Figure S1: Funnel plot of the overall meta-analysis of the incidence of neurocognitive dysfunction between dexmedetomidine and comparator / control treated patients showing asymmetry reflective of low-level publication bias.
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Figure S2: Forest graph showing the results of the meta-analyses of the studies with dexmedetomidine dose of over median vs under medeian.  Study identities follow comparator (L, lorazepam; M, midazolam; Mor, morphine; P, propofol; R, remifentanil) and neurocognitive assessment test name (CAM, cognitive assessment method for ICU; DSST, digital symbol substitution test; ICDSC, intensive care delirium screening checklist; MMSE, mini-mental state examination; MCAT, Montreal cognitive assessment test; SAS, sedation-agitation score, SCWIT, Stroop color word interference test).
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Figure S3: Forest graph showing the results of the meta-analyses of the studies with intraoperative vs postoperative / ICU sedation as dexmedetomidine mode of administration.  Study identities follow comparator (L, lorazepam; M, midazolam; Mor, morphine; P, propofol; R, remifentanil) and neurocognitive assessment test name (CAM, cognitive assessment method for ICU; DSST, digital symbol substitution test; ICDSC, intensive care delirium screening checklist; MMSE, mini-mental state examination; MCAT, Montreal cognitive assessment test; SAS, sedation-agitation score, SCWIT, Stroop color word interference test).
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