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Supplemental figure 1: Search strategy for Ovid Medline

1 exp Dexmedetomidine/
2 (Dexmedetomidin* or Precedex or MPV-1440 or MPV 1440 or mpv1440 or

Cepedex or Demesynt or Dexdomitor or Dexdor or Dexem or Meproxidina).tw,kf.

3 Dexmedetomidine.rn.
4 Propofol/
5 (Propofol* or diprivan or propoven or aquafol or disoprivan or disoprofol or

fresofol or ivofol or recofol).tw,kf.

6 Propofol.rn.

7 or/1-6

8 exp Delirium/

9 Confusion/

10 (delir* or confus*).tw,kf.
11 or/8-10

12 exp specialties, surgical/

13 exp Surgical Procedures, Operative/

14 su.fs.

15 (surg* or operat* or postoperativ*).tw,kf.

16 exp Intensive Care Units/

17 Critical Care/

18 ((intensive or critical) adj2 (care or therap™ or treatment*)).tw,kf.
19 (ICU* or ITU* or CCU* or GICU*).tw,kf.

20 (critical™ ill* or sever* ill* or serious™ ill* or at risk patient* or trauma
patient*).tw,kf.

21 or/12-20

22 7and 11 and 21

23 exp Animals/ not (exp Animals/ and Humans/)

24 22 not 23

25 remove duplicates from 24




Supplemental figure 2: Forest plot of the effects of dexmedetomidine and propofol on

delirium incidence after exclusion of cohort studies

Delirium incidence
sensitivity analysis
Dexmedetomidine Propofol Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Chang, 2018 0 31 0 29 Not estimable
Susheela, 2017 2 3 2 3 9.0% 1.00 [0.32, 3.10] - T
Djaiani, 2016 16 91 29 92 39.7% 0.56 [0.33, 0.95] —
Huang, 2014 2 54 5 54  45% 0.40[0.08, 1.97] = I
Jakob, 2012 22 170 31 170 45.3% 0.71[0.43, 1.17] —
Corbett, 2005 1 43 1 46  1.5% 1.07 [0.07, 16.57]
Total (95% CI) 392 394 100.0% 0.65 [0.46, 0.91] L 2
Total events 43 68
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 1.49, df = 4 (P = 0.83); I?= 0% F t t i
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.47 (P = 0.01) 0A01Dexm£&ltomidine L Propofol 10 100




Supplemental figure 3: Forest plot showing the risk of hypotension associated with

dexmedetomidine and propofol use after exclusion of cohort studies

Hypotension
sensitivity analysis

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 2.61, df =4 (P = 0.62); I’ = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.72 (P = 0.09)

Dexmedetomidine Propofol Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Corbett, 2005 35 43 31 46 93.6% 1.21[0.94, 1.55]
Jakob, 2012 8 246 4 247  4.0% 2.01[0.61, 6.58]
Huang, 2014 0 54 2 54  0.6% 0.20[0.01, 4.07] ¢
Susheela, 2017 1 3 0 3 07% 3.00[0.17, 53.71]
Chang, 2018 2 31 1 29 1.0% 1.87 [0.18, 19.55] - 0=
Total (95% CI) 377 379 100.0% 1.23 [0.97, 1.56]
Total events 46 38
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Supplemental figure 4: Forest plot showing the effects of dexmedetomidine on intensive

care unit length of stay (A) and hospital length of stay (B) after exclusion of cohort

studies

A

ICU LOS
Sensitivity analysis

Test for overall effect: Z =0.79 (P = 0.43)

Dexmedetomidine

Propofol

Dexmedetomidine Propofol Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Corbett, 2005 0.95 0.055 43 0.95 0.058 46 41.3% 0.00 [-0.02, 0.02]
Jakob, 2012 6.83 2.7 251 7.7 29 247 21.0%  -0.87 [-1.36,-0.38] -
Huang, 2014 3 0 54 3 0 54 Not estimable
Djaiani, 2016 1.79 2.06 91 122 652 92 47% 0.57 [-0.83, 1.97]
Susheela, 2017 6.76  3.06 3 6 0 3 Not estimable
Chang, 2018 1.91 0.5 31 1.83 0.5 29 33.0% 0.08 [-0.17, 0.33]
Total (95% CI) 473 471 100.0% -0.13 [-0.45, 0.19]
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.06; Chi* = 13.01, df = 3 (P = 0.005); I = 77% + o : o

B

Hospital LOS
Sensitivity analysis

Test for overall effect: Z=2.06 (P = 0.04)

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 7.34; Chi® = 20.94, df = 2 (P < 0.0001); I* = 90%

Dexmedetomidine Propofol Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
Jakob, 2012 25 533 251 28 5.16 247 365% -3.00 [-3.92, -2.08] L
Djaiani, 2016 7 516 91 7 11.66 92 30.3% 0.00 [-2.61, 2.61] -
Chang, 2018 18 35 3 25 4 29 33.3% -7.00 [-8.91, -5.09] -
Total (95% CI) 373 368 100.0%  -3.42[-6.68, -0.17] <>
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Supplemental figure 5: Funnel plot for visual analysis of publication bias
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