPS
<= 70
> 70
Extent of surgery

52 (23.1%)
42 (18.7%)

 Complete
resection
Partial resection
Diameter of
tumor
<= 5 cm
> 5 cm
CCR3
immunostaining
High expression
Low expression

Testing set (n = 233)

80 (35.6%)
51 (22.7%)

0.59
60 (25.8%)
41 (17.6%)

83 (35.6%)
49 (21.0%)

0.77
75 (33.3%)
56 (24.9%)

0.89
56 (24.0%)
45 (19.3%)

72 (30.9%)
60 (25.8%)

0.86
21 (9.3%)
73 (32.4%)

28 (12.4%)
103 (45.8%)

0.88
24 (10.3%)
77 (33.0%)

30 (12.9%)
92 (39.5%)

0.41
4 (1.8%)
90 (40.0%)

9 (4.0%)
122 (54.2%)

0.26
4 (1.7%)
97 (41.6%)

10 (4.3%)
122 (52.4%)

0.03
63 (28.0%)
31 (13.8%)

69 (30.7%)
62 (27.6%)

0.04
65 (27.9%)
36 (15.5%)

67 (28.8%)
65 (27.9%)

0.64

0.48

56 (24.9%)

79 (35.1%)

62 (26.6%)

87 (37.3%)

38 (16.9%)

52 (23.1%)

39 (16.7%)

45 (19.3%)

0.15
39 (17.3%)
55 (24.4%)

67 (29.8%)
64 (28.4%)

0.10
37 (15.9%)
64 (27.5%)

62 (26.6%)
70 (30.0%)

0.0001
69 (30.7%)
25 (11.1%)

41 (18.2%)
90 (40.0%)

p

0.0001
70 (30.0%)
31 (13.3%)

40 (17.2%)
92 (39.5%)

Data are shown as n (%). KPS, Karnofsky Performance Status.
to the development of GBM. To validate the elevation of
CCL11 in clinical GBM tissues, it is necessary to clarify the
source of CCL11. There are several studies suggesting that
tumor cells themselves could be a possible source [8]. We
found that cancer cells themselves could produce CCL11
and overexpress CCR3, indicating the activation of CCL11CCR3 autocrine signaling in GBM. This result is consistent
with a previous study, which showed that the CCR3 gene
was overexpressed in 60% of GBM [16]. Interestingly,
the expression of CCR3 in lower-grade gliomas did not
change significantly [16], suggesting different mechanisms
were involved in the progression of GBM and lower-grade
gliomas. This may explain why Moogooei et al. could not
detect upregulation of CCL11 in glial tumors in a recently
published paper [18]. In their study, only part of the samples
www.impactjournals.com/oncotarget

came from GBM patients [18]. In addition, they chose to
examine the levels of CCL11 in serum, while our data
demonstrated it was the cancer cells that secreted CCL11.
Thus, the levels of CCL11 might have been diluted in blood.
The chemokine network is a known target for treating
GBM [19, 20]. Previous studies have shown that several
chemokines and their receptors including CXCL12 [21],
CXCL8 [22], CCL2 [23], RANTES [15], CX3CL1 [16],
CCR4 [24], CXCR4 [25] and CX3CR1 [26] participate
in tumorigenesis. In particular, CCR2 [27], CCR3 [16],
and CCR5 [16, 28], three known CCL11 receptors, were
all markedly upregulated in GBM. Our data indicates
that CCL11 stimulates the proliferation, migration, and
invasion of GBM cells. Furthermore, overexpression
of CCL11/CCR3 was correlated with unfavorable OS.
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These effects are likely the result of multiple signaling
pathways regulated by CCL11. Previous studies showed
that the binding between CCL11 and CCR3 upregulated the
expressions of VEGF, IL-8, PDGF-BB, and FGF [8–10].
In addition, it also induced phosphorylation of ERK1/2,
MEK1 and STAT3 [5, 29]. Accordingly, CCL11 could act
as: (1) an inflammatory chemokine contributing to the host
response to neoplasia, (2) a proangiogenic factor promoting
new vessel formation, (3) a general pro-inflammatory factor
in response to tissue stress and/or necrosis, and/or (4) an
autocrine growth factor released by cancer cells to promote
proliferation, migration, and invasion [5, 8, 30].
The dysregulation of CCL11/CCR3 has been studied
in several different diseases [7]. In fact, CCL11/CCR3
have been implicated as diagnostic biomarkers in gastric
cancer [9], prostate cancer [11], and ovarian cancer [31],
and as prognostic biomarkers in renal cell carcinoma [12],
lymphoma [5] and ovarian cancer [32]. Here, we found
CCL11/CCR3 were prognostic biomarkers for OS, which
might also open new opportunities for exploring CCL11/
CCR3 in GBM therapy. In fact, a number of approaches
including monoclonal antibodies and small molecule
receptor antagonists/inhibitors targeting CCL11 or CCR3
have been tested and some of them have progressed into
the clinic [8, 33]. Bertilimumab, a humanized monoclonal
antibody against CCL11, is currently in clinical trials for
treating severe allergic disorder, vernal keratoconjunctivitis,
and inflammatory bowel disease [34]. BMS-639623 and
GSK766994, two potent CCR3 antagonists, are also in

clinical trials for treating asthma [33]. Accordingly, it is
conceivable that a clinical trial targeting against CCL11
and/or CCR3 in GBM can be conducted if our study can be
validated by other groups.
Combating GBM still remains a major clinical
challenge, and, thus far, results have been rather
disappointing. Molecular biomarkers would help to identify
those patients at high risk of death. When examining the
ability to predict one-year survival using logistic regression
analysis, the expression of CCR3 and CCL11 along with
KPS were found to be accurate predictors. Time-dependent
ROC analysis revealed that the accuracy rate of one-year
survival prediction was 82% in the training cohort. A
test cohort of 233 patients with an accuracy rate of 83%
further verified this result. These data suggest that a clinical
application of CCL11 and CCR3 expression combined
with KPS might provide a valuable index of the probability
of one-year survival. Successful predictions using these
biomarkers may help doctors design more aggressive
treatments to extend the survival of GBM patients.
In summary, the chemokine, CCL11, along with
its cognate receptor, CCR3, have been identified as major
factors influencing GBM tumor development. Furthermore,
a prognostic index, using CCL11 and CCR3 expression
combined with KPS is remarkably valuable in predicting oneyear survival in GBM patients. These findings may not only
have important implications for the development of anti-cancer
therapies, but also provide powerful biomarkers for prognosis
in GBM, which, to date, have only had limited success.

Figure 3: CCL11 and CCR3 were prognostic biomarkers for overall survival in GBM patients. (A) Representative

examples of CCL11 immunostaining. (B) Kaplan-Meier survival analysis for OS in training and test cohorts based on CCL11 expression.
(C) Representative examples of CCR3 immunostaining. (D) Kaplan-Meier survival analysis for OS in training and test cohorts based on
the CCR3 expression.
www.impactjournals.com/oncotarget
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Table 2: Multivariate Cox proportional-hazards analysis of overall survival in all GBM patients
Hazard ratio

95% CI

p

Age (> 60 vs. < = 60; years)

1.56

1.03–2.34

0.034

Gender (Male vs. female)

0.72

0.46–1.12

0.532

Family history of cancer (yes vs. no)

1.23

0.86–1.67

0.386

Previous low-grade tumor (yes vs. no)

1.36

0.75–2.57

0.471

KPS (< = 70 vs. > 70)

2.10

1.34–3.32

0.002

Extent of surgery (Complete resection vs. partial resection)

1.38

0.93–1.86

0.072

Diameter of tumor (> 5 cm vs. < = 5 cm)

1.44

0.98–2.09

0.056

CCL11 expression (high vs. low)

1.33

1.09–1.68

0.023

CCR3 expression (high vs. low)

1.46

1.12–1.97

0.019

Variables

Figure 4: A prognostic model with CCL11 and CCR3 expression combined with KPS predicted one-year survival
in GBM patients. (A) Prognostic scores for all GBM patients in the training cohort. Each line represents one patient. (B)The receiver
operating characteristics (ROC) curve and the corresponding values of area under curve (AUC) in the training set. (C) Prognostic scores
for all patients in the test cohort. (D) ROC curve and the corresponding values AUC in the test set.
www.impactjournals.com/oncotarget
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

The human glioblastoma cell lines U251MG,
A172 and U87MG were obtained from the Institute of
Biochemistry and Cell Biology, Chinese Academy of
Sciences, Shanghai, China within six months of being used.
All cell lines were routinely maintained at a humidified
atmosphere containing 5% CO2 at 37°C, in DMEM
(Gibco, Carlsbad, CA) containing 10% fetal bovine serum
(FBS, Invitrogen, USA), 1% antibiotics (penicillin and
streptomycin) and 1% HEPES buffer solution. Normal
human astrocytes (NHA) were obtained from the Sciencell
Research Laboratories (Sciencell, USA) and cultured under
conditions as instructed by the manufacturer.

USA) according to the manufacturer’s instructions.
CCL11 and CCR3 mRNA expression was measured
by qRT-PCR using an ABI7900HT instrument (Life
Tech, USA). GAPDH was used as an internal control.
The primers were as follows: CCL11: forward primer
5′-ACACCTTCAGCCTCCAACAT-3′ and reverse primer
5′- GGTCTTGAAGATCACAGCTT-3′; CCR3: forward
primer 5′- TCGTTCTCCCTCTGCTCGTT-3′ and reverse
primer 5′-GCCGGATGGCCTTGTACTTT-3′; and GAPDH:
forward primer 5′-GGTATGACAACGAATTTGGC-3′ and
reverse primer 5′- GAGCACAGGGTACTTTATTG -3′.
Relative expression was examined by the standard curve
method. All standard curves were linear in the required
range with acceptable correlation coefficients. Specific
gene mRNA levels were given as ratios to GAPDH mRNA
levels. All experiments were done in triplicate.

Patients and clinical samples

Anti-CCL11 treatment and CCR3 gene silencing

In this study, a total of 458 pathologically proven
primary GBM patients (255 male, 203 female) were enrolled
from the First Hospital of Harbin Medical University
(Harbin, China) and the General Hospital of Beijing
Military Command (Beijing, China) between January
2000 and December 2014. Patients without tumor samples
or preoperative death were excluded. All samples were
immediately acquired after surgery. Of the overall cohort,
225 patients were randomly assigned by computer to the
training set, and the remaining 233 patients were assigned
to the test set. The observation time in these patients was
defined as the interval between the initial diagnosis and
the last time of contact (either last follow up or death).
Overall survival (OS) was defined as the period from the
date of initial diagnosis to death of the same subject, and
was used for analyses. We state that the authors followed
the principles outlined in the Declaration of Helsinki for
human or animal experimental investigations and obtained
appropriate institutional review board approvals from both
hospitals.

For anti-CCL11 treatment, cancer cells were
incubated with neutralizing human CCL11 monoclonal
antibody or a mouse monoclonal IgG1 isotype control
(R&D system, USA). Tumor cells were harvested at various
time-points for analysis, each experiment was repeated five
times.
For CCR3 gene silencing, custom-made plasmids
carrying CCR3-shRNA were obtained (Anji Biotech,
China). For transfection, cancer cells were cultured
overnight at the logarithmic growth phase, then transfected
with the studied vectors or negative control with
Lipofectamine 2000 (Invitrogen, USA) according to the
manufacturer’s instructions for 72 hours. Stable transfected
clones were validated by qRT-PCR and immunoblotting.

Cell lines and cell culture

Immunohistochemistry
Immunohistochemical staining was performed by
the avidin-biotin-peroxidase complex method. Briefly,
4 µm serial sections were cut from formalin-fixed paraffinembedded tumor tissues. After rehydration and microwave
antigen retrieval, monoclonal antibodies against human
CCL11 (R&D Systems, USA) and CCR3 (R & D Systems,
USA) were applied to slides, incubated at 4°C overnight,
and followed with secondary antibody incubation at 37°C
for 30 min. Staining was carried out with DAB and counterstaining with Mayer’s hematoxylin. Negative control slides
with the primary antibodies omitted were included in all
assays.
The staining was evaluated based on previously
reported guidelines [35, 36]. Staining intensity was scored as
follows: no staining at all (score 0), faint staining (score 1),
moderate staining (score 2) and strong staining (score 3).
The distribution of the protein studied was defined as the
percentage accounting for the whole area in the section:
0% (score 0), 1–25% (score 1), 26–50% (score 2),
51–75% (score 3) and 76–100% (score 4). Total scores
were calculated by combining the evaluation of staining

Cytokine antibody array
Total protein was extracted from clinical samples
using tissue protein extraction reagents (Anji Biotech,
China). An antibody-based cytokine array system was used
to detect the levels of growth factors and cytokines in GBM
tissue and adjacent noncancerous tissue. The experiment
was carried out with a RayBio Human Cytokine Array kit
(Cat. Number: AAH-CYT-G6, RayBio, USA) to detect the
expression of 60 cytokines according to the manufacturer’s
recommendations. Signal intensity was quantified by light
densitometry.

RNA isolation and qRT-PCR
Total RNA was extracted from cell lines and
tumor specimens using Trizol reagent (Invitrogen,
www.impactjournals.com/oncotarget
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intensity and staining distribution. The results of staining
were independently evaluated by two researchers (M.T. and
L.C.). If both of them agreed with the result, the score was
determined. If discrepancies appeared, a third researcher
(Y.J.) would participate in the evaluation and work together
to get a final score.

analysis and log-rank test were performed to evaluate the
overall survival, hazard ratios (HR) and 95% confidence
interval (CI). Data are expressed as mean ± s.e.m.
Quantitative data between different groups were compared
with one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), followed by
LSD method for post-hoc test comparisons.
To determine the cutoff values of CCL11 and CCR3
for OS, receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve
analysis was performed in the training cohort as previously
reported [17]. Briefly, by maximizing the combination of
specificity and sensitivity; minimizing the overall error
and the distance of the top-left corner of ROC curve to the
cutoff value, the optimum cutoff point was selected. Here,
the clinical outcomes were classified into two categories
according to survival conditions; i.e. death because of GBM
verses all the other clinical outcomes (such as survival,
censored, or death but from other causes).
To estimate the variables of immunoreactive markers
or clinicopathological features that may contribute to
the prognostic significance, those significant differences
between patients that were dead and alive 12 months after
initial diagnosis were evaluated by logistic regression
analysis. The significant factors obtained were used for
the training set to construct classifiers. The classifiers were
examined using leave-one-out cross-validation within cases
of the training cohort [37]. A discriminant model for the
prognosis was derived according to each type combination
of these factors. The equation of the optimal combination
was used to predict the probability of 12-month survivals
in the test cohort. In this study, individual patients’
prognostic factors were multiplied by the coefficients as
follows: prognostic score = (−0.452 × CCL11 histoscore)
+ (−0.395×CCR3 histoscore) + ([KPS −68] × 0.018) +
3.794, where KPS-68 means Karnofsky performance
score at diagnosis minus 68. ROC curves were generated
to compare the predictive sensitivity, specificity, and area
under the curve. Statistical significance was set at P < 0.05
(two-tailed).

Cell proliferation assays
Cells (3000 cells/well) were dispensed in
100-μL aliquots into a 96-well plate. 20 ml of
3-(4,5-dimethylthiazol-2-yl)-5-(3-carboxymethoxyphenyl)2-(4-sulfophenyl)-2H-tetrazolium inner salt (MTS,
Promega, USA) was added into each well after cells were
cultured for 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 days. The cells were then
incubated at 37°C for 4 h in a 5% CO2 incubator. Optical
density for the cell viability was obtained at a wavelength of
490 nm using spectrophotometric analysis. All experiments
were conducted three times.

Wound healing assay
Briefly, cells were grown to 80% confluence in 6-well
plates (Corning, USA). An artificial wound was scratched
using a standard 200 mL pipette tip, after which the cells
were further incubated. Migration into the scratched area
was documented. At varying hours, cells were photographed
using an inverted microscope, and the widths of the wound
lines were measured. Scratch closure was evaluated relative
to the total area of the wound. Each experiment was
performed in triplicate.

Invasion assay
Cell invasion assays were performed using 24-well
transwell (8-μm pore size; Minipore, USA) coated with
Matrigel (BD Biosciences, USA). In total, 1 × 105 cells
were suspended in 100 μL Dulbecco’s modified Eagle
medium with 1% fetal bovine serum and added to the
upper chamber, and 600 μL Dulbecco’s modified Eagle
medium with 10% fetal bovine serum was placed in the
lower chamber. After 48 hours of incubation, the Matrigel
and the cells remaining in the upper chamber were
removed by cotton swabs. Cells on the lower surface of
the membrane were fixed in 4% paraformaldehyde and
stained with Giemsa. Cells in five microscopic fields (at
200× magnification) were counted and photographed. All
experiments were performed in triplicate.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
None.

REFERENCES
1. Buckner JC, Brown PD, O’Neill BP, Meyer FB, Wetmore CJ,
Uhm JH. Central nervous system tumors. Mayo Clin Proc.
2007; 82:1271–1286.

Statistical analysis

2. Murphy PM. Chemokines and the molecular basis of cancer
metastasis. New Engl J Med. 2001; 345:833–835.

The association between clinicopathological features
and different biomarkers were analyzed using χ2 test,
Student’s t test, or Fisher’s exact test as appropriate. Cox
proportional hazards regression models were used to assess
prognostic values of protein expression. Kaplan-Meier

3. Garcia-Zepeda EA, Rothenberg ME, Ownbey RT, Celestin J,
Leder P, Luster AD. Human eotaxin is a specific
chemoattractant for eosinophil cells and provides a new
mechanism to explain tissue eosinophilia. Nature medicine.
1996; 2:449–456.

www.impactjournals.com/oncotarget

32625

Oncotarget

4. Ponath PD, Qin S, Ringler DJ, Clark-Lewis I, Wang J,
Kassam N, Smith H, Shi X, Gonzalo JA, Newman W,
Gutierrez-Ramos JC, Mackay CR. Cloning of the human
eosinophil chemoattractant, eotaxin. Expression, receptor
binding, and functional properties suggest a mechanism for
the selective recruitment of eosinophils. J Clin Invest. 1996;
97:604–612.

2007; 60:1112–1116.
18. Moogooei M, Shamaei M, Khorramdelazad H, Fattahpour S,
Seyedmehdi SM, Moogooei M, Hassanshahi G, Kalantari KB.
The Intricate Expression of CC Chemokines in Glial Tumors:
Evidence for Involvement of CCL2 and CCL5 but Not
CCL11. Acta Med Iran. 2015; 53:770–777.
19. Domanska UM, Kruizinga RC, den Dunnen WF, TimmerBosscha H, de Vries EG, Walenkamp AM. The chemokine
network, a newly discovered target in high grade gliomas.
Crit Rev Oncol Hematol. 2011; 79:154–163.

5. Miyagaki T, Sugaya M, Murakami T, Asano Y, Tada Y,
Kadono T, Okochi H, Tamaki K, Sato S. CCL11-CCR3
interactions promote survival of anaplastic large cell lymphoma
cells via ERK1/2 activation. Cancer Res. 2011; 71:2056–2065.

20. Zhao H, Guo L, Zhao H, Zhao J, Weng H, Zhao B. CXCR4
over-expression and survival in cancer: a system review
and meta-analysis. Oncotarget. 2015; 6:5022–5040. doi:
10.18632/oncotarget.3217.

6. Luster AD. Chemokines—chemotactic cytokines that mediate
inflammation. New Engl J Med. 1998; 338:436–445.
7. Rankin SM, Conroy DM, Williams TJ. Eotaxin and eosinophil
recruitment: implications for human disease. Mol Med Today.
2000; 6:20–27.

21. Rempel SA, Dudas S, Ge S, Gutierrez JA. Identification
and localization of the cytokine SDF1 and its receptor, CXC
chemokine receptor 4, to regions of necrosis and angiogenesis
in human glioblastoma. Clin Cancer Res. 2000; 6:102–111.

8. Nolen BM, Lokshin AE. Targeting CCL11 in the treatment of
ovarian cancer. Exp Opin Therap Targets. 2010; 14:157–167.
9. Koc U, Cetinkaya E, Bostanci EB, Kemik AS, Tez M,
Gomceli I, Akoglu M. Diagnostic significance of serum
eotaxin-1 level in gastric cancer patients. Dis Markers. 2013;
35:363–367.

22. Brat DJ, Bellail AC, Van Meir EG. The role of interleukin-8
and its receptors in gliomagenesis and tumoral angiogenesis.
Dev Oncol. 2005; 7:122–133.
23. Leung SY, Wong MP, Chung LP, Chan AS, Yuen ST.
Monocyte chemoattractant protein-1 expression and
macrophage infiltration in gliomas. Acta Neuropath. 1997;
93:518–527.

10. Wagsater D, Lofgren S, Hugander A, Dienus O, Dimberg J.
Analysis of single nucleotide polymorphism in the promoter
and protein expression of the chemokine eotaxin-1 in
colorectal cancer patients. World J Surg Oncol. 2007; 5:84.

24. Jordan JT, Sun W, Hussain SF, DeAngulo G, Prabhu SS,
Heimberger AB. Preferential migration of regulatory T cells
mediated by glioma-secreted chemokines can be blocked
with chemotherapy. Cancer immuno, immunother. 2008;
57:123–131.

11. Heidegger I, Hofer J, Luger M, Pichler R, Klocker H,
Horninger W, Steiner E, Jochberger S, Culig Z. Is Eotaxin-1
a serum and urinary biomarker for prostate cancer detection
and recurrence? Prostate. 2015; 75:1904–1909.
12. Johrer K, Zelle-Rieser C, Perathoner A, Moser P, Hager M,
Ramoner R, Gander H, Holtl L, Bartsch G, Greil R, Thurnher M.
Up-regulation of functional chemokine receptor CCR3 in
human renal cell carcinoma. Clin Cancer Res. 2005; 11:
2459–2465.

25. Zagzag D, Esencay M, Mendez O, Yee H, Smirnova I, Huang Y,
Chiriboga L, Lukyanov E, Liu M, Newcomb EW. Hypoxiaand vascular endothelial growth factor-induced stromal cellderived factor-1alpha/CXCR4 expression in glioblastomas:
one plausible explanation of Scherer’s structures. Am J Pathol.
2008; 173:545–560.

13. Jiang Y, DiVittore NA, Young MM, Jia Z, Xie K, Ritty TM,
Kester M, Fox TE. Altered sphingolipid metabolism in patients
with metastatic pancreatic cancer. Biomol. 2013; 3:435–448.

26. Locatelli M, Boiocchi L, Ferrero S, Martinelli Boneschi F,
Zavanone M, Pesce S, Allavena P, Maria Gaini S, Bello L,
Mantovani A. Human glioma tumors express high levels
of the chemokine receptor CX3CR1. Eur Cytokine Netw.
2010; 21:27–33.

14. Salcedo R, Young HA, Ponce ML, Ward JM, Kleinman HK,
Murphy WJ, Oppenheim JJ. Eotaxin (CCL11) induces in vivo
angiogenic responses by human CCR3+ endothelial cells.
J Immuno. 2001; 166:7571–7578.

27. Galasso JM, Stegman LD, Blaivas M, Harrison JK, Ross BD,
Silverstein FS. Experimental gliosarcoma induces chemokine
receptor expression in rat brain. Experimental Neurol. 2000;
161:85–95.

15. Zhao L, Wang Y, Xue Y, Lv W, Zhang Y, He S. Critical roles
of chemokine receptor CCR5 in regulating glioblastoma
proliferation and invasion. Acta Biochim Biophys Sin. 2015;
47:890–898.

28. Kalev I, Kaasik A, Zarkovski A, Mikelsaar AV. Chemokine
receptor CCR5 expression in in vitro differentiating human
fetal neural stem/progenitor and glioblastoma cells. Neurosci
Lett. 2006; 394:22–27.

16. Kouno J, Nagai H, Nagahata T, Onda M, Yamaguchi H,
Adachi K, Takahashi H, Teramoto A, Emi M. Up-regulation
of CC chemokine, CCL3L1, and receptors, CCR3, CCR5 in
human glioblastoma that promotes cell growth. J neuro-oncol.
2004; 70:301–307.

29. Woo CH, Jeong DT, Yoon SB, Kim KS, Chung IY, Saeki T,
Kim JH. Eotaxin induces migration of RBL-2H3 mast cells
via a Rac-ERK-dependent pathway. Biochem Biophy Res
Comm. 2002; 298:392–397.

17. Zlobec I, Steele R, Terracciano L, Jass JR, Lugli A. Selecting
immunohistochemical cut-off scores for novel biomarkers of
progression and survival in colorectal cancer. J Clin Path.
www.impactjournals.com/oncotarget

32626

Oncotarget

30. Balkwill F. Cancer and the chemokine network. Nature Rev
Cancer. 2004; 4:540–550.
31. Zohny SF, Fayed ST. Clinical utility of circulating matrix
metalloproteinase-7 (MMP-7), CC chemokine ligand 18
(CCL18) and CC chemokine ligand 11 (CCL11) as markers
for diagnosis of epithelial ovarian cancer. Med Oncol. 2010;
27:1246–1253.

35. Yang M, Zhao H, Guo L, Zhang Q, Zhao L, Bai S, Zhang M,
Xu S, Wang F, Wang X, Zhao B. Autophagy-based survival
prognosis in human colorectal carcinoma. Oncotarget. 2015;
6:7084–7103. doi: 10.18632/oncotarget.3054.
36. Zhou WH, Tang F, Xu J, Wu X, Yang SB, Feng ZY, Ding YG,
Wan XB, Guan Z, Li HG, Lin DJ, Shao CK, Liu Q. Low
expression of Beclin 1, associated with high Bcl-xL, predicts
a malignant phenotype and poor prognosis of gastric cancer.
Autophagy. 2012; 8:389–400.

32. Levina V, Nolen BM, Marrangoni AM, Cheng P, Marks JR,
Szczepanski MJ, Szajnik ME, Gorelik E, Lokshin AE. Role
of eotaxin-1 signaling in ovarian cancer. Clin Cancer Res.
2009; 15:2647–2656.

37. Hu H, Sun L, Guo C, Liu Q, Zhou Z, Peng L, Pan J, Yu L,
Lou J, Yang Z, Zhao P, Ran Y. Tumor cell-microenvironment
interaction models coupled with clinical validation reveal
CCL2 and SNCG as two predictors of colorectal cancer
hepatic metastasis. Clin Cancer Res. 2009; 15:5485–5493.

33. Pease JE, Horuk R. Recent progress in the development of
antagonists to the chemokine receptors CCR3 and CCR4.
Expert Opin Drug Discov. 2014; 9:467–483.
34. Zimmermann N, Hershey GK, Foster PS, Rothenberg ME.
Chemokines in asthma: cooperative interaction between
chemokines and IL-13. J Allergy Clin Immunol. 2003;
111:227–242.

www.impactjournals.com/oncotarget

32627

Oncotarget

