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Supplementary Figure 1. Literature search process to identify review articles (DES = drug-eluting stents; BMS = bare-metal stents)
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Supplementary Figure 2. Outcomes of drug-eluting stents (DES) versus bare metal stents (BMS) in observational studies   (SE = standard error; IV = inverse variance; CI = confidence interval. Dots represent individual study estimates; boxes, study weights and lines, 95% CIs) – Continued on next page.
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Supplementary Figure 2 (Continued). Outcomes of drug-eluting stents (DES) versus bare metal stents (BMS) in observational studies – Continued on next page.
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Supplementary Figure 2 (Continued). Outcomes of drug-eluting stents (DES) versus bare metal stents (BMS) in observational studies – Continued on next page.
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Supplementary Figure2 (Continued). Outcomes of drug-eluting stents (DES) versus bare metal stents (BMS) in observational studies
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Supplementary Figure 3. Funnel plots to assess publication bias in randomized controlled trials








Supplementary Figure 4. Funnel plots to assess publication bias in observational studies (within one year follow-up)
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