Supplemental Figure 1 Forest plot comparing the days of oral intake for RAG versus LAG.
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Supplemental Figure 2 Forest plot comparing the days of first flatus for RAG versus LAG.
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Supplemental Figure 3 Forest plot comparing the wound infection for RAG versus LAG.
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Supplemental Figure 4 Forest plot comparing the anastomotic leakage for RAG versus LAG.
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Supplemental Figure 5 Forest plot comparing the ileus and obstruction for RAG versus LAG.
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Supplemental Figure 6 Forest plot comparing the fluid collection for RAG versus LAG.
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Supplemental Figure 7 Forest plot comparing the bleeding for RAG versus LAG.
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Supplemental Figure 8 Forest plot comparing the anastomotic stenosis for RAG versus LAG.
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