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Table 1. Summary of included studies. Table 1 presents a summary of studies (N=228) and patients (N=75,555) 

included in the meta-analysis, grouped by cancer type. Summary statistics represent a weighted average value based on 

the number of participants in each contributing study.  

 

Forest plots of pooled HRs for strata of cancer type, region of study, therapy type, and NLR 

cutoff can be found in Figure 2. There was considerable evidence of heterogeneity across each of 

these four variables, with pCochran < 0.001 and I2 > 80% in all cases. For cancer type, the pooled HR 

for the association between baseline NLR and OS was weakest in patients with brain cancer (HR = 

1.05, 95% CI = 1.01-1.1) and strongest in patients with melanoma (HR = 2.65, 95% CI = 1.28-5.51). 

European studies (HR = 1.84, 95% CI = 1.80-1.88), studies in which radiation was the primary 

treatment modality (HR = 1.96, 95% CI = 1.84-2.08), and studies in which the threshold for high NLR 

was above the overall median of 3.5 (HR = 1.91, 95% CI = 1.87-1.95) all exhibited a higher pooled 

HR than other strata within their respective variables. Despite this, with the exception of brain cancer 

(p=0.04), meta-regression analyses for the association between study effect size and cancer type, 

region of study, therapy type and NLR cutoff resulted in non-significant p-values for all strata (not 

shown).  
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Figure 2. Pooled hazard ratios. Figure 2 demonstrates pooled hazard ratios for each stratum of four variables of 

interest: cancer type, region of study, therapy type and NLR cut-off. N represents the number of studies included in the 

calculation of the pooled point estimate. The size of the point estimate marker for each stratum is proportional to the 

number of patients included. Strata are ranked by magnitude of hazard ratio.  
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Forest plots for all studies sorted by cancer type, and the models used for calculating these 

weighted and pooled hazard ratios can be found in Supplementary Material S1c. Heterogeneity of 

effect was observed within cancer types, including studies of bladder, breast, gynecologic, kidney, 

liver, lung and pancreatic cancer, as well as melanoma and mesothelioma. Significant findings from 

univariate meta-regression analysis within these cancer type subgroups are summarized in Figure 3. 

The choice of cut-off for high NLR appeared to moderate effect size in studies of breast cancer, liver 

cancer and melanoma. Therapy type was also significantly associated with effect size in pancreatic 

cancer, and region of study was significantly associated with effect size in melanoma. All other meta-

regression associations were not significant (not shown).  

 
 
Figure 3. Meta-regression results. Panel A of Figure 3 demonstrates meta-regression coefficients and p-values for all 

significant associations between study effect size and study-level variables (region of study, therapy type, NLR cutoff) 
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within cancer type subgroups. Panel B shows an alternative representation of results shown in A (significant differences in 

study effect size according to study-level variables within cancer type subgroups) via pooled HRs. Note that the one study 

from the USA is also the only study with an NLR cut-off below 3.5, leading to identical meta-regression coefficients and 

pooled HRs. 

 

The funnel plot (Figure 4) and Egger regression test (z=14.77, p<0.0001) suggested the 

presence of publication bias. Publication bias was also significant (p<0.0001) after stratifying by year 

of publication (strata defined as 2013 and earlier, 2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017) and region of study, 

with the exception of the “other” region category - only 9 studies were available for analysis within this 

stratum (not shown).  

 

 
Figure 4. Funnel plot. Figure 4 presents a funnel plot to assess publication bias across studies included in meta-

analysis. HR of high NLR and overall survival is presented on the horizontal axis and standard error for this HR is 

presented on the vertical axis. Each study is represented by a single point; the solid vertical line represents the pooled 

effect estimate for all studies. 
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4. Discussion 

As previously noted by Templeton et al.6, the strength of association between NLR and overall 

survival varies significantly between published studies. In our extended meta-analysis, the pooled 

hazard ratio for the association between NLR and OS was highest in studies of melanoma and lowest 

in studies of brain cancer. While this might initially suggest an association between the 

immunogenicity of the cancer and prognostic potential of the NLR, breast cancer also demonstrates a 

high pooled HR, and in lung cancer this association is comparably weak. Radiation as primary 

treatment also demonstrated a large pooled effect size as compared to that for all studies; other 

treatment types and region of study demonstrated only negligible differences. 

While clear differences in strength of association are evident between study subgroups, a high 

level of inter-study heterogeneity in effect size is also observed within many study subgroups, leading 

to large confidence intervals for pooled estimates. Some of this variation may be attributable to 

clinical differences that were captured in insufficient detail by the meta-analysis, for example variation 

in histologic disease subtypes within one broad cancer type, multi-modality treatment regimens, or 

within-region variation in race and ethnicity. The tendency of authors to use minimum p-value 

methods for identifying optimal cutoffs for high NLR could also contribute to this observed 

heterogeneity; our results suggested that a high threshold for classifying high-risk NLR led to a 

significantly higher pooled HR. Further inflation of summary point estimates could be resulting from 

publication bias, specifically the underreporting of studies with small effect sizes. As such, the 

findings from this and other meta-analyses of the NLR in cancer patients should be interpreted with 

caution.  

While a large body of literature exists on the prognostic potential of the NLR, the translational 

value of this marker in the clinical setting remains to be determined. Based on the results of the 

present study, the NLR has greater prognostic value in certain cancer types and for different 

therapeutic regimens. Some observations of the earlier meta-analysis by Templeton et al. are 
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supported in the present study, including that biliary tract, gastroesophageal, and lung cancers exhibit 

relatively weaker associations between NLR and OS than kidney and pancreatic cancers. However, 

some adjustments to the ranking of HR by cancer type are evident in this expanded analysis: liver 

cancer no longer has a low NLR relative to other sites, for example. These discrepancies could be 

attributable to the increased number of studies, or could be a result of the inherent weaknesses 

outlined above. In either case, efforts are needed to comprehensively examine population subgroups 

in which NLR has maximum prognostic power, and to identify clinically meaningful thresholds for risk 

stratification within these populations. With this knowledge, prospective evaluation of the prognostic 

power of the NLR within these groups can be conducted to determine whether clinical implementation 

of the NLR as a prognostic tool is a realistic and attainable goal.  
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