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Abstract 

Background 

The Balanced trial was designed to answer the question of whether anaesthetic depth affects 

postoperative mortality when a vulnerable patient undergoes major surgery. Patients were recruited 

between 2012 and 2017 at 73 centres in seven countries. In the intention-to-treat analysis (n=6644), 

there was no significant difference in one year mortality between patients randomised to surgery under 

deep (target BIS 35) or light anaesthesia (target BIS 50). However the separation between randomised 

groups was only 8.4 BIS units and the trial was criticised for being underpowered. 

 Methods 

In a secondary analysis of this trial’s data, we made alternative per-protocol estimates designed to 

improve the power of the trial. We added an additional covariate – each patient’s deviation from target 

BIS – to the original analysis, statistically recreating the desired separation of 15 BIS units between 

randomised groups. We used multiple imputation to recover missing BIS values. We also assessed 

whether a proportional hazards Cox model was appropriate for the analysis of one year mortality. 

Results 

Our alternative per-protocol estimates did not differ materially from the original per-protocol estimate. 

The gain in precision through using all intent-to-treat patients for our per-protocol estimates was offset 

by the additional variance introduced when modelling missing BIS values. When modelling missing BIS, 

we found regional differences: in China, the separation between randomised groups was far higher (13.6 

BIS units) than in any other region. Estimates and plots assessing proportional hazards suggested 

increasing late mortality under deep anaesthesia, most notably in China. 

Conclusion 

Our hypothesis is that deep anaesthesia in the Balance trial led to higher postoperative delirium, which in 

turn led to an increase in late mortality. In future trials, patients should be followed for more than a year 

and cause of death recorded. 

Keywords  

BIS, bispectral index; cognitive dysfunction; depth of anaesthesia; drug titration paradox; postoperative 

delirium; postoperative mortality
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Key points 

 We added an additional covariate – each patient’s deviation from their target BIS – to the original 

analyses of data from the Balanced trial, statistically recreating the desired separation of 15 BIS units 

between randomised groups. 

 Our alternative per-protocol estimates for the effect of deep anaesthesia on one year mortality did 

not differ materially from the original per-protocol estimate. 

 In China, the separation between randomised groups was far higher (13.6 BIS units) than in any other 

region (at most 7.7 BIS units). 

 Estimates and plots assessing proportional hazards suggested increasing late mortality under deep 

anaesthesia, most notably in China. 

 Our hypothesis is that deep anaesthesia in the Balance trial led to higher postoperative delirium, 

which in turn led to an increase in late mortality. 
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Introduction 

To an outsider it seems remarkable that controversy surrounds the risks of deep anaesthesia, given the 

fundamental nature of this question to anaesthesiology. Detrimental associations have been reported in 

observational data,1 leading to fierce debate: “many anesthesia clinicians now believe dogmatically that 

deep hypnosis during anesthesia is injurious, and this belief has become entrenched in anesthesiology 

and critical care lore and literature, despite the lack of robust corroborative evidence and even some 

compelling contradictory evidence.”2 The Balanced trial was designed to end the controversy.3 In a 

Herculean effort, 6644 older patients undergoing major surgery were randomised to general anaesthesia 

with bispectral index (BIS) values either between 30-40 (BIS 35 group) or between 45-55 (BIS 50 

group).4  The investigators concluded that one year mortality did not differ between the two groups. 

Unfortunately results from the trial did not end the debate. Scepticism was reflected in the titles of many 

editorials: “Deep anaesthesia and poor outcomes: the jury is still out”, “Deep anaesthesia and 

postoperative death: Is the matter resolved?”, “Achieving balance with power: lessons from the Balanced 

Anaesthesia Study”.5-7 Those commenting identified a lack of power as a key issue: “the sample size was 

inadequate to answer the trial’s primary question.”7 However, the Balanced trial was realistically about as 

large as it could have been, a point implicitly conceded by the conclusion that approaches other than a 

conventional randomised trial might be needed to answer the question.6-8 

In a letter to The Lancet, we suggested an alternative per-protocol estimate that might improve the power 

of the trial.9 This report documents our efforts to make more precise estimates of the effect of deep 

anaesthesia on one year mortality using data from the Balanced trial and various forms of covariate 

adjustment. During the process of acquiring these data, a delirium sub-study of the Balanced trial was 

published, showing greater postoperative delirium – and worse one year cognitive function – in those 

randomised to deep anaesthesia.10 This only added to the controversy because of apparent discrepant 

findings between the parent trial and its sub-study, with deep anaesthesia having no significant effect in 

the former but a detrimental effect in the latter.11 We subsequently realised the results of our secondary 

analyses offered an explanation for this discrepancy and a hypothesis for how deep anaesthesia did 

indeed affect mortality in the Balanced trial; a hypothesis that deserves further study. 

Methods 

Ethics 

A protocol for this study and a statistical analysis plan (Appendix A) were approved by the New Zealand 

Health and Disability Ethics Committees (EXP13559; H Walker, Chair; 15 November 2022) and by the 

Research Review Committee Te Toka Tumai Auckland (A+9688;  M-A Woodnorth, Manager, Research 

Office; 16 December 2022). Data sharing was subject to a data management plan and a formal signed 
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agreement (12 May 2023). The Balanced trial was registered with the Australian New Zealand Clinical 

Trials Registry (ACTRN12612000632897). 

Patient population 

In the Balanced trial, high-risk older patients undergoing major surgery were enrolled between 

December 2012 and December 2017 in 73 centres across 7 countries.4  Patients had to be 60 years or 

older, with significant comorbidity (American Society of Anaethesiologists, ASA, physical status 3 or 4), 

having surgery with expected duration of more than two hours, and with an anticipated hospital stay of at 

least two days. Patients received volatile anaesthetic-based general anaesthesia either with or without 

major regional anaesthesia. 

The Balanced trial was designed as an explanatory trial. The aim of the trial was “to definitively answer 

the question of causality and whether titrating anaesthetic depth makes a difference to patient outcome 

in a vulnerable patient group”.3 However the trial was analysed as a pragmatic trial, testing “whether an 

intervention to control depth within tight, predetermined parameters is effective”.12 This is not the same 

as answering the causal question of whether anaesthetic depth influences patient outcome. Per-protocol 

estimates are more useful for inferring causality than the intent-to-treat estimate, although best made 

using all patients in the trial to maximise precision and avoid bias.13 

Non-compliance with the trial protocol reduced the difference in anaesthetic depth between the 

randomised groups.4 Most patients in the BIS 50 group had a BIS below target (median 47, interquartile 

range 44 to 51) while most patients in the BIS 35 group had a BIS above target (median 39, interquartile 

range 36 to 42). This meant that the intention-to-treat analysis was based on a between group BIS 

separation of only 8.4 units, well below the target of 15. In the original per-protocol analysis, patients 

were excluded if their achieved BIS was more than five units from target.4  This reduced the number of 

patients, from 6626 in the intent-to-treat analysis to 4060, a reduction of nearly 40%. As a result, the 

estimate of the effect of anaesthetic depth on one year mortality was of a lower precision in the per-

protocol analysis than in the intent-to-treat analysis. Excluding these patients increased the separation 

between treatment groups, from 8.4 to 12.3 BIS units, but still less than the target of 15. 

Our population of interest was the intent-to-treat population of the Balanced trial. We used this 

population to make a per-protocol estimate of the effect of anaesthetic depth by adding an additional 

covariate – each patient’s deviation from target BIS (35 or 50 depending on their randomised group) – to 

the original intent-to-treat analysis. Adding this covariate provides an adjusted estimate of the effect of 

anaesthetic depth for a patient with no deviation from target, under the assumption of an approximately 

log linear association between deviation from target BIS and outcome. In a statistical sense, this recreates 

the desired separation between randomised groups of 15 BIS units. It allows a per-protocol estimate to be 

made using all patients – with therefore no loss of precision – and, if a lower BIS is associated with 

increased mortality, adding this covariate might even increase the precision of the estimate.14 
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Primary and secondary outcomes 

The primary outcome for this study was one year mortality; the same primary outcome as in the Balanced 

trial. Secondary outcomes were a subset of those reported in the Balance trial: myocardial infarction, 

cardiac arrest, pulmonary embolism, stroke, sepsis, surgical site infection, and unplanned ICU admission. 

Our analyses of secondary outcomes are described in Appendix B. 

Statistical analyses 

The original estimate of the effect of anaesthetic depth on one year mortality was made using a Cox model 

stratified by region with randomised group as the sole independent variable. Our base model was this Cox 

model with deviation from target BIS as an additional covariate. We then added other covariates – for 

other reasons. 

First we added a covariate, age at surgery, to our base model to further improve precision. Analyses of 

randomised trials typically do not use prognostic covariates. However including covariates strongly 

associated with outcome will increase the precision of estimates of a treatment effect, even in non-linear 

models such as the Cox model.15  

Second – to reduce bias – we then added two additional covariates (preoperative Charlson comorbidity 

index and preoperative WHODAS score) to the base model plus age. Mean achieved BIS can be thought of 

as a measure of adherence to the trial protocol. From this perspective, including the deviation from target 

BIS in a regression model for an outcome could erode the protection from confounding afforded by 

randomisation.13 Because mean achieved BIS is measured after randomisation, there is the possibility of 

confounding between deviation from target BIS and outcome, as in an observational study. Anaesthetists 

might be reluctant to approach the BIS target with patients they perceive as particularly frail. The 

solution is to include baseline covariates that could be associated with both deviation from target BIS and 

outcome.13 

Finally we added a time dependent treatment variable to our base model to assess whether a 

proportional hazards Cox model was appropriate for these data. We used two simple ways to investigate 

non-proportional hazards: (1) adding a time dependent term to a Cox model to represent the interaction 

between randomised group and (typically log) time; and (2) transformed survival curves showing log 

minus log survival plotted against log time.16 

Note that adding covariates to a non-linear model, like the Cox model, changes the treatment effect being 

estimated from a marginal effect to a conditional effect. The conditional effect is the average effect of 

shifting individuals with specific covariate values from light to deep anaesthesia.17 We centred all our 

covariates about mean values (age 72, Charlson comorbidity index 7.0,  WHODAS score 20, log days to 

mortality 4.7). The conditional treatment effect then estimated is one appropriate for patients with these 

mean covariate values. 
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The only problem was mean achieved BIS value was missing for 3% of the patients in the intent-to-treat 

population.4 We replaced missing BIS values by multiple imputation. The assumption behind this step is 

that missing BIS values can be predicted by information recorded about patients prior to surgery. We 

assessed a variety of imputation models, without reference to outcome data, for their ability to minimise 

the variance between multiple imputed data sets. When imputing missing BIS, an imputation model ought 

to contain: (1) variables that are associated with whether BIS is missing; (2) variables that are associated 

with the value of BIS itself; and (3) any variables that will be subsequently included in an analytic 

model.18 Having selected a model, we then created a single sample of 200 multiply imputed data sets. This 

sample was used for all estimates, using Rubin’s rule for combining point estimates from multiple 

imputed data sets.19 

Our analyses were carried out in SAS 9.4 TS Level 1M5 (procedures PHREG, MI and MIANALYZE). In 

contrast to the original analysis, we report hazard ratios (HR) with light anaesthesia as the reference – for 

two reasons. First, most meta-analyses summarising past trials and observational studies have taken this 

approach,1,20-22 although not all.8,23 Second, clinical concern is that deep anaesthesia will increase 

mortality. It is important to present results in a way that is consistent with other literature and with 

underlying clinical concern, if comparisons are then going to be made with that literature and results 

translated into implications for clinical practice. The hazard ratio scale is not symmetric, so that 

perceptions of point and interval estimates may change if estimates are inverted. 

Results 

Multiple imputation modelling 

When modelling missing BIS, we found regional differences in mean achieved BIS (Table 1). In China, 

patients were closer to target BIS, in both randomised groups, than in any other region. The net effect was 

a separation between randomised groups in China of 13.6 BIS units, far higher than the next highest 

separation (7.7 BIS units in USA). 

Our final imputation model used full Markov Chain Monte Carlo imputation assuming multivariate 

normality for imputation variables, with each randomised group modelled separately. The imputation 

model for each randomised group included continuous variables age at surgery, preoperative Charlson 

comorbidity index, preoperative WHODAS 2.0 score and achieved mean BIS; and indicator variables for 

large and small hospitals (with mid-sized hospitals as the reference), for the regions China, UK and 

Europe, and USA (with Australia and New Zealand combined as the reference) and for ASA physical status 

4 (with a lower status as the reference). 
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Per-protocol estimates 

The per-protocol estimate for the effect of deep anaesthesia on one year mortality, with adjustment for 

deviation from target BIS, was hazard ratio (HR) 1.16, 95% confidence interval (CI) 0.93 to 1.46; almost 

identical to the original per-protocol estimate (HR 1.16, 95% CI 0.92 to 1.46). The estimate with further 

adjustment to improve precision was HR 1.19, 95% CI 0.94 to 1.49. The estimate with further adjustment 

to reduce bias was HR 1.18, 95% CI 0.94 to 1.48.  

There is no material difference between all four per-protocol estimates (Figure 1). All four are consistent 

with the 20% increase in mortality estimated from observational studies;1 the increase assumed in the 

sample size calculation for the Balanced trial.3,4 

Proportional hazards 

The per-protocol estimate for the effect of anaesthetic depth on one year mortality, with adjustment for 

deviation from target BIS and a time dependent interaction term, was HR 1.16, 95% CI 0.93 to 1.46.  The 

estimate of the time dependent interaction suggests an increasing trend in the hazard over time (HR 1.07, 

95% CI 0.93 to 1.23). 

To illustrate, consider a model with two hazard ratios, one for events during the first 30 days and one for 

events after that. Such a model is consistent with the design of the trial, with comparisons between 

randomised groups planned at 30 days and one year.3 Results for this model, with adjustment for 

deviation from target BIS, suggested no risk of increased mortality in the first 30 days (HR 0.94, 95% CI 

0.59 to 1.53) but potentially an increasing risk of mortality after that (HR 1.21, 95% CI 0.95 to 1.54). 

A proportional hazard ratio will lead to parallel curves for the two randomised groups in plots of log 

minus log survival against log time.16 Such plots suggest the curves are not parallel (Figures 2 and 3). This 

is clear in the plot for China: the curve for deep anaesthesia crosses the curve for light anaesthesia (Figure 

2). Curves for deep anaesthesia cross for Australia too or steepen over time for the USA (Figure 3).  For 

the UK and Europe and for New Zealand, curves for deep anaesthesia might be steeper towards the end of 

the trial but it is not certain and longer follow-up of trial participants is needed. These curves suggest that 

one year might have been too early to see a clear difference in mortality between the two randomised 

groups. 

Discussion 

Our results were unexpected. First, we failed to make more precise estimates of the per-protocol effect of 

deep anaesthesia. The gain in precision through using all patients for that estimate was offset by the 

additional variance introduced when modelling missing BIS values. Second, we found that the separation 

between randomised groups was far closer to the target of 15 BIS units in China than in any other region. 

Third, we found some evidence that the relative risk of mortality with deep anaesthesia was not constant 
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but increased with time. We had expected the opposite (Appendix A): that mortality unrelated to the 

intervention would become far more common over time than mortality related to the intervention,7 

leading to a declining relative risk. 

We did however reproduce the original per-protocol estimate using a completely different statistical 

approach. The original estimate was made by excluding nearly 40% of trial patients, eroding the 

protection afforded by randomisation and potentially introducing bias if patients considered at greater 

risk of mortality were further from their target BIS. Our adjustment for potential bias caused no material 

change to the estimate. We conclude that these estimates are reliable measures of the relative risk of deep 

versus light anaesthesia on one year mortality. These estimates are consistent with the 20% increase in 

mortality with deep anaesthesia seen in observational studies (Figure 1). In that sense, there is no 

controversy. 

In the original estimates, increasing the separation from 8.4 to 12.3 BIS units through patient exclusion 

shifted the hazard ratio from 1.14 to 1.16 (Figure 1). Increasing the separation between randomised 

groups to 15 BIS units, through covariate adjustment, did not shift the point estimate any further. A 

possible explanation for this lack of effect is a weak negative correlation between mean achieved BIS and 

anaesthetic dose. The ‘drug titration paradox’ implies a positive correlation between BIS and anaesthetic 

dose, instead of the expected negative correlation – increasing the dose is expected to lead to a lower 

BIS.24  In the Balanced trial, the correlation between BIS and dose was at best only weakly negative and in 

the deep anaesthesia randomised group (Figure 4). Hence a lower BIS was not strongly associated with 

receipt of a higher dose of anaesthetic. 

That we expected the hazard ratio to decline with time was perhaps naive. Sub-group analyses of 

observational data suggest deep anaesthesia might have little or no association with mortality in the first 

30 days, but a greater association in studies with follow-up beyond one year.1 Our model with two hazard 

ratios – for events during the first 30 days and one for events after that – gave results consistent with 

those two sub-group analyses. However, all of these estimates are imprecise – those from observational 

data and ours from the Balanced trial. 

Most of the patients in the delirium sub-study were from China and the BIS separation in that sub-study 

matches the separation in the Balanced trial for that region (Table 1).10  In the sub-study, the incidence of 

postoperative delirium was higher and one year cognitive function worse under deep anaesthesia,10 

seemingly driven by a difference in syndromal delirium in Asian patients.11 We show a clear crossing of 

hazards for patients randomised in China, with increasing late mortality under deep anaesthesia (Figure 

2). The same pattern is plausible in other regions but the pattern is not clear yet and longer follow up is 

needed (Figure 3). We hypothesise that greater BIS separation between randomised groups in China led 

to differences in late mortality between randomised groups in that region that are muted in other regions. 

The sub-study shows deep anaesthesia led to a greater incidence of postoperative delirium;10 delirium 

has been associated with poor long-term outcomes, cognitive decline and mortality.25-27 Results from 
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adjusted meta-analyses of cognitive decline suggest that delirium is not a marker for already 

compromised cerebral function but that cognitive decline is a consequence of the delirium itself,25,26 and 

that after delirium in surgical patients, the risk of postoperative cognitive impairment increases with 

time.26 

It is not clear whether anaesthesia itself can cause delirium in elderly surgical patients.28 The aetiology of 

delirum is multifactorial and several neurobiological pathways are likely to be involved.29 Volatile 

anaesthesia may cause or add to neuroinflammation,30 or could be neurotoxic.31 But beyond the dose of 

anaesthesia, there were other differences between randomised groups in the Balanced trial, and in its 

sub-study, that have been associated with delirium and that could be causal factors. These include the 

greater use of benzodiazepines and of inotropes or vasopressors and lower mean arterial pressure in 

those randomised to deep anaesthesia.32 Caution about causality is appropriate but new evidence needs 

to be carefully considered too. The Balanced trial is one of three trial designs identified as potentially 

informative about whether general anaesthesia leads to cognitive decline.33 

Clinicians in both randomised groups were seemingly reluctant to sedate patients to target BIS. Clinical 

equipoise did not require that the individual trial anaesthetists themselves had no preference for one 

treatment over other alternatives.34 While being guided by a ‘precautionary principle’ is understandable, 

medical research actually requires managed risk.35 In clinical practice – as opposed to medical research – 

when settling on a ‘Goldilocks’ level of sedation, anaesthetists must balance the established risks 

associated with light anaesthesia with the potential risks associated with deep anaesthesia.2 Before the 

delirium sub-study was published, expert opinion held that it was better to err on the side of deep 

anaesthesia.2 But the delirium sub-study and the results we present here suggest that such an opinion 

needs re-evaluating, at least when it comes to sedating vulnerable patients. 

Like most secondary analyses, our analysis was informed by the primary analysis of these data and by 

comment on that analysis. Our analysis is therefore exploratory, generating a new hypothesis for further 

study. Others have made a good case for randomising patients to different doses of anaesthesia in future 

trials, rather than to different sedation targets.36,37 Even so, trial anaesthetists may be uncomfortable with 

the level of sedation induced by the randomised dose, leading to protocol violations and the need for 

adjusted per-protocol analyses similar to those in this report. Our results suggest that in future trials, 

patients should be followed beyond one year and efforts made to ascertain the cause of death. A long-

term sub-study was planned for the Balanced trial but did not receive funding. To achieve greater power, 

larger pragmatic trials in a general population may be necessary, imbedded in routine practice; or 

alternatively, conventional trials might be targeted at those with the highest risk of delirium.7 

Ultimately we did not succeed in making more precise estimates of the effect of deep anaesthesia on one 

year mortality. However, to continue the metaphor of trial by jury,5 we found circumstantial evidence that 

for those randomised to deep anaesthesia in the Balance trial, an increase in the incidence of 

postoperative delirium led to an increase in late mortality. Deep anaesthesia, in the Balanced trial and in 
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general, consists of a constellation of potentially causal risk factors – a higher dose of general anaesthetic, 

greater use of benzodiazepines and vasopressors and lower mean arterial pressure. It is not possible to 

say, with data from the Balanced trial, which of these factors might have increased the incidence of 

delirium and to what extent. 
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Table 1: Median mean achieved BIS in the intent to treat population by randomised group and region. 
 
Region Light anaesthesia 

(target BIS 50) 

Deep anaesthesia 

(target BIS 35) 

Separation between 

randomised groups 

Australia 46.2 39.0 7.2 

China 51.3 37.7 13.6 

New Zealand 46.5 39.0 7.5 

UK and Europe 45.4 38.3 7.0 

USA 48.2 40.5 7.7 

Overall 47.2 38.8 8.4 
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Figure 1: Cox model estimates of the effect of deep anaesthesia on one year mortality. The original 

estimates are from the original intent-to-treat (ITT) and per-protocol (PP) analyses.4 The covariate 

adjusted estimates are from this study: the base model is the original Cox model plus deviation from 

target BIS; the precision model is the base model plus age at surgery; the bias model is the base model 

plus age at surgery, preoperative Charlson comorbidity index and preoperative WHODAS score. The 

shaded band shows the point estimate and 95% confidence interval from a meta-analysis of observational 

studies;1 a 20% increase was used to calculate a sample size for the Balanced trial.3,4 
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Figure 2: Plot of log (-log(probability of survival)) as a function of log survival time – for patients 

randomised in China to light (target BIS 50) or deep (target BIS 35) anaesthesia. A proportional hazards 

ratio would lead to parallel curves for the two randomised groups. 
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Figure 3: Plots of log (-log(probability of survival)) as a function of log survival time – for patients 

randomised in regions other than China to light (target BIS 50) or deep (target BIS 35) anaesthesia. A 

proportional hazards ratio would lead to parallel curves for the two randomised groups. 
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Figure 4: Mean achieved BIS plotted against dose (minimum alveolar concentration, MAC) for patients 

randomised to either light (target BIS 50) or deep (target BIS 35) anaesthesia. Elipses show a 95% 

confidence region for each randomised group, assuming a bivariate normal distribution for mean 

achieved BIS and MAC, and that distribution is summarised by a Pearson correlation coefficient (ρ). 
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