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[ Abstract] Objective To evaluate the clinical effect on in—stent restenosis between drug eluting balloon and second—

generation drug eluting stent. Methods PubMed, Springer, The Cochrane Library and EMBase were searched by computer to
collect RCT or observational study about clinical effect on in—stent restenosis between drug eluting balloon and second—generation
drug eluting stent, there into DEB group received drug eluting balloon, DES group received EES/ZES implantation. RevMan 5.2
software was used to carry out the Meta—analysis. Results A total of 7 literatures were involved, including 1 083 patients. Meta—
analysis results showed that, no statistically significant differences of incidence of target lesion revascularization [ RR=1.30,
95%CI (0.61, 2.77) ], target vessel revascularization (RR=1.03, 95%CI (0.52, 2.03) ], MACE [ RR=1.15, 95%CI (0.75,
1.77) Jor myocardial infarction ([ RR=0.89, 95%CI (0.47, 1.67) ), all-cause mortality [RR=1.73, 95%CI (0.92, 3.24) )
or cardiogenic mortality [ RR=1.81, 95%CI (0.65, 5.04) ] was found between the two groups ( P>0.05) ; lumen diameter
ratio immediately after operation in DES group was statistically significantly higher than that in DEB group [ MD=-0.36, 95%CI

(-0.57, -0.16) ], late lumen loss in DES group was statistically significantly less than that in DEB group [ MD=0.11,
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95%CI (0.02, 0.19) J , and recurrent rate of in—stent restenosis in DES group was statistically significantly lower than
that in DEB group [RR=2.24, 95%CI (1.49, 3.37) ] (P<0.05) . Conclusion Based on existing literature evidence,

drug eluting balloon and second-generation drug eluting stent have similar influence on target lesion/vessel revascularization,

MACE, myocardial infarction, all-cause/cardiogenic death, but compared with drug eluting balloon, second-generation drug

eluting stent may significantly increase the lumen diameter ratio, reduce late lumen loss and recurrent rate of in—stent restenosis.
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Figure 1 Flow chart for literature screening
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