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Section S1: Database MeSH strategy applied to PubMed. 
 

1.  “aortic disease” 
2.  “aortic dissection” OR “acute aortic syndrome” OR “aortic aneurysm” OR “aortic 

arch syndrome” OR “aortitis” OR “Takayasu arteritis” OR “aortic intramural 
hematoma”  

3. 1 or 2 
4. microbiome 
5. “microbiota” OR “gastrointestinal flora” OR “gut flora” 
6. 4 or 5 
7. 3 and 6 

 
 
 
Section S2: PICO criteria 
 
Population: patients with aortic disease 
Intervention: gut microbiome dysbiosis in patients with aortic disease. 
Comparison: we will compare patients with evidence of gut microbiome dysbiosis in 
aortic disease patients and those without aortic disease  
Outcome 1: Detect/ diagnosing patients with aortic disease by determining gut 
microbiome dysbiosis. 
Outcome 2: investigate methods of microbial taxa detection/ analysis.  



 
Table S1: Studies assessed using the NIH quality assessment tool for observational cohort and cross-sectional studies 
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Y. Manabe 
et al. [12]; 
2023 

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NA YES NO YES CD YES YES Good 

F. Jiang et 
al. [13]; 
2023 

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NA YES CD NA YES Good 

E. Ito et al. 
[14]; 2023 YES YES YES YES NR NA YES YES NO NO YES NR NA YES Fair 

L. Fan et 
al. [15]; 
2023 

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NR NA YES Good 

Z. Tian et 
al. [16]; 
2022 

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NA YES NA NA YES Good 



A. C. 
Desbois et 
al. [17]; 
2021 

YES YES NR YES NR NO YES YES YES YES YES NR NA YES Fair 

T. M. Getz 
et al. [18]; 
2019 

YES YES YES YES YES NR YES YES YES NR YES YES NR YES Good 

S. Zheng 
et al. [19]; 
2017 

YES NO NR YES NO YES YES YES NO NR YES NR NR YES Fair 

K. 
Nakayam
a et al. 
[20]; 2022 

YES YES YES YES YES NO NR YES YES YES YES NR NA YES Fair 

Y. Qiu et 
al. [21]; 
2024 

YES YES NA NA YES NO NA NO YES YES YES YES NA YES Fair 

Y. Lv et al. 
[22]; 2024 YES YES NA NA NO NO NA YES YES NA YES YES NA YES Fair 

D. Li et al. 
[23]; 2023 YES YES NA NA YES NA NA YES YES NA YES NA NA YES Fair 

 
Quality was rated as 0 for poor (0–4 out of 14 questions), I for fair (5–10 out of 14 questions), or II for good (11–14 out of 14 questions); NA: not applicable, NR: not 
reported. 

 
 
 
 
 
 


