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	S.No. First author, year (reference)
	Design
	No. of cases
	No. of controls
	Cases with CAAs
	Time to enrollment#
	Final measure
	Country
	Outcome

	1. Chen, 2017 (20) 
	Case control
	60
	60
	35
	9.97±5.20
	Mean of means / maximums
	Japan
	No difference


	2. Dietz, 2016 (50)
	Case control
	319
	150
	51
	5 (2.2-8)
	Mean
	Netherland
	Significant difference

	3. Gopalan, 2018 (51)
	Case control
	27
	27
	None
	6.9
	Mean of maximums
	India
	Significant difference

	4. Gupta Malhotra, 2009 (41)
	Case control
	28
	27
	Transient CAAs: 9
	16(6)
	Mean
	US
	No difference

	5. Ishikawa, 2018 (29) 
	Case control
	25
	25
	10
	6.8(4.4–8.2)
	Mean
	Japan
	No difference

	6. Lee, 2009 (19)
	Case control
	25
	55
	25
	>8
	NA
	Korea
	No difference

	7. Meena, 2014 (52)
	Case control
	27
	27
	Transient CAAs: 9, persistent CAAs: 1
	2.4 (16–73 months)
	Mean of maximums
	India
	Significant difference

	8. Noto, 2001 (42)
	Case control
	20
	20
	20
	9.8(4)
	Mean of maximums
	Japan
	Significant difference

	9. Noto, 2009 (34)
	Case control
	35
	35
	16
	18.6(8.4)
	Mean of maximums
	Japan
	Significant difference

	10. Noto, 2012 (53)
	Case control
	18
	15
	18
	14.1(6.9)
	Mean of maximums
	Japan
	Significant difference

	11. Oguri, 2014 (43) 
	Case control
	75
	50
	11
	2.3(2.8)
	NA
	Japan
	No difference

	12. Parihar, 2017 (35) 
	Case control
	20
	20
	None
	NA
	NA
	India
	No difference

	13. Pinto, 2017 (47)
	Case control
	43
	43
	None
	15.8±6.8
	Means, maximums
	Portugal
	No difference

	14. Dalla Pozza, 2007 (54) 
	Case control
	20
	28
	15
	12.1(4.7)
	Mean of means
	German
	Significant difference

	15. Kadono, 2005 (30) 
	Case control
	24
	41
	15 (regressed: 9)
	5.8(4.6)
	Mean of maximums
	Japan
	No difference

	16. Shah, 2015 (16)
	Case control
	92
	51
	38
	8.3(1–30.7)
	Mean of means
	Caucasian
	No difference. Data in median

	17. Selamet Tierny, 2013 (48)
	Case control
	320
	50
	67
	11.6(1.2–26)
	Mean of means
	Caucasian
	No difference

	18. Wu, 2014 (55) 
	Case control
	21
	14
	NA
	Acute stage
	Mean of means
	Taiwan
	Increased. 
Done in acute stage

	19. Laurito, 2014 (31) 
	Case control
	14
	14
	None
	6.3 (4.8)
	Mean
	Italy
	No difference

	20. Ikemoto, 2005 (27) 
	Case control
	65
	20
	28
	12 (5–21)
	Mean
	Japan
	No difference

	21. Cheung, 2008 (45) 
	Case control
	41
	32
	32
	10.5(6.8)
	Mean of means
	China
	Significant difference.
Data in median

	22. Cheung, 2007 (13)
	Case control
	50
	22
	26
	5.8–7.4
	Mean of maximums
	China
	Significant difference

	23. Ishikawa, 2013 (28) 
	Case control
	24
	22
	9
	3.3
	Mean of means
	Japan
	No difference

	
24. Dietz, 2015 (56)

	Case control
	161
	82
	42
	8 (6.1–19)
	Mean
	Netherland
	Significant difference

	25. Duan, 2011 (25) 
	Case control
	31
	21
	31
	   >1 years
	Mean
	China
	Significant difference


#Years from diagnosis of KD (unless specified otherwise) represented as mean±SD or median (IQR/range) or range (–) 
