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Table 1 Descriptive table 
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Figure 1 Meta-analysis of 2-year PFS rates, subgroup analysis by design
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Figure 2 Meta-analysis of 2-year PFS rates, subgroup analysis by region
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Figure 3 Meta-analysis of 2-year OS rates, subgroup analysis by design
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Figure 4 Meta-analysis of 2-year OS rates, subgroup analysis by region
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Figure 5 Meta-analysis of 5-year OS rates, subgroup analysis by design
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Figure 6 Meta-analysis of 5-year OS rates, subgroup analysis by region


[image: A graph of events and model

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]

Figure 7 Meta-analysis of R0 resection proportions, subgroup analysis by design
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Figure 8 Meta-analysis of R0 resection proportions, subgroup analysis by region
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Figure 10 Meta-analysis of R1 resection proportions, subgroup analysis by design
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Figure 11 Meta-analysis of R1 resection proportions, subgroup analysis by region
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Figure 12 Meta-analysis of R0 resection proportions
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Figure 13 Meta-analysis of R2 resection proportions, subgroup analysis by design
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Figure 14 Meta-analysis of R2 resection proportions, subgroup analysis by region
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Table 2 Meta-regression results for R0 resection proportions

	Variable
	Estimate (Logit scale)
	p-value

	Age (median)
	-0.07
	0.456

	# of patients
	-0.02
	0.491

	% of males
	0.02
	0.191

	Preoperative IM duration (months, median)
	-0.03
	0.514

	% of Radiological PR
	3.92
	<0.001***
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