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[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK8][bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14][bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4][bookmark: _GoBack][bookmark: OLE_LINK15][bookmark: OLE_LINK16][bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK17][bookmark: OLE_LINK53][bookmark: OLE_LINK52]Figure S1 | Forest plots for the association between the expression of CLDN18.2 and age (A), gender (B), differentiation (C), E-Cadherin status (D), Location (E), M stage (F), Mismatch repair (G), N stage (N0 vs. N > 0) (H), N stage (N=0.1 vs. N=2.3) (I), pTNM (J), T stage (K), Tumor size (L), Location (proximal stomach vs. distal stomach) (M), Lauren classification (intestinal type vs. diffuse type) (N), Lauren classification (mix type vs. diffuse type) (O), Lauren classification (intestinal type vs. mix type) (P), HER2 expression(2+.3+ vs. 0.1+) (Q), PD-L1 expression (positive[CPS≥5] vs. negative) (R), TNM stage (I.II vs. III.IV) (S)

[bookmark: OLE_LINK7]Figure S2 |Publication bias of the recruited literatures. Funnel plot of the analysis of OS(A), and PFS(B)

[bookmark: OLE_LINK6][bookmark: OLE_LINK34][bookmark: OLE_LINK37]Figure S3 | Publication bias of the recruited literatures. Funnel plot of the analysis of the association between the expression of CLDN18.2 and age (A), gender (B), differentiation (C), E-Cadherin status (D), Location (E), M stage (F), Mismatch repair (G), N stage (N0 vs. N > 0) (H), N stage (N=0.1 vs. N=2.3) (I), pTNM (J), T stage (K), Tumor size (L), Location (proximal stomach vs. distal stomach) (M), Lauren classification (intestinal type vs. diffuse type) (N), Lauren classification (mix type vs. diffuse type) (O), Lauren classification (intestinal type vs. mix type) (P), HER2 expression(2+.3+ vs. 0.1+) (Q), PD-L1 expression (positive[CPS≥5] vs. negative) (R), TNM stage (I.II vs. III.IV) (S), EBV status (positive vs. negative) (T), ECOG score (0 vs. ＞0 ) (U), HER2 expression (positive vs. negative) (V), Grade (G1.G2 vs. G3) (W), Liver metastasis (yes vs. no) (X), PD-L1 expression (positive[CPS≥10] vs. negative) (Y), TNM stage (I vs. II) (Z)

[bookmark: OLE_LINK10]Appendix S1 | Pubmed literature search strategies.








TABLE S1
	First author
	Year of publication
	Selection
	Comparability
	Outcome
	Total score

	
	
	Representativeness of the exposed cohort

	Selection of the non-exposed cohort

	Ascertainment of exposure

	Demonstration that outcome of interest was not present at start of study

	Comparability of cohorts on the basis of the design or analysis

	Assessment of outcome

	Was follow-up long enough for outcomes t ooccur

	Adequacy of follow up of cohorts

	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK11][bookmark: OLE_LINK9][bookmark: OLE_LINK31]Xu, B
	2022
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	-
	✮
	7

	Dai, J
	2023
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮✮
	✮
	✮
	-
	8

	Gao, J
	2023
	✮
	✮
	✮
	-
	✮✮
	-
	✮
	-
	6

	Wang, C
	2023
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮✮
	✮
	-
	✮
	8

	Baek, J. H
	2019
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	8

	Kim, Seo Ree
	2020
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	8

	Rohde, C
	2019
	✮
	✮
	✮
	-
	✮✮
	-
	✮
	-
	6

	Kubota, Y
	2023
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK12]✮✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	9

	Tao, D
	2023
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	8

	Weng, W
	2022
	✮
	✮
	✮
	-
	✮✮
	-
	✮
	-
	6

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK36]Dottermusch, M
	2019
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	-
	✮
	7

	Xu, B
	2020
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	-
	-
	✮
	6

	Jia, K
	2022
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	8

	Kayikcioglu, E
	2023
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	✮
	8
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Appendix S1
(("Stomach Neoplasms"[Mesh]) OR (((((((((((((((((((Neoplasm, Stomach[Title/Abstract]) OR (Stomach Neoplasm[Title/Abstract])) OR (Neoplasms, Stomach[Title/Abstract])) OR (Gastric Neoplasms[Title/Abstract])) OR (Gastric Neoplasm[Title/Abstract])) OR (Neoplasm, Gastric[Title/Abstract])) OR (Neoplasms, Gastric[Title/Abstract])) OR (Cancer of Stomach[Title/Abstract])) OR (Stomach Cancers[Title/Abstract])) OR (Gastric Cancer[Title/Abstract])) OR (Cancer, Gastric[Title/Abstract])) OR (Cancers, Gastric[Title/Abstract])) OR (Gastric Cancers[Title/Abstract])) OR (Stomach Cancer[Title/Abstract])) OR (Cancer, Stomach[Title/Abstract])) OR (Cancers, Stomach[Title/Abstract])) OR (Cancer of the Stomach[Title/Abstract])) OR (Gastric Cancer, Familial Diffuse[Title/Abstract]))))) AND (((Human tight junction protein18.2[Title/Abstract]) OR (Claudin18.2[Title/Abstract])) OR (CLDN18.2[Title/Abstract]))
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Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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