%
Study Proportion (85% Cl)  Weight n/N

1 Age (year) <50 [TC]

1 Guoetal, 2020 — 032(0.18,049) 1291 11/34
2 Hong et al,, 2020 —_— 0.39(0.24,058) 1229 11/28
3 Zhaietal, 2019 —0—1— 0.27(0.10,0.57) 10.08 3/11

4 Zhaoetal, 2019 —— 0.33(0.26,0.40) 1472 54/165

Subtotal (1°2 = 0.00%, p = 0.88) <>

5 Age (year) 250[TC]

033(0.27,0.38) 50.00

5 Guo et al, 2020 —_— 068(0.51,081) 1281 23/34

6 Hong et al,, 2020 —_— 061(0.42,0.76) 1229 17/28
7 Zhaiet al, 2019 —1—0_ 0.73(0.43,0.80) 10.08 8/11

8 Zhao et al, 2019 —_— 0.67(0.60,0.74) 1472 111/165

Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.000

Overall (1"2 = 88.86%, p = 0.00); e 0.50(0.36,0.64)  100.00

I
|
|
Subtotal (12 = 0.00%, p = 0.88) < 067 (061,0.73) 5000
'
|
|
1
1
]

%
Study Proportion (95% CI) Weight n/N

1 Age (year) <50 [IC]

1 Guo et al, 2020 —_— 0.34(0.24,0.47) 17.83  20/58

2 Hong et al, 2020 —_— 0.39(0.29,051) 1812  26/66
1

3 Zhaiet al, 2019 —_— 045(0.28,062) 1406  13/29

Subtotal (2= %, p=) <>

2 Age (year) 250 [IC]

0.38 (0.31, 0.46) 50.00

4 Guo etal, 2020 ~——— 0.66(0.53,0.76) 17.83 38/58

5 Hong et al,, 2020 — 061(0.49,0.71) 1812 40/66
1

6 Zhaietal, 2019 —_— 0.55(0.38,0.72) 14.06 16/29

<> 0.62 (0.54,0.69) 50.00

Subtotal (I"2=.%,p=.)

Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.000

Overall (1"2 = 73.97%, p = 0.00); <j> 0.50 (0.39, 0.61) 100.00
1
|
;
:
5



%

Study Proporﬁon (95% CI) Weight n/N
I
1
1 Lymph node status negative - [IC] !
1
1 Catacchio et al., 2019 | % 074(057,085) 26.57 25/34
1
2 Evangelou et al., 2020 —_— 050 (0.30, 0.70) 2343 10/20
i
Subtotal (2= %, p=".) i O 0.66 (0.54, 0.78) 50.00
I
i
i
!
2 Lymph node status positive - [IC] |
1
3 Catacchio et al., 2019 PR 0.26 (0.15, 0.43) 2657  9/34
1
4 Evangelou et al., 2020 _+—— 0.50 (0.30, 0.70) 2343 10/20
|
Subtotal (12 = %, p =) O H 034 (0.22, 0.46) 50.00
|
i
'
i
Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.000 :
Overall (12 = 84.43%, p = 0.00) <> 050(0.27,0.73) 100.00
1
1
:
\
r T T T
0 5 1
%
Study Proportion (95% Cl) Weight n/N
1
1 Progesterone receptor negative [TC] 1
1 Catacchio et al, 2019 ; 0.57 (0.25,0.84) 275 477
2 Evangelou et al, 2020 - 0.56 (0.27,0.81) 3.10 5/
3 Guoetal, 2020 —_— 0.53 (0.37,0.69) 468 1834
4 Hong etal, 2020 —_— 0.57 (0.39,0.73) 4.51 16/28
5 Karnik et al., 2018 : —— 0.89(0.57,0.98) 4.28 89
6 Manson et al,, 2018 —_— 0.55 (0.40, 0.68) 4.89 24/44
7 Manson Quirine et al., 2019 | —_— 0.70 (0.52,0.83) 4.72 21/30
8  Shibel et al,, 2019 —! 0.36 (0.25,0.49) 5.14 22/61
9  Sobral-Leite et al,, 2018 1 —_— 0.78 (0.68,0.86) 536 5874
10 Zhao et al, 2019 i 0.56 (0.49, 0.64) 5.49 937165
11 Zhou et al, 2018 : —— 0.76 (0.61,0.86) 5.09 34/45
Subtotal ("2 = 78.36%, p = 0.00) | - 0.62 (0.53,0.72) 50.00
1
1
2 Progesterone receptor positive [TC] 1
12 Catacchio et al, 2019 : 0.43(0.16,0.75) 275 37
13 Evangelou et al,, 2020 L 0.44 (0.19,0.73) 3.10 4/9
14 Guo et al, 2020 —0-:— 0.47 (0.31,0.63) 4.68 16/34
15 Hong et al., 2020 —— 0.43(0.27,061) 451 12/28
16 Karniketal, 201§ —#———— ! 0.11(0.02,0.43) 4.28 1/9
17 Manson et al., 2018 — 0.45(0.32,0.60) 4.89 20/44
18 Manson Quirine etal, 2019 ———H————— 0.30 (0.17,0.48) 4.72 9/30
19 Shibel et al., 2019 |—— 0.64 (0.51,0.75) 5.14 39/61
20 Sobralleite etal, 201§ — ———— 1 0.22 (0.14,0.32) 5.36 16/74
21 Zhaoetal, 2019 —— 0.44 (0.36,0.51) 5.49 72/165
22 Zhouetal, 2018 —_—— : 0.24(0.14,0.39) 509 11/45
Subtotal (12 =78.36%, p = 0.00) === ! 0.38 (0.28, 0.47) 50.00
1
Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.000 !
Qverall (12 =86.83%, p = 0.00); <> 0.50 (0.42, 0.58) 100.00
;
[ T I T T
-5 0 5 1 1.5



%

Study Proportion (95% Cl) Weight n/N
1 MIBU/Kki67 expression Low [TC] |
1 Catacchio et al., 2019 : 0.43(0.16,0.75) 574 3/7
2 Evangelc;tlletal-,zom —_— | 0.11(0.02,043) 6.98 1/9
Hong etal., 2020 !
g _ - 15/28
3 Kerorumi of al, 2019 . 0.54 (0.36,0.70) 7.2 15/,
4 Shibel etal, 2019 —_— : 0.09 (0.03,0.28) 747 2/22
5 Zhaoetal, 2019 —_— 0.69 (0.54,081) 7.35 27/39
6 Zhouetal, 2018 —— 0.61(0.53,068) 7.64 100/165
7 — ! 0.09 (0.04,021) 7.61 4/45
Subtotal ("2 = 95.43%, p=0.00) === ke 0.36 (0.13,0.59)  49.91
|
MIB/Ki67 expression High [TC] H
2 Catacchio etal., 2019 :
8 Hongetal, 2020 : 0.57 (0.25,0.84) 5.74 4/7
9 Evangelou et al., 2020 —_— 0.46(0.30,064) 7.12 13/28
10 Khugjoimr:lefﬁl-'zm | ———————%—— 089(057.098) 698 89
1 ;laoee‘:tal zﬁf ! —————%— 091(072,097) 747 20/22
12 Zhouetal. 2018 ! ————+— 087(0.73,094) 753 34/39
13 —_—— 0.39(0.32,047) 7.64 65165
14 1 ——%— 091(0.79,096) 7.61 41/45
Subtotal (12 = 95.08%, p = 0.00) =TT == 0.72(0.51,093) 50.09
i
Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.023 :
Overall ("2 = 96.48%, p = 0.00); <> 0.54 (0.37,0.71)  100.00
i
f T T T 1
-5 0 5 1 15
%
Study Proportion (95% Cl) Weight /N
1
1 MIB1/ki67 expression Low [IC] :
1
1 Catacchio et al., 2019 —0-:— 0.47 (0.31,0.683) 1222  16/34
2 Evangelou et al., 2020 —_— 030 (0.15,052) 1164  6/20
1
3 Hong et al,, 2020 —_— ! 0.19(0.11,0.30)  13.25  12/64
1
4 Shibel et al., 2019 —_—— 0.44 (0.33,0.57) 12.89  27/61
Subtotal (I"2 = 78.84%, p = 0.00) <> 0.35(0.19,0.50)  50.00
1
i
1
2 MIB1/ki67 expression High [IC] 1
1
5 Catacchio et al,, 2019 —_—t 0.53(0.37,0.69) 12.22 18/34
1
6 Evangelou et al,, 2020 ———————— 070(048,085) 1164  14/20
1
7 Hong et al,, 2020 ! ———+—— 081(0.70,0.89) 1325  52/64
1
8 Shibel et al., 2019 —:—0— 0.56 (0.43,0.67) 12.89 34/61
Subtotal (1"2 =78.84%, p = 0.00) I<>> 0.65 (0.50,0.81)  50.00
1
1
1
1
Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.005 !
Overall ("2 = 92.35%, p = 0.00); <E:> 0.50 (0.33, 0.67)  100.00
1
i
|
[ I I T
-5 0 5 1



%

Study Proportion (95% Cl) Weight o/N
1 HER2 negative [TC] :

1 Catacchio et al, 2019 0.57 (0.25,0.84) 3.78 47

2 Evangelouetal, 2020 T 0.78 (0.45,0.94) 4.33 79
3 Guoetal, 2020 i ——— 0.85(0.70,0.94) 5.05 29/3¢
4 Hongetal, 2020 —:—0— 0.54 (0.36,0.70) 4.79 1528
5 Karniketal, 2018 T 0.78 (0.45,0.94) 433 79

6  Manson et al, 2018 i ——— 0.84(0.71,0.92) 5.08 37/44
7  Manson Quirine et al,, 2019 : —— 0.90(0.74,0.96) 5.08 26/29
8 Noske etal, 2019 1 —— 0.89(0.74,0.95) 5.10 31/35
9 Zhaoetal, 2019 H —_— 0.70(0.62, 0.76) 5.19 115/165
10 Zhouetal, 2018 —_— 0.58(0.43,0.71) 496 26/45
Subtotal (I*2 = 71.38%, p = 0.00) < 0.76 (0.68, 0.84) 47.70

2 HER2 positive [TC]
11 Catacchio et al, 2019
12 Evangelou et al., 2020

13 Guoetal, 2020 —_—

14 Hong et al,, 2020 —o—:—
15 Karnik et al,, 2018 T

16 LeeDetal, 2019 —_—

17 Manson et al,, 2018 —_——

18 Manson Quirine et al., 2019 =——p———-
19 Noske et al., 2019 —_——
20 Zhaoetal, 2019 —_—
21 Zhouetal, 2018

Subtotal (I"2 = 68.31%. p = 0.00) <=

Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.000
Overall ("2 = 95.34%, p = 0.00);

0.43(0.16,0.75) 3.78 3/7
0.22(0.06, 0.55) 4.33 27
0.15(0.06,0.30) 5.05 5/34
0.46 (G.30, 6.64) 4.79 1328
0.22 (0.06, 0.55) 4.33 2/
0.27 (0.11, 0.52) 4.59 /15
0.16 (0.08, 0.29) 508 7/44
0.10 (0.04, 0.26) 5.08 3/29
0.11(0.05, 0.26) 5.10 4/35
0.30 (0.24, 0.38) 5.19 50/165
0.42 (0.29, 0.57) 4.96 19/45
0.24 (0.16, 0.32) 52.30

0.49 (0.36, 0.62) 100.00

-5 0 5
H

Study
1 HER2 positive [IC] |
1 Catacchio et al,, 2019 ——
2 Evangelou etal., 2020 —_—
3 Guoetal, 2020 : —_—
4 Hongetal, 2020 —_—
5 Manson et al., 2018 H
6 Manson Quirine et al., 2019 H —_—
7 Noske et al, 2019 H —
8 Zhaietal, 2019 _ —
Subtotal (12 = 82.19%, p = 0.00) <

2 HER2 negative [IC]
9 Catacchio et al,, 2019
10 Evangelou et al., 2020
11 Guo et al, 2020

12 Hong et al., 2020

13 Manson et al., 2018 —

14 Manson Quirine et al., 201 f——a——
15 Noske et al., 2019 ——
16 Zhai et al., 2019

Subtotal (I"2 = 82.68%, p = 0.00) <<_—=>

Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.000
Overall (1*2 =97.83%, p = 0.00);

%

Proportion (95% Cl) Weight /N

0.68(0.51,0.81) 6.14 23/34
0.65(0.43,0.82) 5.88 13/20
0.83(0.71,0.90) 6.36 48/58
0.54(0.42, 0.65) 6.28 35/65

—=— 0.91(0.83,0.95) 6.45 86/95

0.82(0.71,0.90) 6.36 50/61
0.76 (0.69, 0.81) 6.45 137/181
0.66 (0.47,0.80) 6.06 19/29
0.74 (0.66, 0.83) 49.99

0.32(0.19,0.49) 6.14 11/34
0.35(0.18,0.57) 5.88 7/20
0.16 (0.08,0.27) 6.37 9/58
0.46 (0.35,0.58) 6.28 30/65
0.09(0.05,0.17) 645 9/95
0.18(0.10,0.29) .36 11/61
0.25(0.19,0.32) 6.45 45/181
0.34(0.20,0.53) 6.06 10/29
0.26 (0.17, 0.34) 50.01

0.50 (0.34, 0.66) 100.00

Figure S1. Forest plot of prevalence (%) of PD-L1 expression according to Age (A,B), Lymph

node status (C), PR status (D), Ki-67 index (E,F) and HER2 status (G,H).



