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Supplementary Figure 1. Sensitivity analysis of PCI vs. MT.
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Supplementary Figure 2. Sensitivity analysis of CABG vs. MT.
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Supplementary Figure 3. Sensitivity analysis of CABG vs. PCL
Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
o °
\ (]
\
‘ .
\
\
\
\
\ (
\® ®
\
\
N —
T T T T
0 10 20 30

Supplementary Figure 4. Funnel plot.
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Begg's funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Supplementary Figure 5. Begg’s funnel plot.
Supplementary Table 1. Study Quality Assessment
Randomized Controlled Trials
Random Allocation Blm.dfng of Blinding of Incomplete Selective
sequence ncealment participants outcome data outcome reportin
Author generation o . and personnel . data porting Other bias
. (selection (detection e (reporting
(selection bias) (performance bias) (attrition bias)
bias) bias) bias)
Bangalore 2020 LOW LOW HIGH LOW LOW LOW LOW
Manske 1992 LOW UNCLEAR UNCLEAR UNCLEAR LOW LOW LOW
Observational Studies
Demonstratio Compare
Representive Selection of n that ability of Wl‘:ns f‘()):llow Adequacy of
ness of the the non- Ascertainmen outcome of cohorts on Assessment p long quacy
Author . . enough for follow up of
exposed exposed t of exposure interest was the basis of of outcome outcomes to cohorts
cohort cohort not present at  the design or occur
satrt of study analysis
Szummer YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

YES



2009
Hemmelgarn
2004
Charytan
2006
Chertow 2000
Medi 2009
Yasuda 2006
Agirbasli
2000

Marui 2014
Herzog 1999
Herzog 2002
Ivens 2001
Ohmoto 1999
Shroff 2013
Sunagawa
2010
Terazawa
2012

Chang 2012
Kumada 2014
Baek 2014
Ashirth 2010
Yeats 2012
Manabe 2009
Aoki 2003
Szczech 2001
Simsir 1998
Koyanagi
1996
Rinehart 1995
Fujimoto
2007
Takeshita
1992
Sakakibara
2011
Baldovinos
2002

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
NO
YES
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES

NO
NO
NO

NO

NO

NO

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
NO
NO

YES

YES
NO

NO

YES

NO
YES
YES
YES

NO
YES

NO
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES




