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Figure S1 Love plot displaying baseline covariate balance before and after adjustment (CHRYSALIS vs LC-SCRUM-Asia EC patients). 
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Description automatically generated]
A good balance was considered as an absolute standardized difference of < 10% after adjustment for each baseline covariate included in the propensity score model. LOT, line(s) of therapy



Figure S2. Love plot displaying baseline covariate balance before and after adjustment (Asian CHRYSALIS vs LC-SCRUM-Asia EC patients). 
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Description automatically generated]
A good balance was considered as an absolute standardized difference of < 10% after adjustment for each baseline covariate included in the propensity score model. LOT, line(s) of therapy



Sensitivity analyses
[bookmark: _Ref109147434][bookmark: _Toc105682877]Table S1. Summary of estimates comparing all CHRYSALIS and LC-SCRUM-Asia EC patients using different weighting approaches
	
	CHRYSALIS vs LC-SCRUM-Asia EC Patients

	
	OS
	PFS
	TTNT
	ORR

	Method
	HR (95% CI)
	HR (95% CI)
	HR (95% CI)
	OR (95% CI)

	Unadjusted analysis
	0.470
(0.334, 0.663)
	0.536
(0.415, 0.691)
	0.344
(0.256, 0.462)
	5.28
(3.21, 8.69)

	ATT
	0.594
(0.404, 0.875)
	0.589
(0.446, 0.779)
	0.387
(0.286, 0.525)
	4.40
(2.62, 7.40)

	ATO
	0.559
(0.380, 0.821)
	0.568
(0.431, 0.749)
	0.371
(0.274, 0.503)
	4.76
(2.85, 7.94)

	sIPTW
	0.513
(0.344, 0.765)
	0.545
(0.413, 0.721)
	0.346
(0.252, 0.475)
	5.48
(3.25, 9.24)

	ATC
	0.484
(0.319, 0.733)
	0.518
(0.386, 0.695)
	0.335
(0.240, 0.468)
	5.94
(3.46, 10.22)

	Multivariable Regression Model
	0.493
(0.349, 0.697)
	0.555
(0.428, 0.718)
	0.353
(0.263, 0.475)
	5.12
(3.03, 8.66)

	Propensity Score Weighted Multivariable Regression Model - ATO
	0.509
(0.340, 0.761)
	0.561
(0.425, 0.741)
	0.362
(0.267, 0.491)
	4.95
(2.93, 8.36)

	Propensity Score Weighted Multivariable Regression Model - sIPTW
	0.435
(0.282, 0.671)
	0.512
(0.388, 0.675)
	0.322
(0.235, 0.443)
	5.61
(3.33, 9.45)

	Propensity Score Weighted Multivariable Regression Model - ATC
	0.425
(0.276, 0.656)
	0.501
(0.375, 0.668)
	0.319
(0.230, 0.444)
	6.20
(3.55, 10.83)

	Propensity Score Weighted Multivariable Regression Model - ATT
	0.548
(0.366, 0.820)
	0.583
(0.440, 0.773)
	0.380
(0.280, 0.515)
	4.60
(2.71, 7.79)


ATC, average treatment effect for the control; ATO, average treatment effect for the overlap population; ATT, average treatment effect of the treated; CI, confidence interval; HR, hazard ratio; OR, odds ratio; ORR, overall response rate; OS, overall survival; PFS, progression-free survival; sIPTW, stabilized probability of treatment weights; TTNT, time to next therapy.



[bookmark: _Ref109204771]Table S2. Summary of estimates comparing Asian CHRYSALIS and LC-SCRUM-Asia EC patients using different weighting approaches
	
	Asian CHRYSALIS vs LC-SCRUM-Asia EC Patients

	
	OS
	PFS
	TTNT
	ORR

	Method
	HR (95% CI)
	HR (95% CI)
	HR (95% CI)
	OR (95% CI)

	Unadjusted analysis
	0.385
(0.235, 0.632)
	0.558
(0.399, 0.780)
	0.359
(0.244, 0.527)
	5.85
(3.20, 10.71)

	ATT
	0.441
(0.261, 0.743)
	0.587
(0.412, 0.836)
	0.392
(0.266, 0.577)
	5.18
(2.80, 9.60)

	ATO
	0.430
(0.255, 0.724)
	0.573
(0.403, 0.815)
	0.381
(0.258, 0.562)
	5.41
(2.93, 9,98)

	sIPTW
	0.396
(0.232, 0.676)
	0.542
(0.379, 0.775)
	0.342
(0.227, 0.516)
	6.38
(3.42, 11.92)

	ATC
	0.388
(0.226, 0.666)
	0.518
(0.358, 0.749)
	0.337
(0.222, 0.513)
	6.64
(3.52, 12.52)

	Multivariable Regression Model
	0.370
(0.225, 0.607)
	0.544
(0.388, 0.763)
	0.355
(0.239, 0.528)
	5.83
(3.13, 10.800)

	Propensity Score Weighted Multivariable Regression Model - ATO
	0.384
(0.224, 0.657)
	0.566
(0.395, 0.811)
	0.378
(0.256, 0.559)
	5.96
(3.09, 11.50)

	Propensity Score Weighted Multivariable Regression Model - sIPTW
	0.328
(0.186, 0.580)
	0.495
(0.345, 0.711)
	0.317
(0.208, 0.484)
	6.64
(3.55, 12.41)

	Propensity Score Weighted Multivariable Regression Model - ATC
	0.339
(0.195, 0.588)
	0.512
(0.357, 0.735)
	0.337
(0.224, 0.507)
	7.51
(3.71, 15.20)

	Propensity Score Weighted Multivariable Regression Model - ATT
	0.396
(0.230, 0.680)
	0.579
(0.403, 0.832)
	0.388
(0.262, 0.573)
	5.72
(2.96, 11.03)


ATC, average treatment effect for the control; ATO, average treatment effect for the overlap population; ATT, average treatment effect of the treated; CI, confidence interval; HR, hazard ratio; OR, odds ratio; ORR, overall response rate; OS, overall survival; PFS, progression-free survival; sIPTW, stabilized probability of treatment weights; TTNT, time to next therapy.



Table S3. Summary of estimates comparing CHRYSALIS and LC-SCRUM-Asia EC patients for all qualifying LOTs and first LOT after platinum-based chemotherapy
	
	CHRYSALIS vs LC-SCRUM-Asia EC Patients

	
	OS*
	PFS
	TTNT
	ORR

	Method
	HR (95% CI)
	HR (95% CI)
	HR (95% CI)
	OR (95% CI)

	All Qualifying LOTs
	0.450
(0.308, 0.658)
	0.589
(0.446, 0.779)
	0.387
(0.286, 0.525)
	4.38
(2.60, 7.37)

	First LOT
	0.696
(0.426, 1.138)
	0.669
(0.452, 0.989)
	0.397
(0.271, 0.582)
	4.97
(2.57, 9.62)


CI, confidence interval; HR, hazard ratio; OR, odds ratio; ORR, overall response rate; OS, overall survival; PFS, progression-free survival; TTNT, time to next therapy.
*Adjustment for left truncation was applied to OS for all qualifying LOTs and first LOT after platinum-based chemotherapy
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