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Abstract
Objective: Accumulating studies reported that noncoding RNA activated by DNA

damage (NORAD) was correlated with poor survival outcomes for patients in
different cancers. However, the effects of NORAD on cancer prognosis were
controversial. Therefore, a meta-anaysis was carried out to elucidate this issue.
Methods: Literature search was performed to collect eligible relevant publications
until June 2020. The pooled hazard ratios (HRs) or odds ratios (ORs) with 95%
confidence intervals (Cls) were calculated to assess the association of NORAD with
prognosis and clinical features in diverse cancers. In addition, bioinformatics
analysis was also utilized to validate the results of the meta-analysis.

Results: Fourteen relevant articles involving 867 patients were enrolled in the present
study. The pooled results showed that elevated expression of NORAD was a risk
factor for overal survival (HR = 1.46, 95% CI: 1.06-2.01, P = 0.020), disease-free
survival (HR = 1.74, 95% CI: 1.18-2.57, P = 0.005) and recurrence-free survival.
Besides, overexpression of NORAD significantly correlated with lymph node
metastasis and T stage. Additionally, bioinformatics analysis further strengthened
and complemented the results of the present study.

Conclusion: Our results showed that NORAD was arisk factor for survival outcomes
and clinicopathological parameters in cancer patients. These findings indicated that
NORAD may be a promising candidate for prognosis prediction and potential
therapeutic target in diverse cancers.
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1 Introduction

Cancer is a life-threatening disease with high mortality worldwide [1]. It was
well acknowledged that early diagnosis and treatments of cancer played important
roles in reducing cancer-related mortality rate [2]. However, partly due to the lack of
appropriate sensitivity biomarkers for early stage diagnosis and effective treatments,
the prognosis and long-term survival rate for various cancers still remained poor and
low so far [3,4] and identifying promising sensitive cancer-related biomarkers for
early diagnosis, precise treatment and prognosis prediction would be an unmet
medical need in current situation.

Long non-coding RNAs (IncRNAS), a class of RNAs without protein-coding
ability [5], were actively participated in cell differentiation and proliferation, and thus
the aberrant expression of INcCRNAs were relevant to diverse diseases, especially
cancers [6-8]. Increasing reports revealed that dysregulation of INCRNAs were
correlated with the pathogenesis of cancer [9-12]. Furthermore, differentially
expressed INcCRNAs were also demonstrated to be implicated in the progression of
cancers (i.e., invasion, metastases and apoptosis) [5,13-14]. Besides, recent
accumulating studies demonstrated that many cancer-related INcRNAs were correlated
with the diagnosis and prognosis of cancer patients and might be potential targets for
cancer therapy [15-17]. Therefore, INCRNAs were increasingly regarded as
promising biomarkers for cancer diagnosis, prognosis and therapies.

Noncoding RNA activated by DNA damage (NORAD, also known as

LINC00657) is a kind of IncRNAS acting as vital regulators in the development of
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cancers [18]. Accumulating previous studies indicated that NORAD expression
level was a poor prognostic factor for patients in different cancers (e.g., cervical
cancer, bladder cancer, breast cancer) [19-21]. However, individual studies
regarding the correlation of NORAD expression with prognosis provided
controversial results. For instance, it was reported that high NORAD expression
could predict poor prognosis in hepatocellular cancer (HCC) [22], while another study
indicated that patients with low expression of NORAD was prone to poor survival
[23]. In addition, studies regarding the correlation between NORAD and clinical
features, such as tumor size [24,25], lymph node metastasis [26,27] and distant
metastasis [25,27], were also inconsistent. Furthermore, owing to relatively small
sample size in those previous studies, consensus about the prognostic and clinical role
of NORAD in cancers was not reached yet. Therefore, the effect of NORAD
expression on prognosis and clinicopathological features of cancer patients is still
unclear and a more comprehensive meta-analysis should be carried out to elucidate
thisissue.

Based on the abovementioned background, a quantitative meta-analysis was
herein carried out to explore the prognostic and clinical significance of NORAD in
diverse cancers, hoping to provide a comprehensive insight into the prognostic

significance of NORAD in cancer patients.

2. Material and Methods

2.1 Literatureretrieval


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.09.20150185

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.09.20150185; this version posted July 11, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

A literature search was carried out to obtain eligible publications using PubMed,
EMBASE, Cochrane library, China National Knowledge Infrastructure, Wan Fang
Database and VIP database until June 2020. We used the following terms for
searching: “NORAD long non-coding RNA” or “long non-coding RNA NORAD” or
“NORAD IncRNA” or “LINC00657”, “tumor” or “neoplasms’ or “cancer” or
“malignancy”. Details regarding the search strategy for PubMed were shown in
Supplementary Table 1. Moreover, the references of included literatures were also
retrieved to identify potentially related articles. In addition, languages were limited
to English and Chinese.

2.2 Literature selection criteria

The following criteria were applied to include relevant articles: (@) studies
focusing on the correlations of NORAD expression with patient survival and clinical
parameters in any cancer types; (b) studies dividing subjects into high and low
expression groups based on the NORAD expression; (c) studies providing sufficient
data to evaluate hazard ratios (HRs) with 95% confidence intervals (Cls) for OS,
recurrence-free survival (RFS) and disease-free surviva (DFS); (d) full text article
was available. Reviews, non-human research, repeated literatures, letters, studies
focused on polymorphism and data extracted from TCGA or GEO database were
excluded.

2.3 Data collection
Two investigators extracted the appropriate data from eligible publications

independently.  Any disagreements were resolved through discussion or by
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consulting a third investigator. Information were collected as follows:. (&) the basic
characteristics of eligible studies, including first author, the date of publication, type
of cancer, country, sample size, follow-up data and criteria of high expression, (b)
clinicopathological features (i.e., gender, tumor size, tumor number, age, lymph node
metastasis, T stage, distant metastasis, liver cirrhosis, differentiation and vascular
invasion), and (c) HR and 95% CI for OS, DFS, RFS. If these data were not directly
provided in articles, the survival data were extracted from Kaplan—-Meier curves using
Engauge Digitizer 4.1 and published method [28] was employed to evaluate HR and
95%Cl.
2.4 Quality assessment

The Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS) was employed to evaluate the quality of
included studies and studies with score > 6 were considered as high-quality papers
[29].
2.5 Bioinformatics analysis

Gene Expression Profiling Interactive Analysis (GEPIA) was utilized to detect
the expression of NORAD in different cancer types and to investigate its correlations
with OS and DFS based on The Cancer Genome Atlas (TCGA) and the
Genotype-Tissue Expression (GTEX) data[30,31]. Besides, correlation analysis was
applied between gene expression levels based on GEPIA [30].
2.6 Satistical analysis

Pooled HRs and 95% CI were utilized to evaluate the relationship between

NORAD expression and clinical outcomes of patients with cancer. ORs and 95%
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Cls were employed to calculate the association of NORAD expression with clinical
characteristics. P < 0.05 was regarded as significant. Heterogeneity among
included articles was computed by Q-test and I index [32]. In case of a significant
heterogeneity, the random-effect model was applied (P < 0.05 or 1> > 50%).
Otherwise, the fixed-effect model was performed. Additionally, sensitivity analysis
was carried out to assess the stability of the results by sequentially removing each
single study. Furthermore, Begg's funnel plot and Egger’s test were employed to
evaluate the publication bias. STATA 12.0 software was applied to perform all

statistical analysis.

3. Results
3.1 Study characteristics
The literature retrieval identified 171 publications initially, and 29 duplicate
literatures and 126 irrelevant articles were excluded after scanning title and abstract.
Eventually, 14 literatures were included through detailed assessment (Figure 1).
Detailed information of included studies was displayed in Table 1. The date of
publication ranged from 2017 to 2020. Of these studies, 9 reported clinical features,
14 focused on OS, 2 related to DFS, and only 1 study covered RFS. In addition, the
current study contains 11 types of cancers, including gastric cancer (GC), HCC,
non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC), breast cancer, colorectal cancer (CRC),
pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma (PDAC), cervical cancer (CC), bladder cancer (BC),

glioblastoma (GBM), oral squamous cell cancer (OSCC) and esophageal squamous
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cell cancer (ESCC). Additionally, all included articles were considered as high
quality with the score ranged from 6 to 9.
3.2 Correlation of NORAD expression with clinical outcomes

For the correlation of NORAD expression with OS in cancer patients, a total of
14 articles with 867 subjects were enrolled in the present analysis [19-27,33-37].
The overall results showed that elevated level of NORAD was significantly related to
worse prognosis (HR = 1.46, 95% CI: 1.06-2.01, P = 0.020) (Figure 2). Due to the
relatively high heterogeneity (1> = 63.1%), sensitivity analysis was conducted. The
results showed that the association of NORAD expression with OS was not
significantly affected by sequentially removing each single study (Figure 3).
Furthermore, subgroup anayses based on follow-up time (more or less than 60
months), sample size (more or less than 60 participants) and cancer type were
performed to further explore the correlation of NORAD expression with OS. The
pooled HRs demonstrated that elevated expression of NORAD was significantly
related with poor OS in studies with follow-up > 60 months (HR = 1.70, 95% CI:
1.26-2.30, P = 0.001), while the correlation was not significant with follow-up < 60
months (Table 2). Besides, after dtratification by sample size, a significant
relationship was observed in studies with sample size > 60 (HR = 1.67, 95% CI:
1.04-2.68, P = 0.034), but not in studies with sample size < 60 (Table 2). As for the
cancer types, the pooled results indicated that elevated level of NORAD could
estimate poor outcome in NSCLC (HR = 2.15, 95% ClI: 1.06-4.35, P = 0.033), GC

(HR =3.00, 95% CI: 1.53-5.88, P=0.001), CC (HR = 2.69, 95% CI: 1.13-6.41, P =
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0.026), BC (HR = 1.30, 95% Cl: 1.05-1.61, P = 0.015) and ESCC (HR = 3.42, 95%
Cl: 1.75-6.70, P = 0.000), while we observed that low expression of NORAD was
significantly associated with poor OS in GBM (HR = 0.23, 95% CI: 0.06-0.93, P =
0.040) (Table 2).

There were 2 studies that focused on the correlation of NORAD expression level
with DFS. A significant association that high NORAD expression was a risk factor
for DFS (HR = 1.74, 95% CI: 1.18-2.57, P=0.005, Figure 4) was also observed. No
heterogeneity was existed among studies (1 = 0.00%). As for RFS, there was only
one study reported the association, which indicated that patients with high NORAD
expression had poor RFS [33].

3.3 Correlation of NORAD expression with clinical characteristics

We further explored the clinicopathological significance of NORAD expression
in cancers by pooling available clinical parameters data from included studies. The
pooled ORs demonstrated that elevated level of NORAD was significantly correlated
with lymph node metastasis (positive vs negative: OR = 2.76, 95% Cl: 1.02-7.49, P =
0.046) (Figure5 @) and T stage (T3+T4 vs T1+T2: OR = 4.91, 95% CI: 1.94-12.44, P
= 0.001) (Figure 5 b). However, no significant correlations were observed for age,
gender, differentiation, tumor size, distant metastasis, tumor number, liver cirrhosis
and vascular invasion (Supplementary Figure S1).

3.4 Publication bias
We utilized Begg's funnel plots and Egger’s test to detect potential publication

bias. Symmetric funnel plots for OS showed that there was no potential publication
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bias (Figure 6). Moreover, Egger’s test also showed similar results (OS: P = 0.941).
Additionally, given the numbers of included articles for DFS, RFS and clinical
features were relatively small, analysis for publication bias was not applicable in these
groups.
3.5 Validation of the prognostic role of NORAD in human cancers

Based on GEPIA database, it was showed that NORAD was overexpressed in
different cancers compared with corresponding normal tissues (Supplementary Figure
S2). Besides, survival analysis indicated that high NORAD expression was
significantly related to worse OS and DFS in diverse cancers (Supplementary Figure

).

4. Discussion

This is so far the first comprehensive meta-analysis to assess the prognostic and
clinical significance of NORAD in diverse cancers, which indicated that elevated
level of NORAD was significantly correlated with poor prognosis, especially for
NSCLC, GC, CC, BC and ESCC according to subgroup analysis based on caner types.
Moreover, the pooled results demonstrated that overexpression of NORAD was also
relevant to lymph node metastasis and T stage. Additionally, the results of present
meta-analysis were further strengthened and complemented by the survival
information obtained from GEPIA online database. Taken together, these findings
provided evidence that INCRNA NORAD served as a promising cancer-related

candidate for prognosis and potential targeted therapy.

10


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.09.20150185

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.09.20150185; this version posted July 11, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

As one of the promising cancer-related biomarkers for prognosis, the
mechanisms of NORAD involved in cancer progression were extensively investigated.
Severa studies demonstrated that high NORAD expression acted as a competitive
endogenous RNA (ceRNA) by sponging miRNA to regulate target genes of miRNA,
and thereby exerted its oncogenic role [19, 21,26,37-42]. For instance, it was
demonstrated that NORAD positively regulated JunB expression via serving as a
ceRNA to sponge miR-615-3p, and then contributed to ESCC progression [38].
Furthermore, NORAD was suggested to function as a ceRNA by upregulating E2F
transcription factor 1 (E2F1) via sponging miR-136-5p to promote NSCLC
progression [39]. Moreover, NORAD was also found to participate in other cancers
progression by regulating miR-590-3p/SIP1, miR-656-3p/AKT1, miR-433/PAK4,
miR-26a-5p/CKS2 and miR-608/ FOXO6 axes [19,26,37,41,42]. In addition, other
mechanisms of NORAD as an oncogene were to activate different signaling pathways,
including RhoA/ROCK1 and TGF-$/RUNX2 signaling pathway, and then facilitate
cancer proliferation and invasion [21,40]. In order to verify the correlations between
NORAD and these relevant target genes, correlation analysis was conducted by using
GEPIA, which demonstrated that NORAD was positively related with PAK4 (R =
0.15, P=0.044), E2F1 (R = 0.19, P = 4.2e-09), FOX06 (R = 0.32, P= 2.3e-11) and
AKT1 (R = 0.33, P = 0) (Supplementary Figure $4). These abovementioned
mechanisms and findings further supported our findings that overexpression of
NORAD was arisk factor for OS in cancers.

It was interesting that subgroup analysis based on follow-up time and sample
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size showed that overexpression of NORAD was significantly correlated with OS in
studies with follow-up > 60 months and sample size > 60, but not in studies with
follow-up < 60 months or sample size < 60. These data indicated that larger sample
size with longer follow-up time were able to provide more convincing evidence, while
relatively small sample size or shorter follow-up time would lead to deficient
statistical power of the correlation results and mask the actual association between
NORAD expression and prognosis in cancers. In this regard, the present
meta-analysis is especially necessary as combined results based on the whole current
study profile would provide more accurate information of the association between
NORAD and cancer outcomes.

In addition, subgroup analysis based on cancer types also suggested that low
NORAD expression was significantly related to poor OSin GBM. This finding was
reasonable since it was previously reported that elevated level of NORAD suppressed
GBM growth and migration via sponging miR-190a-3p to upregulate PTEN
expression [25]. However, as only one included study focused on GBM so far with
relatively small sample size, this result still needs to be further verified and more
well-designed clinical investigations are warranted for further clarification of this
issue. Anyway, these subgroup analysis data indicated not only that NORAD might
act as a tumor suppressor in GBM but aso that the roles of NORAD might be
tissue-specific and varied with cancer types. As cancer is a kind of heterogeneous
disease, this discrepancy may arise from the heterogeneous molecular profiles

embedded in the diverse cancer types [43].
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Recent studies also explored the underlying mechanisms for the roles of
NORAD in cancer migration and invasion, which reported that NORAD exerted its
metastatic properties mainly by inducing epithelial-mesenchymal transition (EMT) in
different ways [19,33,40,44,45]. For instance, it was shown that high NORAD
expression triggered EMT by upregulating RhoA expression to accelerate pancreatic
cancer metastasis [33]. Besides, NORAD induced EMT by modulating the
expression of EMT-related genes (i.e.,, Snail, ZEB1 and E-cadherin), and promoted
cancer metastatic properties [19,40]. Additionaly, it was also shown that NORAD
promoted EMT process by interacting with miR-202-5p or miR-199a-3p, and then
contributed to cancer metastasis [44,45]. Consistent with these mechanisms, the
current meta-analysis indicated that high expression of NORAD was relevant to
advanced T stage and lymph node metastasis, further demonstrating that NORAD was
a promising candidate for cancer prognosis and a potential therapeutic target.

However, there were several limitations should be noted. Firstly, the sample
size and type of cancers included in the present study were till limited, which may
lead to deficient statistical power of our results. Secondly, some of the HRs and
95% CI were extracted indirectly, which might lead to inaccurate data.  Thirdly, the
application of our findings in other ethnicities and regions may be limited because all
patients included in the current meta-analysis were from China. These limitations
should be considered in future investigations.

In summary, our results demonstrated that INCRNA NORAD was arisk factor for

survival outcomes and clinicopathological parameters in cancer patients. These
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findings provided a comprehensive insight that INcRNA NORAD may be a promising
candidate for prognosis prediction and potential therapeutic target in diverse cancers
although further investigations with large scale sample size in different ethnicities still

should be conducted for further confirmation of this issue.
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Table and Figure legends

Table 1. Characteristics of articlesincluded meta-analysis.

Table 2. Stratified analyses for the association of NORAD expression with OS.
Figurel. Flow diagram of studies selection process.

Figure 2. Forest plot for the association between NORAD expression levels and OS.
Figure 3. Sensitivity analysis of the relationship between NORAD expression and
os.

Figure 4. Forest plot for the association between NORAD expression levels and DFS.
Figure 5. Forest plots for the association between NORAD expression with
clinicopathological parameters in cancer patients. (@) lymph node metastasis; (b) T
stage.

Figure 6. Funnel plots (Begg's method) of potential publication bias for OS.
Supplementary Table S1. The search strategies for PubMed.

Supplementary Figure S1. Forest plots for the association between NORAD
expression with clinicopathological parameters in cancer patients. (a) age; (b)
gender; (c) differentiation; (d) tumor size; (e)distant metastasis; (f) tumor number; (g)
liver cirrhosis; (h) vascular invasion.

Supplementary Figure S2. The expression levels of NORAD in seven kinds of
cancer tissues and normal tissues.

Supplementary Figure S3. Survival curves of NORAD in various types of cancers
from TCGA database. (@) The overal survival curve of patients with diverse cancers;

(b) The disease-free survival curve of patients with diverse cancers.
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Supplementary Figure $4. Correlation analysis between gene expression levels. (@)
Correlation between NORAD and PAK4 expression; (b) Correlation between
NORAD and E2F1 expression; (c) Correlation between NORAD and FOXOG6

expression; (d) Correlation between NORAD and AKT1 expression.
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Table 1. Characteristic of articles included meta-analysis

Criterion of high  Detection Outcome Follow up Date extraction
Study Year Country  Cancer type Sample  expression method measures ( month ) method NOS
Hu 2017 China HCC 49 Median value gRT-PCR oS 48 K-M 7
Li 2017 China PDAC 33 NR gRT-PCR OSRFS 45 K-M 7
Wu 2017 China ESCC 106 Median value gRT-PCR 0s 60 Report 8
Huo 2018 China CcC 47 NR gRT-PCR 0s 60 K-M 7
Zhang 2018 China CRC 47 Median value gRT-PCR (O] 60 K-M 7
Lei 2018 China Colon cancer 80 NR gRT-PCR oS 168 K-M 8
Li 2018 China BC 90 Mean value RT-gPCR 0s 60 Report 9
Chu 2019 China GBM 40 Mean value RT-gPCR OSDFS 24 K-M 7
Miao 2019 China GC 111 Median value gRT-PCR (ON) 60 K-M 8
Zhou 2019 China Breast cancer 21 NR Q-PCR (O] 60 K-M 8
Yang 2019 China HCC 95 NR gPCR OSDFS 100 Report 9
Bi 2020 China PDAC 56 NR RT-gPCR (O 60 K-M 6
Huang 2020 China NSCLC 60 NR RT-gPCR oS 60 K-M 7
Xu 2020 China OSscC 32 NR gRT-PCR (O] 60 K-M 6

GC: gastric cancer; HCC: hepatocellular carcinoma; CRC: colorectal cancer; ESCC: Esophageal squamous cell carcinoma; OSCC: Ord sguamous cell carcinoma.

CC: Cervical cancer; BC: Bladder cancer; GBM: Glioblastoma; PDAC: Pancreatic ductd adenocarcinoma; NSCLC: Non-small-cell lung cancer.
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Table 2. Subgroup metal janalysis of pooled hazard ratios for overall survival

No. of No. of HR (95% ClI) Significance Heterogeneity
Subgroup analysis studies patients Random (P-value) 1%(%), P-value
Follow-up (months)
<60 3 122 0.58 (0.19, 1.79) 0.341 67.4%, 0.046
> 60 11 745 1.70 (1.26, 2.30) 0.001 54.9%, 0.014
Samplesize
<60 9 385 1.27(0.77, 2.08) 0.349 50.8%, 0.039
> 60 5 482 1.67 (1.04, 2.68) 0.034 78.8%, 0.001
Tumor type
PDAC 2 89 1.69 (0.82, 3.49) 0.153 0.00%, 0.968
HCC 2 144 0.92 (0.23,3.72) 0.905 85.2%, 0.009
CRC 2 127 0.70 (0.38, 1.26) 0.232 0.00%, 0.437
GBM 1 40 0.23 (0.06, 0.93) 0.040 -
NSCLC 1 60 2.15(1.06, 4.35) 0.033 -
GC 1 111 3.00 (1.53, 5.88) 0.001 -
Breast cancer 1 21 1.83(0.25, 13.33) 0.551 -
CC 1 47 2.69 (1.13, 6.41) 0.026 -
BC 1 90 1.30(1.05, 1.61) 0.015 -
ESCC 1 106 3.42 (1.75, 6.70) 0.000 -
OscC 1 32 1.25 (0.61, 2.56) 0.541 -

Abbreviations: PDAC, pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma; HCC, hepatocellular carcinoma; CRC, colorectal
cancer; GBM, glioblastoma; NSCLC, non-small-cell lung cancer; GC, gastric cancer; CC, cervical cancer; BC,
bladder cancer; ESCC, esophageal squamous cell cancer; OSCC, oral squamous cell cancer; HR, hazard ratio.
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Figurel. Flow diagram of studies selection process.

27


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.09.20150185

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.09.20150185; this version posted July 11, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Study

D

Hu 2017 _—

Li 2017 ——l-o—
Wu 2017 —_——
Huo 2018 e
Zhang 2018 :

Lei 2018 —_— '

Li2018 -

Chu 2019

Miao 2019 —.—
Zhou 2019 —

Yang 2019 —-:-0-—

Bi 2020 —_—
Huang 2020 —-.-—-o-—-

Xu 2020 —_—

Overall (l-squared = 63.1%, p=0.001)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

HR (95% CI)

0.42(0.16,1.12)
1.67 (0.60, 4.64)
342(1.75,6.71)
269(1.13,6.42)
1.35(0.23, 7.95)
0.64 (0.34, 1.20)
1.30(1.10, 1.68)
0.23(0.06, 0.99)
3.00(1.53,5.87)
1.83(0.25, 13.26)
1.76 (1.10, 2.82)
1.72(0.62,4.79)
2.15(1.06, 4.34)
1.25(0.61, 2.55)
1.46 (1.06, 2.01)

%
Weight

6.10
5.76
8.65
5.89
2.65
9.07
13.18
3.80
8.65
219
10.74
5.76
8.33
823
100.00

T
.06

16.7

Figure 2. Forest plot for the association between NORAD expression levels and OS.
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Figure 3. Sensitivity analysis of the relationship between NORAD expression and

OS.
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Figure 4. Forest plot for the association between NORAD expression levels and DFS.
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Figure 5. Forest plots for the association between NORAD expression with
clinicopathological parameters in cancer patients. (a) lymph node metastasis; (b) T

stage.
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Figure 6. Funnel plots (Begg's method) of potential publication bias for OS.
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