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Figure 8: Forest plot for the effects of volatile anesthetics (A) as a class and (B) as subgroups versus propofol
on the extubation time (hours) in adults undergoing cardiac surgery with cardiopulmonary bypass. Subgroup
analysis: in (A) isolated coronary artery bypass graft versus isolated valve/concomitant surgery, and in (B)
isoflurane versus desflurane or sevoflurane. Std. Mean difference: standardized mean difference. IV : inverse
variance
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Figura 9: Forest plot for the effects of volatile anesthetics subgroups versus propofol on (A) Intensive Care
Unit (days) and (B) Hospital Stay (days) in adults undergoing cardiac surgery with cardiopulmonary bypass .
Subgroup analysis: isoflurane versus desflurane or sevoflurane. M-H: Mantel-Haenszel
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Figure 10: Funnel plots for extubation time (Egger’s test P=0.89), hospital stay (Egger’s test P=0.094), and
Intensive Care Unit stay(Egger’s test P=0.65), in adults undergoing cardiac surgery with cardiopulmonary
bypass
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