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Supplementary Figure S1. The summary results for sensitivity between whole-body magnetic resonance imaging (WBMRI) and positron emission tomography/computed tomography (PET/CT).
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[bookmark: OLE_LINK29]Supplementary Figure S2. The summary results for specificity between whole-body magnetic resonance imaging (WBMRI) and positron emission tomography/computed tomography (PET/CT).
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[bookmark: OLE_LINK16]Supplementary Figure S3. The summary results for positive likelihood ratio (PLR) in whole-body magnetic resonance imaging (WBMRI) and positron emission tomography/computed tomography (PET/CT).
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Supplementary Figure S4. The summary results for negative likelihood ratio (NLR) in whole-body magnetic resonance imaging (WBMRI) and positron emission tomography/computed tomography (PET/CT).
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[bookmark: OLE_LINK42][bookmark: OLE_LINK38]Supplementary Figure S5. The summary results for positive likelihood ratio (PLR) between whole-body magnetic resonance imaging (WBMRI) and positron emission tomography/computed tomography (PET/CT).
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Supplementary Figure S6. The summary results for negative likelihood ratio (NLR) between whole-body magnetic resonance imaging (WBMRI) and positron emission tomography/computed tomography (PET/CT).
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[bookmark: OLE_LINK18]Supplementary Figure S7. The summary results for diagnostic odds ratio (DOR) in whole-body magnetic resonance imaging (WBMRI) and positron emission tomography/computed tomography (PET/CT).
[image: ]
Supplementary Figure S8. The summary results for diagnostic odds ratio (DOR) between whole-body magnetic resonance imaging (WBMRI) and positron emission tomography/computed tomography (PET/CT).
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Supplementary Figure S9. The summary results for the area under the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves for whole-body magnetic resonance imaging (WBMRI) and positron emission tomography/computed tomography (PET/CT).


Supplementary Table
Supplementary Table S1. Evaluation of the risk of bias using the Risk of bias in non-randomized studies of interventions tool (ROBINS-I)
	Study
	Bias due to confounding
	Bias in selection of participants into the study
	Bias in classification of interventions
	Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
	Bias due to missing data
	Bias in measurement of outcomes
	Bias in selection of the reported result

	Dyrberg, 2018
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Moderate
	Low

	Jambor, 2015
	Low
	Moderate
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Mosavi, 2012
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Wieder, 2017
	Low
	High
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Eschmann, 2007
	Low
	High
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
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Jambor. 2015 1259 (268-59.17)
Mosavi. 2012 468 (148-14.81)
Wieder. 2017 627 (4.72-833)
Eschmann. 2007 10533 (6.65-1668.24)
Random Effects Model
Pooled Positive LR = 6.89 (3.59 to 13.25)
Cochran-Q = 9.41;
Inconsistency (I-square)
Tau-squared = 0.2699

Positive LR (95% CI)
Dyrberg. 2018 7029 (448-1,103.10)
Jambor. 2015 1313 (278-61.99)
Mosavi. 2012 243 (1.06-4.28)
Wieder. 2017 5074 (26.93-132.49)
Eschmann. 2007 11067 (6.99-1751.22)

Random Effects Model

Pooled Positive LR = 23.39 (2.56 to 214.03)
Cochran-Q = 61.15; df = 4 (p = 0.0000)
Inconsistency (I-square) = 93.5 %
Tau-squared = 5.5072
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