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S1Table. Search strategy in Medline, ScienceDirect, and Weily.
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S2Table. Search strategy in Web of Science, OVID, and Embase.
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S3 Table. Methodological quality of included studies included in the meta-analysis.
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S4Table. Characteristics of the included studies
Author/Year  Country Study Number Site Adjusted or
period of matched variables
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S5Table. Meta-regression analysis.

Variable Coefficient  Standard error P value 95% CI
Study design 3.19 1.52 0.025 1.18 - 8.63
Study quality 3.01 1.06 0.005 1.44 -6.29
MSI detection method 1.18 0.18 0.285 0.86 - 1.62
Publication year 0.81 0.32 0.595 0.36-1.83
Country 0.96 0.09 0.648 0.80-1.15

S1 Figure. Forest plot of MMR status and risk of MPC (MSI vs MSS) adjust for study

quality.
Study %
ID RR (95% Cl) Weight
i
Abe Y (2000) —— 1.67 (1.06, 2.61) 7.66
Mark WA (2002) - 2.12(0.98, 4.58) 5.12
Kim YH (2005) —E—O— 3.27 (1.27, 8.43) 4.09
Lawes DA (2005) - 1.88 (1.51, 2.35) 9.47
Yamamoto M (2006) —:0— 2.48 (1.79, 3.45) 8.68
Hayashi T (2006) e 1.45(1.10, 1.92) 9.08
Yun HR (2009) —i—o— 3.01(1.24, 7.30) 442
Nosho K (2009) —_— 2.58 (1.08, 6.15) 453
Kim SH (2010) : +* > 8.14 (1.24, 53.35) 1.48
Yoon SN (2010) — 1.84 (1.03, 3.29) 6.55
Bae JM (2012) —i—o— 2.87 (1.89, 4.34) 7.94
Hu H (2013) —_— 2.22 (1.52, 3.25) 8.25
Huang NH (2014) —O—E— 1.10 (0.42, 2.89) 3.99
Lee JW (2014) : —+—— 18.61(8.94, 38.75) 5.38
Malesci A (2014) —+— 2.36 (1.25, 4.45) 6.12
Meng WJ (2015) —_—t 3.10 (1.12, 8.58) 3.74
Kim YB (2016) _ 0.94 (0.32, 2.75) 3.50
Overall (l-squared =70.9%, p = 0.000) @ 2.37 (1.85, 3.04) 100.00
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis i
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S2 Figure. Forest plot of MMR status and risk of MPC for HNPCC (MSI vs MSS).

Study %
D RR (95% Cl) Weight
!
Brown SR (1998) — 10.00 (0.69,145.10)  6.60
i
1
Yamamoto M (2006) ——t 343(1.84,6.38) 4053
1
i
Hu H (2013) : 36.95 (4.88,279.85) 1061
i
Malesci A (2014) —— 507 (2.85,9.03) 42 26
1
Qverall (I-squared = 50.8%, p =0.107) @ 5.59 (2.69, 11.59) 100.00
1
1
:
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S3 Figure. Forest plot of level of MSI and risk of MPC (MSI vs MSS).
Study %
ID RR (95% Cl) Weight
I
MSI-H |
Horri A (1994) | —— 18.77(6.72,52.44) 7.10
Kiriu H (1998) : 0.44 (0.03, 6.97) 2.07
1
Abe Y (2000) —_ 2.38 (1.61, 3.52) 10.70
Kim YH (2005) -t 2.31(0.77, 6.93) 6.71
Lawes DA (2005) — 1.08 (0.57, 2.03) 9.39
Hayashi T (2006) — i 1.64 (1.25, 2.14) 11.20
Nosho K (2009) — 2.58 (1.08, 6.15) 8.00
Kim YB (2016) —— 1.32 (0.58, 3.03) 8.24
Subtotal (I-squared = 74.8%, p = 0.000) CI> 2.19 (1.36, 3.52) 63.41
: |
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Horri A (1994) | —— 16.86 (5.92,48.00) 7.00
1
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Hayashi T (2006) —_— 0.88 (0.41, 1.92) 8.53
Kim YB (2016) — 4.37 (2.32, 8.23) 9.39
Subtotal (I-squared = 82.6%, p = 0.000) <:> 2.91 (1.06, 7.98) 36.59
I
. I
Overall (I-squared =78.2%, p = 0.000) <> 2.45 (1.58, 3.79) 100.00
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S4 Figure. Begg’s funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits for overall studies.
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S5 Figure. Begg’s funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits for non-HNPCC

studies.
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S6 Figure. Begg’s funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits for adjusted studies.
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