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Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Study Log (hazard ratio) SE Weight IV, random, 95% Cl IV, random, 95% Cl
3-yr DFS (RCT) —L
Arezzo et al. [138] (2017) 0.01 0.3009 77.9% 1.01 [0.56, 1.82]
Sloothaak et al. [145] (2014) 02231 0.6075 19.1%  1.25[0.38, 4.11] —_—
Tung et al. [146] (2013) -09163  1.5285 30%  0.40[0.02, 8.00]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 100.0%  1.02 [0.61, 1.72] -
Heterogeneity: Tau’=0.00; Chi’=0.49, df=2 (P=0.78); I’=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.09 (P=0.93)
3-yr DFS (non-RCT)
Gorissen et al. [148] (2013) -0.0834 1.0836 15.2% 0.92 [0.11, 7.69]
Kim et al. [232] (2013) 0.9783 0.8328 23.80  2.66 [0.52, 13.61] _—
Lara-Romero et al. [149] (2019) -0.5076  0.4186 61.1% 0.60 [0.26, 1.37] ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 100.0%  0.91 [0.38, 2.20] ——
Heterogeneity: Tau’=0.15; Chi’=2.55, df=2 (P=0.28); I’=220%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.20 (P=0.84) X ) ) )
I T T 1
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Test for subgroup differences: Chi"=0.05, df=1 [P=0.83); 1°=0% Favors experimental Favors control Q
Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Study Log (hazard ratio) SE Weight IV, fixed, 95% CI IV, fixed, 95% Cl
3-yr OS (RCT)
Alcantara et al. [137] (2011) -0.755 1.2571 23%  0.47[0.04,5.52]
Arezzo et al. [138] (2017) 0.3784 0.4537 17.8% 1.46 [0.60, 3.55] R
CReST [141] (2022) 0.1655  0.2245 72.6%  1.18[0.76, 1.83] -,
Sloothaak et al. [145] (2014) -0.5621 1.07 3.2% 0.57 [0.07, 4.64]
Tung et al. [146] (2013) 0.077 0.9433 4.1% 1.08 [0.17, 6.86]
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0%  1.17 [0.80, 1.70] -
Heterogeneity: Chi’=1.22, df=4 (P=0.87); I’=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.81 (P=0.42)
3-yr 0S (non-RCT)
Kim et al. [232] (2013) 0.1823 0.7246 9.2% 1.20 [0.29, 4.97] R —
Lara-Romero et al. [149] (2019) -0.415  0.2309 90.8% 0.66 [0.42, 1.04] —-
Subtotal (95% Cl) 100.0%  0.70 [0.45, 1.07] >
Heterogeneity: Chi’=0.62, df=1 (P=0.43); I’=0% } } } | 9
Test for overall effect: Z=1.64 (P=0.10) 0.01 0.1 1 10 100

Favors experimental  Favors control
Test for subgroup differences: Chi’=3.12, df=1 (P=0.08); I’=68.0%

Hazard ratio Hazard ratio
Study Log (hazard ratio) SE Weight IV, fixed, 95% CI IV, fixed, 95% Cl
5-yr DFS (RCT)
Tung et al. [146] (2013) -0.9416 0.955 100.0% 0.39 [0.06, 2.53] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0%  0.39 [0.06, 2.53] e
Heterogeneity: not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.99 (P=0.32)
5-yr DFS (non-RCT)
Kim et al. [232] (2013) 0.9478 0.7886 22.0%  2.58[0.55, 12.10] e E—
Lara-Romero et al. [149] (2019) -0.5076 0.4186 78.0% 0.60 [0.26, 1.37] ———
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0%  0.83 [0.40, 1.71] ?
Heterogeneity: Chi’=2.66, df=1 (P=0.10); I’=62% } t | t | G
Test for overall effect: Z=0.51 (P=0.61) 0.01 0.1 1 10 100

Favors experimental  Favors control

Test for subgroup differences: Chi’=0.54, df=1 (P=0.46); I’=0%

Supplementary Fig. 12. Forest plots of (A) 3-year disease-free survival (DFS), (B) 3-year overall survival (OS), (C) 5-year DFS, (D) 5-year OS,
and (E) recurrence rate in self-expanding metallic stents versus emergency surgery for left-sided obstructive colon cancer. SE, standard error; IV,
inverse variance; Random, random-effects model; CI, confidence interval; RCT, randomized controlled trial; df, degree of freedom; M-H, Mantel-
Haenszel test; Fixed, fixed-effect model.
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Hazard ratio Hazard ratio

Study Log (hazard ratio) SE  Weight IV, fixed, 95% CI IV, fixed, 95% Cl
5-yr OS (RCT)
Alcantara et al. [137] (2011) -0.755 1.1432 289%  0.47 [0.05, 4.42] =
Tung et al. [146] (2013) -0.0408 0.729 71.1% 0.96 [0.23, 4.01]
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0%  0.78 [0.23, 2.61]
Heterogeneity: Chi’=0.28, df=1 (P=0.60); I’=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.40 (P=0.69)
5-yr OS (non-RCT)
Kim et al. [232] (2013) 0.1823 0.6143 100.0% 1.20 [0.36, 4.00]
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0%  1.20 [0.36, 4.00]
Heterogeneity: not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.30 (P=0.77) } } } y
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Test for subgroup differences: Chi’=0.24, df=1 (P=0.62); I’=0%
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Favors experimental

Favors control

Risk ratio

Study Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, fixed, 95% Cl M-H, fixed, 95% CI
Recurrence rate (RCT)

Alcantara et al. [137] (2011) 8 15 2 13 2.9% 3.47 [0.89, 13.51] B

Arezzo et al. [138] (2017) 17 56 20 59  26.6% 0.90 [0.53, 1.53]

CReST [141] (2022) 47 110 36 107 49.9% 1.27 [0.90, 1.79] 41;—
Ghazal et al. [142] (2013) 5 29 4 30 5.4% 1.29 [0.38, 4.34] e
Sloothaak et al. [145] (2014) 13 26 9 32 11.0% 1.79 [0.91, 3.49] 4——
Tung et al. [146] (2013) 11 24 3 24 41%  367[1.17,11.52]

Subtotal (95% CI) 260 265 100.0% 1.39 [1.09, 1.78] ‘
Total events 101 74

Heterogeneity: Chi’=7.90, df=5 (P=0.16); I’=37%

Test for overall effect: Z=2.62 (P=0.009)

Recurrence rate (non-RCT)

Gorissen et al. [148] (2013) 19 60 1 39 18.2% 1.12 [0.60, 2.09] —a—

Kim et al. [232] (2013) 7 20 21 60 14.3% 1.00 [0.50, 1.99] —e—
Lara-Romero et al. [149] (2019) 14 71 23 66 32.5% 0.57 [0.32, 1.00] —

Lovero et al. [150] (2020) 5 22 4 23 5.3% 1.31 [0.40, 4.24] —_—t—
Recuenco et al. [151] (2022) 16 39 6 34 8.7% 2.32 [1.03, 5.27] —
Rodrigues-Pinto et al. [152] (2019) 14 48 15 46  20.9% 0.89 [0.49, 1.64]

Subtotal (95% CI) 260 268 100.0% 0.99 [0.75, 1.31] I

Total events 75 80

Heterogeneity: Chi’=8.32, df=5 (P=0.14); I’=40%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.06 (P=0.95)

I
0.01

Test for subgroup differences: Chi’=3.22, df=1 (P=0.07); I’=68.9%

Supplementary Fig. 12. (Continued).
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