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1) Search queries

Pubmed and Cochrane Library = 90 results

((gastric cancer) OR (gastric neopl*) OR (gastric adenocarcinoma) OR (cancer of the
stomach) OR (adenocarcinoma of the stomach) OR (gastric tumor)) AND ((complete
mesogastr* excision) OR (mesogastr*) OR (CME) OR (enjoyable space) OR (holy plane))

Scopus = 663 results

("gastric cancer" OR "gastric neopl*" OR "gastric adenocarcinoma” OR "cancer of the
stomach" OR "adenocarcinoma of the stomach" OR "gastric tumor") AND ("complete
mesogastr* excision” OR "mesogastr*" OR "CME" OR "enjoyable space" OR "holy plane")



2) Funnel plots of subgroup analysis and bubble plots of metaregression

CME Standard D2 Weight  Weight
Study Total Moan SD Total Mean SD Mean Differance WD 95%-Cl {commony) {randon)
CME  Standard D2 Welght  Welght
Ji-2018 43 30.80 3.8 50 31.50 4.7 - 070 [241; 1.01] 146% 5.9% Study Total Mean SO Total Mean SD Maan Differance MD 85%-Cl (common) (random)
Guo - 2017 50 25.40 4.8 50 2600 50 m 060 [262; 1.32]  115%  87%
i 5 b S . . <
gf” cons 09594 33 10 1L e U0R10 : 233 [ 203, 7.35] 17%  Bz% Gua - 2017 50 2540 48 50 2600 5.0 —_— 060 [252 132  240%  159%
ong = 2020 B4,.3320 S84 81,3070 76 [ 250 [0.06: 4.84] S Bl Shen - 2018 45 34.93 131 40 32.00 105 293 [2.08 7.95 35% 10,39
Li- 2023 367 43.57 16.5 232 3870 13.8 1 B.87 [442 8.32] A% 8% o0 ety s 25 EE U T08] 2 e
EhE : Dang - 2020 49 2807 73 49 2049 7. s 788 [47210.44]  10.8%  14.3%
- Zheng - 2020 & 3320 8.4 813070 78 — 250 [0.08 4.94]  14.8%  150%
— Xie - 2021 159 34.00 160 169 27.00 13.0 —=— T7.00 [3.89; 10.11] 22%  138%
Li-2023 367 43.57 165 232 3670 13.8 = 687 (442 032  147%  15.0%
Liang - 2016 4D 26.75 4.1 40 27.30 54 — 055 55] 9.6%  B5%
Liu - 2018 42 30.90 39 42 31.50 44 m 060 A8 134%  98%
Ma - 2018 45 26.98 4.4 48 2682 42 - D.16 [1.56: 1.88]  14.4%  99%
Dang - 2020 49 28.07 7.3 49 2049 7.1 P—=— 755 [472,10.44] 52%  B7% " :
el b aeen e e : 51 [aq8 708]  110% 6 Yu- 2020 40 1965 5.1 40 1453 3.8 502 [3.15 708 22.9%  15.8%
Common effect model B4 661 398 [3.04; 4.92] 100.0% e
Random effects model 447 [1.62; 7.31] - 100.0%
Frediction interval — [4,08; 13.02]
T T 1
: " Heterogensity: /7 = 84.91%, 7" = 54356, p < 0.01 a0 50 5 10
e - 2021 159 34.00 16.0 169 27.00 13.0 : 7.00 [3.89;10.11] 44%  B4% e b i AMereh s oo Roa e laa % T G50
R ———h i & 170 [104; 235 100.0% s Test for subgroup differences {random effects): z; = 0.20, df = 1 (p = 1.65)
Random affects model ——— 256 [0.25 4.86] 100.0%
Prediction interval —— [4.65; 9.76]
——
Heterageneity: (% = 88.07%, < = 91470, p <0.01 0 50 5 10
Test for subgroup differsnces {sommon effecty: 74 - 1187, 8f - 2 (p < 0.07]
Test far subgroap diferencas dsndom ettectsy 5 = 641, dt =2 {p = 0.04)
Subgroup analysis. surgical approach
Subgroup analysis. study design
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Subgroup analysis: type of gastrectomy
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Subgroup analysis: risk of bias
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QE p-val < 0.0001
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Metaregression analysis: number of patients per study
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Metaregression analysis: year of publication
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3) Risk of bias assessment: traffic light plot

Risk of bias domains

Study
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Domains: Judgement
D1: Bias due te confounding.

D2: Bias due to selection of participants. . Low
D3: Bias in classification of interventions. . Serious

D4: Bias due to deviations from intended interventions.

D5: Bias due to missing data. - Moderate
D6: Bias in measurement of outcomes.

D7: Bias in selection of the reported result.

Risk of bias assessment for non-randomized studies - traffic light plot
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Domains: Judgement

D1: Bias due to randomisation.

D2: Bias due to deviations from intended intervention. . Low

D3: Bias due to missing data. @ some concems

D4: Bias due to outcome measurement.
D5: Bias due to selection of reported result.

Risk of bias assessment for randomized studies - traffic light plot



4) Secondary endpoints: Funnel plots of publication bias
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