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Figure S1a Funnel plots evaluated the value of EAT for ISR.
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Figure S1b Funnel plots evaluated EAT for no-reflow.
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Figure S1c Funnel plots evaluated EAT for MACE.
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Figure S1d Funnel plots evaluated EAT for infarct size.
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Figure S2a. Forest plot evaluated the impact of EAT divided by ISR vs non-ISR deleted one study.
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Figure S2b. Forest plot evaluated the value of EAT for ISR deleted one study.
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Figure S3. Forest plot evaluated EAT for no-reflow deleted one study.
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Figure S4 Forest plot evaluated EAT for MACEs deleted one study.
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