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Abstract 

Introduction: Cardiogenic shock (CS) is a critical cardiac condition characterized by low 

cardiac output leading to end-organ hypoperfusion and associated with high in-hospital 

mortality rates. It can manifest following acute myocardial infarction or acute exacerbation of 

chronic heart failure. Despite advancements, mortality rates remain elevated, prompting 

interest in multidisciplinary approaches to improve outcomes. This manuscript presents a 

review focused on the concept of a CS team and its potential impact on patient management 

and outcomes. 

Methods: A comprehensive search was performed on March 19th, 2023, covering PubMed, 

Web of Science, Scopus, Embase, and Cochrane Library. We included primary studies 

(prospective and retrospective) only and evaluated their quality using the Newcastle-Ottawa 

Quality Scale. This review was registered in PROSPERO (CRD42023440354). 

Results:  Six relevant studies with 2066 CS patients were included, of which 1071 were 

managed by shock teams and 995 received standard care. Findings from the reviewed studies 

indicated the favorable outcomes associated with implementing CS teams. Patients managed 

by these teams exhibited higher 30-day and in-hospital survival rates compared to those 

without team intervention. The implementation of CS teams was linked to reduced in-hospital 

and ICU mortality rates. Additionally, shock team involvement was associated with shorter 

door-to-balloon times. 

Conclusion: This review highlighted the positive influence of CS teams on patient care, 

enabling early detection, timely interventions, and shorter ICU stays. Despite implementation 

challenges, CS teams hold promise for improving management outcomes, necessitating 

increased attention and ongoing research in multidisciplinary strategies to advance CS care. 

Keywords: 
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Cardiogenic shock, Shock team, mechanical circulatory support, resuscitation, 

multidisciplinary care.  
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1.0. Introduction 

Cardiogenic shock (CS) is a hemodynamically complex cardiac disorder associated with low 

cardiac output that leads to clinical manifestations and biochemical evidence of end-organ 

hypoperfusion. CS can present with different phenotypes, most commonly as a complication 

of acute myocardial infarction (AMI-CS). It can also result from different etiologies, like an 

acute exacerbation of chronic heart failure (non-AMI-CS). Notably, CS is associated with 

high in-hospital mortality ranging between 30% and 60% 1. AMI-CS mortality has slightly 

improved due to early intervention with Percutaneous Coronary Intervention (PCI) to 50.3%, 

as reported in the SHOCK trial 2.  

Subsequent clinical trials have failed to show improvement in mortality with additional 

mechanical support for revascularization, such as Intra-aortic balloon pump (IABP) 3–5. 

However, early application of mechanical support was reported to improve mortality 6. 

Tehrani et al. reported that every 1-hour delay in MCS therapy was associated with a 9.9% 

increased risk of death 7. The improvement in outcome with the early application of MCS 

goes back to the pathophysiology of CS. CS progresses from a treatable hemodynamic 

problem to a hemo-metabolic problem that does not respond to the MCS. Knowing that the 

concept of “door to support” time started to gain more attention in treating CS 8.  

Early identification of CS can be challenging because patients can present to the ER or the 

health care facility in different stages and phenotypes. In other critical health conditions like 

pulmonary embolism and stroke, early identification and intervention by a dedicated rapid 

response team were associated with a marked decrease in mortality and morbidity 9,10.  

From here, the idea of creating a multidisciplinary team for the early identification and 

management of CS started to be implemented. Different centers applied this concept and 

found that managing CS with a rapid-response multidisciplinary team was associated with 
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decreased mortality 7,11–16. In this review, we will discuss the concept of a CS shock team and 

the outcomes of its implementation.   
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2.0. Materials and Methods 

2.1. Search strategy 

We searched PubMed, Web of Science, Scopus, Embase, and Cochrane Center till March 

19th, 2023. We used the following search strategy to find all the studies discussing the 

management of cardiogenic shock with versus without shock teams (“ECMO team” OR 

“Multidisciplinary Care Team” OR “Interdisciplinary Health Team” OR “Shock team” OR 

“Rapid Response Team”) AND (“Cardiac shock” OR “Cardiogenic Shock”) as shown in the 

appendix. We gathered the search terms from the MeSH database and the literature and then 

built the strategy as described in the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of 

Interventions (Chapter 4.4.4) 17.  

Our review was performed in accordance with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic 

Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statement 18. This review was registered in 

PROSPERO (CRD42023440354). 

2.2. Selection Criteria and Screening 

We included primary studies (prospective and retrospective) published in peer-reviewed 

journals comparing critical outcomes of cardiogenic shock in adult patients who were 

managed with shock teams versus those without shock teams. We excluded animal studies, 

case reports, letters to the editor, conference abstracts, and secondary studies. 

Three authors (A.S.E, A.M.A, M.A) screened the articles by title and abstract, then by 

reading the full texts using Covidence systematic review software (Available at 

www.covidence.org).  

2.3. Data Extraction 
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We extracted data summarizing the included studies' criteria, demographics, and baseline 

characteristics of their patients, including CS etiology, cardiac arrest, baseline lab values, and 

cardiovascular risks. 

Additionally, we extracted the studies' outcome data, including the rates of 30-day survival, 

in-hospital survival, in-hospital mortality, ICU mortality, time to treatment (door-to-balloon 

time), rate of MCS utilization, and the use of mechanical ventilation and renal replacement 

therapy. Two authors (A.S.E, A.M.A) extracted the data and then all the extracted data were 

revised by a third author (M.A). 

2.4. Quality Assessment 

Two authors (A.S.E, A.M.A) evaluated the quality of the included studies using the 

Newcastle-Ottawa Quality Scale (NOS) 19. The NOS evaluates the studies’ quality according 

to three domains: selection of study population; comparability between study cases and 

controls; and exposure determination. The results from the NOS were converted into the 

Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ) standards as the following: A) Good 

quality: 3 or 4 stars in selection domain, 1 or 2 stars in comparability domain, and 2 or 3 stars 

in outcome/exposure domain; B) Fair quality: 2 stars in selection domain, 1 or 2 stars in 

comparability domain, and 2 or 3 stars in outcome/exposure domain; C) Poor quality: 0 or 1 

star in selection domain, 0 stars in comparability domain, or 0 or 1 star in outcome/exposure 

domain 20. According to AHRQ standards, two of the included studies in our review have 

good quality 11,13, and four studies have poor quality 7,12,14,15, as shown in Table 3. 
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3.0. Results 

3.1. Search results 

The search strategy over the different medical databases yielded 1683 after removing 

duplicates. Screening the title and the abstract yielded 23 studies after excluding 1660 papers 

because they were animal studies, out of the study criteria, and/or not primary studies. 

Twenty-three articles were screened for their full-text testing for eligibility. Six papers met 

the study criteria 7,11–15 and were further included in the quality assessment, as shown in 

Fig.1. 

3.2. Baseline Characteristics and Outcomes 

All the included studies are peer-reviewed cohort studies. Three of the studies are 

retrospective cohort studies 13-15, while the other three are retrospective-prospective cohorts. 

Five studies are from the USA 7,11,12,14,15 or Canada, and one study is from Korea 13. The 

included studies encompass data from 2066 cardiogenic shock patients, with 1071 patients 

being treated by the shock team and 995 without the shock team's intervention. The mean age 

of the participants is greater than 50 years old. These studies consist of 1433 male patients, 

850 patients with acute myocardial infarction-related cardiogenic shock, 1195 patients with 

non-AMI CS, 541 patients who experienced cardiac arrest, and 293 patients with diabetes 

mellitus. Further details regarding baseline characteristics and baseline laboratory work, as 

well as cardiovascular risks, are summarized in Table 1. 

Sebat et al. excluded all patients who were not eligible for aggressive treatment or were 

suffering from non-survivable conditions that preceded the shock state, such as untreatable 

metastatic carcinoma, brain death, or ruptured thoracic aneurysm 12. Similarly, Lee et al. 

excluded terminally-ill patients with a life expectancy of less than six months, as well as 

those who experienced cardiac arrest for more than 30 minutes 14. While Hong et al. included 
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patients with AMI-CS undergoing veno-arterial extracorporeal membrane oxygenation (VA-

ECMO), they excluded stable patients who received prophylactic VA-ECMO before 

revascularization 13. Taleb et al. also excluded postcardiotomy patients and those who 

required ECMO 11. 

Three studies reported the 30-day survival rate, two of them (Hong et al. & Taleb et al.) 

found significantly higher survival rates among CS patients treated with the shock team 

11,13,14. Two studies investigated the in-hospital survival rate, one of them (Taleb et al.) 

reported a higher survival rate in the CS team group 11, while the other (Lee et al.) reported 

no significant difference between both groups 14. Hong et al. and Sebat et al. investigated the 

in-hospital mortality rate and reported lower rates with the implementation of the shock team 

13,12. Hong et al. and Papolos et al. reported the ICU mortality rate and found a lower 

mortality rate for the patients treated with shock team 13,15. Also, Hong et al. and Taleb et al. 

reported door-to-balloon time and found a shorter time to start treating patients with shock 

team 11,13. However, Hong et al. reported that NSTEMI Shock patients treated with a shock 

team spent more time to start the treatment 13. Moreover, the utilization rate of mechanical 

circulatory support (MCS) was documented in studies by Lee et al. and Papolos et al. The 

former demonstrated a higher rate of MCS utilization in the CS team group, whereas the 

latter presented contrasting results 14,15. 

Additionally, we summarized more details about the reported measures for CS patients’ 

management, such as mechanical ventilation, and renal replacement therapy in Table 2. 
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4.0. Discussion: 

4.1. Definition of CS: 

Early identification and diagnosis of cardiogenic shock are critical to improving its poor 

outcomes. CS is pragmatically referred to as the state of impaired cardiac output and 

decreasing tissue perfusion. The first definition of CS was mentioned in the SHOCK trial 2 

based on clinical and hemodynamic indices. Clinical indices include systolic blood pressure 

(SBP) <90 mmHg for ≥30 min OR SBP ≥90 mmHg with support AND end-organ 

hypoperfusion (i.e. urine output (UOP) <30 mL/h or cool extremities). Hemodynamic indices 

include a Cardiac Index (CI) of ≤2.2 L/min/m2 AND pulmonary capillary wedge pressure 

(PCWP) ≥15 mmHg. The IABP-SHOCK II trial 3 defined CS as the following: SBP <90 

mmHg for ≥30 min OR catecholamines to maintain SBP >90 mmHg AND clinical 

pulmonary congestion AND impaired end-organ perfusion including altered mental status, 

cold/clammy skin, and extremities, UOP <30 mL/h, or lactate >2.0 mmol/L. A recent 

definition of CS was mentioned by the European Society of Cardiology (ESC) 21 as SBP <90 

mmHg with adequate volume AND clinical signs of hypoperfusion, including cold 

extremities, oliguria, mental confusion, dizziness, narrow pulse pressure, OR laboratory signs 

of hypoperfusion including metabolic acidosis, elevated serum lactate, and elevated serum 

creatinine. The Society for Cardiovascular Angiography and Intervention (SCAI) also 

proposed and validated a recent classification of CS into five stages ranging from ‘at risk’ to 

‘extremis’ and defined CS according to the stage. For example, classic CS was described as a 

manifestation of hypoperfusion requiring medical or MCS intervention to restore perfusion 

AND relative hypotension 43,44. 

In our review, Hong et al. used the ECS definition of CS to identify their inclusion criteria 13, 

Lee et al. and Tehrani et al. used the SHOCK trial definition 14,16, Lee et al. and Papolos et al. 

reported that most of their patient population fell into categories C “classic CS” and D 
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“deteriorating” respectively according to the SCAI classification system 14,15, while Taleb et 

al. and Sebat et al. didn’t report the criteria based on which CS was confirmed 11,12. 

4.2. Phenotypes of CS: 

Earlier, we mentioned that CS presents at different stages and phenotypes. The most common 

phenotype presents with low CI, elevated systemic vascular resistance (SVR), and high 

PCWP and is referred to as “cold and wet” CS 22. Cold and wet CS is mainly AMI-CS. 

Another less common phenotype is called “cold and dry”. It presents with low CI, lower 

PCWP, and euvolemia. Cold and dry CS is mainly non-AMI CS. A third AMI-CS phenotype 

is called “wet and warm”. This wet and warm CS presents with low CI, systemic 

inflammation, increased PCWP, and low SVR; it also has a higher risk of mortality 23. A 

fourth AMI-CS phenotype was reported in the SHOCK trial with SBP >90 mmHg without 

vasopressors 24. The last AMI-CS phenotype reported in the SHOCK trial is right ventricular 

(RV) CS 25. Heart Failure (HF)-CS is another phenotype which relates to CS that develops as 

a complication of acute decompensated HF (ADHF), and is also mostly described as “wet 

and warm” 45. Overall, the common characteristic between all phenotypes is low CI.  

4.3. Multidisciplinary CS team: 

Given the different phenotypes, complexity, and high mortality of CS, new approaches to 

improving its outcomes started to be embraced. A cardiogenic shock team, or shock team, is 

one of the newly recognized approaches for managing CS and has shown favorable 

outcomes. The idea of creating a shock team was inspired by other teams developed to 

manage acute complex health problems, such as stroke teams and ST-elevation myocardial 

infarction (STEMI) teams. The shock team is a multidisciplinary team that gets activated to 

identify and manage patients who meet predefined criteria for CS. To date, there is no unified 

structure for the shock team. However, the most frequently reported members of the team in 

the studies included in our review are a cardiothoracic surgeon, an interventional cardiologist, 
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a heart failure specialist, a critical care cardiologist, and an emergency physician. These 

members cover four main areas, including the intensive care unit (ICU), cardiac 

catheterization lab, cardiac surgery, and advanced heart failure 26–28. Support from trained 

nurses, perfusionists, and respiratory therapists is also required. The team has a coordinating 

physician or a team leader who gets notified first once a suspected CS patient presents. The 

team leader, in turn, notifies the rest of the team members and activates the team as well as 

the supporting staff. Most of the time, the team leader is the on-call critical care cardiologist. 

To make the team more efficient, different departments should be aware of the shock team 

and the adopted local guidelines for CS identification and thus notify the team leader 

whenever a case of CS is suspected. The team leader responds to these notifications, assesses 

the case, and then activates the team 28. If the shock is AMI-CS, the interventional 

cardiologist and the cardiothoracic surgeon start the revascularization procedures and provide 

large-bore vascular access for MCS and emergency cardiac surgeries as needed. The heart 

failure specialist and critical care cardiologists usually continue to care for the patients after 

the interventional procedures. For patients presenting with non-AMI CS, the critical care 

cardiologist, and heart failure specialist initiate a complete assessment with the interventional 

team members on standby if needed.  

Although shock team members may have overlapping medical skills, every member has a 

unique skill that adds to the team's ability to maximize the patient's outcome. Therefore, all 

team members should be actively involved in decision-making and considerate of the long-

term plan for patient management. 

4.4. Multidisciplinary CS-team and clinical outcomes: 

CS patients treated with CS team showed an overall higher 30-day survival rate, reduced in-

hospital and ICU mortality, shorter door-to-balloon time, faster initiation of therapies, 

including MCS and less need for mechanical ventilation and renal replacement therapy. 
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4.4.1. 30-day Survival 

Tehrani et al. looked at the outcomes of implementing a CS "shock team" for treating patients 

with CS. Their study consisted of 204 patients with CS who were monitored for 18 months. 

Notably, the 30-day survival of CS patients post-discharge increased from a baseline survival 

of 47% to 58% in the first year and 77% in the second year after the implementation of a 

shock team, and to 52% and 78% in AMI and ADHF patients respectively (Table 2) 16. 

Similarly, Taleb et al. also compared the outcomes of treating CS with and without 

designated CS teams. They found a decrease in 30-day all-cause mortality for CS patients 

treated with the shock team (Table 2).   

4.4.2. In-hospital Survival 

Taleb et al. found an increase in in-hospital survival (61% vs. 47%) for patients treated by a 

shock team when compared with non-shock team (Table 2). Contrarily, Lee et al. reported no 

statistically significant difference in the short-term survival rates between the CS patients 

treated with shock team vs. control team. However, the overall survival showed an 

improvement of 67% over a follow-up duration of 240 days. These findings support the 

efficacy of implementing CS teams, and especially noteworthy are the profound 

improvements in survival 11. 

4.4.3. In-hospital Mortality 

Hong et al. reported significantly reduced in-hospital mortality (71% vs. 42%) among CS 

patients in the Shock team group vs. control group 13. Sebat et al. also reported an 

improvement of in-hospital mortality with the shock team implementation despite the small 

population of CS patients included in their study (Table 2) 12. 

4.4.4. ICU Mortality 

Papolos et al. reported that the duration of stay in a cardiac intensive care unit (CICU) and CS 

outcomes showed considerable improvements. Patients under the care of a CS team were in 
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the CICU for an average of 4 days, compared to 5.1 days for patients treated without a 

designated CS team. Furthermore, there was a reduction in mortality for patients in CICUs 

with a CS team compared to those in CICUs without a CS team (23% vs 29% respectively) 

(Table 2) 15. 

Similarly, another study conducted by Hong et al. compared mortality rates for 255 AMI-CS 

patients before and after the development of a designated multidisciplinary team. They found 

a significant decrease in in-hospital mortality (54% vs. 33%) and CICU mortality (45% vs. 

25%) after implementation and treatment by a multidisciplinary ECMO team (Table 2). 

Furthermore, the study also found a decrease in both all-cause mortality (58% vs. 35%) and 

readmission rates for heart failure (28% vs. 6%) under an ECMO team at a 6-month follow-

up 13. 

Likewise, a study by Lee et al. found improved outcomes after the implementation of a 

multidisciplinary ECMO team for patients who underwent in-hospital cardiac arrest 14. 

Specifically, their study showed decreases in both in-hospital mortality (75% vs. 40%) and 

negative neurological outcomes (78% vs. 48%) for these patients after the implementation of 

the ECMO team. Interestingly, there was no significant difference in either in-hospital 

mortality or neurological outcomes for patients who experienced cardiac arrest outside of the 

hospital, regardless of whether the ECMO team was utilized or not. Lee et al. reason that 

during a cardiac arrest, it is often difficult to determine appropriate interventions, especially 

due to a lack of information in a real-time situation; hence, a multidisciplinary team of 

experts can help determine optimal strategies and timing for advanced support, such as 

ECMO to help improve outcomes in critically acute situations 14. 

Lastly, no differences were found in ICU stay or rates of major complications such as 

bleeding, cerebrovascular events, hemolysis, or other vascular complications between the 
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experimental or control groups 11. This could be an area for further research, specifically 

targeting the management of complications related to CS. 

4.4.5. Time to treatment (Door-to-balloon time) 

Along with the deleterious effects that can be attributed to delays in identification and 

intervention for CS, another important factor to consider is the time required for stabilizing a 

very sick patient with CS 26. In the case of AMI-CS, less than 40% of these patients are 

treated within the recommended contact-to-device time (90 minutes) 29. Furthermore, 

findings by Scholz et al. have demonstrated that a 10-minute delay in primary PCI for a 

patient presenting with CS led to over three additional deaths out of every 100 patients 

treated with PCI 30. Moreover, the time between the initial presentation of a CS patient and 

PCI intervention has a strong association with a negative outcome. As a result, door-to-

support time became an emergent concept for managing AMI-CS. This is important to 

consider as studies have demonstrated that the timely deployment of MCS devices have led to 

better clinical outcomes 31,32. Providing early and effective MCS, especially in AMI-CS, 

helps unload the left ventricle, prevents or can even reverse end-organ damage, decreases 

myocardial wall tension, and, in turn, improves outcomes 8,33. Basir et al. reported that early 

implementation of MCS in patients with cardiogenic shock independently improved survival 

6. When MCS was initiated less than 1.25 hours from shock onset, the survival of patients 

with CS was 66%, when initiated within 1.25 to 4.25 hours, survival was 37%, and 26% 

when initiated after 4.25 hours. Papolos et al. compared the outcomes of managing CS 

patients with shock teams versus without and found that facilities with a shock team had 

increased pulmonary arterial catheter use (60% vs. 49%) that were initiated in nearly half the 

time (0.3 days vs. 0.66 days) 15. Furthermore, both Hong et al. and Sebat et al. reported a 

shorter door-to-balloon (door-to-support) time after implementing a multidisciplinary team 

approach for treating patients with STEMI 12,13. Sebat et al. also reported a significant 
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reduction in the median time for interventions in patients with CS after adopting a 

multidisciplinary team approach 12. The reported times in the CS team group were as follows: 

intensivist arrival, 2:00 h to 50 min (p < 0.002); ICU/operating room admission, 2 h 47 min 

to 1 h 30 min (p < 0.002); 2 L fluid infused, 3 h 52 min to 1 h 45 min (p < 0.0001); and 

pulmonary artery catheter placement, 3 h 50 min to 2 h 10 min (p 0.02). These shorter times 

for intervention were also associated with improved clinical outcomes, including mortality 

(28.2% in the CS team vs. 40.7% in the control group). Tehrani et al. reported that the 

decrease of 5 and 10 hours in the time to implement MCS was associated with increased 

survival of 53.6% and 135.8%, respectively 16. On the contrary, only Taleb et al. reported 

similar time-to-support for the CS team vs. the non-CS team 11. This is still important to 

consider as it demonstrates there are no delays in the delivery of care when utilizing multiple 

experts within a shock team.  Hence, the majority of studies we reviewed have reported a 

shorter time to support when applying a multidisciplinary team approach for treating CS. 

4.4.6. Management of CS (medical & interventional) 

Not only is the time-to-intervention by the shock team shorter, but the utilization of resources 

is also more efficient. Higher doses of vasopressors and delayed escalation of patients from 

medical treatment to more invasive interventions are associated with unfavorable outcomes 

34,35. The short-term stabilizing effects of inotropes and vasopressors are countered by their 

adverse effects on end-organ hypoperfusion 36. The CS team optimizes the use of these 

pharmacological agents with consideration for the use of MCS. Papolos et al. reported that 

the CS team used fewer inotropic agents and MCS (35% vs. 43%) yet utilized more advanced 

MCS (i.e., Impella, ECMO, ventricular assist devices) as their first line when MCS was 

needed 15. Similarly, Tehrani et al. outlined a goal in their protocol adopted by the CS team to 

lower the use of vasopressors and inotropes, but increase the early use of MCS of the left 

ventricle and/or right ventricle as appropriate 7. Lee et al. also reported similar usage of 
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inotropes before and after the implementation of the CS team. However, the use of MCS was 

higher after the implementation of the team 14. Hong et al. reported that the use of inotropes 

and vasopressors was lessened after the CS team's implementation 13. 

The decision to start invasive interventions is taken in a timely manner given the team’s 

structure and resources, which usually reflect positively on the outcomes. Tehrani et al. 

reported that every 1-hour delay in therapy escalation in patients requiring MCS was 

associated with a 9.9% increased risk of death  7. Starting pulmonary artery catheterization 

(PAC), also known as right heart catheterization (RHC), for hemodynamic monitoring can be 

beneficial for diagnosing and determining the severity and phenotype of the CS; this can be 

especially helpful in patients who are not responding to the initial therapy 23. This also 

facilitates individualized, invasive therapy tailored to the patient’s unique presentation. 

Despite the lack of evidence supporting the use of PAC monitoring for all patients, many 

studies have shown a decrease in mortality with the use of PAC monitoring in CS patients 

37,38. Tehrani et al. showed that using RHC was associated with a decrease in 30-day 

mortality with an odds ratio of 0.19 (0.09–0.40) and P<0.01 7. The use of RHC was also 

reported more frequently by the CS team in the study reported by Lee et al. 14. Despite the 

reported increase in the usage of PAC by Papolos et al., the overall usage of MCS was lower 

after the implementation of the CS team 15. Additionally, the formation of CS teams appears 

to influence MCS decisions. For example, the usage of Impella increased after the 

implementation of CS Teams 11,14. Also, the use of IABP was noticed to be less after the 

implementation of CS Teams 11,13,15. The type of MCS used by different teams might differ, 

but the rapid use and escalation of the MCS are noticed in all CS teams. MCS may also need 

to be initiated outside the tertiary CS centers for critical patients in a timely manner, which 

supports the idea of a "Hub and Spoke" model. 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted September 5, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.01.23294969doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.09.01.23294969
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


18 
 

Furthermore, Papolos et al. reported only 41% of CS patients were treated with mechanical 

ventilation, and 11% required additional renal replacement therapy, compared to 52% and 

19%, respectively, for patients without a CS team 15. Hong et al. also reported less patients in 

the shock team group who needed respiratory support through mechanical ventilation than 

without the shock team (Table 2). This might be as a result of the improved oxygenation and 

end-organ perfusion status of CS patients as a result of the time-critical shock team 

management strategies, which also involve better utilization of the resources. 

4.5. Hub and spoke: 

One approach that can be implemented is the "Hub and Spoke" model to improve the 

response to CS cases. Specifically, it is important to address the poor mortality rates for CS 

patients that is often worsened due to a lack of resources. Moreover, delays in diagnosis and 

mobilization of resources impede prompt management and intervention 26. This is especially 

true in rural medical centers that may lack PCI and MCS capabilities, making the already 

underwhelming outcomes even worse 39,40. Hence, a “Hub” level I center that is comprised of 

a cardiogenic shock team with full capabilities of managing CS in a timely and efficient 

manner will lead to earlier access to PCI, coronary artery bypass graft (CABG), and MCS, 

along with expertise in the management of hemodynamics 39. Moreover, studies have shown 

that high-volume specialized and larger academic centers have better outcomes than lower-

volume, smaller centers 40. This supports the implementation of specialized centers (hubs) 

and cardiogenic shock teams that are experienced in performing CS interventions and 

managing critically ill patients. Furthermore, this team-based model will promote open 

communication amongst providers, which is beneficial for appropriate patient selection and 

for escalating or de-escalating care for patients 28.  

Although none of the studies included in our review discussed a potential “hub and spoke” 

model to follow, possibly due to the novelty of the concept, as well as the challenge of 
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providing specifics of the model, which can vary widely based on the healthcare system and 

the region’s resources, SCAI have proposed a model based on the cardiogenic shock stage in 

their classification system. This model advises medical centers to identify as hubs or spokes 

according to their resources. Hubs would allow accepting CS patients from spokes at stage D 

“deteriorating” before further worsening into the most complex stage E “extremis” 44. Further 

research/clinical studies is warranted to propose more models, and validate the current ones, 

as well as discussing their applicability and potential challenges.  

4.6. Challenges facing multidisciplinary team application: 

According to the Critical Care Cardiology Trials Network, 14 out of 24 centers in North 

America do not have shock teams 15. Major hurdles for incorporating a multidisciplinary team 

include a lack of resources that can range from staffing, education, and equipment. From the 

papers we have discussed, most of the cardiogenic shock teams include cross-collaboration 

among physicians from different specialties and subspecialties. This can be challenging as it 

requires a tertiary center that is well-funded and staffed, along with regular training to ensure 

the team is competent in dealing with diverse cases of cardiogenic shock 26. By that same 

note, education to identify and manage CS is important for both physicians and non-physician 

personnel, yet it can also pose a challenge. In fact, a key takeaway from Sebat et al. were the 

improvements in shock outcomes after implementing education for non-physician personnel, 

which led to earlier interventions, prevention of multi-organ damage, and improved 

outcomes12.  

Furthermore, it is important to consider geographic differences in CS team implementation. 

Loccoh et al. studied the differences between rural and urban settings when addressing acute 

cardiac conditions (i.e., AMI and Heart Failure), and found that patients in rural areas 

underwent fewer medical procedures and had higher mortality rates (30-day and 90-day) 

compared to patients in urban settings 41. We believe this highlights the additional hurdles 
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that underserved and rural communities will face; namely, disparities in available specialists, 

services offered, modernized equipment, and under-resourced facilities will all pose a 

challenge in implementing a CS team 41,42. 

Additionally, Moghaddam et al. raised an important concern regarding expediency. In 

situations such as CS, where timing is imperative while making clinical decisions and 

interventions, any delays such as that relating to the involvement of multiple specialists can 

become detrimental if not organized and coordinated 26. Considering these multiple factors, 

we believe that the expansion of CS teams remains a challenge, especially for healthcare 

centers in under-resourced areas.  

4.7. Strengths: 

Our systematic review discusses the most up-to-date evidence regarding the definitions and 

phenotypes of CS, the efficacy of the shock team implementation particularly on CS 

outcomes, and the potential challenges facing the shock team application. 

4.8. Limitations: 

Despite the promising results, our study has several limitations. Firstly, most of the evidence 

provided by the included studies in our systematic review is retrospective/observational, 

which increases the risk of bias. Secondly, the quality of evidence according to the 

Newcastle-Ottawa scale for cohort studies was highlighted as "poor quality" in four of the six 

studies included in our review (Table 3). Thirdly, the included studies exhibited variations in 

the reported clinical outcomes. Additionally, some of the clinical outcome data/numbers were 

not reported by the studies' investigators. This has limited our ability to conduct a meta-

analysis of the available evidence due to its insufficiency. Finally, the population size 

reported by some of the studies in our review is small, which impacts the representativeness 

and generalizability of our findings. 
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4.9. Implications for Future Research 

Our review offers valuable insights for clinicians regarding the multifaceted roles, benefits, 

and challenges associated with CS teams in enhancing patient outcomes. Nevertheless, there 

are several key implications for future research that can significantly enhance the quality of 

evidence. Firstly, it is advisable to conduct a greater number of prospective cohort studies and 

randomized controlled trials (RCTs), involving larger participant populations. These 

endeavors will yield more compelling evidence of the team's effectiveness by minimizing 

potential confounding factors and selection biases. 

Secondly, delving into the extended impact of CS teams' interventions on the long-term 

outcomes of CS patients will be invaluable. This exploration can provide a comprehensive 

understanding of the team's influence on factors such as patient survival, quality of life, and 

readmission rates. 

Thirdly, it is pertinent to assess the cost-effectiveness of establishing and maintaining CS 

teams, as these insights can be pivotal in guiding strategic decisions within hospital 

management. 

Lastly, it is worth noting that the current body of evidence concerning the impact of CS teams 

on outcomes specifically related to Acute Decompensated Heart Failure with Cardiogenic 

Shock (ADHF-CS) patients is notably limited. Recent research has highlighted a rising 

prevalence of ADHF-CS when compared to cases of AMI-CS 46. Consequently, further 

research in this realm is imperative to enhance our understanding of the distinct implications 

and benefits of CS teams for ADHF-CS patients. 

5.0. Conclusion: 
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For several years, mortality rates for CS have remained unacceptably high and have largely 

plateaued despite advancements in cardiac care. Aside from early PCI interventions, there 

have not been significant therapies to improve survival rates. However, a number of studies 

in our review have demonstrated significant reductions in both in-hospital and all-cause 

mortality after the addition of cardiogenic shock teams. Moreover, it is becoming evident that 

multidisciplinary teams are indispensable for improving clinical outcomes in cardiogenic 

shock cases. These studies showed additional benefits, including earlier diagnosis of CS, 

rapid initiation of appropriate therapies, including MCS when required, reduced ICU stays, 

and overall expertise in treating a broad spectrum of CS patients. That being said, there are 

many challenges involved with organizing a well-trained CS team to optimize clinical 

outcomes, and we understand that this will be an even greater challenge for underserved and 

rural facilities to implement. Additionally, there is a lack of research on the efficacy of a 

multidisciplinary approach for managing CS complications, and we find this to be a valuable 

area for further research. Overall, we are hopeful that emerging evidence demonstrating the 

benefits of CS teams will help shift momentum toward CS team implementation and improve 

care for CS patients.  
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Figure and tables legends 

Figure 1: PRISMA flowchart of the database search and searching process. 

Table 1. Baseline characteristics. 

Table 2. Studies summary, Outcomes, and treatment. 

Table 3. Quality assessment using the Newcastle-Ottawa scale for cohort studies. 
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics. 

study ID Group 

Demographics 
Cardiogenic 

shock etiology 
Cardiac Arrest Baseline lab. Cardiovascular risks 

Sample 
size 

Age, y, 
M(SD) 

Male, n 
(%) 

AMI-CS, 
n (%) 

Non–
AMI-
CS, n 
(%) 

Out-of-
hospital, 

n (%) 

In- 
hospital, 
n (%) 

Baselin
e 

Creatin
ine, 

mg/dL, 
M(SD) 

Baseline 
Lactic 
acid, 

mmol/L, 
M(SD) 

Diabetes 
mellitus, n 

(%) 

Baseline 
cardiac 
index, 

L/min/m2, 
M(SD) 

Left ventricular 
ejection fraction, 

M(SD) 

Hong  et al. 
2020 

 

CS team 124 
64.7 

(11.5)  
95 (76.6) 

124 
(100%) 

0 
22  

(17.7)  
81 

(65.3)  
1.3 

(0.5)  
5.03 

(4.05)  
61 (49.2%)

NA 

31.5 
(11.63)  

Control  131 
63.4 
(12) 

105 
(80.2) 

131 
(100%) 0 

17  
(13) 

82 
(62.6) 

1.3 
(0.6) 

6.5 
(5.7) 

67 (51.1%)
34 

(14.99) 

Lee  et al. 
2020 

CS team 64  
53.9 

(15.8) 
50 

(78)   
7 

(11) 
57 

(89)  
13 

(20)  
1.5 

(0.7) 
3.6 

(2.6)   
NA 

1.65 
(0.6)  

18.3 
(9.9)  

Control 36 
 60.1 
(16.1) 

24 
(67) 

6 
(17) 

 30 
(83) 

8  
(22) 

 2 
(1.5) 

3.1 
(2.2) 

2.03 
(1) 

21.7 
(11.6) 

Papolos et 
al 2021 

CS team 546   
64.7 

(15.6)  
351 

(64.3)  
147 

(26.9)  
399 

(73.1) 
61 

(12)  
67 

(13.1)  
1.6 

(0.9)  
3.77 

(2.38)  

NA 

1.9 
(0.54)  

CS / control 
≥50:87 (17.09) / 88 

(13.79) 
20-50: 267 (52.46) / 

255 (39.97) 
<20: 55 (30.45%) / 

295 (46.24) 

Control 696 
63 

(13.4) 
477 

(68.5) 
193 

(27.7) 
503 

(72.3) 
77 

(11.8) 
83 

(12.7) 
1.7 

(0.9) 
2.7 

(2.23) 
2.04 

(0.67) 

Taleb  et al. 
2019 

CS team 123  57 (1)  
96 

(78.04)  
75 

(60.97) 
48 

(39.02)  
NA NA NA 

5.4 
(0.5)  

37 
(30.08)  

2.2 (0.2)   24 (2)   

Control 121 59 (1) 
93 

(76.85) 
 

   85 
(70.25) 

 

36 
(29.75)

 5.9 (0.5)
35  

(28.92) 
2.2 (0.2) 

 
28 (2) 
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Tehrani  et 
al.  2019 

AMI 82   64 (11)  
58 

(70.73) 
82 

(100)   
0 (0)  

9 
(10.98) 

10 
(12.2)  

NA 

4.9 
(4.3)  

46 
(56.09)  <1.8 / <2.2 

l/min/m2 
without / with 
inotropes/vaso

pressors  

NA Decompens
ated HF 

122  58.4 (14) 
84 

(68.85) 
0 (0) 

122 
(100) 

6 
(4.92) 

5 
(4.1) 

4.3 
(3.8) 

47 
(38.52) 

Control NA NA 

Sebat  et al.  
2005 

CS team 11  
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

≥ 2.5 
L/min/m2 

NA 
Control 10 

 

The data are reported as n (%) or mean  ± standard deviation.  
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Table 2. Studies summary, Outcomes, and treatment. 

Study 
ID Country Study 

design Group 
no. of 
patien

ts 

30-day 
survival, 

n(%) 

In 
hospital 
survival, 

n(%) 

In 
hospital 

mortality, 
n(%) 

ICU 
mortality, 

n(%) 

time to 
treatment(door

-to-balloon 
time), min, 

M(SD) 

rate of 
MCS 

utilizat
ion, 

n(%) 

Mechanic
al 

ventilation 
n(%) 

Renal 
replacement 

therapy n(%) 

Hong et 
al. 2020 

Republic 
of Korea 

Retrospectiv
e cohort 

study 

CS team 124  83 
(66.9)  

NA 

42 
(33.9)  

38 
(30.6)  

-STEMI: 
90.5 (34.13)  
-NSTEMI: 
918 (1530.16)  

NA 

102 
(82.3)  

Continuous RRT 
50 

(40.3)  

Control 131 58 
(44.3) 

71 
(54.2) 

68 
(51.9) 

- STEMI: 
114.33(62.22) 
- NSTEMI: 
389.33(478.24) 

124 
(94.7) 49 (37.4) 

Lee et 
al. 2020 Canada 

Retrospectiv
e cohort 

study 

CS team 64  46 
(72)  

44 
(69)  

NA NA NA 

29 
(45)  

Invasive 
ventilation: 

41(64)  
Dialysis:16 (25) 

Control 36 25 
(69) 

22 
(61) 

 

10 
(28) 

Invasive 
ventilation:

25(69) 
 

Dialysis: 17 (47)

Papolos 
et al. 
2021 

United 
States 
and 

Canada 

Retrospectiv
e cohort 

study 

CS team 546  

NA NA NA 

126 
(23.1)  

NA 

192 
(35.2) 

223 
(40.8)  

New RRT: 
58(10.6)  

Control 696 200 
(28.7) 

299 
(43.0) 

363 
(52.2) 

New RRT: 
131(18.8) 

Taleb et 
al. 2019 

United 
States 

Retrospectiv
e and 

prospective 
cohort study 

CS team 123 88 
(71.85) 

75 
(61.0)  NA NA 19±5 h  

 NA 81 
(65.9)  NA 
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(control 
cohort) Control 121 

 
67 

(55.56) 
58 

(47.9) 
25±8 h 

 
81 

(66.9) 

Tehrani 
et al. 
2019 

United 
States 

Retrospectiv
e and 

prospective 
cohort study 

(control 
cohort) 

AMI 

82  
 
 
 

52 
(63.4) 

  
 
 

NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Dialysis:27(32.9) 
Transplant: 0(0.0) 

Acute 
Decompens
ated HF 
(ADHF) 

122 78(63.9) Dialysis: 34(27.9)
Transplant: 5(4.1)

Control NA NA(47) NA 

Sebat et 
al. 2005 

United 
States 

Retrospectiv
e and 

prospective 
cohort study 

(control 
cohort) 

CS team 10  

NA NA 

2 (0.2)  

NA NA NA NA NA 

Control 11 4 (36.36) 

The data are reported as n (%) or mean  ± standard deviation.  
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Table 3. Quality assessment using the Newcastle-Ottawa scale for cohort studies. 

Study ID Year 

Selection Comparability Exposure 

AHRQ 
standards 

Representativeness 
of  

the exposed cohort 

Selection of the 
non-exposed 

cohort 

Ascertainm
ent  

of exposure

Demonstration 
that outcome of 
interest was not 
present at the 

start of the 
study 

Study 
controls for 

age 

Study 
controls 

for  
any 

additional 
factor 

Assessment 
of  

outcome 

Was follow-
up long 

enough for 
outcomes to 

occur 

Adequacy 
of follow 

up 
of cohorts

Papolos et 
al 2021 ★  ★  ★  ★  - - ★  ★  ★  Poor 

quality 

Hong et at 2020 ★  ★  ★  ★  ★  - ★  ★  ★  Good 
quality 

Lee et at  2020 ★  ★  ★  ★  - - ★  ★  ★  Poor 
quality 

Taleb et al 2019 ★  ★  ★  ★  ★  - ★  ★  ★  Good 
quality 

Tehrani et 
al 2019 ★  ★  ★  ★  - - ★  ★  ★  Poor 

quality 

Sebat et al 2005 ★  ★  ★  ★  ★  - ★  - - Poor 
quality 
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