Study HR (95% CI) Endpoint S

V-D
Larsen 2013 —_— 0.40 (0.22,0.73) MI D110
Larsen 2013 e ] 0.30(0.18,0.49) MI D150
Avgil-Tsadok 2015 - 1.19(0.92,1.54) M D
Bouillon 2015 e e o 1.31(0.88,1.94) MI D
Graham 2015 - 0.92(0.78,1.08) Ml D
Lauffenburger 2015 -‘ﬁ 0.88(0.78,1.00) MI D
Chan YH 2016 P 1.02(0.51,2.05) MI D
Chan Y-H 2016 ——t 0.67 (0.43,1.05) Ml D
Seeger 2016 2 e 0.89(0.57,1.38) MI D
Tsiomalis 2016 g > 2.78(0.12, 65.94) MI D110 (post stroke)
Villines 2016 —_— 0.65 (0.45,0.94) MI D
Yavuz 2016 . g 0.49(0.13,1.85) MI D110
Yavuz 2016 ¢ 0.68(0.13,3.57) MI D150
Denas 2017 —_—T 0.80(0.52,1.22) MI D
Bengtson 2017 —_— 0.72(0.57,0.91) Mi D
Bengtson 2017 —— 1.28 (1.02,1.60) M DSwitch
Subtotal (I-squared = 71.4%, p = 0.000) <> 0.82 (0.70, 0.97)
V-A
Coleman 2017 —— 0.33(0.11,1.01) MI A
Coleman (REASSESS) 2017 & —— 0.28 (0.08,0.98) MI A
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.348)-<> 0.31(0.13,0.71)
V-R
Bouillon 2015 . sm ] 0.76 (0.41, 1.40) MI R
Chan YH 2016 < 0.63(0.21,1.89) MI R
Gorst-Rasmussen 2016 e o 0.88(0.48,1.64) MI R15
Gorst-Rasmussen 2016 —— 0.53(0.35,0.81) MI R20
Norby 2017 —— 0.88(0.75,1.03) Mi R
Norby 2017 —_—— 1.08 (0.84,1.39) Ml RSwitch
Subtotal (I-squared = 41.7%, p = 0.127) o 0.84 (0.68, 1.03)

| | | |

favors DOAC favors VKA

ESM 18. Supplementary Fig. 5. Forest plot of hazard ratios of DOACs versus VKAs for myocardial infarction. If a specific
subgroup was analyzed this is indicated after the indicator ‘D’, ‘R’ or ‘A’ in the right column, a number after these
indicators refers to the dose in mg once (R) or twice per day (D, A). The meta-analytical DerSimonian-Laird random effect
estimates are indicated as diamonds in the subtotal line. Overall heterogeneity tests with I-squared and p-values are
shown in these lines as well.



