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Abstract 

Background:  Cilostazol is a widely used antiplatelet drug for secondary stroke 

prevention in Asia, but its comparison with clopidogrel, another commonly used 

antiplatelet drug, is not well understood. This study aims to investigate the effectiveness 

and safety of cilostazol compared to clopidogrel for the secondary prevention of 

noncardioembolic ischemic stroke. 

Methods: A retrospective comparative effectiveness research analysis was conducted 

using 1:1 propensity-matched data from insured individuals between Jan 1, 2012, and 

Dec 31, 2019. The study used administrative claims data in Health Insurance and 

Review Assessment in Korea. Patients with diagnosis codes for ischemic stroke without 

atrial fibrillation, heart failure, valvular diseases, and myocardial infarction were 

included and divided into two groups, those receiving cilostazol and those receiving 

clopidogrel. The primary outcome was a recurrent ischemic stroke. Secondary outcomes 

included all-cause death, myocardial infarction, hemorrhagic stroke, and a composite of 

these outcomes. The safety outcome was major gastrointestinal bleeding. 

Results: A total of 4754 patients were included in the propensity-matched population, 

with a median age of 67 years, 3080 (40.7%) were male, and 4480 (59.3%) were female. 

The study found no statistically significant difference in recurrent ischemic stroke 

(cilostazol group vs clopidogrel group, 2.7% vs 3.2%; 95% CI, 0.62-1.21), the 

composite outcome of recurrent ischemic stroke, all-cause death, myocardial infarction, 

and hemorrhagic stroke (5.1% vs 5.5%; 95% CI 0.75-1.22), and major gastrointestinal 

bleeding (1.3% vs 1.5%; 95% CI 0.57-1.47) between cilostazol and clopidogrel use 

patients. In subgroup analysis, cilostazol was associated with a lower incidence of 
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recurrent ischemic stroke compared to clopidogrel in hypertensive patients (2.5% vs 

3.9%; interaction P = 0.41). 

Conclusions: This real-world, comparative effectiveness research study suggests that 

cilostazol is effective and safe for noncardioembolic ischemic stroke and may be 

associated with better effectiveness in hypertensive patients compared to clopidogrel 

over an 8-year period. 
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Non-standard Abbreviations and Acronyms 

CASISP, Cilostazol versus Aspirin for Secondary Ischaemic Stroke Prevention 

CSPS, Cilostazol for Prevention of Secondary Stroke 

CT, computed tomography 

CYP, cytochrome P450 

DAPT, dual antiplatelet therapy 

EVT, endovascular treatment 

GI, gastrointestinal 

HIRA, Health Insurance and Review Assessment 

IVT, intravenous thrombolytic therapy 

MRI, magnetic resonance imaging 

PDE, phosphodiesterase 

PICASSO, Prevention of Cardiovascular Events in Ischemic Stroke Patients with High 

Risk of Cerebral Hemorrhage 

PSM, propensity score matching 

SAPT, single antiplatelet therapy 

TIA, transient ischemic attack 
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Introduction 

Patients who have had a noncardioembolic stroke or transient ischemic attack (TIA) are 

at increased risk for recurrent events.1 To reduce this risk, secondary prevention 

strategies, such as antiplatelet therapy, are crucial. Various antiplatelet agents, including 

clopidogrel, aspirin, aspirin-dipyridamole, cilostazol, and ticagrelor, can be applied to 

prevent secondary stroke events. For individuals with high-risk TIA, minor ischemic 

stroke, or stroke caused by intracranial large artery atherosclerosis, it is recommended to 

undergo a short-term dual antiplatelet therapy (DAPT) regimen of aspirin and 

clopidogrel for up to 90 days. Beyond 90 days post-stroke, single antiplatelet therapy 

(SAPT) is advised, as prolonged use of DAPT is associated with an increased risk of 

bleeding.2-4 

Clopidogrel is one of the first-line antiplatelet agents for secondary prevention in 

patients with noncardioembolic ischemic stroke. It has been shown to be more effective 

than aspirin in preventing ischemic stroke, myocardial infarction, or vascular death.5,6 

Additionally, the risk of gastrointestinal bleeding with clopidogrel is lower than that of 

aspirin.6,7 

Cilostazol, an inhibitor of phosphodiesterase (PDE) III, increases cyclic adenosine 

monophosphate leading to reversible inhibition of platelet aggregation, vasodilation, 

and inhibition of vascular smooth muscle cell proliferation.8 It has been approved and 

widely used for secondary stroke prevention in Asian countries.9 However, in the 

United States and Europe, its use for secondary prevention of ischemic stroke is off-

label and less common.9 
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Cilostazol has been found to be non-inferior to aspirin in preventing ischemic stroke 

through several randomized controlled trials in Asians.10-12 The Cilostazol versus 

Aspirin for Secondary Ischaemic Stroke Prevention (CASISP) trial in China showed 

that the hazard ratio (HR) of any stroke recurrence was 0.62 (95% confidence interval 

(CI), 0.30-1.26; P = 0.185) in cilostazol group compared to aspirin group and there were 

fewer brain bleeding events in the cilostazol group.10 Similarly, in the Cilostazol for 

Prevention of Secondary Stroke (CSPS) 2 study conducted in Japan for 2,716 patients, 

the cilostazol group was non-inferior to the aspirin group in terms of stroke recurrence 

(HR, 0.743; 95% CI, 0.564-0.98; P = 0.0357) and had fewer hemorrhagic events (HR, 

0.458; 95% CI, 0.296-0.711; P = 0.0004).11 However, it is worth noting that the 

Prevention of Cardiovascular Events in Ischemic Stroke Patients with High Risk of 

Cerebral Hemorrhage (PICASSO) study did not find that cilostazol reduced the risk of 

hemorrhagic stroke (HR, 0.65; 97.5% CI, 0.27-1.57; P = 0 55).12  

While some clinical trials have compared cilostazol with other antiplatelet agents, few 

have directly compared cilostazol with clopidogrel for secondary stroke prevention. 

According to the meta-analyses of randomized trials comparing cilostazol with placebo 

or other antiplatelet therapies, cilostazol monotherapy was superior to aspirin 

monotherapy in terms of efficacy and safety, but it is difficult to conclude its 

comparison with clopidogrel.13-15  

We aimed to compare the long-term effectiveness and safety between cilostazol and 

clopidogrel as antiplatelet therapy for secondary prevention in patients with 

noncardioembolic ischemic stroke in a real-world setting. 
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Methods 

Data source 

We performed a retrospective analysis of the Korean Health Insurance and Review 

Assessment (HIRA) database, which comprises health insurance claims from the entire 

population of South Korea. The database contains information on patients’ 

demographics; diagnostic codes based on the International Classification of Diseases, 

10th Revision; and details of medical examinations and treatments, such as diagnostic 

tests, procedures, surgeries, and drug prescriptions.16 The data used for this study were 

obtained from the HIRA research database (M20220628003) and were stored on a 

separate server managed by the HIRA. All authors had full access to all the data in the 

study and take responsibility for its integrity and the data analysis. This study protocol 

was approved by the institutional review board of the Pusan national university (No. 

PNU IRB/2022_114_HR) with a waiver of informed consent. 

Study population 

We utilized the HIRA claims database to identify the initial hospitalization episodes for 

acute ischemic stroke for each patient between January 1, 2012, and December 31, 2019, 

ensuring that no prior diagnosis of ischemic stroke had been recorded within the 

preceding year. To qualify as an episode of acute ischemic stroke, the main diagnosis 

must be an ischemic stroke, and the patient must have undergone brain computed 

tomography (CT), brain magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), endovascular treatment 

(EVT), or intravenous thrombolytic therapy (IVT) during their hospital stay. This 

definition referenced an algorithm that identified acute ischemic stroke by comparing 

claims data and the stroke registry database in Korea.17 
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We established the following exclusion criteria: patients who expired during 

hospitalization, were transferred to another hospital upon discharge, were discharged the 

same day of admission, were hospitalized for longer than 90 days, were hospitalized in 

nursing hospitals, public health institutions, or clinics, were hospitalized when younger 

than 18 years old, and had the diagnosis code of ischemic stroke in the record within 1 

year before hospitalization. Additionally, to focus on patients with noncardioembolic 

ischemic stroke who have indications for antiplatelet therapy, we excluded cases that 

had diagnosis records of atrial fibrillation, heart failure, myocardial infarction, or 

valvular heart disease for 1 year before hospitalization. Figure 1 illustrates our study 

population selection process. 

Study medications 

From the selected patients, we observed those who received either cilostazol or 

clopidogrel monotherapy as an outpatient prescription within 60 days after discharge 

during the period of use of each drug. We considered continued administration if the 

grace period for taking the drug was less than 60 days. We terminated the observation 

when the prescription of the drug was discontinued, prescribed at intervals of more than 

60 days, replaced by another antiplatelet agent, or added other antiplatelet agents during 

monotherapy. We excluded patients with a total antiplatelet treatment duration of fewer 

than 60 days, those who received oral anticoagulants at the time of hospitalization, or 

those who received study drugs in combination with oral anticoagulants or other 

antiplatelet agents. 
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Outcomes 

We defined the index date as the date of discharge from acute stroke hospitalization. 

The primary outcome was a recurrence of acute ischemic stroke, and the secondary 

outcomes were all-cause death, acute myocardial infarction, and hemorrhagic stroke. 

The composite outcome consisted of a recurrence of ischemic stroke, the occurrence of 

hemorrhagic stroke or myocardial infarction, and all-cause death. The safety outcome 

was major gastrointestinal (GI) bleeding. The operational definitions for each outcome 

are provided in Table S1 in the Supplement. We performed a time-to-event analysis, 

censoring when outcome events occurred, medical records were no longer available, the 

patient was recorded as deceased, study drugs were discontinued, other antiplatelet 

agents were added during monotherapy, or December 31, 2020, was reached. 

Subgroup analysis 

As a subgroup analysis, we categorized the exposed groups by sex, the age group for 

those under 70 and 70 or more, hypertension, diabetes, vascular disease, dyslipidemia, 

previous TIA, previous ischemic hemorrhage, and previous GI bleeding and calculated 

incidence rates and HR with 95% CI in recurrent ischemic stroke, composite outcome 

and major GI bleeding. 

Statistical analysis 

We utilized 1:1 propensity score matching (PSM) to balance the distribution of baseline 

characteristics between the two study groups. PSM applied logistic regression analysis 

using variables such as age, sex, length of hospital stays, type of medical institution, 

with or without EVT or IVT during hospitalization, hypertension, diabetes mellitus, 

dyslipidemia, vascular disease, previous cerebral hemorrhage, previous transient 
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ischemic attack, and previous GI bleeding. We adopted the nearest neighbor matching 

algorithm and set the caliper as 0.2 times the standard deviation of the logit of the 

propensity score. 

The baseline characteristics were summarized as median and interquartile ranges (IQRs) 

for continuous variables or frequency (percentage) for categorical variables. Categorical 

variables were compared using Chi-square or Fisher’s exact tests. Continuous variables 

with normal distributions were compared using the t-test, and those without normal 

distributions were compared using the Mann–Whitney U test.  

After propensity score matching, the cumulative incidence was calculated as a 

percentage for each outcome, and the incidence rate was calculated as 1000PY using 

patient year (PY). Kaplan–Meier curves were generated for both the overall and 

matched cohorts. We compared the cumulative incidences between the two groups 

using the log-rank test. The hazard ratio with 95% CI between the two groups after 

propensity score matching was compared using a Cox proportional hazard model in 

which the study group was the independent variable and the matching pairs were 

stratified. The proportional hazards assumption was examined using the Schoenfeld 

residuals test and no significant violations were found in any of the outcomes.  

All statistical analyses were conducted using the R software version 3.5.1 (R 

Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria; www.r-project.org). The 

“survival” package was used for survival analysis and the “MatchIt” package was used 

for the propensity score matching analysis. The R codes used for data handling and 

analysis were attached in Supplemental Methods. Statistical significance was set at 2-

sided P < 0.05. 
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Results 

Study population 

Among 715,260 ischemic stroke patients from January 1, 2011, to December 31, 2020, 

extracted from the HIRA database, 133,690 patients were hospitalized for acute 

ischemic stroke. Finally, after applying the exclusion criteria, 50,646 patients were 

identified as those who were hospitalized and discharged due to acute noncardioembolic 

ischemic stroke between January 1, 2012, and December 31, 2019. Of these, 23,023 

patients who began antiplatelet therapy within 60 days of discharge and continued for 

more than 60 days were selected as the target population (Figure 1). 

The most commonly prescribed antiplatelet therapy was clopidogrel monotherapy for 

16,838 patients (73.1%), followed by cilostazol monotherapy for 2,378 patients (10.3%) 

and aspirin/clopidogrel combination therapy for 1,968 patients (8.5%). Other 

antiplatelet therapies included monotherapy for 1,266 patients (5.5%), dual therapy for 

533 patients (2.3%), and triple therapy for 40 patients (0.2%). 

Baseline characteristics 

Before propensity score matching, the cilostazol group consisted of 2,378 patients and 

the clopidogrel group of 16,838 patients. Demographic and clinical characteristics of the 

patients at baseline are shown in Table 1. Both groups had a median (IQR) age of 67 

(57-76) years with no significant difference between them (P = 0.36). The proportion of 

males was also similar, at 1,491 (62.7%) in the cilostazol group and 10,634 (63.2%) in 

the clopidogrel group (P = 0.68). However, there were significant differences in 

insurance type, type of medical institutions, and regional characteristics between the 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted February 8, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.02.05.23285505doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.02.05.23285505


11 

 

two groups. The cilostazol group had a higher frequency of hypertension, diabetes, 

dyslipidemia, or previous cerebral hemorrhage compared to the clopidogrel group (P < 

0.05). Additionally, the proportion of patients who received EVT was higher in the 

clopidogrel group and the median length of hospital stay tended to be longer in the 

cilostazol group, while the median duration of drug use was longer in the clopidogrel 

group.  

After propensity score matching, 2,377 patients were matched in each group. The 

baseline characteristics used as matching variables were comparable between the two 

study groups (P > 0.05). The standardized differences for the baseline variables were 

also less than 0.1 (Table S2 in Supplement). 

Clinical outcomes 

The follow-up period for all outcomes ranged from a minimum of 90 days to a 

maximum of 8 years. The results of the clinical outcomes before and after propensity 

score matching were not statistically different between the two study groups (Table 2 

and Figure 2). The Kaplan-Meier curves for the pre-matching population are presented 

in Figure S1 in Supplement. The cilostazol group had comparable effectiveness in 

preventing the recurrence of acute ischemic stroke compared with the clopidogrel group 

(cilostazol versus clopidogrel: 64 (2.7%) versus 75 (3.2%); HR, 0.87; 95% CI, 0.62-

1.21; Figure 2A). Similarly, the incidence of all-cause death (1.9% vs 1.7%; HR, 1.19; 

95% CI, 0.78-1.82; Figure 2B), acute myocardial infarction (0.4% vs 0.7%; HR, 0.60; 

95% CI, 0.27-1.30; Figure 2C), and hemorrhagic stroke (0.3% vs 0.3%; HR, 1.02; 95% 

CI, 0.36-2.92; Figure 2D) were similar. The composite outcome, which synthesized 

these outcomes, showed comparable results (5.1% vs 5.5%; HR, 0.95; 95% CI, 0.75-
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1.22; Figure 2E). The safety outcome was comparable between the cilostazol group and 

the clopidogrel group (1.3% vs 1.5%; HR, 0.92; 95% CI, 0.57-1.47; Fig 2F). 

Subgroup analysis 

In the subgroup analysis, cilostazol appeared to be more effective than clopidogrel in 

preventing ischemic stroke recurrence in patients with hypertension (HR, 0.65; 95% CI, 

0.41-1.01). The hazard ratio of composite outcome for cilostazol was 0.73 (95% CI, 

0.52-1.01) in the hypertensive group. However, there were no statistically significant 

differences between the two drugs in the other subgroups (Figure S2 and Figure S3 in 

Supplement). Additionally, outcomes for major GI bleeding were comparable between 

the two drugs in all subgroups (Figure S4 in Supplement). 

Discussion 

Our analysis of nationwide insurance claims data for up to 8 years in Korea found that 

cilostazol and clopidogrel were similarly effective and safe in patients with 

noncardioembolic ischemic stroke. In the primary outcome of recurrent ischemic stroke, 

the incidence tended to be lower in the cilostazol group compared to the clopidogrel 

group after 1 year from discharge, however, the difference was not statistically 

significant. While there was a trend towards a higher incidence of all-cause mortality in 

the cilostazol group after 5 years, there was no significant difference throughout the 

observation period. Both antiplatelet agents showed comparable incidences of major GI 

bleeding. 

While not statistically significant, the tendency for cilostazol to show a lower incidence 

of recurrent ischemic stroke than clopidogrel 1 year after discharge may be related to 
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the benefit of long-term use of cilostazol. A meta-analysis of the efficacy and safety of 

cilostazol in acute and chronic phases reported that cilostazol may be effective in the 

secondary prevention of the chronic phase of ischemic stroke.18 Additionally, another 

meta-analysis reported apparent benefits in reducing the recurrence of ischemic stroke 

when cilostazol was used for more than 6 months.14 However, we did not find a benefit 

of cilostazol in long-term use for all-cause mortality. This may have offset the effect on 

recurrence rates in the composite outcome. Therefore, it is difficult to prove the 

superiority of cilostazol compared to clopidogrel based on our results. 

In a study comparing cilostazol and clopidogrel in patients with chronic ischemic stroke 

using Taiwanese insurance claims data for up to 3 years, Lee et al found that the 

effectiveness and safety of the two drugs were not significantly different.19 The study 

reported a hazard ratio of 0.89 (95% CI, 0.62-1.29) for ischemic stroke recurrence, 1.10 

(95% CI, 0.78-1.55) in all-cause mortality, 0.97 (95% CI, 0.32-3.00) for myocardial 

infarction, 0.97 (95% CI, 0.38-2.48) for cerebral hemorrhage, and 0.85 (95% CI, 0.60-

1.21) for gastrointestinal bleeding at a 3-year follow-up.19 These results were similar to 

our study in all outcomes except cerebral hemorrhage. A network meta-analysis study 

also showed cilostazol has a lower bleeding risk than clopidogrel, although it was not 

statistically significant.20 Despite suggestions that the pleiotropic effect of cilostazol 

may be effective in preventing hemorrhagic stroke based on its pharmacological 

mechanism, 21 it is not yet clear that cilostazol is different from clopidogrel. Based on 

the results of our study and previous studies, cilostazol may be a reasonable option as an 

antiplatelet agent for the secondary prevention of stroke, showing comparable 

effectiveness and safety to clopidogrel, at least in Asians. 
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Subgroup analysis revealed that cilostazol was more effective in preventing stroke 

recurrence in patients with hypertension, a finding supported by similar patterns in the 

study by Lee et al.19 The blood pressure-lowering effect of cilostazol may be attributed 

to its ability to promote endothelial vasodilation22 or decrease angiotensin II-induced 

apoptosis.23 In a clinical trial, the combination therapy of cilostazol with either aspirin 

or clopidogrel resulted in a 2 - 4 mmHg decrease in systolic blood pressure compared to 

monotherapy (P = 0.29).24 Subgroup analysis of the CSPS study also found that 

cilostazol was more effective in preventing stroke in patients with diabetes and/or 

hypertension compared to those without these conditions.25 However, there is limited 

data comparing cilostazol to clopidogrel in hypertensive patients, therefore, additional 

studies are needed to determine whether cilostazol is more beneficial than clopidogrel in 

hypertensive patients and the extent of its benefit. 

Cilostazol is contraindicated in patients with heart failure due to its ability to inhibit 

PDE III, which can lead to positive inotropic effects.26 Long-term use of PDE III 

inhibitors has been linked to increased mortality from heart failure.27 A real-world study 

in Taiwan also found that cilostazol may be associated with an increased risk of heart 

failure in diabetic patients.28 As cilostazol is not approved for cardiogenic stroke, 

patients with heart disease such as heart failure were excluded from our investigation. 

Clopidogrel is a prodrug that is converted into an active metabolite by cytochrome P450 

(CYP) 2C19.29 Poor metabolizers of CYP2C19 are more common in Asians,30 and 

clopidogrel may not show sufficient efficacy in these individuals.31 A meta-analysis has 

reported that carriers of CYP2C19 genetic polymorphisms treated with clopidogrel are 

at increased risk of stroke and composite vascular events.32 However, the routine use of 

CYP2C19 genotyping before clopidogrel use is controversial.33 Alternative antiplatelet 
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agents such as cilostazol, ticagrelor, and ticlopidine may be recommended for 

individuals who do not respond to clopidogrel.33 However, these alternative therapies 

also have their own set of contraindications and precautions. Therefore, clopidogrel and 

cilostazol should be chosen and modulated considering drug-drug interactions, and the 

patient's genotype.  

This study has several limitations. Firstly, the accuracy of diagnosis coding may be 

compromised by the nature of insurance claims data. Additionally, the severity of the 

patient’s disease could not be accurately determined as medical records were not 

accessible. Furthermore, the study was unable to differentiate between the various types 

of strokes, despite recent guidelines recommending different antiplatelet agents based 

on the type and severity of stroke.3 Additionally, there may be unmeasured confounding 

variables despite performing propensity score matching. Secondly, the absolute 

incidence rates of most outcomes in our study were somewhat lower than in previous 

studies.19,34 The lower incidence rate is likely due to differences in the operational 

definitions of outcome variables in this study. We only observed the subjects during the 

period of use of each antiplatelet agent, included the first event in each patient, and did 

not include events that occurred during hospitalization. Additionally, we excluded 

patients readmitted the next day after discharge or hospitalized for more than 90 days. 

Furthermore, our analysis of mortality outcomes was limited to deaths that occurred in 

medical institutions, as the insurance claims data used in this study only record deaths 

that occur in these settings. Thirdly, the study does not have information on the 

appropriateness of using monotherapy as the first regimen and the reasons for choosing 

cilostazol or clopidogrel. Lastly, the results of this study are limited to the Asian 

population and may not be generalize to other populations. 
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Despite these limitations, this study is meaningful as it is a nationwide, real-world study 

that examines the long-term effectiveness and safety of cilostazol and clopidogrel in 

noncardioembolic ischemic stroke patients. The study found that cilostazol, commonly 

used in Asian countries, is as effective and safe for long-term use in secondary stroke 

prevention as clopidogrel. Further research is needed to determine which antiplatelet 

agent is more advantageous based on the patient's baseline characteristics.  
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Tables 

Table 1. Patient baseline characteristics before and after propensity score matching. 

Characteristics, n (%) Before matching After matching 
Cilostazol 
(n=2,378) 

Clopidogrel 
(n=16,838) 

P value Cilostazol 
(n=2,377) 

Clopidogrel 
(n=2,377) 

P value 

Sex 
  Male 
  Female 

 
1491 (62.7) 
887 (37.3) 

 
10634 (63.2) 
6204 (36.8) 

0.68  
1491 (62.7) 
886 (37.3) 

 
1450 (61.0) 
927 (39.0) 

0.23 

Age (years, median [1QR; 
3QR]) 

67.0 [57.0; 76.0] 67.0 [57.0; 76.0] 0.36 67.0 [57.0; 76.0] 67 [58.0; 76.0] 0.74 

Age group 
  <40 
  40-69 
  ≥70 

 
55 (2.3) 

1254 (52.7) 
1069 (45.0) 

 
420 (2.5) 

9055 (53.8) 
7363 (43.7) 

0.49  
55 (2.3) 

1253 (52.7) 
1069 (45.0) 

 
57 (2.4) 

1263 (53.1) 
1057 (44.5) 

0.93 

Insurance type 
  NHI 
  MedAid/PVI 

 
2172 (91.3) 
206 (8.7) 

 
15687 (93.2) 
1151 (6.8) 

0.001  
2171 (91.3) 
206 (8.7) 

 
2212 (93.1) 
165 (6.9) 

0.03 

Type of medical 
institution 
  Tertiary hospital 
  General hospital 
  Hospital  

 
648 (26.8) 
1624 (68.3) 
116 (4.9) 

 
5636 (33.5) 
10080 (59.9) 
1122 (6.7) 

<0.001  
647 (26.8) 
1624 (68.3) 
116 (4.9) 

 
638 (26.8) 
1625 (68.4) 
114 (4.8) 

0.99 

Region 
  Capital 

 
554 (23.3) 

 
3038 (18.0) 

<0.001  
554 (23.3) 

 
119 (18.9) 

<0.001 
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  Metropolitan 
  Others 

747 (31.4) 
1077 (45.3) 

5783 (34.3) 
8017 (47.6) 

747 (31.4) 
1077 (45.3) 

726 (30.5) 
1202 (50.6) 

Length of hospital stay 
(days, median [1QR; 
3QR]) 

9.0 [7.0; 15.0] 9.0 [6.0; 14.0] <0.001 9.0 [7.0; 15.0] 9.0 [7.0; 15.0] 0.64 

CT 
  No 
  Yes 

 
1572 (66.1) 
806 (33.9) 

 
11563 (68.7) 
5275 (31.3) 

0.01  
1572 (66.1) 
805 (33.9) 

 
1565 (65.8) 
812 (34.2) 

0.85 

MRI 
  No 
  Yes 

 
1058 (44.5) 
1320 (55.5) 

 
7814 (46.4) 
9024 (53.6) 

0.08  
1057 (44.5) 
1320 (55.5) 

 
1044 (43.9) 
1333 (56.1) 

0.73 

EVT 
  No 
  Yes 

 
2271 (95.5) 
107 (4.5) 

 
15837 (94.1) 
1001 (5.9) 

0.005  
2270 (95.5) 
107 (4.5) 

 
2265 (95.3) 
112 (4.7) 

0.78 

IVT 
  No 
  Yes 

 
1646 (69.2) 
732 (30.8) 

 
11410 (67.8) 
5428 (32.2) 

0.16  
1645 (69.2) 
732 (30.8) 

 
1659 (69.8) 
718 (30.2) 

0.68 

Hypertension 
  No 
  Yes 

 
1112 (46.8) 
1266 (53.2) 

 
8394 (49.9) 
8444 (50.1) 

0.005  
1112 (46.8) 
1265 (53.2) 

 
1063 (44.7) 
1314 (55.3) 

0.16 

Diabetes mellitus 
  No 
  Yes 

 
1562 (65.7) 
816 (34.3) 

 
12017 (71.4) 
4821 (28.6) 

<0.001  
1561 (65.7) 
816 (34.3) 

 
1533 (64.5) 
844 (35.5) 

0.41 

Vascular disease 
  No 
  Yes 

 
1952 (82.1) 
426 (17.9) 

 
14081 (83.6) 
2757 (16.4) 

0.06  
1951 (82.1) 
426 (17.9) 

 
1947 (81.9) 
430 (18.1) 

0.91 
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Dyslipidemia 
  No 
  Yes 

 
1498 (63.0) 
880 (37.0) 

 
11083 (65.8) 
5755 (34.2) 

0.007  
1498 (63.0) 
879 (37.0) 

 
1480 (62.3) 
897 (37.7) 

0.61 

Prior TIA 
  No 
  Yes 

 
2282 (96.0) 

96 (4.0) 

 
16250 (96.5) 

588 (3.5) 

0.2  
2282 (96.0) 

95 (4.0) 

 
2284 (96.1) 

93 (3.9) 

0.94 

Hemorrhagic stroke 
  No 
  Yes 

 
2326 (97.8) 

52 (2.2) 

 
16706 (99.2) 

132 (0.8) 

<0.001  
2326 (97.8) 

51 (2.1) 

 
2331 (98.1) 

46 (1.9) 

0.68 

GI hemorrhage 
  No 
  Yes 

 
2321 (97.6) 

57 (2.4) 

 
16369 (97.2) 

469 (2.8) 

0.31  
2320 (97.6) 

57 (2.4) 

 
2331 (98.1) 

59 (2.5) 

0.93 

Medication day (days, 
median [1QR; 3QR]) 

605.5 [267.0; 
1194.0] 

632.0 [309.0; 
1273.0] 

0.004 605.5 [267.0; 
1193.0] 

613.0 [304.0; 
1246.0] 

0.15 

 

Abbreviations: MedAid, Medical aid; PVI, Patriots & veterans’ insurance; NHI, National health insurance; CT, computed tomography; 

MRI, magnetic resonance imaging; IVT, intravenous thrombolytic therapy; EVT, endovascular treatment; TIA, transient ischemic attack; 

GI, gastrointestinal 
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Table 2. Incidence rates and hazard ratios for clinical outcomes according to cilostazol versus clopidogrel 

Clinical outcomes 

Incidence rates 
Cox proportional hazards analysis 

Cilostazol (n = 2377) Clopidogrel (n = 2377) 

Event (%) Years 1000PY Event (%) Years 1000PY HR (95% CI) P value 

Recurrent AIS 64 (2.7) 5306 12.1 75 (3.2) 5537 13.5 0.87 (0.62-1.21) 0.41 

All-cause death 46 (1.9) 5409 8.50 40 (1.7) 5620 7.12 1.19 (0.78-1.82) 0.43 

Myocardial infarction 10 (0.4) 5403 1.85 17 (0.7) 5613 3.03 0.60 (0.27-1.30) 0.2 

Hemorrhagic stroke 7 (0.3) 5408 1.29 7 (0.3) 5620 1.25 1.02 (0.36-2.92) 0.97 

Death, MI, or stroke 121 (5.1) 5299 2.28 130 (5.5) 5531 2.35 0.95 (0.75-1.22) 0.71 

Major GI bleeding 31 (1.3) 5359 5.78 35 (1.5) 5591 6.26 0.92 (0.57-1.47) 0.71 
 

Hazard ratios are for the cilostazol group compared with the clopidogrel group in the matched population. 

Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; HR, hazard ratio; AIS, acute ischemic stroke; MI, myocardial infarction; GI, gastrointestinal 
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Figures with Figure Legends 

Figure 1. Study flowchart 

 

a, Reasons for exclusion may include duplication. 
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Figure 2. Kaplan-Meier curves for clinical outcomes in the matched population 

A B

C D

E F

 

The Kaplan-Meier curves for time to the first event of the primary outcome, defined as 

recurrent ischemic stroke (A), the secondary outcome of all-cause death (B), acute 

myocardial infarction (C), hemorrhagic stroke (D), and composite outcome consisting 
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of occurrence for stroke, acute myocardial infarction, or death (E), and to the safety 

outcome of major gastrointestinal bleeding (F) are shown. P indicates the log-rank P 

value. 
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