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a b s t r a c t

Cardiogenic shock develops in up to 10% of patients with acute myocardial infarction and continues to
have high mortality. Early invasive treatment is the default therapeutic approach in these patients. On
the basis of the results of the CULPRIT-SHOCK trial, culprit-only revascularization during the acute phase
is preferred over multivessel revascularization. Routine use of intra-aortic balloon pump (IABP) is not
recommended; however, the use of mechanical circulatory support has been increasing despite limited
observational data to support its use. Several studies support multivessel revascularization in patients
with uncomplicated ST-segment elevation acute myocardial infarction and simple nonculprit lesions to
improve subsequent clinical outcomes.
© 2019 Hellenic Society of Cardiology. Publishing services by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article

under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
1. Introduction

Recent studies have advanced our understanding and treatment
options for patients with cardiogenic shock in the setting of acute
coronary syndromes (ACS), as well as coronary revascularization in
ACS patients with multivessel disease.1e7 We provide an overview
of those studies and their anticipated impact on clinical practice.
2. Cardiogenic shock in ACS patients

2.1. Medical vs. invasive treatment, complete vs. infarct-related
angioplasty

Cardiogenic shock is defined as a state in which ineffective
cardiac output, caused by a primary cardiac disorder, results in both
clinical and biochemical manifestations of inadequate tissue
perfusion. Some patients with cardiogenic shock may not have
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hypotension; however, a commonly used definition is persistent
hypotension (systolic blood pressure < 90 mmHg or mean blood
pressure 30 mmHg lower than the baseline value), elevated pul-
monary capillary wedge pressure (PCWP) (greater than 15 mmHg),
and depressed cardiac index (less than 1.8 L/min/m2 without sup-
port or less than 2.2 L/min/m2 with support) accompanied by signs
of hypoperfusion (such as reduced urine output, cold extremities,
and confusion).8 Cardiogenic shock develops in approximately 6-
10% of patients with ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction
(STEMI) and up to 3% of patients with non-ST-segment elevation
myocardial infarction (NSTEMI), with >50% mortality in both
settings.9e11 Common causes of cardiogenic shock include exten-
sive left ventricular injury, right ventricular infarction, mechanical
complications, or arrhythmias.

The ShouldWe Emergently Revascularize Occluded Coronaries for
Cardiogenic Shock (SHOCK) trial randomized 302 patients with
cardiogenic shock to early revascularization vs. initial medical stabi-
lization. Comparedwith themedical stabilization group, patientswho
had early revascularization had lower mortality, both after 6 months
(50.3% vs. 63.1%, respectively, RR 0.80 [95%CI 0.65e0.98], p¼ 0.027)12

and after 6 years (67.2% vs. 80.4%, p ¼ 0.028) of follow-up.13

Most (up to 80%) patients with cardiogenic shock in the setting
of ACS have multivessel coronary artery disease.14,15 Whether
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Table 1
Guidelines for patients with cardiogenic shock due to myocardial infarction and multivessel coronary disease

Guidelines Recommendations Class Level of evidence

ACCF/AHA guidelines on STEMI
(2013)18

In patients with cardiogenic shock due to pump failure, PCI of a severe
stenosis in a large noninfarct artery might improve hemodynamic
stability and should be considered during the primary procedure.

Not specified Not specified

AHA/ACC guidelines on NSTEMI
(2014)19

Select a revascularization strategy based on the extent of CAD,
associated cardiac lesions, LV dysfunction, and prior revascularization.

I B

ESC/EACS on myocardial
revascularization (2018)22

In cardiogenic shock, routine revascularization of non-infarct-related
arteries (non-IRA) is not recommended during primary PCI.

III B

ACCF/AHA, American College of Cardiology Foundation/American Heart Association; STEMI, ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction; PCI, percutaneous coronary inter-
vention; NSTEMI, Non-ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction; CAD, coronary artery disease; LV, left ventricular; ESC/EACS, European Society of Cardiology/European
Association of Cardiothoracic Surgery.
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culprit-only or multivessel revascularization should be performed
in those patients had been controversial. Hussain et al examined
210 patients with cardiogenic shock showing that complete revas-
cularization was independently associated with lower in-hospital
mortality.16 The 2017 European guidelines for STEMI favored com-
plete revascularization in patients with STEMI and cardiogenic
shock (class IIa, level of evidence C), while the 2013 ACCF/AHA
guidelines suggested that “shock or severe heart failure is perhaps
the only clinical scenario in which acute revascularization of sig-
nificant stenoses in non-infarct arteries can be justified”.17,18 Simi-
larly, the 2014 AHA/ACCNSTEMI guidelines recommended selection
of a specific revascularization strategy on the basis of the degree,
severity, and extent of coronary artery disease, associated cardiac
lesions, extent of left ventricular dysfunction, and history of prior
revascularization (class I, level of evidence B)19 (Table 1 and Fig. 1).

The aforementioned question was definitely answered in the
Culprit Lesion-Only PCI Versus Multivessel Percutaneous Coronary
Intervention in Cardiogenic Shock (CULPRIT-SHOCK) trial. In this
multicenter, randomized controlled trial, 706 patients with either
STEMI or NSTEMI were randomized to culprit vessel-only
Fig. 1. Panel A: A patient with cardiogenic shock caused by non-ST-segment elevation m
complete obstruction of the left anterior descending artery (LAD) and an ulcerated lesion ca
present in the distal right coronary artery (RCA) causing 70% obstruction. Panel C: After the i
revealed. Panel D: Because of the proximal location of the LAD and CX lesions, it was decide
LAD. Two drug-eluting stents (DES) were implanted in the proximal CX. Panel E: One DES wa
restored in both vessels. PCI of the RCA was not performed.
percutaneous coronary intervention (PCI) with possible staged
revascularization later versus immediate multivessel PCI. The inci-
dence of the composite primary endpoint of death or renal-
replacement therapy at 30 days was lower in patients who under-
went culprit lesion-only PCI (45.9% vs. 55.4%, RR 0.83 [95% CI 0.71-
0.96], p¼ 0.01). All-causemortality occurred in 149 (43.3%) patients
in the culprit lesion-only PCI group and in 176 (51.6%) in the mul-
tivessel PCI (RR 0.84 [95% CI 0.72-0.98], p ¼ 0.03) with a trend for a
lower need for renal replacement therapy (11.6% vs. 16.4%, respec-
tively, RR 0.71 [95% CI 0.49-1.03], p ¼ 0.07).2 Chronic total occlu-
sions (CTOs) are often present in patients with ACS and have been
associated with worse outcomes20,21 In the CULPRIT-SHOCK trial, at
least one CTO was present in 24% of patients in the multivessel PCI
group and in 22.4% of patients in the culprit-only PCI group. In
patients with at least one CTO, complete revascularization was
achieved in 81%. The subgroup analysis for the primary endpoint at
30 days showed better outcomes with culprit-only PCI (relative risk
0.67 [95% CI 0.46-0.97]) than with multivessel PCI.

On the basis of the CULPRIT-SHOCK trial, the 2018 European
Society of Cardiology/European Association of Cardiothoracic
yocardial infarction underwent emergent coronary angiography, which demonstrated
using 90% obstruction, proximally, in the circumflex artery (CX). Panel B: A lesion was
nflation of a 2.5 mm balloon in the proximal LAD, severe diffuse disease in mid-LAD was
d to proceed with percutaneous coronary intervention (PCI) to the CX in addition to the
s implanted in the proximal LAD. Panel F: The final result showed that TIMI flow-3 was
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Surgery provided a class III (level of evidence B) recommendation
for the routine revascularization of non-infarct-related arteries
(non-IRA) during primary PCI in patients with STEMI and NSTEMI
complicated by cardiogenic shock.22
2.2. Mechanical circulatory support devices in cardiogenic shock

Intra-aortic balloon pump (IABP) has been the most commonly
used short-term mechanical circulatory support device because it is
easy to use, inexpensive, and readily available. IABP use declined
after the Intra-aortic Balloon Pump in Cardiogenic Shock II (IABP-
SHOCK II) trial. IABP-SHOCK II was the first randomized controlled
trial that evaluated the use of the IABP in patients with acute MI
complicated by cardiogenic shock and showed similar 30-day (39.7%
vs. 41.3%, RR 0.96 [95% CI 0.79-1.17], p¼ 0.69) and 12-month (52% vs.
51%, RR 1.01 [95% CI 0.86-1.18], p ¼ 0.91) mortality. The trial was
criticized, however, because of the relatively small number of pa-
tients enrolled (n ¼ 600) and the lower than anticipated mortality
(40%) that reduced the power of the study. Moreover,10% of patients
crossed over from the control group to the IABP group.1 A recent
meta-analysis of seven trials that included a total of 790 patients
demonstrated no difference in 30-day mortality with vs. without
IABP in patients with acute MI and cardiogenic shock.23 Given the
IABP-SHOCK II trial results, the 2018 European guidelines on
myocardial revascularization recommend against the routine use of
IABP in patients with cardiogenic shock due to ACS (class III, level of
evidence B)18,22 (Table 2); however, the IABP can remain useful
particularly in patients in early stages of shock.

Veno-arterial extracorporeal membrane oxygenation (VA
ECMO) is often used in patients with cardiac arrest and cardiogenic
shock. A meta-analysis of 4 studies that included 235 patients with
cardiogenic shock after acute MI showed that VA ECMO was asso-
ciated with improved 30-day survival as compared with IABP (risk
difference 33%, [95% CI 14e52%], p ¼ 0.0008, NNT 3). When VA
ECMO was compared with Impella or Tandem Heart, 30-day sur-
vival was similar (risk difference �3% [95% CI �21 to 14%],
p ¼ 0.70).24

Seyfarth et al performed a prospective, randomized study
comparing Impella LP 2.5 with IABP in 25 patients with cardiogenic
shock caused by acute MI. After 30 minutes of support, the cardiac
index was significantly higher in the Impella group than in the IABP
group; however, the overall 30-daymortality was similar in the two
groups.25 In another prospective, randomized trial that included 42
patients, Burkhoff et al tested whether or not TandemHeart pro-
vided superior hemodynamic support compared with IABP in pa-
tients with cardiogenic shock (due to MI in 70%). TandemHeart
improved the hemodynamic parameters but did not improve 30-
day survival.26 A recent meta-analysis of 148 patients from four
randomized trials that investigated the efficacy and safety of Tan-
demHeart and Impella vs. IABP demonstrated that LVADs signifi-
cantly increased mean arterial blood pressure and decreased
arterial lactate and PCWC at the cost of a high rate of bleeding from
Table 2
Guidelines for the use of mechanical circulatory support devices in patients with myoca

Guidelines Recommendations

ACCF/AHA guidelines on STEMI
(2013)18

The use of intra-aortic balloon pump (IABP) c
cardiogenic shock after STEMI who do not qu

ACCF/AHA guidelines on STEMI
(2013)18

Alternative LV assist devices for circulatory su
refractory cardiogenic shock.

ESC/EACS on myocardial
revascularization (2018)22

Routine use of IABP in patients with cardioge

ACCF/AHA, American College of Cardiology Foundation/American Heart Association; STE
ropean Society of Cardiology/European Association of Cardiothoracic Surgery; ACS, acute
vascular access sites comparedwith IABP.27 The Impella versus IABP
Reducesmortality in STEMI patients treatedwith primary PCI in the
Severe cardiogenic SHOCK (IMPRESS) trial randomized 48 patients
with STEMI and cardiogenic shock to either Impella CP or IABP. The
all-cause mortality at 30 days and 6 months was similar in the two
groups (46% vs. 50%, p ¼ 0.92 and 50% vs. 50%, p ¼ 0.92%), while
Impella CP was associated with moremajor bleeding events (8 vs. 2
patients).28

Despite the lack of data demonstrating survival benefit with
mechanical circulatory support, in the United States, use of IABP has
been decreasing and use of VA ECMO, Impella, and TandemHeart
has been increasing.29e31

The 2013 ACCF/AHA STEMI guidelines recommend the use of
LVADs as an alternative to IABP for patients with refractory
cardiogenic shock (class IIb, level of evidence C).18 Because of the
lack of strong data, the European revascularization guidelines do
not provide recommendations for the use of LVADs in patients with
MI complicated by cardiogenic shock (Table 2).
3. Multivessel disease in acute coronary syndromes

3.1. Multivessel disease in NSTEMI

Approximately 40-80% of NSTEMI patients have multivessel
disease, and up to 40% of patients have more than one culprit
lesion.32 Culprit lesion(s) determination and the optimal revascu-
larization strategy remain controversial.33e37 The Impact of
Different Treatment in Multivessel Non-ST-Elevation Myocardial
Infarction Patients: One Stage Versus Multistaged Percutaneous
Coronary Intervention (SMILE) trial randomized 584 patients with
multivessel disease and NSTEMI to complete 1-stage coronary
revascularization vs. multi-stage revascularization. The complete 1-
stage coronary revascularization group had lower incidence of the
composite endpoint of cardiac death, death, reinfarction, rehospi-
talization for unstable angina, repeat coronary revascularization
(target vessel revascularization), and stroke at 1 year (13.63% vs.
23.19%, HR: 0.549 [95% CI 0.363-0.828], p ¼ 0.004), driven by lower
incidence of target vessel revascularization.38 The 2014 AHA/ACC
NSTEMI guidelines suggest that a strategy of multivessel PCI, in
contrast to culprit lesion-only PCI, may be reasonable in patients
undergoing coronary revascularization as part of treatment for
NSTEMI (class IIb, level of evidence C).19 The 2018 ESC/EACTS
guidelines on myocardial revascularization state that revasculari-
zation strategy should be based on the clinical status, comorbid-
ities, and disease severity according to the principles for stable
coronary artery disease (class I, level of evidence B)22 (Table 3).
3.2. Multivessel disease in STEMI

Approximately 50% of STEMI patients havemultivessel coronary
artery disease, which is associated with lower rates of successful
myocardial reperfusion and high rate of major adverse cardiac evets
rdial infarction complicated by cardiogenic shock

Class Level of
evidence

ounterpulsation can be useful for patients with
ickly stabilize with pharmacological therapy.

IIa B

pport may be considered in patients with IIb C

nic shock due to ACS is not recommended. III B

MI, ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction; LV, left ventricular; ESC/EACS, Eu-
coronary syndrome.



Table 3
Guidelines for patients with NSTEMI and multivessel coronary artery disease without cardiogenic shock

Guidelines Recommendations Class Level of
evidence

AHA/ACC guidelines on
NSTEMI (2014)19

A strategy of multivessel PCI, in contrast to culprit lesion-only PCI, may be reasonable in patients
undergoing coronary revascularization as part of treatment for NSTE-ACS.

IIb B

ESC/EACS on myocardial
revascularization
(2018)22

It is recommended to base the revascularization strategy (ad hoc culprit lesion PCI/multivessel PCI/
CABG) on the clinical status and comorbidities, as well as the disease severity [i.e., the distribution
and angiographic lesion characteristics (e.g., SYNTAX score)], according to the principles for SCAD.

I B

AHA/ACC, American Heart Association/American College of Cardiology; NSTEMI, Non-ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction; PCI, percutaneous coronary intervention;
NSTE-ACS, Non-ST-segment elevation acute coronary syndrome; ESC/EACS, European Society of Cardiology/European Association of Cardiothoracic Surgery; CABG, coronary
artery bypass surgery; SYNTAX, Synergy Between Percutaneous Coronary Intervention with TAXUS and Cardiac Surgery; SCAD, stable coronary artery disease.
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(MACE) and 1-year mortality.39,40 Prior studies have suggested that
PCI of the non-IRA during the index procedure may adversely affect
prognosis: Cavender et al examined 28,936 patients from the Na-
tional Cardiovascular Data Registry and found that multivessel PCI
during primary PCI was associated with higher in-hospital mor-
tality rates (7.9% vs. 5.1%, p <0.01).41 Hannah et al showed in an
observational study of 3,521 patients that culprit lesion-only PCI
was associated with lower in-hospital mortality than multivessel
PCI during the index procedure (0.9% vs. 2.4%, p ¼ 0.04). Staged
revascularization with PCI at 60 days after primary PCI, however,
reduced the one-year mortality compared with IRA-only PCI (1.3%
vs. 3.3%, p ¼ 0.04).42 A meta-analysis that included 18 studies and
40,280 patients confirmed that staged PCI was consistently asso-
ciated with lower mortality.43 In a subanalysis of the HORIZONS-
AMI trial (harmonizing outcomes with revascularization and
stents in acute myocardial infarction), 688 patients who underwent
PCI of culprit and nonculprit vessel were categorized into single PCI
strategy vs. staged PCI: 1-year mortality (9.2% vs. 2.3%, p < 0.0001),
cardiac mortality (6.2% vs. 2.0%, p ¼ 0.005), and definite/probable
stent thrombosis (5.7% vs. 2.3%, p ¼ 0.02) were all in favor of staged
PCI.44

Several randomized controlled trials have advanced our un-
derstanding of optimal revascularization strategies in STEMI
(Table 4). Politi et al, in a study that included 263 patients,
showed that IRA-only PCI was associated with a higher rate of
MACE (death, reinfarction, rehospitalization for ACS, and repeat
coronary revascularization) during a mean follow-up of 2.5 years
compared with either staged PCI or simultaneous treatment of the
non-IRA (50.0% vs. 20.0% vs. 23.1%, p<0.001).3 The Preventive
Table 4
Randomized trials comparing IRA-only PCI vs. complete revascularization in stable patie

Study Number of
patients

Primary composite endpoint

Politi et al (2010)3 263 Cardiac or noncardiac death, in-hospital
for acute coronary syndrome, and repeat
mean follow-up.

PRAMI (2013)7 465 Death from cardiac causes, nonfatal my
at 23 months mean follow-up.

CvLPRIT (2015)5 296 All-cause death, recurrent myocardial in
driven revascularization within 12 mon

PRAGUE-13 (2015)46 214 All-cause mortality, nonfatal myocardia
median follow-up.

DANAMI-3-PRIMULTI (2015)4 627 All-cause mortality, non-fatal reinfarctio
revascularization of lesions in non-infar
enrolled patient had been followed up f

Compare-Acute (2017)6 885 Death from any cause, nonfatal myocard
cerebrovascular events at 12 months.

IRA, infarct-related artery; PCI, percutaneous coronary intervention; STEMI, ST-segmen
revascularization, CR, simultaneous treatment of non-infarct-related artery, HR, hazard
Angioplasty in Acute Myocardial Infarction (PRAMI) trial ran-
domized 465 patients to IRA-only PCI (no preventive PCI) or IRA
and non-IRA PCI too (preventive PCI). Patients in the preventive
group had a lower rate of MACE (death from cardiac causes,
nonfatal myocardial infarction, or refractory angina) than those in
the no-preventive PCI group (21 vs. 53 cases, HR in the preventive
PCI group, 0.35 [0.21-0.58] 95% CI, p<0.001). However, there was
no statistically significant difference in cardiac mortality between
the two groups (4 vs. 10 cases, HR 0.34 [0.1-1.08] 95% CI,
p ¼ 0.07).7 In the Complete versus Lesion-only Primary PCI trial
(CvLPRIT), investigators compared the outcomes of patients with
STEMI who had a complete revascularization during their hospital
stay (complete revascularization could be performed during the
index procedure or before hospital discharge) with patients who
had PCI only to the infarct-related artery. The primary endpoint
(all-cause death, recurrent MI, heart failure, and ischemia-driven
revascularization within 12 months) was significantly lower
among patients who underwent complete revascularization
(10.0% vs. 21.2%, HR 0.45 [0.24-0.84] 95% CI, p ¼ 0.009). All-cause
mortality was numerically lower in the complete revasculariza-
tion group (2.7% vs. 6.9%, HR 0.38 [0.12-1.2] 95% CI, p ¼ 0.09).5 The
Complete revascularization versus treatment of the culprit lesion
only in patients with ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction
and multivessel disease (DANAMI-3ePRIMULTI) evaluated the
concept of complete revascularization not by using angiographic
criteria (percent stenosis) for non-IRA revascularization, but by a
functional test (FFR). Complete revascularization took place before
hospital discharge. The rate of the primary composite endpoint of
all-cause mortality, nonfatal reinfarction, and ischemia-driven
nts with STEMI and multivessel disease

Results

death, re-infarction, re-hospitalization
coronary revascularization at 2.5 years

50% COR vs. 20% SR vs. 23.1% CR group,
p<0.001.

ocardial infarction, or refractory angina 9% in preventive PCI group vs. 23% in
non-preventive PCI group, p<0.001.

farction, heart failure, and ischemia-
ths.

10.0% in the complete revascularization
group vs. 21.2%, p<0.009, in the IRA-
only revascularization group.

l infarction, and stroke at 38 months 16.0% in complete revascularization
group vs. 13.9% in culprit lesion-only
PCI group, HR ¼ 1.35; 95% CI, 0.66-2.74.

n, and ischemia-driven
ct-related arteries when the last
or 1 year.

13% in patients who had complete
revascularization vs. 22% in patients
who had PCI of the IRA only, p< 0.004.

ial infarction, revascularization, and 8% in IRA-only PCI group vs. 21% in
complete revascularization group,
p<0.001.

t elevation myocardial infarction, COR, culprit vessel angioplasty-only; SR, staged
ratio; CI, confidence interval.



Table 5
Guidelines for patients with STEMI and multivessel coronary artery disease without cardiogenic shock

Guidelines Recommendations Class Level of evidence

The 2015 ACC/AHA/SCAI
focused update on primary
PCI for patients with STEMI45

PCI of a noninfarct artery may be considered in selected patients with
STEMI and multivessel disease who are hemodynamically stable, either
at the time of primary PCI or as a planned staged procedure.

IIb B-R

ESC/EACS on myocardial
revascularization (2018)22

Routine revascularization of non-IRA lesions should be considered in
STEMI patients with multivessel disease before hospital discharge.

IIa A

ACC/AHA/SCAI, American College of Cardiology/American Heart Association/Society Cardiovascular Angiography Interventions; PCI, percutaneous coronary intervention;
STEMI, ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction; ESC/EACS, European Society of Cardiology/European Association of Cardiothoracic Surgery; non-IRA, non-infarct-related
artery.

I. Xenogiannis et al. / Hellenic Journal of Cardiology 60 (2019) 165e170 169
revascularization of lnon-IRA lesions assessed when the last
enrolled patient had been followed up for 1 year was significantly
lower in the complete FFR-guided revascularization group (13% vs.
22%, HR 0.56, [0.38e0.83] 95% CI, p ¼ 0.004), driven by fewer
repeat revascularizations.4 In the Comparison Between FFR
Guided Revascularization Versus Conventional Strategy in Acute
STEMI Patients With Multivessel disease study (Compare-Acute),
the most current and largest randomized controlled trial in this
area to date, investigators evaluated the outcomes of FFR-guided
complete revascularization in patients with STEMI. The primary
composite endpoint of death from any cause, nonfatal MI, revas-
cularization, and cerebrovascular events at 12 months occurred in
8% of patients who had FFR-guided complete revascularization
and in 21% of patients who underwent IRA only PCI (HR 0.35,
[0.22 to 0.55] 95% CI, p<0.001).6

Interpretation of the above study findings should consider dif-
ferences in study design: in two studies (PRAMI and Compare-
Acute) non-IRA PCI took place during the index procedure, in one
(DANAMI3ePRIMULTI) during admission, in one (CvLPRIT) either
during index procedure or during hospital stay, while in the study
by Politi et al, patients were randomized to three different groups
(IRA PCI only, staged PCI, or repeat coronary revascularization).
Furthermore, two trials (DANAMI-3ePRIMULTI and Compare-
Acute) used FFR for guiding complete revascularization instead of
only using angiography.

In conclusion, current data favor complete revascularization
before hospital discharge; however, the optimal timing (during the
index procedure or later during the same hospitalization) and
whether revascularization should be guided by functional assess-
ment remain unclear. Importantly, none of the previously
mentioned studies showed lower mortality with non-IRA PCI. The
2015 ACC/AHA/SCAI focused update on primary PCI for patients
with STEMI recommends non-IRA PCI in selected hemodynamically
stable patients either during primary PCI or as a planned staged
procedure (class IIb, level of evidence B-R).45 The 2018 European
guidelines on myocardial revascularization suggest that “routine
revascularization of non-IRA lesions should be considered in STEMI
patients with multivessel disease before hospital discharge” (class
IIa, level of evidence A)22 (Table 5).
4. Conclusion

Patients with cardiogenic shock in the setting of ACS should
undergo culprit-only coronary revascularization. Use of mechanical
circulatory support in such patients is increasing despite lack of
randomized controlled trials supporting their safety and efficacy in
this setting. Multivessel revascularization during index admission
is reasonable and supported by several randomized controlled tri-
als particularly when guided by FFR, although it does not reduce
mortality. The optimal timing for achieving complete revasculari-
zation and the optimal strategy for evaluating the nonculprit le-
sions are still being debated.
Disclosures

Dr. Brilakis received consulting/speaker honoraria from Abbott
Vascular, American Heart Association (associate editor Circulation),
Boston Scientific, Cardiovascular Innovations Foundation (Board of
Directors), CSI, Elsevier, GE Healthcare, InfraRedx, and Medtronic;
research support from Regeneron and Siemens. Shareholder: MHI
Ventures. Board of Trustees: Society of Cardiovascular Angiography
and Interventions.

Dr. Burke received consulting and speaker honoraria from
Abbott Vascular and Boston Scientific.

Dr. Sorajja: Edwards Lifesciences (research grants, consulting,
speaking), Boston Scientific (research grants, consulting, speaking);
Medtronic (research grants, consulting, speaking), Abbott Vascular
(research grants, consulting, speaking) Dr. G€ossl: Abbott Vascular:
consulting; Edwards Lifesciences: research grants.
References

1. Thiele H, Zeymer U, Neumann FJ, et al. Intraaortic balloon support for
myocardial infarction with cardiogenic shock. N Engl J Med. 2012;367:
1287e1296.

2. Thiele H, Akin I, Sandri M, et al. PCI Strategies in Patients with Acute Myocardial
Infarction and Cardiogenic Shock. N Engl J Med. 2017;377:2419e2432.

3. Politi L, Sgura F, Rossi R, et al. A randomised trial of target-vessel versus multi-
vessel revascularisation in ST-elevation myocardial infarction: major adverse
cardiac events during long-term follow-up. Heart (British Cardiac Society).
2010;96:662e667.

4. Engstrom T, Kelbaek H, Helqvist S, et al. Complete revascularisation versus
treatment of the culprit lesion only in patients with ST-segment elevation
myocardial infarction and multivessel disease (DANAMI-3-PRIMULTI): an
open-label, randomised controlled trial. Lancet (London, England). 2015;386:
665e671.

5. Gershlick AH, Khan JN, Kelly DJ, et al. Randomized trial of complete versus
lesion-only revascularization in patients undergoing primary percutaneous
coronary intervention for STEMI and multivessel disease: the CvLPRIT trial.
J Am Coll Cardiol. 2015;65:963e972.

6. Smits PC, Abdel-Wahab M, Neumann FJ, et al. Fractional Flow Reserve-Guided
Multivessel Angioplasty in Myocardial Infarction. N Engl J Med. 2017;376:
1234e1244.

7. Wald DS, Morris JK, Wald NJ, et al. Randomized trial of preventive angioplasty
in myocardial infarction. N Engl J Med. 2013;369:1115e1123.

8. Reynolds HR, Hochman JS. Cardiogenic shock: current concepts and improving
outcomes. Circulation. 2008;117:686e697.

9. Hasdai D, Harrington RA, Hochman JS, et al. Platelet glycoprotein IIb/IIIa
blockade and outcome of cardiogenic shock complicating acute coronary syn-
dromes without persistent ST-segment elevation. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2000;36:
685e692.

10. Hollenberg SM, Kavinsky CJ, Parrillo JE. Cardiogenic shock. Ann Intern Med.
1999;131:47e59.

11. Holmes Jr DR, Berger PB, Hochman JS, et al. Cardiogenic shock in patients with
acute ischemic syndromes with and without ST-segment elevation. Circulation.
1999;100:2067e2073.

12. Hochman JS, Sleeper LA, Webb JG, et al. Early revascularization in acute
myocardial infarction complicated by cardiogenic shock. SHOCK Investigators.
Should We Emergently Revascularize Occluded Coronaries for Cardiogenic
Shock. N Engl J Med. 1999;341:625e634.

13. Hochman JS, Sleeper LA, Webb JG, et al. Early revascularization and long-term
survival in cardiogenic shock complicating acute myocardial infarction. JAMA.
2006;295:2511e2515.

14. Sanborn TA, Sleeper LA, Webb JG, et al. Correlates of one-year survival in-
patients with cardiogenic shock complicating acute myocardial infarction:

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref14


I. Xenogiannis et al. / Hellenic Journal of Cardiology 60 (2019) 165e170170
angiographic findings from the SHOCK trial. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2003;42:
1373e1379.

15. Thiele H, Desch S, Piek JJ, et al. Multivessel versus culprit lesion only percu-
taneous revascularization plus potential staged revascularization in patients
with acute myocardial infarction complicated by cardiogenic shock: Design
and rationale of CULPRIT-SHOCK trial. Am Heart J. 2016;172:160e169.

16. Hussain F, Philipp RK, Ducas RA, et al. The ability to achieve complete revas-
cularization is associated with improved in-hospital survival in cardiogenic
shock due to myocardial infarction: Manitoba cardiogenic SHOCK Registry
investigators. Cathet Cardiovasc Interv. 2011;78:540e548.

17. Ibanez B, James S, Agewall S, et al. 2017 ESC Guidelines for the management of
acute myocardial infarction in patients presenting with ST-segment elevation:
The Task Force for the management of acute myocardial infarction in patients
presenting with ST-segment elevation of the European Society of Cardiology
(ESC). Eur Heart J. 2018;39:119e177.

18. O'Gara PT, Kushner FG, Ascheim DD, et al. 2013 ACCF/AHA guideline for the
management of ST-elevation myocardial infarction: executive summary: a
report of the American College of Cardiology Foundation/American Heart As-
sociation Task Force on Practice Guidelines: developed in collaboration with
the American College of Emergency Physicians and Society for Cardiovascular
Angiography and Interventions. Cathet Cardiovasc Interv. 2013;82:E1eE27.

19. Amsterdam EA, Wenger NK, Brindis RG, et al. 2014 AHA/ACC guideline for the
management of patients with non-ST-elevation acute coronary syndromes:
executive summary: a report of the American College of Cardiology/American
Heart Association Task Force on Practice Guidelines. Circulation. 2014;130:
2354e2394.

20. Hoebers LP, Vis MM, Claessen BE, et al. The impact of multivessel disease with
and without a co-existing chronic total occlusion on short- and long-term
mortality in ST-elevation myocardial infarction patients with and without
cardiogenic shock. Eur J Heart Fail. 2013;15:425e432.

21. van der Schaaf RJ, Claessen BE, Vis MM, et al. Effect of multivessel coronary
disease with or without concurrent chronic total occlusion on one-year mor-
tality in patients treated with primary percutaneous coronary intervention for
cardiogenic shock. Am J Cardiol. 2010;105:955e959.

22. Neumann FJ, Sousa-Uva M, Ahlsson A, et al. 2018 ESC/EACTS Guidelines on
myocardial revascularization. Eur Heart J. 2019 Jan 7;40(2):87e165.

23. Unverzagt S, Buerke M, de Waha A, et al. Intra-aortic balloon pump counter-
pulsation (IABP) for myocardial infarction complicated by cardiogenic shock.
Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2015:Cd007398.

24. Ouweneel DM, Schotborgh JV, Limpens J, et al. Extracorporeal life support
during cardiac arrest and cardiogenic shock: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. Intensive Care Med. 2016;42:1922e1934.

25. Seyfarth M, Sibbing D, Bauer I, et al. A randomized clinical trial to evaluate the
safety and efficacy of a percutaneous left ventricular assist device versus intra-
aortic balloon pumping for treatment of cardiogenic shock caused by
myocardial infarction. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2008;52:1584e1588.

26. Burkhoff D, Cohen H, Brunckhorst C, O'Neill WW. A randomized multicenter
clinical study to evaluate the safety and efficacy of the TandemHeart percu-
taneous ventricular assist device versus conventional therapy with intraaortic
balloon pumping for treatment of cardiogenic shock. Am Heart J. 2006;152,
469.e461-468.

27. Thiele H, Jobs A, Ouweneel DM, et al. Percutaneous short-term active me-
chanical support devices in cardiogenic shock: a systematic review and
collaborative meta-analysis of randomized trials. Eur Heart J. 2017;38:
3523e3531.

28. Ouweneel DM, Eriksen E, Sjauw KD, et al. IMPella versus IABP Reduces mor-
tality in STEMI patients treated with primary PCI in Severe cardiogenic SHOCK
- IMPRESS. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2017;69:278e287.

29. Agarwal S, Sud K, Martin JM, Menon V. Trends in the Use of Mechanical Cir-
culatory Support Devices in Patients Presenting With ST-Segment Elevation
Myocardial Infarction. JACC Cardiovasc Interv. 2015;8:1772e1774.

30. Shah M, Patnaik S, Patel B, et al. Trends in mechanical circulatory support use
and hospital mortality among patients with acute myocardial infarction and
non-infarction related cardiogenic shock in the United States. Clin Res Cardiol:
Off J Germ Cardiac Soc. 2018;107:287e303.

31. Stretch R, Sauer CM, Yuh DD, Bonde P. National trends in the utilization of
short-term mechanical circulatory support: incidence, outcomes, and cost
analysis. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2014;64:1407e1415.
32. Roffi M, Patrono C, Collet JP, et al. 2015 ESC Guidelines for the management of
acute coronary syndromes in patients presenting without persistent ST-
segment elevation. Task Force for the Management of Acute Coronary Syn-
dromes in Patients Presenting without Persistent ST-Segment Elevation of the
European Society of Cardiology (ESC). G Ital Cardiol. 2016;17:831e872.

33. Cannon CP, Weintraub WS, Demopoulos LA, et al. Comparison of early invasive
and conservative strategies in patients with unstable coronary syndromes
treated with the glycoprotein IIb/IIIa inhibitor tirofiban. N Engl J Med.
2001;344:1879e1887.

34. Farooq V, Serruys PW, Bourantas CV, et al. Quantification of incomplete
revascularization and its association with five-year mortality in the synergy
between percutaneous coronary intervention with taxus and cardiac surgery
(SYNTAX) trial validation of the residual SYNTAX score. Circulation. 2013;128:
141e151.

35. Fox KA, Poole-Wilson PA, Henderson RA, et al. Interventional versus conser-
vative treatment for patients with unstable angina or non-ST-elevation
myocardial infarction: the British Heart Foundation RITA 3 randomised trial.
Randomized Intervention Trial of unstable Angina. Lancet (London England).
2002;360:743e751.

36. Genereux P, Palmerini T, Caixeta A, et al. Quantification and impact of un-
treated coronary artery disease after percutaneous coronary intervention: the
residual SYNTAX (Synergy Between PCI with Taxus and Cardiac Surgery) score.
J Am Coll Cardiol. 2012;59:2165e2174.

37. Wallentin L, Lagerqvist B, Husted S, Kontny F, Stahle E, Swahn E. Outcome at 1
year after an invasive compared with a non-invasive strategy in unstable
coronary-artery disease: the FRISC II invasive randomised trial. FRISC II In-
vestigators. Fast Revascularisation during Instability in Coronary artery disease.
Lancet (London England). 2000;356:9e16.

38. Sardella G, Lucisano L, Garbo R, et al. Single-Staged Compared With Multi-
Staged PCI in Multivessel NSTEMI Patients: The SMILE Trial. J Am Coll Cardiol.
2016;67:264e272.

39. Sorajja P, Gersh BJ, Cox DA, et al. Impact of multivessel disease on reperfusion
success and clinical outcomes in patients undergoing primary percutaneous
coronary intervention for acute myocardial infarction. Eur Heart J. 2007;28:
1709e1716.

40. Dziewierz A, Siudak Z, Rakowski T, Zasada W, Dubiel JS, Dudek D. Impact of
multivessel coronary artery disease and noninfarct-related artery revasculari-
zation on outcome of patients with ST-elevation myocardial infarction trans-
ferred for primary percutaneous coronary intervention (from the
EUROTRANSFER Registry). Am J Cardiol. 2010;106:342e347.

41. Cavender MA, Milford-Beland S, Roe MT, Peterson ED, Weintraub WS, Rao SV.
Prevalence, predictors, and in-hospital outcomes of non-infarct artery inter-
vention during primary percutaneous coronary intervention for ST-segment
elevation myocardial infarction (from the National Cardiovascular Data Reg-
istry). Am J Cardiol. 2009;104:507e513.

42. Hannan EL, Samadashvili Z, Walford G, et al. Culprit vessel percutaneous cor-
onary intervention versus multivessel and staged percutaneous coronary
intervention for ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction patients with
multivessel disease. JACC Cardiovasc Interv. 2010;3:22e31.

43. Vlaar PJ, Mahmoud KD, Holmes Jr DR, et al. Culprit vessel only versus multi-
vessel and staged percutaneous coronary intervention for multivessel disease
in patients presenting with ST-segment elevation myocardial infarction: a
pairwise and network meta-analysis. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2011;58:692e703.

44. Kornowski R, Mehran R, Dangas G, et al. Prognostic impact of staged versus
"one-time" multivessel percutaneous intervention in acute myocardial infarc-
tion: analysis from the HORIZONS-AMI (harmonizing outcomes with revas-
cularization and stents in acute myocardial infarction) trial. J Am Coll Cardiol.
2011;58:704e711.

45. Levine GN, Bates ER, Blankenship JC, et al. 2015 ACC/AHA/SCAI Focused Update
on Primary Percutaneous Coronary Intervention for Patients With ST-Elevation
Myocardial Infarction: An Update of the 2011 ACCF/AHA/SCAI Guideline for
Percutaneous Coronary Intervention and the 2013 ACCF/AHA Guideline for the
Management of ST-Elevation Myocardial Infarction. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2016;67:
1235e1250.

46. Hlinomaz O. Multivessel coronary disease diagnosed at the time of primary PCI for
STEMI: complete revascularization versus conservative strategy: the PRAGUE 13
trial. Paris, France: EuroPCR; May 19, 2015.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1109-9666(18)30490-1/sref46

	Coronary revascularization and use of hemodynamic support in acute coronary syndromes
	1. Introduction
	2. Cardiogenic shock in ACS patients
	2.1. Medical vs. invasive treatment, complete vs. infarct-related angioplasty
	2.2. Mechanical circulatory support devices in cardiogenic shock

	3. Multivessel disease in acute coronary syndromes
	3.1. Multivessel disease in NSTEMI
	3.2. Multivessel disease in STEMI

	4. Conclusion
	Disclosures
	References


