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14 Abstract

15 Introduction: With the widely used technique of One Lung Ventilation (OLV) in

16  patients throughout thoracic surgery, it’s unclear whether inhaled or intravenous
17 anesthetics were associated with postoperative complications. The purpose of the current
18  study is to compare the effects of intravenous and inhaled anesthetics on the postoperative

19  complications within the patients suffering OLV.
20 Methods: We searched the related randomized controlled trials in

21 PubMed\EMBASE\Medline and the Cochrane library up to 09\2021.Inclusive criteria
22 were as follows: We included all the randomized controlled trials which compared the
23 effects of intravenous and inhaled anesthetics on the postoperative complications|listed as:
24 (a) major complications; (b)postoperative pulmonary complications (PPCs); (c)
25  postoperative cognitive function (MMSE score); (d) length of hospital stay; (e) 30-days

26  mortality] for the patients undergoing one lung ventilation.
27 Results: Thirteen randomized controlled trials with 2522 patients were included for

28  analysis. Overall, there were no significant differences in the postoperative major
29  complications between inhaled and intravenous anesthetics groups (OR 0.78, 95%CI 0.54
30 to 1.13, p=0.19; I’=0%). However, more PPCs were detected in intravenous groups when
31  compared to inhaled groups (OR 0.62, 95%CI 0.44 to 0.87, p=0.005; 1>=37%). Both the
32 postoperative MMSE scores (SMD -1.94, 95%CI -4.87 to 0.99, p=0.19; 1>=100%) and the
33 length of hospital stay (SMD 0.05, 95%CI -0.29 to 0.39, p=0.76; 1>=73%) were
34 comparable between two groups. Besides, the 30-day mortality didn’t differ significantly
35 across groups either (OR 0.79, 95%CI 0.03 to 18, p=0.88; ’=63%).

36 Conclusions: In patients undergoing OLV, generous anesthesia with inhaled

37  anesthetics could reduce PPCs compared with intravenous anesthetics, but no evident
38  advantages were provided over other major complications, cognitive function, hospital

39  stay or mortality.
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42 Introduction

43 According to the literature, approximately 3% surgical patients develop major
44 complications, resulting in 0.4% deaths peri-operatively(1). And lung cancer is the leading
45  reason of cancer-related death in the United States(2). Since one-lung ventilation (OLV)
46 could facilitate the performance of surgery and prevent contamination of the other lung, it
47  has become a necessary technique during thoracic surgery(3). However, OLV could cause
48  ischemia and hypoxia in the nonventilated lung, barotrauma and excessive fluids in the
49  ventilated lung tissue, and alveolar or even systematic inflammatory responses, thus
50 increasing the risk of postoperative complications(4). The incidence of postoperative
51  pulmonary complications (PPCs) is much higher in patients operated with OLV than in
52 those without OLV(5).

53 Christopher.U et al. found that in cardiac surgery, inhaled anesthesia was associated
54  with major benefits in outcomes and reduced mortality(6). However, Bassi.A(7) and
55  Modolo.NS(3) revealed that few evidence from randomized controlled trials(RCTs)
56  demonstrated significant difference in particular postoperative outcomes between general
57  anesthesia maintained by inhaled and intravenous anesthetics in case of OLV in 2008 and
58  2013. Later, several RCTs and systematic reviews suggested that inhalation might
59  preserve intraoperative cardiac function, reduce PPCs, attenuate local alveolar
60  inflammatory responses in patients undergoing OLV(8-10).

61 Since 2013, increasing clinical RCTs have been published to explore the distinct
62  effects of different sedative anesthetics on the major complications in patients with OLV.
63 Therefore, we conducted this meta-analysis to compare the effects of inhaled anesthetics
64  (Sevoflurane or Desflurane) and intravenous anesthetic (Propofol) regarding patients’

65  postoperative outcomes.
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67

6s Methods

69 We followed the recommendation from the Cochrane Handbook for the Systematic
70 Review(11). And the meta-analysis has been registered on
71 https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/ with No. CRD420202222856.

72 Retrieval strategy

73 Two authors (JY, QHH) separately searched the Pubmed, Medline, Embase and

74 Cochrane central register for the relevant RCTs from Jan Ist, 2000 to Sep 31st, 2021. We
75  used various combinations of the key words and MeSH terms to perform the search. The

76  search terms were listed as Table 1 and the search was limited to English.

anesthesia, intravenous | anesthetics, inhalation | one lung ventilation RCT
intravenous anesthesia | anesthetic gases single lung ventilation | Randomized
controlled trial
intravenous anesthetics | inhalation anesthetics Ventilation, One-Lung | Controlled clinical
trial
intravenous anesthetic | inhalation anesthesia Ventilation, Single- Randomized
agent Lung
propofol inhaled anesthesia lung separation Randomly
techniques
Diprivan volatile anesthetics Separation Technique, | Trial
Lung
Disoprofol sevoflurane Technique, Lung
Separation
sevorane Lobectomy
desflurane thoracic surgery
isoflurane

We used Boolean operator “OR” to search every potentially eligible article that was relevant to
Intravenous anesthetics/ Inhaled anesthetics/ One lung ventilation. Then, we used the operator
“AND” to combine the above results to accomplish the screening process.

Table 1 The specific keywords and MeSH terms during the screening process

77

78 Inclusion criteria

79 (1) Population: Patients (>18 years old) were scheduled for elective thoracic surgery under
80  OLV.

81  (2) Intervention: Patients receiving anesthesia maintained with inhaled anesthetics when
82  OLV.

83 (3) Comparison: Patients receiving intravenous anesthetics like propofol to maintain the
84  anesthesia when OLV.

85  (4) Outcomes:
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86 The primary endpoint was the number of major complications assessed by Clavien-
87  Dindo score (grade III to V) or not (complications needs more intensive treatments
88  including overall cardiac events, myocardial infarction, acute renal failure, hepatic failure,
89  disseminated intravasal coagulation, extrapulmonary infection, gastrointestinal failure,
90  coma).

91 The secondary endpoints were the number of PPCs (hypoxemia, acute respiratory
92  distress syndrome, pulmonary infiltrates, pneumonia, pleural effusions, atelectasis,
93  pneumothorax, bronchospasm, cardiopulmonary edema, aspiration pneumonitis); scores of
94  Mini-mental State Examination (MMSE), length of hospital stay and 30-day mortality
95 after OLV.

96 (5) Study: Randomized controlled studies.

97 Any trials reported the familiar Population, Intervention, Comparison, Studies, and at
98  least one outcome as listed before were included.

99  Exclusion criteria

100 Duplicated studies, nonhuman or pediatric studies, conference abstracts, studies

101 published before the 2000s, and the studies which data could not be extracted.
102 Data extraction

103 Based on the criteria above, two authors (JY, QHH) sequentially enrolled the trials
104 and extracted the data independently: publication information (first author’s name,
105  publication year), characteristics of participants (sample size, type of surgery, anesthesia
106  induction schemes, duration of OLV and surgery, OLV strategies) and outcomes
107 information. Disagreements over eligibility between the two researchers were resolved by
108 discussion. If necessary, the third researcher (RC) was involved and adjudicated. The data
109  were extracted or calculated from figures using the program Engauge Digitizer 5.1 if
110  necessary (M. Mitchell, Engauge Digitizer, http://digitizer.sourceforge.net). All the
111 extracted data were collected in the standardized Excel file by the two authors, and YC

112 double-checked the accuracy.

113 Risk of Bias Assessment and Strength of Evidence

114 Two reviewers (JY, QHH) independently employed the method recommended by
115 Cochrane Collaboration to assess the methodological quality of included trials. For each

116  trial, the criteria used for quality assessment were random sequence generation, allocation

117 concealment, performance bias, detection bias, attribution bias, reporting bias, and others.
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118 Each criterion is classified as "yes", "no" or "unclear", and the brief assessment for each
119 trial were classified as three levels (low risk of bias, unclear risk of bias and high risk of
120 bias). The Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and Evaluations
121 approach (GRADEpro; gdt.gradepro.org) was approved to rating the overall quality of
122 evidence for each outcome. In the approach, each outcome began as high-quality
123 evidence, but may be rated down by one or more of five categories of limitations: risk of
124  bias, inconsistency, indirectness, imprecision, and reporting bias. Finally, the approach

125  drew an evident quality of each outcome as low, moderate or high.
126  Statistical Analysis

127 According to DerSimonian and Laird method performed by Review Manager 5.3
128  (RevMan, The Cochrane Collaboration, Oxford, UK), differences were expressed as risk
129 ratio (RR) with 95% confidence intervals (CI) for dichotomous data, and the differences
130 between continuous data were expressed as mean differences (MDs) or standardized mean
131 differences (SMD) with 95% CI. Due to the limited number and heterogeneity between
132 included studies, the Hartung-Knapp-Sidik-Jonkman (HKSJ) method were further
133 conducted for random effects to the data pooled by less than 5 trials, or the value of
134 heterogeneity was more than 50%. Since Joanna(12) had proved that HKSJ method were
135 outperformed than DerSimonian-Laird method for the meta-analysis among limited
136 number studies or high heterogeneity.

137 The heterogeneity between pooled studies was represented by I? value, and the
138 criteria to identify whether the combined data being high or low heterogeneity was 50%.
139 On account of the inconsistency of the surgery process, method of anesthesia, time of
140  OLV and the factors which increased the heterogeneity, random effects model was
141 conducted for significant heterogeneity (1>>50%, p<<0.1). And sensitivity analyses were

142 implied to explore the possible explanation for the high heterogeneity too.
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144 Results

145 Study Identification

146 The search yielded 1945 publications by the original screening. Based on the inclusion
147 and exclusion criteria, 1319 potentially eligible trials were excluded based on the title or
148 abstract. Within the full text screening we excluded 46 studies (10 articles were not RCT,
149 19 studies did not match the population criteria, 9 compared intravenous anesthetics to
150  regional anesthesia or other drugs, and 9 studies did not report any outcome as listed
151  before). Finally, we included 13 studies and meta-analyzed the data(13-25). The flow

152 chart was presented in Fig.1.
153 Study Characteristics and Quality

154 The main characteristics of the included trials were depicted in Table 2. The
155 13studies(13-25) included 2522 patients, which published from 2000 to 2021. As showed
156 in Figure.2, 8(13, 15-20) out of 14 studies presented a low risk of random sequence
157  generation and allocation concealment by describing the randomized method in detail.
158  Although 6(14, 17, 21-24) out of 14 failed to report the details of blinding to participants
159  or outcome evaluators, the outcomes were little influenced by the lack of blinding.
160  According to the GRADEpro system, the quality of every outcome were showed in Table
161 3. The evidence quality of PPCs was high, and the evidence quality of major
162 complications, 30-days mortality and hospital stay were moderate. However, the evidence

163  of MMSE score was low.
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Trial Surgery Intervention(n=1263) Control(n=1259) OLV strategy Outcome
Induction | Maintenance Induction | Maintenance
Beck- Lung surgery Desflurane(n=230) Propofol(n=230) Vt¢ 4-6 ml/kg Complications
Schimmer Etomidate Desflurane Etomidate Propofol FI10,40.6-1.0 (Clavien-Dindo
2016(13) (0.3-0.5mg/kg) | (end-tidal (0.3-0.5 mg/kg) TCI® (2-6ug/ml) | PEEP ¢ 5cmH,0 classification),
concentrations of Hospital stay
4.5-7%)
Conno Lung surgery Sevoflurane (n=27) Propofol(n=27) Vte 6-7ml/kg PPCs,
2009(14) Propofol sevoflurane Propofol Propofol Fi0,41.0 Hospital death
(1.5-2.5mg/kg) | (1 MAC?) TCI®(3-5ug/ml) TCI® (1 MAC?)
Gala Lung Sevoflurane(n=86) Propofol(n=88) Vte¢ 6ml/kg Complications
2017(15) | resection Propofol Sevoflurane Propofol Propofol Fi0,40.6-1.0 (Clavien-Dindo
surgery (2-3mg/kg) (BIST40-60) (2-3mg/kg) (BIS40-60) PEEP ¢ 5cmH,0 classification),
PPCs,
Mortality,
Hospital stay
Egawa Lung surgery Sevoflurane(n=72) Propofol(n=72) Vte 5-6ml/kg MMSE score
2016(16) Propofol Sevoflurane Propofol Propofol Fi0,41.0
(1-2mg/kg) (BISf40-60) TCI® (3-4ug/ml) (BIS 40-60) PEEP ¢ 4-5cmH,0
Lee Ivor Lewis Sevoflurane(n=24) Propofol(n=24) Vte¢ 6ml/kg Hospital complications,
2012(17) | operation Thiopental Sevoflurane Propofol Propofol FIO, ¢ (achieve PPCs,
(4-5 mg/kg) (end-tidal (BISF30-50) (BISf30-50) oxygen saturation | Hospital death,
concentrations of 1- >95%) Hospital stay
2.5%) PEEP ¢ 5cmH,0
Li Lung surgery Sevoflurane(n=169) Propofol(n=167) Vte¢ 6ml/kg Complications (Clavien-
2021(18) Propofol Sevoflurane Propofol Propofol Fi0,90.4-0.5 Dindo classification),
(1.5-2.5mg/kg) | (BIST40-60) (1.5-2.5mg/kg) (BIS£40-60) PEEP ¢ 5-8cmH,0O | PPCs,
Death,
Mahmoud | Lung surgery Isoflurane(n=25) Propofol(n=25) Vt¢10ml/kg PPCs,
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2011(19) Propofol Isoflurane Propofol Propofol Fi0,¢0.8-1.0 30-mortality,
(1.5-2mg/kg) | (IMAC®) (1.5-2 mg/kg) (4-6mg /kg/h) PEEP ¢ 5cmH,0 Hospital stay
Poto¢nik | Thoracic Sevoflurane(n=17) Propofol(n=19) Vt¢4ml/kg PPCs,
2014(20) | surgery Sevoflurane (6 | Sevoflurane Propofol Propofol Fi0,40.6-0.7 Hospital death
%) (2-2.5%) (1.5-2.0 mg/kg) (4-6 mg/kg/h) PEEP ¢ 3 cmH,0
Shen Thoracic Sevoflurane (n=30) Propofol(n=30) Vte 8ml/kg MMSE score
2011(21) | surgery Sevoflurane Sevoflurane Propofol Propofol Fi0,40.6
(4-6%) (0.8-1.2MAC?) (1.5-2 mg/kg) (6-8mg /kg/h)
Tian Lobectomy Sevoflurane(n=31) Propofol(n=31) Not reported Adverse reaction,
2017(22) Sevoflurane Sevoflurane Propofol Propofol MMSE score
(8%) (2%) (Img/kg) (6mg/kg)
Wang Lung surgery Sevoflurane(n=32) Propofol(n=26) Vte 8-10ml/kg MMSE score
2019(23) Sevoflurane Sevoflurane Propofol Propofol FiO,¢ 1.0
(6%) (IMAC?®) TCI® (3ug/kg) TCI® (4ug/kg)
Xu Open-chest Sevoflurane(n=20) Propofol(n=20) Vte 8ml/kg Complications,
2014(24) | thoracotomy | Sevoflurane Sevoflurane Propofol Propofol Fi0,41.0 PPCs,
(8%) (BISf40-60) TCI® (6ug/ml) (BISf40-60) Hospital death,
Hospital stay
Yu Thoracic Sevoflurane(n=500) Propofol(n=500) Vte 8ml/kg MMSE score
2017(25) | surgery Sevoflurane Sevoflurane Propofol Sevoflurane
(2-4%) (BISf45-55) (2mg/kg) (BISf45-55)
Table 2. Trial Characteristics
MAC?: minimum alveolar concentration; TCI®: target controll infusion; Vt¢: tidal volume; FiO,¢: Fraction of inspiration O,; PEEP ¢: positive end expiratory
pressure; BIS f: bispectral index

165  Table 3: The details of GRADE evidence among each outcome
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Certainty assessment Ne of patients “

. Certainty Importance
el Study design Risk of bias Inconsistenc! Indirectness Imprecision Other considerations Iigltes ITHEEELE Roathe Hisdlie
studies Y desig y P anesthetics anesthetics (95% Cl) (95% Cl)
5 randomised not serious not serious not serious serious none 60/542 (11.1%) 741541 (13.7%) OR0.78 27 fewer per
osiore | o | DOOO
(from 58 Moderate
fewer to 21
more)
PPCs
7 randomised not serious not serious not serious not serious none 80/381 (21.0%) 113/382 (29.6%) OR 0.62 89 fewer per
trials (0.44 10 0.87) 1,000 @ @ @ @
(from 140 High
fewer to 28
fewer)
MMSE scores
5 randomised serious serious not serious not serious none 665 659 - SMD 1.94
trials SD lower @ @ O O
(4.87 lower Low
t0 0.99
higher)
Mortality (follow-up: 30 days)
5 randomised not serious serious not serious not serious none 3/335 (0.9%) 41335 (1.2%) OR0.79 2 fewer per
trials (0.03 to 18.00) 1,000 @@@O
(from 12 Moderate
fewer to 167
more)
Length of hospital stay
5 randomised not serious serious not serious not serious none 385 387 - SMD 0.05
trials higer @@@O
(0.29 lower Moderate
0 0.39

higher)
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1. The primary outcome: major postoperative complications

Five studies(13, 15, 17, 18, 24) assessed the major complications post-surgery including
1083 patients, among which fixed effects model showed that there have no significantly
difference between intravenous or inhaled anesthetics groups (OR 0.78, 95%CI 0.54 to
1.13, p=0.19; I’=0, Fig.3.).

2. The second outcomes:

2.1 PPCs

Seven RCTs(14, 15, 17-20, 24) compared the effect of intravenous and inhaled anesthetics
on PPCs in 763 patients with OLV. The fixed effects model depicted that compared to
intravenous anesthetics, inhaled anesthetics significantly reduced the number of patients
who had PPCs with low heterogeneity (OR 0.62, 95%CI 0.44 to 0.87, p=0.005; 1>=37%,
Fig.4.).

2.2 Postoperative MMSE scores

As Fig.5. showed, five RCTs(16, 21-23, 25) estimated the postoperative cognitive
function after OLV through MMSE scores in 1324 patients. The pooled data concluded
that anesthetics barely have effect on MMSE scores (SMD -1.94, 95%CI -4.87 to 0.99,
p=0.19; ’=100%). In terms of the extremely high heterogeneity, sensitivity analysis and
HKSJ method were further conducted to strength the outcome. Nonetheless, we failed to
obtain the original heterogeneity study by removing any individual trials and HKSJ
method reached the same conclusion as before (SMD -1.94, 95%CI -5.11 to 1.23, p=0.16).
2.3 Length of hospital stay

Data for the length of hospital stay were extracted from five trials(13, 15, 17, 19, 24) with
772 patients. Fig.6. revealed that the types of anesthetics were not associated with
significant differences in the length of hospital stay at all (SMD 0.05, 95%CI -0.29 to
0.39, p=0.76; 1’=73%, Fig.6.). Sensitivity analysis detected that Mahmoud 2011(19)
contributed to the total heterogeneity. After removing this study, the pooled data outlined
that the patients in the intravenous group spent significantly less time in hospital (SMD
0.19; 95 % CI 0.05 to 0.34, p= 0.01; I’=0) compared with patients in the inhaled group.
However, HKSJ method strength the conclusion that anesthetics were not related to the
length of hospital stay after excluded the Mahmoud 2011 and depicted the instability of
result above (SMD 0.19, 95%CI -0.04 to 0.42, p=0.07).

2.4 30-days mortality

10
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Two out of five studies(15, 17-19, 24) which intended to assess the mortality within 30
days after surgery and found that there has no difference in 30-days mortality between two

groups (SMD 0.79, 95%CI 0.03 to 18, p=0.88; I>=63%, Fig.7.).

11
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Discussion

In the present analysis, we included 13 eligible trials(13-25) with 2522 patients who
underwent OLV to illustrate that compared to intravenous anesthetics, inhaled anesthetics
were associated with fewer risk of PPCs with the high evidence evaluated by GRADEpro
system. However, different types of anesthetics had no significantly different effect on the
major complications, postoperative MMSE scores, length of hospital stay or 30-days
mortality.

According to the meta-analysis accomplished by Uhlig et.al(6), general anesthesia
with inhaled anesthetics was associated with the reduction of major complications and
mortality in cardiac surgery, which might possibly due to the cardioprotective properties
of volatile anesthetics through coronary vasodilation and reduced stress
responses(26).Similarly, Uhlig(6) concluded that total inhaled anesthetics seemed to be
associated with less benefits in major complications, mortality, length of hospital stay
compared to intravenous anesthetics in noncardiac surgery. Even though, studies had
demonstrated that the anti-inflammatory effects of volatile anesthetics affected other
organs like lungs, brain, kidneys and liver in virto(27-29). In terms of patients receiving
noncardiac surgery (including thoracic, vascular and abdominal surgery), major
complications, length of hospital stay and mortality might be more relevant to types of
surgery, characteristic of patients, different standardized operating procedures rather than
types of anesthetics. Thus, the systematic organ protection of inhaled anesthetics was
diluted for the patients undergoing OLV that we discussed.

As far as we are concerned, inhaled anesthetics interferes with hypoxic pulmonary
vasoconstriction (HPV), and causes hypoxemia when used at a minimum alveolar
concentration greater than one when OLV(30). However, Prakash(31) observed that
volatile agents had a direct effect on bronchial smooth muscle and contributed to
bronchodilation, which acted with lower pressures and greater Cdyn in cases of OLV
when compared with propofol. Thus, there are both advantages and disadvantages of
inhaled anesthetics on the pulmonary function when OLV.

Regarding to inflammatory responses in vitro(32) or in vivo(33), inhaled anesthetics
significantly reduced inflammatory responses to lung injury, contributing to
immunomodulatory and organ protective effects. In case of the clinical surgery proceeded
with OLV, inhaled anesthetics were found to play anti-inflammatory role by acting on the

cytokine responses, ischaemia-reperfusion and oxidative stress(15, 34). Besides, meta-

12
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analysis concluded that compared with total intravenous anesthesia, total inhaled
anesthesia could reduce the alveolar inflammatory responses but had no significantly
effect on the systematic inflammatory responses in the meantime(10) , which may
contribute to the results that inhaled agents have a benefit effect on the incidence of PPCs
rather than the other systematically complications.

Given the report by International Perioperative Neurotoxicity Working Group, few
evidence is detected on which particular anesthetic is preferable to postoperative cognitive
function in general anesthesia(35). Trials have proved that cereal oxygenation saturation is
associated with postoperative cognitive dysfunction(36), and OLV is relevant to a definite
reduction in partial pressure of oxygen when compared to baseline as well(37). Moreover,
trials revealed that oxygenation index were higher in intravenous anesthetics groups
compared to inhaled group within the first 30 minutes after OLV(8). However, in
consistent with the Working Group’s Recommendation, we found postoperative cognitive
function screening (MMSE scores) were still comparable between two groups after OLV.
The reasons may lay in that MMSE screening tool is insufficient to measure cognitive
function, and the following time of included trials may be not long enough due to
postoperative cognitive dysfunction may last for weeks to months. More importantly,
desaturation was rare in all participants, which may offset the different effect of
anesthetics on cognitive function.

We came across several limitations through the analysis. First, not all included trials
applied Clavien-Dindo score to assess major complications systematically in which
complications were analyzed with 0 to 5 different severity grades. Due to limited
published articles, to reduce the risk of bias as far as possible, the postoperative events are
defined as the events that need more intensive treatments. Second, only two included trials
reported the rate of mortality. The mortality is relatively low and affected more by multi-
factors than anesthetics alone. Thus, the conclusion may be referenced with consideration.
Next, parts of data we acquired was transferred from median/range or graph. Although the
method we chose was used commonly, the data was not completely original and may add
to the risk of error rate. Finally, we limited the language to English, which may increase
the risk of publication bias. Thus, as two Cochrane Meta-analysis recommended(3, 7), if
researchers doubted the prognosis of different anesthetics when OLV, they should design
and carry out more high-quality and large-scaled trials to assess the standardized outcomes

in the future.
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Conclusion

For the patients suffering OLV, compared to intravenous anesthetics, inhaled anesthetics

showed significantly protective effects on the PPCs, but not on the postoperative major

complications, cognitive function, hospital stay or 30-days mortality either. Further studies

are required to test and verify the conclusion.

Key messages

e Comparing to propofol, inhaled anesthetics provided protective effects over
postoperative pulmonary complications for the patients undergoing OLV.

e No significantly advantages were observed on the other major complications,
cognitive function, hospital stay or 30-days mortality between different anesthetics

when OLV.
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inhaled intervenous Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Conno2009 3 27 9 27 9.3% 0.25 [0.06, 1.06] -
Gala 2017 12 86 25 88 24.8% 0.41 [0.19, 0.88] -
Lee 2012 16 24 15 24 5.8% 1.20[0.37, 3.92]
Li 2021 39 182 43 179 39.7% 0.86 [0.53, 1.41) ——
Mahmoud 2011 3 25 10 25 10.3% 0.20 [0.05, 0.87] -
Potocnik 2014 1 1/ 5 19 5.2% 0.17 [0.02, 1.68] .
Xu 2014 6 20 6 20 4.9% 1.00 [0.26, 3.87]
Total (95% CI) 381 382 100.0%  0.62 [0.44, 0.87] <
Total events 80 113

. - = o a2 i i 1 i
Heterogeneity: Chi* = 9.52, df = 6 (P = 0.15); I = 37% ' 01 i 10 100

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.80 (P = 0.005)
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inhaled intravenous Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Egawa 2016 293 1.5 TZ 29 2.3 i 20.1% 0.15 [-0.17, 0.48)
Shen 2011 29.5 0.8 30 296 0.6 0 20.0% -0.14 [-0.65, 0.37]
Tian 2017 25 1.1 31 272 0.9 31 19.9% -2.16[-2.80, -1.53]) -
Wang 2019 27.2 1 32 287 1.2 26 20.0% -1.35[-1.93, -0.78] =
Yu 2017 26.1 0.4 500 289 0.5 500 20.1% -6.18([-6.48, -5.88] o
Total (95% CI) 665 659 100.0% -1.94 [-4.87, 0.99]
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 11.11; Chi® = 935.54, df = 4 (P < 0.00001); ¥ = 100% _54 _-‘2 5 2 q

Test for overall effect: £ = 1.30 (P = 0.19) Favours [intravenous] Favours [inhaled]


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.01.22273288
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.01.22273288; this version posted April 1, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

inhaled intravenous Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Beck-Schimmer 2016 8 S 230 7 4 230 28.0% 0.22 [0.04, 0.40] ——
Gala 2017 86 12 86 8.5 7 88 24.7% 0.01 [-0.29, 0.31] —_—r
Lee 2012 166 9.9 24 13 25 24 16.2% 0.49 [-0.08, 1.07] -
Mahmoud 2011 i 4 25 11 5 2% 16.0% -0.87[-1.45, -0.29] -
Xu 2014 266 24.9 20 199 14.2 20 15.0% 0.32 [-0.30, 0.95] .
Total (95% CI) 385 3B7 100.0% 0.05 [-0.29, 0.39] -’-
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.10; Chi* = 14.77, df = 4 (P = 0.005); I’ = 73% :

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.31 (P = 0.76)
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inhaled intravenous Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Suhgruup Events Total Events Total WEiEht M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Beck-Schimmer 2016 30 230 i8 230 51.8% 0.76 [0.45, 1.27] —
Cala 2017 8 86 14 88 19.7% 0.54 [0.21, 1.37] I
Lee 2012 8 24 9 24 9.4% 0.83 [0.25, 2.72] -
Li 2021 13 182 12 179 17.6% 1.07 [0.47, 2.41] -
Xu 2014 1 20 1 20 1.5% 1.00[0.06, 17.18]
Total (95% CI) 542 541 100.0% 0.78 [0.54, 1.13]
Total events . 60 ?4? 7
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inhaled intravenous Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% ClI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Cala 2017 0 &b 3 88 45.8% 0.14 [0.01, 2.78] + L
Lee 2012 0 24 0 24 Mot estimable
Li 2021 0 23 0 25 Mot estimable
Mahmoud 2011 0 180 0 178 Mot estimable
Xu 2014 3 20 1 20 54.2% 3.35[0.32, 35.36] L
Total (95% CI) 335 335 100.0% 0.79 [0.03, 18.00]
Total events 3 4
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Test for overall effect: Z = 0.15 (P = 0.88)
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