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Background: Drug-eluting embolic transarterial chemoembolization (DEE-TACE) is an
advance in TACE technique. However, at present there is insufficient evidence to support
that DEE-TACE is superior to conventional TACE (cTACE) for hepatocellular carcinoma
(HCC). The aim of this meta-analysis is to evaluate the efficacy and safety of TACE with
CalliSpheres® microspheres (CSM-TACE) compared with cTACE in patients with HCC.

Data Sources: PubMed, Embase, Web of Science, CNKI and Wanfang Databases were
searched to identify relevant articles published before March 26, 2020. The data regarding
treatment response, survival profile, adverse events and liver function indexes were retrieved.

Results: A total of 16 studies with 1454 HCC patients (722 treated with CSM-TACE and
732 with cTACE) were included. Patients receiving CSM-TACE had higher 1-month
complete response (CR), objective response rate (ORR), disease control rate (DCR) (odds
ratio (OR): 2.00, 95% confidence interval (95% ClI): 1.29-3.09; OR: 2.87, 95% ClI: 2.15-
3.83; OR: 2.01, 95% Cl: 1.37-2.95, respectively), 3-month CR, ORR, DCR (OR: 4.04,
95%Cl: 2.46-6.64; OR: 3.39, 95%Cl: 2.45-4.70; OR: 1.71, 95%ClI: 1.14-2.55
respectively), and 6-month CR, ORR, DCR (OR: 4.02, 95%Cl: 2.26-7.16; OR: 3.00,
95%Cl: 2.05-4.38; OR: 2.66, 95%Cl: 1.70-4.16 respectively) than those treated with
cTACE. Furthermore, CSM-TACE exhibited a trend toward improved progression free
survival (hazard ratio (HR): 0.86, 95%Cl: 0.67-1.11) and overall survival (HR: 0.79, 95%Cl:
0.59-1.07) over cTACE although these differences did not reach statistical significance. In
terms of safety, the two TACE treatments showed similar post-treatment pain (OR: 0.84,
95%Cl: 0.55-1.28), fever (OR: 0.99, 95%Cl: 0.60-1.63), nausea/vomiting (OR: 0.84, 95%
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Cl: 0.60-1.17), as well as 1-month follow-up alanine aminotransferase (Mean difference
(MD): —-3.66, 95%CI: —10.38-3.07), aspartate aminotransferase (MD: —-2.30, 95%Cl:
—8.91-4.31) and total bilirubin (MD: —0.15, 95%Cl: —2.26-1.96).

Conclusion: CSM-TACE displays superior treatment response, non-inferior survival
profile and safety over cTACE in HCC patients.

Keywords: hepatocellular carcinoma, CalliSpheres® microspheres, treatment response, survival, safety,

meta-analysis

INTRODUCTION

Hepatocellular carcinoma (HCC) is the sixth most common
malignancy and the third leading cause of cancer death
globally, and more than 50% of HCC cases occur in China (1).
Although resection, liver transplantation and ablation are
potentially curative options, only a small minority of patients
are candidates for these treatments (1, 2). Transarterial
chemoembolization (TACE) is the most widely used primary
treatment for unresectable HCC and has exhibited encouraging
results in terms of survival (1, 2).

Conventional TACE (cTACE) is performed through the intra-
arterial injection of single or multiple chemotherapeutic agents
with or without ethiodized oil followed by embolization of the
tumor-feeding arteries using embolic particles to achieve a strong
cytotoxic and ischemic effect on the tumor. Although ¢cTACE
elevates the intertumoral concentration of chemotherapeutic
agents and decreases the circulating concentration, chemotherapy
effect remains limited by limited dosage and uncontrolled release of
chemotherapeutic drugs during the procedure (3, 4). Recently, a
drug-eluting bead was developed to enhance tumor drug delivery
and reduce systemic exposure (5). However, at present there is
insufficient evidence that TACE with drug-eluting bead is superior
to cTACE for HCC (6, 7).

CalliSpheres® microspheres (CSM), the first microsphere
product developed in China, are composed of polyvinyl alcohol
hydrogel microspheres with five different sizes (ranging from 100
um to 1200 pum for different tumor sizes) and some negatively
charged functional groups, which are capable of loading a number
of positively charged chemotherapeutic drugs (e.g. doxorubicin,
pirarubicin, and arsenic trioxide) in a stable fashion by ion-changing
in target sites (8-10). Owing to several outstanding features such as
satisfactory biocompatibility, adequate physicochemical stability,
high drug-loading efficacy and stable releasing profiles (over two
weeks), transarterial chemoembolization with CSM (CSM-TACE)
is widely applied in treating Chinese HCC patients (8, 11-13).

Abbreviations: ALT, alanine aminotransferase; AST, aspartate aminotransferase;
CI, confidence interval; CNKI, China National Knowledge Infrastructure; CR,
complete response; CSM, CalliSpheres® microspheres; CSM-TACE, TACE with
CalliSpheres® microspheres; cTACE, conventional TACE; DCR, disease control
rate; DEE-TACE, Drug-eluting embolic transarterial chemoembolization; HCC,
hepatocellular carcinoma; HR, hazard ratio; MD, Mean difference; M1, 1 month;
M3, 3 months; M6, 6 months; OR, odds ratio; ORR, objective response rate; OS,
overall survival; PES, progression-free survival; PRISMA, Preferred Reporting
Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis; TACE, transarterial
chemoembolization; TB, total bilirubin; 95%CI, 95%confidence interval.

However, comparisons of efficacy and safety between dTACE and
cTACE remains controversial (14-16). For instance, Xiang et al.
illustrated that CSM-TACE increased objective response rate
(ORR), disease control rate (DCR) and progression-free survival
(PES), although it did not reduce adverse events compared with
cTACE for HCC (14). On the other hand, Chen at all demonstrated
no difference between CSM-TACE and c¢TACE in short-term
response, disease recurrence, complications and side effects (15).
To address the dilemma, a meta-analysis comparing CSM-TACE
and cTACE in HCC patients is necessary. Therefore, we conducted
this meta-analysis including data from 16 articles with 1454 HCC
patients to evaluate the treatment response, survival profile and
safety between CSM-TACE and cTACE in HCC patients.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Search Strategy

This meta-analysis was conducted according to the Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis
(PRISMA) guidelines (17). A search of the published literature
was performed using the PubMed, Embase, Web of Science,
China National Knowledge Infrastructure (CNKI), and Wanfang
Databases. The search included articles published up to March
26, 2020, using the following keywords in various combinations:
(CalliSpheres~ OR CalliSpheres® microspheres OR CSM OR
microspheres OR drug-eluting beads OR DEB) AND (liver
cancer OR liver cell cancer OR hepatocellular cancer OR
hepatic cancer OR hepatoma OR HCC OR liver carcinoma OR
liver cell carcinoma OR hepatocellular carcinoma OR hepatic
carcinoma). All potentially relevant publications were reviewed,
and articles were selected based on predefined selection criteria.
References within each study that met the stated selection criteria
were manually searched for other potentially relevant studies.
Two researchers independently performed a comprehensive
systematic search and data extraction, and any discrepancies
were resolved by consensus.

Selection Criteria

The inclusion criteria were as follows: (1) HCC diagnosis was
confirmed either histologically or clinically according to the
guidelines for diagnosis and treatment of primary liver cancer
in China (2); (2) randomized controlled trial, prospective or
retrospective observational study; (3) study included two
treatment arms: DEB-TACE arm using CalliSpheres® beads
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and cTACE arm; (4) study contained well-defined outcomes
including at least one of the following: (a) treatment response
data at 1 month (M1), 3 months (M3), or 6 months (M6), (b)
survival data including progression-free survival (PES) curve,
overall survival (OS) curve or hazard ratio (HR) and 95%
confidence interval (CI); (5) study was published in English or
Chinese. The exclusion criteria were: (1) articles were reviews,
letters, case reports, editorials, dissertation, conference paper, as
well as expert comments; (2) full text was inaccessible; (3)
treatment response data and survival data were missing or
unavailable; (4) the article had been withdrawn or citation
information was incorrect.

Data Extraction and Quality Assessment
The data of eligible studies were extracted independently by two
investigators, and any disagreement was settled by a third
reviewer. The main extracted data included following
information: source, first author, published year, sample size in
total and each arm, treatment response (complete response (CR),
objective response rate (ORR), disease control rate (DCR))
at M1, M3, and M6 post treatment, HR and 95%CI for PFS
and OS, PFS, and OS curves, adverse events including
pain, fever, nausea and vomiting during post operation,
and liver function indexes at M1 post operation, including
total bilirubin (TB), alanine aminotransferase (ALT) and
aspartate aminotransferase (AST). The methodological quality
of eligible studies was evaluated using the Newcastle-Ottawa
quality assessment scale (18), based on patient size,
selection, study comparability, follow-ups as well as outcomes
of studies.

Statistical Analysis

All statistical meta-analysis was performed using meta package in R
3.6.3 software (Comprehensive R Archive Network, USA). The
treatment response, survival data and adverse events between CSM-
TACE and cTACE were presented as odds ratio (OR) with 95%CI,
or hazard ratio (HR) and 95%CI, and the levels of liver function
indexes were presented as mean difference (MD) with 95%CI. The
pooled analysis of the included studies was carried out using the
fixed and random effects model. Heterogeneity between studies was
evaluated by I? value. A P-value<0.05 or an I*>50% was considered
as significant heterogeneity. If heterogeneity was not significant, the
results of fixed effects model were selected for pooled analysis; if
significant heterogeneity existed, the results of random effects model
were selected for pooled analysis; Furthermore, sensitivity analysis
was performed to explain the possible causes of heterogeneity. The
potential publication bias was analyzed by funnel plot and
determined by the Egger regression test and Begg & Mazumdar test.

RESULTS

Literature Research Process

Our search strategy yielded 3,439 potentially relevant articles,
and they were not unique articles (Figure 1). After screening by
title, reviewing abstract and full-text, 16 articles were eventually

included in this meta-analysis. The detailed literature research
process was shown in Figure 1.

3439 of articles identified through
database searching (PubMed, Embase,
Web of Science, CNKI, and Wanfang
Database) were screened

3278 duplicated or
irrelevant articles were
excluded by viewing
titles

Abstracts of 161 articles were
assessed

140 articles were

excluded

* 89 non-comparative
studies or other
ineligible comparative
studies

* 28 in vivo/vitro studies

* 21 reviews

* 2 case reports

21 full-text articles were assessed

5 articles were excluded

* 3 no available
response or survival
data

* 1 microspheres type
was unclear

* 1 using other
microspheres (not
CalliSpheres)

16 articles were included in this meta
analysis

FIGURE 1 | Flow chart.
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TABLE 1 | Summary of treatment response, PFS, and OS in the studies.

Studies Treatment arms No. Treatment response at M1 Treatment response at M3 Treatment response at M6 PFS oS
CR ORR DCR CR ORR DCR CR ORR DCR HR (95%Cl) HR (95%CI)
Liang et al. (19) CSM-TACE 171 13/107 77/107 96/107 16/82 63/82 68/82 9/54 38/54 48/54 0.882 (0.611-1.274) 0.753 (0.485-1.167)
cTACE 164 10/124 58/124 108/124 3/55 25/55 46/55 3/45 21/45 36/45
Duan et al. (20) CSM-TACE 38 - - - 10/38 30/38 30/38 11/38 23/38 27/38 - -
cTACE 48 - - - 4/48 25/48 33/48 2/48 16/48 16/48
Ma et al. (16) CSM-TACE 94 7/57 40/57 52/57 9/44 32/44 34/44 5/27 20/27 24/27 0.820 (0.512-1.312) 0.8483 (0.471-1.509)
cTACE 98 5/82 36/82 73/82 0/40 17/40 34/40 2/31 13/31 25/31
Zhao et al. (21) CSM-TACE 42 11/42 34/42 38/42 13/42 32/42 39/42 11/42 32/42 38/42 1.277 (0.659-2.286) 1.010 (0.524-1.947)
cTACE 47 3/47 26/47 38/47 2/47 21/47 40/47 5/47 26/47 36/47
Liu et al. (22) CSM-TACE 14 1/11 8/11 10/11 - - - - - - - -
cTACE 9 0/8 1/8 6/8 - - - - - -
Xiao et al. (23) CSM-TACE 26 - 8/26 18/26 - - - - - - - -
cTACE 32 - 4/32 12/32 - - - - - -
Liu et al. (24) CSM-TACE 31 - 20/31 29/31 - 19/31 27/31 - - - - -
cTACE 40 - 18/40 36/40 - 12/40 24/40 - - -
Li et al. (25) CSM-TACE 34 19/34 30/34 33/34 - - - - - - - -
cTACE 33 12/33 25/33 31/33 - - - - - -
Wang et al. (26) CSM-TACE 45 - - - 16/45 36/45 41/45 - - - - -
cTACE 45 - - - 11/45 34/45 38/45 - - -
Zhou et al. (27) CSM-TACE 34 - - - - - - 8/34 28/34 30/34 - -
cTACE 30 - - - - - - 3/30 17/30 24/30
Xu et al. (28) CSM-TACE 32 - - - 4/32 27/32 31/32 - - - - -
cTACE 26 - - - 2/26 16/26 27/26 - - -
Lin et al. (29) CSM-TACE 33 9/33 20/33 28/33 - - - - - - - -
cTACE 32 7/32 14/32 20/32 - - - - - -
Xiang et al. (14) CSM-TACE 36 4/25 17/25 24/25 3/15 15/15 15/15 3/9 9/9 9/9 0.326 (0.118-0.899) 0.397 (0.124-1.267)
cTACE 37 3/28 11/28 25/28 0/8 5/8 6/8 1/7 4/7 5/7
Wau et al. (30) CSM-TACE 24 - - - 6/24 20/24 22/24 5/24 15/24 20/24 - -
cTACE 30 - - - 1/30 13/30 20/30 0/30 9/30 17/30
Ou et al. (31) CSM-TACE 46 0/46 14/46 31/46 - - - - - - - -
cTACE 41 0/41 5/41 22/41 - - - - - -
Chen et al. (15) CSM-TACE 22 3/17 12/17 16/17 3/17 10/17 13/17 2/17 417 1017 - -
cTACE 20 2/16 9/16 13/16 0/16 7/16 12/16 0/16 4/16 10/16

PFS, progression-free survival; OS, overall survival; CR, complete response; ORR, objective response rate; DCR, disease control rate; HR, hazard ratios; Cl, confidence interval; CSM-TACE, CalliSpheres® microspheres transarterial
chemoembolization; cTACE, conventional transarterial chemoembolization. “-" indicated the missing data.
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Characteristics of the Included Studies

The detailed treatment response, PFS, OS, adverse events post
operation, and liver function indexes of the 16 studies were
summarized in Tables 1 and 2. In brief, all studies were
published in 2017 or later, and conducted in China; A total of
722 patients were treated with CSM-TACE whereas 732 patients
were treated with cTACE.

Treatment Responses

A total of 9 studies presented data on CR at M1, and 11 studies
provided data on ORR and DCR at M1. The pooled data from
these studies showed that CR (OR: 2.00, 95% CI: 1.29-3.09)
(Figure 2A), ORR (OR: 2.87, 95% CI: 2.15-3.83) (Figure 2B)
and DCR (OR: 2.01, 95% CI: 1.37-2.95) (Figure 2C) at M1 were
higher by CSM-TACE treatment than cTACE treatment without
significant heterogeneity among studies (all I* = 0%, P > 0.05). As
for CR at M3, 9 studies reported relevant data, and 10 studies
reported data on ORR and DCR at M3. The pooled analysis
showed that CR (OR: 4.04, 95% CI: 2.46-6.64) (Figure 3A), ORR
(OR: 3.39, 95% CI: 2.45-4.70) (Figure 3B) and DCR (OR: 1.71,
95% CI: 1.14-2.55) (Figure 3C) at M3 were increased by CSM-

TACE treatment compared with ¢TACE treatment without
significant heterogeneity among studies (all I* < 50%, all P
>0.05). With regard to CR, ORR and DCR at M6, eight studies
reported relevant data, then the pooled analysis revealed that CR
(OR: 4.02, 95% CI: 2.26-7.16) (Figure 4A), ORR (OR: 3.00, 95%
CI: 2.05-4.38) (Figure 4B) and DCR (OR: 2.66, 95% CI: 1.70-
4.16) (Figure 4C) at M6 were elevated by CSM-TACE treatment
compared with ¢TACE treatment without significant
heterogeneity among studies (all 1> = 0%, P > 0.05).
Collectively, these findings exhibited that CSM-TACE
treatment displayed superior CR, ORR and DCR at M1, M3,
M6 over cTACE treatment.

PFS and OS

Four studies presented PFS and OS data, and were included in the
pooled analysis. The pooled results showed a trend toward longer
PFS (HR: 0.86, 95% CI: 0.67-1.11) (Figure 5A) and OS (HR: 0.79,
95% CI: 0.59-1.07) (Figure 5B) with CSM-TACE compared with
cTACE, although these differences did not reach statistical
significance. Meanwhile, there was no significant heterogeneity
among studies (both I? < 50%, both P > 0.05).

TABLE 2 | Summary of adverse events post operation and liver function indexes at M1 in the studies.

Studies Treatment arms No. Adverse events post operation M1 post operation (Mean (SD))
Pain Fever Nausea/vomiting ALT (U/L) AST (U/L) TB (umol/L)
Liang et al. (19) CSM-TACE 171 41171 31/171 17/171 37.1(26.2) 53.5 (35.5) 17.4 (7.9
cTACE 164 29/164 35/164 12/164 31.0 (22.0) 44.7 (29.2) 15.2 (8.3)
Duan et al. (20) CSM-TACE 38 21/38 21/38 8/38 - - -
cTACE 48 28/48 27/48 22/48 - - -
Ma et al. (16) CSM-TACE 94 34/94 26/94 10/94 37.8 (32.5) 55.4 (39.8) 17.0 (7.6)
cTACE 98 22/98 14/98 11/98 35.0 (22.2) 47.0 (27.2) 14.59.2)
Zhao et al. (21) CSM-TACE 42 24/42 16/42 5/42 47.0 (27.8) 62.0 (49.1) 19.0 (11.1)
cTACE 47 15/47 7/47 2/47 31.0 (19.9) 49.5 (37.1) 18.0(10.2)
Liu et al. (22) CSM-TACE 14 0/14 0/14 - - - -
cTACE 9 2/9 1/9 - - - -
Xiao et al. (23) CSM-TACE 26 22/26 16/26 3/26 - - -
cTACE 32 28/32 27/32 5/32 - - -
Liu et al. (24) CSM-TACE 31 6/31 10/31 23/31 - - -
cTACE 40 8/40 23/40 37/40 - - -
Li et al. (25) CSM-TACE 34 8/34 - - - - -
cTACE 33 9/33 - - - - -
Wang et al. (26) CSM-TACE 45 6/45 4/45 13/45 42.6 (10.7) 48.6 (10.8) -
cTACE 45 4/45 5/45 12/45 56.6 (10.8) 59.5 (9.1) -
Zhou et al. (27) CSM-TACE 34 11/34 - - 38.8 (19.0) 45.4 (15.3) 16.7 (4.2)
cTACE 30 20/30 - - 56.8 (30.8) 60.8 (32.3) 20.9 (8.5)
Xu et al. (28) CSM-TACE 32 17/32 10/32 8/32 52.3 (4.9) 59.8 (6.2) 24.6 (2.0)
cTACE 26 21/26 12/26 8/26 57.7 (4.9) 63.3 (6.3) 26.8 (2.2)
Lin et al. (29) CSM-TACE 33 5/33 3/33 7/33 - - -
cTACE 32 8/32 4/32 10/32 - - -
Xiang et al. (14) CSM-TACE 36 8/36 5/36 2/36 41.2 (24.5) 50.4 (25.9) 17.0 (5.7)
cTACE 37 6/37 3/37 2/37 38.1 (21.1) 45.3 (24.2) 15.1 (9.6)
Wu et al. (30) CSM-TACE 24 15/24 - - 40.5 (22.2) 45.7 (15.5) 16.9 4.2)
cTACE 30 26/30 - - 56.8 (30.8) 60.8 (32.3) 20.9 (8.5)
Ou et al. (31) CSM-TACE 46 - - - - - -
cTACE 41 - - - - - -
Chen et al. (15) CSM-TACE 22 8/22 8/22 6/22 - - -
cTACE 20 11/20 9/20 9/20 - - -

SD, standard deviation; ALT, alanine aminotransferase; AST, aspartate aminotransferase; TB, total bilirubin; CSM-TACE, CalliSpheres® microspheres transarterial chemoembolization;

CcTACE, conventional transarterial chemoembolization. “-” indicated the missing data.
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CR at M1
Weight Weight
Study Odds Ratio OR 95%-Cl (fixed) (random)
Liang B 2020 R 1.58 [0.66; 3.76] 28.1% 25.9%
Ma YL 2019 s 2.16 [0.65; 7.17] 12.4% 13.5%
Zhao C 2019 —_— 5.20 [1.34;20.21] 7.2% 10.6%
Ou MR 2018 0.0% 0.0%
Xiang H 2019 1.59 [0.32; 7.90] 8.2% 7.6%
Chen G 2017 1.50 [0.22; 10.40] 5.9% 5.2%
Liu YH 2019 243 [0.09;67.57] 1.7% 1.8%
LiH 2019 T 2.22 [0.83; 5.91] 18.6% 20.3%
Lin JP 2019 1.34 [0.43; 4.17] 17.9% 15.1%
Fixed effect model < 2.00 [1.29; 3.09] 100.0% -
Random effects model < 1.96 [1.26; 3.05] == 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 2= 0%, 2= 0,
p =0.89 0.1 0512 10
Favours cTACE Favours CSM-TACE
ORR at M1
Weight Weight
Study Odds Ratio OR 95%-Cl (fixed) (random)
Liang B 2020 - 292 [1.69; 5.06] 27.3% 28.0%
Ma YL 2019 —-'— 3.01 [1.47; 6.15] 15.9% 16.5%
Zhao C 2019 — 343 [1.31; 8.98] 8.5% 9.2%
Ou MR 2018 = 3.15 [1.02; 9.72] 6.7% 6.7%
Xiang H 2019 | 3.28 [1.06; 10.19] 6.0% 6.6%
Liu JF 2019 R 222 [0.85; 5.83] 10.1% 9.1%
Chen G 2017 1.87 [0.44; 7.85] 4.9% 4.1%
Liu YH 2019 —————— 18.67 [1.56; 222.93] 0.6% 1.4%
Xiao YD 2019 3.11 [0.82; 11.86] 4.5% 4.7%
LiH 2019 - 240 [0.65; 8.92] 5.4% 4.9%
Lin JP 2019 T 1.98 [0.74; 5.31] 10.1% 8.7%
Fixed effect model < 2.87 [2.15; 3.83] 100.0% -
Random effects model <> 2.85 [2.13; 3.81] --  100.0%
Heterogeneity: = 0%, = D', T T 1
p =09 001 01 1 10 100
Favours cTACE Favours CSM-TACE
DCR at M1
Weight Weight
Study Odds Ratio OR 95%-Cl (fixed) (random)
Liang B 2020 —'— 1.29 [0.57; 2.92] 26.9% 22.3%
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FIGURE 2 | Forest plot comparing CR at M1 (A), ORR at M1 (B), and DCR at M1 (C) between CSM-TACE treatment and cTACE treatment. CR, complete
response; M1, 1 month; ORR, objective response rate; DCR, disease control rate; Cl, confidence interval; cTACE, conventional transarterial chemoembolization;
CSM-TACE, CaIIiSpheres® microspheres transarterial chemoembolization.
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FIGURE 3 | Forest plot comparing CR at M3 (A), ORR at M3 (B), and DCR at M3 (C) between CSM-TACE treatment and cTACE treatment. CR, complete
response; M3, 3 months; ORR, objective response rate; DCR, disease control rate; Cl, confidence interval; cTACE, conventional transarterial chemoembolization;
CSM-TACE, GalliSpheres® microspheres transarterial chemoembolization.
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FIGURE 4 | Forest plot comparing CR at M6 (A), ORR at M6 (B), and DCR at M6 (C) between CSM-TACE treatment and cTACE treatment. CR, complete
response; M6, 6 months; ORR, objective response rate; DCR, disease control rate; Cl, confidence interval; cTACE, conventional transarterial chemoembolization;
CSM-TACE, CaIIiSpheres® microspheres transarterial chemoembolization.
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Adverse Events

Pain, fever and nausea/vomiting after TACE treatment were
reported in 15, 12, and 11 studies, respectively. The pooled
analyses revealed that no difference was observed between
CSM-TACE and cTACE treatment in post-treatment pain
(OR: 0.84, 95% CI: 0.55-1.28) (Figure 6A), fever (OR: 0.99,
95% CI: 0.60-1.63) (Figure 6B) or nausea/vomiting (OR: 0.84,
95% CI: 0.60-1.17) (Figure 6C). No heterogeneity was found in
the analysis of nausea/vomiting post treatment (I > = 7%, P =
0.38). In contrast, heterogeneity was identified in the analysis of
post-treatment pain and fever (both I > > 50%, P < 0.01), and
random effects model was adopted for their pooled analyses.

Liver Function

Nine studies presented data on ALT and AST at M1; 8 studies
reported data on TB at M1. The pooled results showed that all
ALT (MD: -3.66, 95% CI: —10.38-3.07) (Figure 7A), AST (MD:
~2.30,95% CI: -8.91-4.31) (Figure 7B) and TB (MD: —0.15, 95%
CL: -2.26-1.96) (Figure 7C) at M1 were similar between two
treatments. Of note, the heterogeneity among studies was
identified (all I > > 50%, P < 0.01), and random effects model
was used.

Sensitivity Analysis

No significant heterogeneity was noted among studies in the
analysis of CR, ORR, DCR at M1/M3/M6, PFES, OS, and nausea/
vomiting post treatment (all I > < 50%, P > 0.05), whereas
heterogeneity was found among studies in the analysis of post-
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FIGURE 5 | Forest plot comparing PFS (A) and OS (B) between CSM-TACE treatment and cTACE treatment. PFS, progression-free survival; OS, overall survival
Cl, confidence interval; cTACE, conventional transarterial chemoembolization; CSM-TACE, GalliSpheres® microspheres transarterial chemoembolization.

treatment pain, fever, and 1-month ALT, AST, and TB (all I * >
50%, P < 0.01). Then, sensitivity analysis was conducted to assess
the possible causes of heterogeneity, which showed that no single
study could essentially change the pooled OR of post-treatment
pain, fever and pooled MD of 1-month ALT, AST, and TB,
demonstrating that the results of our meta-analysis were
statistically stable (Figures 8A-E).

Publication Bias

The Begg’s funnel plots and Egger’s test displayed that there was
no publication bias in the parameters under analysis except for
pain post operation (Figures 9A-Q). The Begg’s and Egger’s test
p values were summarized and listed in Supplementary Table 1.

DISCUSSION

Although drug eluting beads (DEB) have the ability to load
chemotherapeutic agents and release them in a controlled mode,
there is so far insufficient evidence to show that DEB-TACE is
superior to cTACE (32-35). On comparison of CSM-TACE and
cTACE for HCC, no meta-analysis has yet been reported. In the
present meta-analysis, we initially searched formally published
studies to comprehensively compare the efficacy and safety of
CSM-TACE with that of cTACE for treating HCC patients. A
total of 16 studies and 1,454 patients with HCC were included, of
whom 722 were treated with CSM-TACE and 732 were treated
with ¢cTACE (14-16, 19-31). CR, ORR, DCR, PFS, OS, adverse
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FIGURE 6 | Forest plot comparing pain post operation (A), fever post operation (B), and nausea/vomiting post operation (C) between CSM-TACE treatment and
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events and liver function indexes were compared and analyzed.
The pooled results of this study indicated that CSM-TACE was
significantly superior to cTACE regarding CR, ORR, and DCR.
Additionally, no difference of PES, OS, adverse events or liver
function was observed between two therapies.
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FIGURE 7 | Forest plot comparing ALT at M1 (A), AST at M1 (B), and TB at M1 (C) between CSM-TACE treatment and cTACE treatment. ALT, alanine
aminotransferase; M1, 1 month; AST, aspartate aminotransferase; TB, total bilirubin; Cl, confidence interval; cTACE, conventional transarterial chemoembolization;

Previous meta-analyses comparing treatment responses
between DEB-TACE and cTACE for HCC have yielded
conflicting results (32-35), which is likely caused by differences
in included studies and population. Two previous meta-analyses
included seven studies with 700 patients and nine studies with
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877 patients, respectively, and concluded that DEB-TACE was
associated with significantly improved tumor response rate
and survival rate compared with ¢cTACE (32, 33). In contrast,
the other two previous meta-analysis included nine studies with
693 patients and 12 studies with 1,449 patients, respectively, and
demonstrated that the two TACE procedures had equivalent
results (34, 35). In the present study, we included all studies
comparing the two TACE procedures and the meta-analysis of
treatment responses showed that CSM-TACE increased 1-, 3-,
and 6-month CR, ORR, and DCR compared with ¢cTACE in
HCC patients. The improved tumor responses are likely due to
the superior pharmacokinetic properties and efficacy of CSM.
CSM has the ability to load chemotherapeutic agents and release
them in a controlled mode, allowing more sustained and tumor-
selective delivery of chemotherapeutic drugs with lower systemic
exposure. In addition, the calibrated CSM has shown permanent
embolization (8). These advantages result in consistently
improved tumor responses in the CSM-TACE group (8, 36).
As for survival rates, the pooled results showed that CSM-TACE
did not improve PFS and OS compared with ¢cTACE in HCC
patients. Notably, only four included studies provided PES
and OS data. Three of them demonstrated a non-significant
trend in favor of the CSM-TACE group, which was likely to be
explained by the fact that the relative short median follow-up
durations (range: 9.9-11.4 months) might reduce the statistic
power (16, 19, 21). In contrast, another study revealed that CSM-
TACE improved PFS and OS compared with ¢cTACE in HCC
patients with statistical significance (20). As our statistical
calculation was predominantly based on the pooled results for
CSM-TACE versus cTACE, these three studies might contribute
to an underestimation of the CSM-TACE survival benefit.
Thereby, more studies with longer follow-up durations are needed
in order to validate the survival benefit of CSM-TACE versus
cTACE in HCC.

After treatment, post-operation abdominal pain, fatigue, fever
and nausea/vomiting were the most commonly reported adverse
events in both procedures, and the common adverse events can
be ameliorated with symptomatic treatment (37). The pooled
results of common adverse events displayed similar incidences of
common adverse events, which was consistent with previous
meta-analysis of DEB-TACE versus cTACE for HCC (18, 32, 33).
One possible explanation for this could be that both TACE
procedures employed the same transcatheter intra-arterial
technique. It is well known that these common adverse events
after TACE procedure are related to the chemotherapeutic
agents-induced toxicity as well as the embolization-induced
inflammatory response (postembolization syndromes).
Although CSM-TACE and cTACE differed in the type and
dose of chemotherapeutic drugs, the chemotherapy regimen
administered in both TACE procedures was safe and well-
tolerated by patients. In addition, both TACE procedures used
similar embolization endpoints, and thus the two TACE
procedures induced similar postembolization syndrome (8, 14,
20, 36). Furthermore, regarding post-operation liver function
indexes, our meta-analysis disclosed no difference in ALT, AST
or TB levels at 1 month after treatment between CSM-TACE and
cTACE in HCC patients, which was likely explained by the
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similar minimal invasive techniques used in both TACE
procedures (8, 14, 20, 36).

As heterogeneity was demonstrated among studies in the
analysis of post-procedure pain, post-procedure fever, 1-month
ALT, 1-month AST, and 1-month TB, we performed
the sensitivity analysis to identify the possible causes of
heterogeneity. Then we observed that the pool results were
statistically stable in terms of pain, fever, ALT, AST, and TB.
In addition, the risk of publication bias in this meta-analysis was
assessed by the symmetry of funnel plots and Egger’s test. We
found no evidence of publication bias among included studies
regarding 1/3/6-month CR, 1/3/6-month ORR, 1/3/6-month
DCR, PFS, OS, post-operation fever, post-operation nausea/
vomiting, 1-month ALT, 1-month AST, and 1-month TB, but
a certain publication bias among studies regarding post-
operation pain in HCC patients. However, further meta-
analyses including new related studies are still necessary
for validation.

This meta-analysis offers comprehensive evidence showing
the benefits of CSM-TACE over cTACE for treating HCC
patients. However, the findings should be interpreted in the
context of some limitations. First, the number of studies and
subjects (ranging from 23 patients to 335 patients) included in
this review were relatively small, and most of these studies were
conducted in a single center, which might reduce the statistic
power of the analysis. Second, only few randomized controlled
trials regarding the efficacy and safety of CSM-TACE versus
cTACE were available, and thus confounding factors might exist
in the included studies and more randomized controlled trials
were needed for further evidence. Third, a lack of uniform
standards of chemotherapy agents and doses might lead to a
bias of results. Lastly, differences in study designs, eligibility
criteria for inclusion of HCC patients (such as tumor stage,
Child-Pugh class, disease severity and treatment design) and
experiences of interventional radiologists might lead to
confounding bias.

REFERENCES

1. European Association for the Study of the Liver. European Association for the
Study of the Liver. EASL Clinical Practice Guidelines: Management of
hepatocellular carcinoma. ] Hepatol (2018) 69:182-236. doi: 10.1016/
j.jhep.2018.03.019

2. ZhouJ, Sun HC, Wang Z, Cong WM, Wang JH, Zeng MS, et al. Guidelines for
Diagnosis and Treatment of Primary Liver Cancer in China (2017 Edition).
Liver Cancer (2018) 7:235-60. doi: 10.1159/000488035

3. Sieghart W, Hucke F, Peck-Radosavljevic M. Transarterial
chemoembolization: modalities, indication, and patient selection. | Hepatol
(2015) 62:1187-95. doi: 10.1016/j.jhep.2015.02.010

4. Liang B, Xiong F, Wu HP, Wang Y, Dong X], Cheng SF, et al. Effect of
transcatheter intraarterial therapies on the distribution of Doxorubicin in
liver cancer in a rabbit model. PloS One (2013) 8:¢76388. doi: 10.1371/
journal.pone.0076388

5. Varela M, Real MI, Burrel M, Forner A, Sala M, Brunet M, et al.
Chemoembolization of hepatocellular carcinoma with drug eluting beads:
efficacy and doxorubicin pharmacokinetics. | Hepatol (2007) 46:474-81.
doi: 10.1016/j.jhep.2006.10.020

6. Lammer ], Malagari K, Vogl T, Pilleul F, Denys A, Watkinson A, et al.
Prospective randomized study of doxorubicin-eluting-bead embolization in

CONCLUSIONS

The results of this meta-analysis suggest that CSM-TACE
displays superior treatment response, non-inferior survival
profile and safety over cTACE in HCC patients, which might
provide insights for supporting clinical decision-making and
tumor management of HCC.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The original contributions presented in the study are included in
the article/Supplementary Material. Further inquiries can be
directed to the corresponding author.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

BL: conception, design, data acquisition, analysis, interpretation
and draft of the manuscript (review and editing). JM: methodology,
data acquisition, investigation, software and formal analysis. SS, LZ
and TS: data acquisition, analysis and interpretation. CZ: technical
support and design of the research. All authors contributed to the
article and approved the submitted version.

FUNDING

This study was supported by the National Natural Science
Foundation of China Grants (No. 81771950, 81471765).

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online
at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fonc.2021.
576232/full#supplementary-material

the treatment of hepatocellular carcinoma: results of the PRECISION V study.
Cardiovasc Intervent Radiol (2010) 33:41-52. doi: 10.1007/s00270-009-9711-7
. Golfieri R, Giampalma E, Renzulli M, Renzulli M, Cioni R, Bargellini I, et al.
Randomised controlled trial of doxorubicin-eluting beads vs conventional
chemoembolisation for hepatocellular carcinoma. Br ] Cancer (2014)
111:255-64. doi: 10.1038/bjc.2014.199
. Guan YS, He Q, Jin Y, Yao F. Development of CalliSpheres(R) embolic
microspheres. Zhonghua Gan Zang Bing Za Zhi (2016) 24:549-51.
doi: 10.3760/cma.j.issn.1007-3418.2016.07.016
9. Zhang SS, Huang C, Li ZZ, Yang YJ, Bao TT, Chen HB, et al. Comparison of
pharmacokinetics and drug release in tissues after transarterial
chemoembolization with doxorubicin using diverse lipiodol emulsions and
CalliSpheres Beads in rabbit livers. Drug Delivery (2017) 24:1011-7.
doi: 10.1080/10717544.2017.1344336
Ren B, Wang W, Shen ], Ni CF, Zhu XL. In vivo evaluation of callispheres
microspheres in the porcine renal artery embolization model. Am J Transl Res
(2019) 11:4166-79.
Zhang X, Lin X, Qiu H, Peng ZY. An investigation of efficacy, safety, and
prognostic factors of drug-eluting beads-transarterial chemoembolization
operation with CalliSpheres((R)) Microspheres in treating Chinese
hepatocellular carcinoma patients. J Clin Lab Anal (2019) 33:22975.
doi: 10.1002/jcla.22975

~

oo

10.

11.

Frontiers in Oncology | www.frontiersin.org

March 2021 | Volume 11 | Article 576232


https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fonc.2021.576232/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fonc.2021.576232/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2018.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2018.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1159/000488035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2015.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0076388
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0076388
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2006.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00270-009-9711-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/bjc.2014.199
https://doi.org/10.3760/cma.j.issn.1007-3418.2016.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1080/10717544.2017.1344336
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcla.22975
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/oncology
http://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/oncology#articles

Liang et al.

Meta-Analysis of CSM-TACE Versus cTACE for HCC

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Sun J, Zhou G, Xie X, Gu WJ, Huang ], Zhu DD, et al. Efficacy and Safety of
Drug-Eluting Beads Transarterial Chemoembolization by CalliSpheres((R)) in
275 Hepatocellular Carcinoma Patients: Results From the Chinese
CalliSpheres((R)) Transarterial Chemoembolization in Liver Cancer (CTILC)
Study. Oncol Res (2020) 28:75-94. doi: 10.3727/096504019X15662966719585

Zhou GH, Han J, Sun JH, Zhang YL, Zhou TY, Nie CH, et al. Efficacy and
safety profile of drug-eluting beads transarterial chemoembolization by
CalliSpheres(R) beads in Chinese hepatocellular carcinoma patients. BMC
Cancer (2018) 18:644. doi: 10.1186/s12885-018-4566-4

Xiang H, Long L, Yao YH, Fang ZY, Zhang ZM, Zhang Y]. CalliSpheres Drug-
Eluting Bead Transcatheter Arterial Chemoembolization Presents With Better
Efficacy and Equal Safety Compared to Conventional TACE in Treating
Patients With Hepatocellular Carcinoma. Technol Cancer Res Treat (2019)
18:1533033819830751. doi: 10.1177/1533033819830751

Chen G, Zhang D, Ying YC, Wang ZF, Tao W, Zhu H, et al. Clinical
investigation on transarterial chemoembolization with indigenous drug-
eluting beads in treatment of unresectable hepatocellular carcinoma.
Zhejiang Da Xue Xue Bao Yi Xue Ban (2017) 46:44-51.

Ma Y, Zhao C, Zhao H, Li HP, Chen CY, Xiang H, et al. Comparison of
treatment efficacy and safety between drug-eluting bead transarterial
chemoembolization with CalliSpheres((R)) microspheres and conventional
transarterial chemoembolization as first-line treatment in hepatocellular
carcinoma patients. Am J Transl Res (2019) 11:7456-70.

Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff ], Altman DGPrisma Group. Preferred reporting
items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: the PRISMA statement. PloS
Med (2009) 6:21000096. doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097

Stang A. Critical evaluation of the Newcastle-Ottawa scale for the assessment
of the quality of nonrandomized studies in meta-analyses. Eur ] Epidemiol
(2010) 25:603-5. doi: 10.1007/s10654-010-9491-z

Liang B, Xiang H, Ma C, Xiong B, Ma YL, Zhao C, et al. Comparison of
chemoembolization with CalliSpheres((R)) microspheres and conventional
chemoembolization in the treatment of hepatocellular carcinoma: a
multicenter retrospective study. Cancer Manag Res (2020) 12:941-56.
doi: 10.2147/CMAR.S187203

Duan XH, Ju SG, Han XW, Ren JZ, Li FY, Chen PF. Arsenic trioxide-eluting
Callispheres beads is more effective and equally tolerant compared with
arsenic trioxide/lipiodol emulsion in the transcatheter arterial
chemoembolization treatment for unresectable hepatocellular carcinoma
patients. Eur Rev Med Pharmacol Sci (2020) 24:1468-80. doi: 10.26355/
eurrev_202002_20206

Zhao C, Ma S, Chen YL. Comparison of treatment response, survival and safety
between drug-eluting bead transarterial chemoembolization with CalliSpheres
(R) microspheres versus conventional transarterial chemoembolization in
treating hepatocellular carcinoma. ] BUON (2019) 24:1150-66.

Liu YH, Huang WS, He MJ, Lian H, Guo YJ, Huang JJ, et al. Efficacy and
Safety of CalliSpheres((R)) Drug-Eluting Beads Transarterial
Chemoembolization in Barcelona Clinic Liver Cancer Stage C Patients.
Oncol Res (2019) 27:565-73. doi: 10.3727/096504018X15313896322888

Xiao YD, Ma C, Zhang ZS, Liu J. Safety and efficacy assessment of transarterial
chemoembolization using drug-eluting beads in patients with hepatocellular
carcinoma and arterioportal shunt: a single-center experience. Cancer Manag
Res (2019) 11:1551-7. doi: 10.2147/CMAR.S193948

Liu JF, Duan XH, Ren JZ, Jiao DC, Han XW. Comparative effect of
CalliSpheres drug loading microspheres and lipiodol transarterial
chemoembolization in the treatment of huge primary liver cancer.
Zhonghua Gan Zang Bing Za Zhi (2019) 27:460-2. doi: 10.3760/
cma.j.issn.1007-3418.2019.06.014

LiH, Yin F, Luo GH, Wu ], Zheng YY, Cao GW, et al. Comparative efficacy of
CalliSpheres drug loaded microspheres combined with transcatheter arterial
chemoembolization versus conventional transcatheter arterial

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

chemoembolization in treatment of liver cancer. Chin ] Gastroenterol
Hepatol (2019) 28:171-4. doi: 10.3969/j.issn.1006-5709.2019.02.011

Wang Z, Liu QY, Yang W, Zhou X, Fan DD. Clinical value of CalliSpheres
drug loaded microspheres combined with transcatheter arterial
chemoembolization in the treatment of unresectable liver cancer. Chin
Hepatol (2019) 24:767-70. doi: 10.3969/j.issn.1008-1704.2019.07.014

Zhou S], Wu BL, Zhou J, Ding Y, Wang YX, Long QY. Short-term efficacy and
safety of drug-eluting beads transarterial chemoembolization in the treatment
of advanced primary hepatocellular carcinoma. Med ] Wuhan Univ (2019)
40:742-6. doi: 10.14188/j.1671-8852.2018.1170

Xu PC, Zhang QQ. Clinical efficacy of drug-eluting beads transcatheter aterial
chomoembolization combined with microwave ablation in treatment of large
hepatocellular carcinoma. ] Regional Anat Operative Surg (2019) 28:987-92.
doi: 10.11659/jjssx.07E019022

Lin JP, Xiao YM, Tang CF. Comparison of the efficacy and complications of
drug eluting beads and lipidol in embolizaiton of hepatocellular carcinoma.
China Prac Med (2019) 14:40-1. doi: 10.14163/j.cnki.11-5547/r.2019.22.019
Wu B, Zhou J, Ling GH, Zhu DY, Long QY. CalliSpheres drug-eluting beads
versus lipiodol transarterial chemoembolization in the treatment of
hepatocellular carcinoma: a short-term efficacy and safety study. World J
Surg Oncol (2018) 16:69. doi: 10.1186/s12957-018-1368-8

Ou M, Xin Z, Cui P. Clinical value of drug-loaded microspheres in the
treatment of primary liver cancer by transcatheter hepatic arterial
chemoembolization. J Baotou Med Coll (2018) 34:20-2. doi: 10.16833/
j.cnki.jbmc.2018.06.008

Huang KJ, Zhuo Q, Wang R, Cheng DH, Ma Y. Doxorubicin-eluting beads
versus conventional transarterial chemoembolization for the treatment of
hepatocellular carcinoma. | Gastroenterol Hepatol (2014) 29:920-25.
doi: 10.1111/jgh.12439

Zou JH, Zhang L, Ren ZG, Ye SL. Efficacy and safety of cTACE versus DEB-
TACE in patients with hepatocellular carcinoma: a meta-analysis. J Dig Dis
(2016) 17:510-7. doi: 10.1111/1751-2980.12380

Facciorusso A, Di Maso M, Muscatiello N. Drug-eluting beads versus
conventional chemoembolization for the treatment of unresectable
hepatocellular carcinoma: A meta-analysis. Dig Liver Dis (2016) 48:571-7.
doi: 10.1016/j.d1d.2016.02.005

Gao S, Yang Z, Zheng Z, Yao ], Deng M, Xie H, et al. Doxorubicin-eluting
bead versus conventional TACE for unresectable hepatocellular carcinoma: a
meta-analysis. Hepatogastroenterology (2013) 60:813-20. doi: 10.5754/
hge121025

Raoul JL, Forner A, Bolondi L, Cheung TT, Kloeckner R, Baere TD. Updated
use of TACE for hepatocellular carcinoma treatment: How and when to use it
based on clinical evidence. Cancer Treat Rev (2019) 72:28-36. doi: 10.1016/
j.ctrv.2018.11.002

Gaba RC, Lokken RP, Hickey RM, Lipnik AJ, Lewandowski R], Salem R, et al.
Quality Improvement Guidelines for Transarterial Chemoembolization and
Embolization of Hepatic Malignancy. J Vasc Interv Radiol (2017) 28:1210—
23.e3. doi: 10.1016/j.jvir.2017.04.025

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2021 Liang, Makamure, Shu, Zhang, Sun and Zheng. This is an open-
access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted,
provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the
original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic
practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with
these terms.

Frontiers in Oncology | www.frontiersin.org

March 2021 | Volume 11 | Article 576232


https://doi.org/10.3727/096504019X15662966719585
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12885-018-4566-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/1533033819830751
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10654-010-9491-z
https://doi.org/10.2147/CMAR.S187203
https://doi.org/10.26355/eurrev_202002_20206
https://doi.org/10.26355/eurrev_202002_20206
https://doi.org/10.3727/096504018X15313896322888
https://doi.org/10.2147/CMAR.S193948
https://doi.org/10.3760/cma.j.issn.1007-3418.2019.06.014
https://doi.org/10.3760/cma.j.issn.1007-3418.2019.06.014
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1006-5709.2019.02.011
https://doi.org/10.3969/j.issn.1008-1704.2019.07.014
https://doi.org/10.14188/j.1671-8852.2018.1170
https://doi.org/10.11659/jjssx.07E019022
https://doi.org/10.14163/j.cnki.11-5547/r.2019.22.019
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12957-018-1368-8
https://doi.org/10.16833/j.cnki.jbmc.2018.06.008
https://doi.org/10.16833/j.cnki.jbmc.2018.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgh.12439
https://doi.org/10.1111/1751-2980.12380
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2016.02.005
https://doi.org/10.5754/hge121025
https://doi.org/10.5754/hge121025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ctrv.2018.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ctrv.2018.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvir.2017.04.025
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/oncology
http://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/oncology#articles

	Treatment Response, Survival, and Safety of Transarterial Chemoembolization With CalliSpheres&reg; Microspheres Versus Conventional Transarterial Chemoembolization in Hepatocellular Carcinoma: A Meta-Analysis
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Search Strategy
	Selection Criteria
	Data Extraction and Quality Assessment
	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Literature Research Process
	Characteristics of the Included Studies
	Treatment Responses
	PFS and OS
	Adverse Events
	Liver Function
	Sensitivity Analysis
	Publication Bias

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Data Availability Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Supplementary Material
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages false
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 1
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU (T&F settings for black and white printer PDFs 20081208)
  >>
  /ExportLayers /ExportVisibleLayers
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


