Table S1. Quality assessment of included studies.

Study Long enough Clear description Patients' Clear description

Items limitation follow-up Univariate/multivariate  Predefinition Clear cut-off Clear description of of tumor stage/ consent for of purpose
analysis used of OS/PFS value of PIV including criteria

considered  period clinical setting research objectives
Baba,2022(training) 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Baba,2022(validation) 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Chen,2022 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Corti,2021 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Demir,2022 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Efile,2023 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Fuca,2020 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Fuca,2021 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Gambichler,2022 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Guven,2021 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Guven,2022 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Karadag,2022 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Kucuk,2023 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Liang,2023 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Ligorio,2021 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lin,2022 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mesti, 2023 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Perez-Martelo,2022 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Provenzano,2023 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Qi,2023 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Sahin,2021 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Sato (1),2022 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1




Sato (2),2022
Susok,2022
Topkan,2022
Topkan,2022
Wang,2022
Yazgan,2022
Yeh,2023
Yekeduz,2022
Zeng,2022(training)
Zeng,2022(validation)




Table S2. Meta-regression analyses for the association of confounding factors and the hazard ratio for overall survival and progression-free survival.

Overall survival Progression-free survival
Covariates
B value p value 95%CI B value p value 95%CI

Country 0.284 0.310 -0.290-0.857 -0.048 0.872 -0.671-0.576
Study center 0.034 0.872 -0.407-0.475 -0.032 0.899 -0.562-0.498
Sample size -0.097 0.635 -0.520-0.326 0.052 0.810 -0.400-0.503
Cancer type -0.031 0.534 -0.134-0.072 -0.034 0.667 -0.201-0.133
Selection method -0.126 0.347 -0.402-0.150 -0.018 0.947 -0.573-0.528
Cut-off value 0.209 0.248 -0.160-0.577 0.121 0.633 -0.409-0.650
Treatment strategy 0.098 0.435 -0.162-0.359 0.125 0.413 -0.193-0.442
Tumor stage -0.169 0.239 -0.461-0.124 -0.207 0.368 -0.683-0.270
Analysis method 0.086 0.666 -0.328-0.499 0.314 0.266 -0.237-0.896

Follow-up -0.020 0.862 -0.256-0.217 -0.043 0.758 -0.339-0.252




ca @ oy

S0tz 21w
1300015, .8
preeey

LTt

P

prrepryr
s 2
ot 2z
Sz, 2
e
et}

s - : .
oy ma man 3
s aw ai = Pr—
) i A |= i i A
Pt R ¥
et 4T himmae an
friverie e ihanmam i
i am i ioanam i
imafimim inm ey i
Ssiiazm A e imanmam i
i am i i iim e a0
pritrir i F 4 e e
e . imGima b o
hiimza an st Teitar e aan Evehy e
Saiim tm  iu iy Shuin s e
aanmam i =" it sm
ekl o . prifreterii
iz am s et s s a0 )
Ty = 5 Saanm m des e
it x it ..
shaiiwm i = imaca im an B
1 2A@(LSL A5 L] |—— LTER-2 T T ¥ ) -
atp < amn 203(Lm 2 MR | (L0 L) A5 =
e = 8%~ & hawm i) m@
sagpmam  irs : Moltipls canter :
b ot _im sugm e 2ra
b ey b Hhm W
e ries , . iaam e ira
i v == et
i N Fertrbr e
i =l Smaienaan  1nn
rsten - = = profivit S ——
- s & ot ey oam - sargman  mam
[P | - e
T
. e
= [ - “
- . e s we
P
s s surmam ew o
o it e 2n b
ut e B i
o mromm ool ; bl
ErnE ey Ao 2 am
1] 3.0, 1.5 a5 06 @58 25 30 b
e mhaE o . mEmn o -
o cariste
brr - Cheme aicthersgy ! P ol e
e i Lt mpmas s e e iz in
e aeimai Yo nar s
- o Simim o Lermlm, i
b eme =
. iMEar:  aw Teamzm 4w ey
meRm o o
i iupail iMgamam  am im
o Srimace  mas imasLiZy  Em am
oot e
" TN A ==
e n ager imoem s am
Ao OS2, 23D d
are 1ga .0 & e oy
B mhemm o an I
by b i ia
b P e -
o e - i =
o mham o = i)
ars an A
Il - am
e 2= in
i iy a2 imiiiam 2
s LR ERrtr ] imiarsen  ao
g - zasjias oz enm 186019 208 Bt FERTINPT R
e
oo i wam soremasn o PO, cweman L wam
P A
T - . T T
; BN pn = BN B nn PA

s s Pty
e PR
T T
o i s
=
Cagmcs g
<30 months H
Guna i = Lmnm e 2w
Haraig 3 — Pt
[owirpre S imdmem 2
Motz {e o e
e . 2
e ey
Yo 3032 i
i 7 o
S famead » 3% 5 2
2 30 months
= e
w n
in
e
e
by
a
2m
i
e
2m
o am
uwea = Zmnream e
iwmam g
- Sier e oe
Hupm e L0
Larg 122 ‘mnim
Fanammnn sz cmsezw 2w
enznzs Pt
Sarg 63 ersivs S am
S e - s g 430 Twpmiem ;o
[RR— soemae e
ROTE: g e
T T
e i s

Figure S1. Forest plot of subgroup analyses assessing the relationship between the PIV score and OS. A: Country (Asian vs. Non-Asian); B: Study
center (Single center vs. Multiple center) C: Sample size (>150 vs. <150); D: Cancer type (Gastrointestinal vs. Breast vs. Lung vs. Melanoma vs.
Others); E: Selection method (ROC vs. Median vs. MSR); F: Cut-off value (<350 vs. >350); G: Treatment strategy (Surgery vs.
Chemo/radiotherapy vs. Immunotherapy contained vs. Others); H: Tumor stage (Non-metastatic vs. Mixed vs. Metastatic); I: Analysis method
(Univariate vs. Multivariate); J: Follow-up time (<30 months vs. >30 months vs. NA).
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Figure S2. Forest plot of subgroup analyses assessing the relationship between the
Study center (Single center vs. Multiple center) C: Sample size (>150 vs. <150); D: Cancer type (Gastrointestinal vs. Breast vs.
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Country (Asian vs. Non-Asian); B:
Lung vs. Melanoma

vs. Others); E: Selection method (ROC vs. Median vs. MSR); F: Cut-off value (<350 vs. >350); G: Treatment strategy (Surgery vs.
Chemo/radiotherapy vs. Immunotherapy contained vs. Others); H: Tumor stage (Non-metastatic vs. Mixed vs. Metastatic); I: Analysis method
(Univariate vs. Multivariate); J: Follow-up time (<30 months vs. >30 months vs. NA).
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Figure S3. Sensitivity analyses assessing the relationship between the PIV score and survival outcomes including OS (A) and PFS (B).
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Figure S4. Begg’s funnel plot assessing publication bias between PIV and survival outcomes, including OS (A) and PFS (B). The Begg’s P values

were <0.0001 and 0.691, respectively.



