S1 Forest plots for all the twelve risk factors
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Figure 1. The forest plot analysis of age
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Figure 2. The forest plot analysis of female gender
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Figure 3. The forest plot analysis of preoperative AF
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Figure 4. The forest plot analysis of rheumatic etiology
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Figure 5. The forest plot analysis of worse NYHA class
[image: image6.emf]Experimental Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Kwak JJ 2008 84 90 177 245 23.4% 5.38 [2.24, 12.89] - &
Song H 2009 42 49 375 589 30.4% 3.42 [1.51, 7.76] I —

Wang GH 2008 25 65 34 152 46.2% 2.17 [1.16, 4.07] —i—

Total (95% ClI) 204 986 100.0% 3.30 [2.16, 5.05] <

Total events 151 586

Heterogeneity: Chi® = 2.92,df =2 (P = 0.23); I = 31% F f t |
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.49 (P < 0.00001) 0.05 0.2 L > 20

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]










Figure 6. The forest plot analysis of MV/non-MV surgery
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Figure 7. The forest plot analysis of previous valve surgery
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Figure 8. The forest plot analysis of time from onset to surgery≥20years
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Figure 9.1. The forest plot analysis of LAD≥60mm
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Figure 9.2. The forest plot analysis of LAD
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Figure 10.1. The forest plot analysis of LVEDD≥60mm
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Figure 10.2. The forest plot analysis of LVEDD
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Figure 11.1. The forest plot analysis of LVEF<50%
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Figure 11.2. The forest plot analysis of LVEF
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Figure 12.1. The forest plot analysis of PASP>40mmHg
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Figure 12.2. The forest plot analysis of PASP
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Figure 13. The forest plot analysis of 2+/3+ TR
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Figure 14. The forest plot analysis of RAD≥50mm
