Supplementary Figure S1
1. Age (old vs. young);

Study %
ID OR ({95% CI) Weight
:
Gongoll (2002) —_—— 115 (0.77. 1.73) 30.62
.
Hemandas (2006) { : 0.57 (0.13, 2.39) 243
|
Kim (2009) : 2.00 (0.69, 5.77) 4.48
Wang (2010} : 1.25 (0.60, 2.62) 9.17
|
Huang (2011) 1.32 (0.59, 2.92) 7.93
|
Kang (2012) _;._ 1.29 (0.87. 1.90) 32.89
Kho (2012) ' 1.29 (0.68, 2.43) 12.49
|
Overall (-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.908) O 1.24 (0.99, 1.56) 100.00
Overall effect:Z = 1.90, p = 0.06 i
|
|
| : |
134 1 746
2. Gender (female vs. man):
Study %
D OR (95% CI) Weight
;
Gongoll (2002) : 1.55 (1.04, 2.32) 29.10
|
Kim (2009} i 0.81(0.32, 2.06) 547
|
Wang (2010} i } 1.58 (0.75, 3.34) 837
Huang (2011} i 1.55 (0.73, 3.26) 845
|
Kwak (2012) i 1.32(0.63, 2.75) 864
|
Kang (2012) i 0.78 (0.52,1.18) 2843
Kha (2012) i 0.95 (0.50, 1.80) 11.55
|
Overall (-squared = 23.2%, p = 0.252) <<> 1.15 (0.93, 1.43) 100.00
Overall effect: Z=126, p=0.21 i
|
|
|
T ' |

299 1 3.34



3. Tumor location (rectum vs. colon)

Study %o
D OR (95% CI) Weight
:
Gangoll (2002) ; 1.41(0.93,2.13) 3136
|
1
Kim (2009) : 1.20 (0.48, 3.02) 6.22
|
1
Wang (2010} ; > 1.57 (0.74, 3.33) 9.46
|
Huang (2011) : 0.99 (0.47, 2.09) 9.44
|
1
Kwak (2012) . 1.42 (0.68, 2.09) 9.63
:
1
Kang (2012) 1.33(0.90, 1.98) 33.89
i
overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.967) <> 1.34 (1.06, 1.69) 100.00
Overall effect: Z=2.49, p = 0.01 |
1
1
1
1
T : T
a 333
4. Differentiation (poorly vs. well and moderately)
Study %
ID OR (95% CI) Weight
i
1
Hemandas (2006) ; 0.72 (0.26, 1.95) 10.52
1
Kim (2009) L 0.45(0.11, 1.88) 515
|
Wang (2010) I 1.43 (0.66, 3.00) 17.50
1
1
1
Huang (2011) ; 165 (0.71, 3.87) 14.49
|
Kwak (2012) : 0.76 (0.19, 3.12) 5.31
|
Kang (2012) —_— 1.18 (0.63,2.23) 25.97
1
1
1
Lee (2013) ; 0.80 (0.39, 1.61) 21.06
1
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.606) > 1.04 (0.75, 1.44) 100.00
Overall effect: Z=025, p =080 \
1
1
1
T ' T
109 1 917



5. Lymph node metastasis (yes vs. no)

Study %
ID OR (95% ClI) Weight
|
I
Gongoll (2002) —_— 2.12(1.29, 347) 2747
1
i
I
Cho (2005} — 228(1.10,4.71) 24.98
i
Kim (2008) —_— 245(151,571) 2569
1
|
I
Huang (2011) | —— 23.96 (8.92, 64.36) 21.86
l
Overall (I-sgquared = 84.8%, p=0.000) <> 3.81(1.57,9.23) 100.00
1
I
Overall effect: Z= 296, p = 0.003 !
1
MNOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
1
T ' T
0155 4.4
6. Nodal status(N1~2 vs NO)
Study Yo
D OR (95% Cl) Weight
|
I
Gongall {2002) — 153 (1.01,2.33) 34.11
|
1
1
Kim (2009) . } 478 (1.77. 12.91) 1715
l
1
Wang (2010) ! 3.52 (1.62, 7.65) 2244
I
i
I
Lee (2013) —_— 2.99 (157, 5.71) 2630
i
Cwverall (l-squared = 59.9%, p = 0.058) 100.00

Overall effect: Z = 3.64, p = 0.0003

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

<> 2,68 (1.57, 4.55)

T
0774

12.9



7. Distant metastasis (M1 vs. M0)

Overall effect: Z=23.04, p = 0.002

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Study %

D OR (95% CI) Weight

Wang (2010} : T.52 (1.64, 34.48) 3227

Kwak (2012) : 7.90 (0.86, 73.00) 2421

Kang (2012} —— : 1.04 (061, 1.77) 4353

Overall (-squared = 75.6%, p = 0.017) <<> 3.22 (0.65, 15.85) 100.00

Overall effect: Z =144 p=0.15

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis E

| ' T
0137 1 73
8. TNM stage ( HI/1V vs. I/11)

Study %

ID OR (95% Cl) Weight
I
|

Gongoll (2002) —_— 2.19(1.33, 3.63) 2204
1

Huang (2011) : ——— 21.37(8.09, 56.45) 16.99
|
1

Kwak (2012) —_— 1.50 (0.72, 3.11) 19.63
|
1

Kho (2012) — 1.70 (0.91, 3.17) 20.84

Lee (2013) —_— 3.02 (1.57, 5.81) 2051
|

Overall (--squared = 82.4%. p = 0.000) <> 3.03 (1.48, 6.20) 100.00
1
1

T
0177

1

56.4



9. Tumor depth (T 3/4 vs. T 1/2)

Study %
ID OR (95% CI) Weight
1
1
Gongoll (2002) —— 219 (1.33, 3.63) 35.30
]
1
1
Wang (2010) : 1.15 (0.45, 2.94) 10.23
|
1
Huang (2011) —T— 1.25 (0.56, 2.79) 13.73
|
Kwak (2012) —_— 1.53 (0.66, 3.58) 12.51
1
1
1
Kang (2012) ———— 1.91(1.03, 3.51) 23.99
|
1
Lee (2013) ’ 519 (1.22, 22.15) 425
1
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.485) Q 1.82 (1.35, 2.46) 100.00
Overall effect: Z =3.93, p = 0.00008 :
1
1
1
| 1
0451 1 222
10. Tumor size (size > 5 cm vs. <5 c¢m)
Study %
ID OR (95% Cl) Weight
Gongoll (2002) —_— 1.01 (0.66, 1.55) 40.97
1
1
Chao (2005) ; 0.84 (0.41, 1.72) 14.81
1
1
Hemandas (2006) 1.14 (0.33, 4.00) 479
1
Kim (2009) ! 1.58 (0.62, 4.06) 8.45
1
Huang (2011} { : 0.50 (0.22, 1.10) 11.83
Kho (2012) ' 0.71 (0.38, 1.32) 19.15
1
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.479) <:> 0.88 (0.67, 1.16) 100.00
Overall effect: Z = 0.90, p = 0.37 i
1
T ' T
224 1 4 45



11. Vascular invasion (yes vs. no)

Study "
D OR (95% CI) Weight
|
|
|
|
Kang (2012) — 1.12 (0.82, 2.04) 58.24
|
|
|
|
' \
Kho (2012) | / 1.55{0.79, 3.06) 43768
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
1

Overall effect: Z =164, p = 0.100

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Overall {l-squared = 0.0%, p=0.482) < 129 (0.83, 2.03) 100.00
|
Overall effect: 7=1.13,p =026 !
|
|
|
|
|
|
T ' T
27 1 3.08
12. Recurrence (yes Vvs. no)
Study %
D OR (95% Cl) Weight
Kwak (2012) : 3.39 (1.45, 7.91) 41.48
Giraldez (2013) ——o—f— 1.41 (0.89, 2.25) 58.52
Overall (l-squared = 68.2%, p = 0.076) -:@ 2.03(0.87, 4.73) 100.00

T T
126 1 7.9



Supplementary Figure S1 Legend: Forest plot showing results of studies on the associations between
S100A4 expression and clinicopathological parameters (age, gender, lymph node metastasis,
tumor-node-metastasis (TNM) stage, differentiation, tumor depth, tumor size, tumor location, vascular
invasion and recurrence).



