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Supplementary Table 1. Characteristic Table 
 

Study, year Origin Age Comparison n (Int1/Int2) Syntax score Comorbidity Observation 
period 

Study design 

Chen et al. 20131 China DK-crush: 64.3 DK-crush vs Culotte 419 (210/209) NR Hypertension:65.9% 3 years RCT 
  ±10.3    Hyperlipidemia: 41.8%   
  Culotte:    Diabetes: 31%   

  63.3±9.2       
Hildick-Smith et 
al. 

11  European Provisional: provisional vs Double 467 (230/237) Provisional:22.6±5.9 Diabetes: 27.4% 1 year RCT 

20212 countries 70.8±10.1   Double: 23.2±6 Hypertension: 79.2%   

  Double:    Hypercholesterolaemia:   

  71.4±9.8    69.3%   

      Current smoker: 14.1%   
Chen et al. 20173 China Provisional: Provisional  vs  DK- 482 (242/240) Provisional: 30.1±8.1 Hyperlipidemia: 47.5% 3 years RCT 

  64±10 crush  DK-Crush: 31.1±7.9 Hypertension: 68.7%   
      Diabetes: 27.2%   

  DK-crush: 65±9       
Gao et al. 20154 China Single: 60±11 Single vs Double 1033 (661/372) Single: 25±6 Diabetes mellitus: 24% 4 years Retrospective 

  Doublet: 60±11   Double: 26±5 Hypertension: 55.9%  Observational 
      Hyperlipidemia: 49.5%   

Kawamoto et al. Italy Provisional: Provisional vs 377 (216/161) Provisional: 29±10 Hypertension: 81.4% 3 years Retrospective 
20175  70.8±9.9 Double  Double: 29.9±10 Dyslipidemia:67.3%  Observational 

  Double:    Current smoker: 13%   

  70.4±10.4    Diabetes: 41.7%   
      CKD:41%   

Chen et al. 20156 China DK-crush: DK-crush vs Culotte 419 (210/209) NR Hypertension:65.9% 3 years RCT 
  64.3±10.3    Hyperlipidemia: 41.8%   

  Culotte:    Diabetes: 31%   

  63.3±9.2       

Kim et al. 20117 Korea Single: Single vs Double 392 (254/158) Single:  23.5  (17.0– Diabetes: 33.4% 3 years Retrospective 
  70.53±9.47   32.5) Hypertension: 54.8%  Observational 
  Double:   Double: 27.0 (19.0– Hyperlipidemia: 35.4%   

  70.67±9.13   33.5) Current smoker: 21.7%   

      CKD: 3.6%   
Metawee et al. Egypt Provisional: Provisional  vs  DK- 150 (75/75) Provisional: 29.8±9.2 Smoking: 60.7% 6 month RCT 
20248  55.4±10.05 Crush  DK-Crush: 30.10±8.4 Dyslpidemia: 47.3%   

  DK-Crush:    Diabetes mellitus: 46%   

  55.68±11.70    Hypertension: 50.7%   
Chen et al. 20199 China Provisional: Provisional  vs  DK- 482 (242/240) Provisiona: 30.1±8.1 Hyperlipidemia: 47.5% 3 years RCT 

  64±10 
DK-crush: 65±9 

crush  DK-Crush: 31.1±7.9 Hypertension: 68.7% 
Diabetes: 27.2% 

  

Palmerini et al. Italy One-stent: 72 One stent vs two stent 773 (456/317) NR Hypertension: 68% 2 years Retrospective 



 

Study, year Origin Age Comparison n (Int1/Int2) Syntax score Comorbidity Observation 
period 

Study design 

200810  (29-97) technique   Diabetes mellitus: 28,6%  Observational 
  Two-stent: 70 

(37-90) 
   Hypercolesterolemia: 

62.9% 
Smoking: 35.2% 

  

Zhang et al. 
201511 

China One-stent: 
56.8±13.0 
Two-stent: 
62.1±12.7 

One stent vs two stent 
technique 

88 (50/38) NR Hypertension: 70.4% 
Diabetes mellitus: 14.8% 
Hyperlipidemia: 23.9% 
Current smoker: 26.1% 

1 year Retrospective 
Observational 

Sarma et al. India Provisional: Provisional vs 67 (56/11) Provisional: 22.65 Smoking: 10.7% 2 years Retrospective 
202112  57.77 Double  Double: 25.36 Hypertension: 59.7%  Observational 

  Double: 60.90    Diabetes mellitus: 53.7% 
Hyperlipidemia: 3% 

  

Lee et al. 202013 South Korea Single: 
64.4±10.5 
Double: 
64.4±9.8 

Single vs Double 1.002(440/562) NR Hypertension: 64% 
Diabetes mellitus: 37% 
Current smoking: 25.8% 
Hyperlipidemia: 11.7% 

3 years Retrospective 
Observational 

Ferenc et al. 
201914 

Germany Single: 
70.6±10.7 
Double: 
70.2±10.9 

Single vs Double 867 (477/390) NR Diabetes mellitus: 29% 
Current smoker: 12% 
Hypertension: 84.2% 

10 years Retrospective 
Observational 

Kandzari et al. 17 different Provisional: Provisional vs 529 (344/185) Provisional : Diabetes mellitus: 30.8% 3 years RCT 
201815 countries 66.2±9.3 

Double: 
66.8±9.3 

Double  21.2±6.1 
Double: 22.2±5.8 

Smoking: 64.1% 
Hypertension: 74.7% 
Hyperlipidemia: 71.8% 

  

Migliorini et al. 
201716 

Italy Provisional: 
72±11 
Crush stent: 70 
±10 

Provisional vs Crush 
Stent 

405 (278/127)  Hypertension: 68% 
Diabetes mellitus: 25% 
Hypercholesterolemia: 
56% 

1 year Prospective 
observational 

Kawamoto et al. Italy Mini-crush: Mini-crush stenting 225 (135/90) Mini-crush: 30.4± Hypertension: 80.4% 5 years Retrospective 
201717  105±78.9 

Culotte: 
74±82.2 

vs Culotte stenting  10.5 
Culotte: 27.5±9.4 

Dyslipidemia: 74.2% 
Smoker: 16% 
Diabetes mellitus: 34.2% 
CKD: 48.8% 

 observational 

Rigatelli et al. Italy, Nano-crush: Nano-crush vs culotte 65 (32/33) Nano-crush: 26.3±7.2 Hypertension: 64.6% 3 years Retrospective 
201818 Vietnam, 

Bulgary 
77.1±5.8 
Culotte: 
78.1±6.8 

technique  Culotte: 21.4±4.8 Hypercholesterolemia: 
69.2% 
Diabetes: 26.1% 

 observational 



 

Study, year Origin Age Comparison n (Int1/Int2) Syntax score Comorbidity Observation 
period 

Study design 

      Smoker: 32.3%   
Predescu et al. Romania Single: 63 Single vs Double 70 (41/29) Single: 32 Hypertension: 81.4% 4 years Retrospective 
202319  (52;57)   Double: 25 Dyslipidemia: 79.7%  observational 

  Double: 69    Diabetes mellitus: 30.4%   

  (57;72)    Smoker: 27.1%   
Solangi et al. Pakistan Provisional: Provisional vs 291 (166 /125) Provisional: 23±7.2 Diabetes: 42.6% 3 years Retrospective 
202220  56.8±9.9 Double  Double: 26±5.4 Hypertension: 81.4%  cohort 

  Double:    Smoking: 30.9%   

  57.4±10.4    CKD: 48.1%   



Supplementary Figure 1. Indirectness 
 

 
 
Supplementary Figure 2. Funnel Plot  

 
 
 
 
 



 
Supplementary Figure 3. Risk of Bias 
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