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Abstract

Introduction

Cardioprotective properties of volatile agents and of remote ischemic preconditioning have

survival effects in patients undergoing cardiac surgery. We performed a Bayesian network

meta-analysis to confirm the beneficial effects of these strategies on survival in cardiac sur-

gery, to evaluate which is the best strategy and if these strategies have additive or competi-

tive effects.

Methods

Pertinent studies were independently searched in BioMedCentral, MEDLINE/PubMed,

Embase, and the Cochrane Central Register (updated November 2013). A Bayesian net-

work meta-analysis was performed. Four groups of patients were compared: total intrave-

nous anesthesia (with or without remote ischemic preconditioning) and an anesthesia plan

including volatile agents (with or without remote ischemic preconditioning). Mortality was

the main investigated outcome.

Results

We identified 55 randomized trials published between 1991 and 2013 and including 6,921

patients undergoing cardiac surgery. The use of volatile agents (posterior mean of odds

ratio = 0.50, 95% CrI 0.28–0.91) and the combination of volatile agents with remote precon-

ditioning (posterior mean of odds ratio = 0.15, 95% CrI 0.04–0.55) were associated with a

reduction in mortality when compared to total intravenous anesthesia. Posterior distribution
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of the probability of each treatment to be the best one, showed that the association of vola-

tile anesthetic and remote ischemic preconditioning is the best treatment to improve short-

and long-term survival after cardiac surgery, suggesting an additive effect of these two

strategies.

Conclusions

In patients undergoing cardiac surgery, the use of volatile anesthetics and the combination

of volatile agents with remote preconditioning reduce mortality when compared to TIVA and

have additive effects. It is necessary to confirm these results with large, multicenter, ran-

domized, double-blinded trials comparing these different strategies in cardiac and non-car-

diac surgery, to establish which volatile agent is more protective than the others and how to

best apply remote ischemic preconditioning.

Introduction
Acute cardiac damage in cardiac surgery is associated with increased morbidity and mortality
and the identification of cardioprotective strategies might influence patients’ outcome. [1]
Cardioprotection refers to all interventions that can attenuate cardiac damage induced by myo-
cardial ischemia and reperfusion.

Ischemic preconditioning is a response at cellular level to brief sub-lethal episodes of ische-
mia leading to a major protection against subsequent lethal ischemia. Remote ischemic precon-
ditioning consists in the stimulation of brief episodes of ischemia and reperfusion in a tissue or
in an organ different from the heart (e.g. limb ischemia), inducing myocardial protection from
ischemic injury. [2] Recent meta-analyses [3,4] suggested that remote ischemic precondition-
ing significantly reduces postoperative cardiac biomarkers release in adult cardiac surgery and
a RCT found a reduction in mortality in patients receiving remote ischemic preconditioning.
[5]

Volatile agents are among the few interventions that might reduce perioperative mortality,
[6,7] probably by reproducing anti-ischemic effects. Recent studies have shown that volatile
agents can also mimic the early phase of ischemic preconditioning. [8]

To address the question whether the choice of anesthetic regimen and the application of
remote ischemic preconditioning have beneficial additive effects on patients’ survival after car-
diac surgery, we carried out a Bayesian network meta-analysis, a valid and robust statistical
technique that compares indirectly various treatments.

Methods
We performed a network Bayesian meta-analysis in order to evaluate the effects on mortality
of remote preconditioning, volatile agents and total intravenous anesthesia (TIVA). Our aim
was to assess whether remote preconditioning and the choice of anesthetic regimen can influ-
ence survival on patients after cardiac surgery.

Search strategy and study selection
The search for relevant studies was carried out independently in BioMedCentral, Embase,
MEDLINE/PubMed and in the Cochrane Central Register of clinical trials by two experienced
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investigators. Literature searches were last updated on November 1st 2013. The full PubMed
search strategy is available in the S1 File. [9]

All references obtained from literature searches with the abovementioned methods were
independently evaluated at a title/abstract level by two investigators and then, if potentially
reasonable, assessed as full-text articles. Non-English articles were translated in order not to
exclude them in the analyses. Inclusion criteria were random allocation to treatment and com-
parison between a total intravenous anesthesia (TIVA) and a combined plan including admin-
istration of a volatile agent (isoflurane, desflurane or sevoflurane); comparison between the use
of remote ischemic preconditioning and not; cardiac surgery setting. There was no restriction
in dose and time of anesthetic administration or methods of remote ischemic preconditioning.
The exclusion criteria were missing outcome data, experimental studies on animal subjects and
duplicate publications. In case of duplicate publications we included the article reporting the
longest follow-up. We also included in the analysis studies in which epidural anesthesia or
analgesia was given to all subjects.

Two investigators were independently tasked with verifying study compatibility with selec-
tion criteria. Any potential divergences were sorted out by agreement.

Data Abstraction and study characteristics
Two trained investigators independently obtained baseline, procedural and outcome data with
divergences resolved by consensus (S1 Table).

Specifically, we extracted survival, study design (including patient selection, randomization,
single-/multi-center design), clinical setting, population, and anesthetic comparators. “TIVA”
was defined as a group not receiving desflurane, isoflurane or sevoflurane. “Volatile” was
defined as a group receiving at least 5 minutes of a volatile agent (even if added over a TIVA
regimen). “Remote” was defined as a group receiving remote ischemic preconditioning.

The endpoint of the present review was to identify the effects on mortality at the longest
follow-up available of remote ischemic preconditioning, volatile agents and TIVA using a
network Bayesian meta-analysis. If the study had missing or incomplete data on survival we
contacted all authors by e-mail, letter or both.

Internal Validity and Risk of Bias Assessment
The internal validity of each trial included in this review was carefully evaluated for bias in
accordance with The Cochrane Collaboration guidelines. [10] We assessed the potential source
of bias by applying ‘Yes’, ‘No’ or ‘Unclear’ to the Cochrane checklist and by expressing the
overall risk of bias as ‘low’, ‘moderate’ or ‘high’.

The posterior probability check method [11] was used to test the consistency assumption,
i.e. no discrepancy between direct and indirect comparisons. We compared the difference in
residual deviance between the consistency model (which estimates the indirect treatment
effects by consistency equation) [12] with the inconsistency one (which estimates all the rela-
tive effects for all the treatment contrasts). [13] We defined as ‘treatment effect’ the difference
in the drug’s effect between two treatments.

Statistical Analysis
For each trial, the number of reported deaths and number of patients included were expressed
as the logarithm of odds ratio (OR) and of its standard error (SE). If available, we used data
referred to the intention-to-treat population.

The primary treatment strategies of interest in this network meta-analysis were 1) TIVA, 2)
volatile, 3) remote-TIVA and 4) remote-volatile. A graphical representation of the network
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was used to show the pairwise association between each treatment. In this diagram each node
represents a single anesthetic agent and each edge connects treatments that have been directly
compared in one or more RCTs. The font size of each anesthetic agent node is proportional to
the number of randomized patients per group and the edge size is proportional to the number
of studies per comparisons. The dashed line indicates the comparison derived from a multi-
arm trial.

To analyze the binary outcome, among pairwise comparisons and through standard
meta-analysis, we pooled the study-specific estimates using the inverse-variance method and a
fixed-effect model. [10] To assess the presence of study heterogeneity, we used the Cochran's Q
statistic and the I-square statistic (I-square>25% was used as a threshold indicating significant
heterogeneity).

We performed the network analysis modeling the binary outcome for mortality with a
Bayesian hierarchical model (binomial model with logit link function) using the Markov chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) estimating algorithm. We used non-informative priors to produce the
posterior distributions for the treatment effect in reference group (TIVA) and the treatment
difference effects (Normal distribution with mean equal to 0 and variance equal to 0.0001). To
overcome the zero-cell count problem, we ran the random effect model with a more informa-
tive prior (Inverse-Gamma distribution) on the variance parameter. [13,14] Model results were
based on 3 Markov chains: 50,000 interactions after a burn-in of 50,000 for the fixed models
and 100,000 interactions after a burn-in of 100,000 for the random effect models. We com-
pared the fit of the fixed or random effect model by calculating the posterior mean of residual
deviance (Dres) and the Deviance Information Criterion (DIC) statistics. We selected the ran-
dom effect model because it is usually the most conservative option.

Pooled ORs, comparing different anesthetic agents, were estimated from the mean of the
posterior distribution obtained with the Bayesian approach. After confirming the consistency
hypothesis, the indirect estimate was calculated as difference from the appropriate direct esti-
mates; the corresponding 95% credibility intervals (CrI) were obtained by normal approxima-
tion. We assumed that the between-trial variance is homogeneous across treatment contrast
and we took into account the correlation between the treatment difference effect for each
group of multi-arm trials. [15,16] We checked whether a model’s fit was satisfactory by exam-
ining the convergence of the MCMC simulation algorithm.

We performed two meta-regressions to evaluate the statistical influence on treatment
effects. We included in the model (i) the length of follow-up and (ii) the study-specific
precision (measured as inverse of sample size) to detect the potential publication bias.

Sensitivity meta-analyses were implemented analyzing data from studies with low risk of
bias, with trials with more than 80 patients and removing the largest study of Hong DM et al.
[17]

The statistical analysis will be performed by winBUGS (release 1.4, freeware available by
BUGS project) and STATA (release 11, College Station, TX). Statistical significance was set at
the two-tailed 0.05 level for hypothesis testing. Unadjusted P values are reported throughout.

This study was performed in compliance with The Cochrane Collaboration and Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses guidelines (S1 Checklist). [10,18]

Results

Description of included trials
The process of selection of randomized controlled trials is shown in Fig 1. Our search strategy
identified 2,878 unique publications, the titles and abstracts of which were screened for inclu-
sion. The full text of 112 articles was retrieved. Among these, we excluded 58 studies since
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there were no outcome data and it was not possible to obtain further details by the authors, 18
studies due to overlapping populations, 16 articles performed in a setting that was not cardiac
surgery, 9 non-randomized studies, 7 studies in which all patients received a halogenated
administration and 4 pediatric trials (references of excluded trials available contacting the
Authors).

We finally spotted 55 eligible randomized clinical trials, [5,15,16,17,19–69] which met the
inclusion criteria and were comprised in the final analysis. S1 Table reports the clinical data on
outcome, length of follow-up and type of comparator.

Study Characteristics
The 55 included trials randomized 6,921 patients including 2,704 (39% in 50 studies) receiving
volatile agents, 2,564 (37% in 41 studies) receiving TIVA, 902 (13% in 7 studies) receiving
remote-TIVA, and 751 (11% in 15 studies) receiving remote-volatile. The most common pair-
wise comparison was volatile agents versus TIVA (34 [62%] studies) followed by volatile agents
versus remote-volatile (14 [25%] studies) and TIVA versus remote-TIVA (5 [9.1%] studies).
We included one three-arm study [15] and one four-arm study. [16] The dates of trial publica-
tion range between 1991 and 2013 and the trials randomized a median of 76 (48–124) patients.

Fig 1. Flow diagram for selection of articles.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0134264.g001
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Study quality appraisal indicated that studies were of medium/high quality (S2 Table) and
that 30 [55%] of them had a low risk of bias.

Quantitative Data Synthesis
The network configuration of each contrast analyzed by a Bayesian network meta-analysis is
reported in Fig 2.

When comparing TIVA, volatile, remote-TIVA, remote-volatile through simple direct com-
parisons we found the following differences in mortality: 1) volatile agents (27/1997 [1.4%]) vs.
TIVA (41/1683 [2.4%]), OR = 0.56, 95% IC 0.36–0.88, p for effect = 0.01, I-square = 0% with
36 studied included (S2 Fig); 2) volatile agents (15/726 [2.1%]) vs. remote-volatile (5/751
[0.7%]), OR = 1.80, 95% IC 0.82–3.92, p for effect = 0.14, I-square = 0% with 15 studied
included (S3 Fig); 3) TIVA (17/915 [1.9%]) vs. remote-TIVA (14/902 [1.6%]), OR = 0.1.16,
95% IC 0.59–2.29, p for effect = 0.7, I-square = 0% with 7 studied included (S4 Fig); 4) volatile

Fig 2. Network configuration. Comparisons between treatments and number of studies for each contrast.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0134264.g002

Remote or Volatile Preconditioning in Cardiac Surgery

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0134264 July 31, 2015 6 / 15



(1/34[2.9%]) vs. remote-TIVA (0/29), OR = 1.37, 95% IC 0.10–18.71, p for effect = 0.8,
I-square = 0% with 2 studied included (S5 Fig).

The random (Dres = 159.6 and DIC = 188.7) and fixed (Dres = 160.6 and DIC = 188.5) effects
models had no differences in model fit. To estimate the treatment effect, we selected the first
that is the most conservative method. The WinBUGS code and the data entry, used to fit the
random effect model, are available in the S2 File. The final results are reported in Table 1. The
indirect estimate was calculated as difference from the appropriate direct estimates (probability
in favor of inconsistency model equal to 0.03). We calculated the indirect 95% CrI by Normal
approximation.

The Bayesian network meta-analysis found that the use of volatile agents (posterior mean of
OR = 0.50, 95% CrI 0.28–0.91) and remote-volatile (posterior mean of OR = 0.15, 95% CrI
0.04–0.55) were associated with decreased mortality when compared to TIVA at the longest
follow-up available. Besides, we observed that the use of remote-volatile was as well associated
with a reduction in mortality when compared to remote-TIVA (posterior mean of OR = 0.19,
95% CrI 0.04–0.94).

Different length of follow-up did not affect our findings as documented by the ORs that
were constant over time: posterior mean of slope coefficient = 0.00003, 95% CrI -0.004 to
0.005. Furthermore, the study precision was not associated with the risk of mortality (posterior
mean of slope coefficient = 34.3, 95% CrI -50.8 to 118.5).

When repeating the analysis using low-risk-of-bias studies, we confirmed the significant
reduction in mortality using halogenated (posterior mean of OR = 0.43, 95% CrI 0.20–0.97)
and remote-volatile (posterior mean of OR = 0.13, 95% CrI 0.03–0.56) instead of TIVA. More-
over, when the largest study [17] was removed, we found the same significant association:

Table 1. Posterior distribution of mean and 95% credible interval, for the anesthetic agent difference effects, derived by Bayesian hierarchical
model.

Overall Low-risk-of-bias studies

Contrast OR 95% credible interval OR 95% credible interval

Volatile vs. TIVA 0.50 sign 0.28–0.91 0.43 sign 0.20–0.97

Remote-TIVA vs. TIVA 0.79 0.32–1.93 0.55 0.12–1.67

Remote-Volatile vs. TIVA 0.15 sign 0.04–0.55 0.13 sign 0.03–0.56

Volatile vs. Remote-TIVA * 0.63 0.22–1.85 0.79 0.16–3.85

Remote-Volatile vs. Volatile * 0.31 0.07–1.27 0.31 0.06–1.67

Remote-Volatile vs. Remote-TIVA * 0.19 sign 0.04–0.94 0.25 0.03–1.88

Studies with more than 80 patients Removing the largest study of Hong DM
et al17

Contrast OR 95% credible interval OR 95% credible interval

Volatile vs. TIVA 0.40 sign 0.21–0.75 0.50 sign 0.28–0.96

Remote-TIVA vs. TIVA 0.91 0.36–2.46 0.99 0.17–4.98

Remote-Volatile vs. TIVA 0.15 sign 0.04–0.58 0.16 sign 0.04–0.59

Volatile vs. Remote-TIVA * 0.44 0.14–1.39 0.50 0.08–3.03

Remote-Volatile vs. Volatile * 0.37 0.08–1.75 0.32 0.07–1.41

Remote-Volatile vs. Remote-TIVA * 0.16 sign 0.03–0.89 0.16 0.02–1.39

* Indirect treatment difference effect calculated from consistency equation.
sign Significant treatment difference effect.

TIVA (Total intravenous anesthesia) is the reference treatment.

TIVA: Total intravenous anesthesia

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0134264.t001

Remote or Volatile Preconditioning in Cardiac Surgery

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0134264 July 31, 2015 7 / 15



reduction in mortality using halogenated (posterior mean of OR = 0.50, 95% CrI 0.28–0.96)
and remote-volatile (posterior mean of OR = 0.16, 95% CrI 0.04–0.59) rather than TIVA.

The overall results were confirmed when we performed the network meta-analysis using
trials with more than 80 patients.

Table 2 reports the posterior distribution of the probability to be the best and the worst for
each anesthetic agent, showing a trend of both TIVA and remote-TIVA to be the worst in
terms of short and long-term survival after cardiac surgery. S1 Fig shows the cumulative rank
curves for each anesthetic agent: the remote-volatile treatment was the preferred one.

Discussion
This Bayesian network meta-analysis demonstrates that in patients undergoing cardiac surgery
the use of volatile agents (posterior mean of OR = 0.50, 95% CrI 0.28–0.91) and the combina-
tion of volatile agents with remote preconditioning (posterior mean of OR = 0.15, 95% CrI
0.04–0.55) are associated with a reduction in mortality at the longest follow-up available when
compared to TIVA. This result is confirmed by repeating the analysis with low-risk-of-bias tri-
als, removing the largest study, [17] and including only trials with more than 80 patients. On
top of that, the concomitant use of volatile agents and remote preconditioning is associated
with a reduction in mortality when compared with the concomitant use of TIVA and remote
preconditioning.

Posterior distribution of the probability of each treatment to be the best one shows that the
association volatile-remote is the best treatment to improve short- and long-term survival after
cardiac surgery (Table 2, S1 Fig) suggesting an additive effect.

The effects of halogenated anesthetics in improving survival in cardiac surgery are not a
new finding. It was first suggested in 2007 [70] and then confirmed several times thereafter,
[71] the most recent confirmation being a meta-analysis of 38 randomized clinical trials show-
ing that volatile agents were associated with a reduction in mortality when compared to TIVA
(25/1994 (1.3%) in the volatile group vs. 43/1648 (2.6%) in the TIVA arm, OR = 0.51, 95% CI
0.33–0.81, p for effect = 0.004, number needed to treat 74, I-square = 0%).[7]

Remote preconditioning is a simple and non-invasive strategy that can protect myocardial
tissue: a brief previous ischemic period can reduce tissue infarct size when a sustained and
more intense ischemic insult is applied. In most trials included in our meta-analysis precondi-
tioning was achieved through various cycles of mechanical limb ischemia with a pressure cuff
or a tourniquet for some minutes.

A recent meta-analysis [3] suggested that remote ischemic preconditioning significantly
reduces levels of postoperative myocardial injury biomarkers (standardized mean difference =
-0.31, p for effect = 0.041; heterogeneity test: I-square = 83.5%) in adult cardiac surgery, but
this cardioprotective effect seemed to be attenuated when combined with β-blockers or volatile
anesthetics.

Table 2. Posterior distribution of the probability to be the best and the worst for each anesthetic agents, derived by Bayesian hierarchical model.

Anesthetic
agents

Probability to be the
best

Probability to be the
second

Probability to be the
third

Probability to be the
worst

SUCRA
index

Remote-Volatile 0,9646 0,02805 0,005187 0,002187 98,5

Volatile 0,01549 0,802 0,173 0,009503 60,8

Remote-TIVA 0,01918 0,1636 0,5309 0,2863 30,5

TIVA 0,0007 0,006303 0,2909 0,7021 10,2

TIVA: Total intravenous anesthesia

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0134264.t002
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Another recent meta-analysis [4] of 19 randomized clinical trials involving 1,235 patients
showed a statistically significant reduction in cardiac troponin I (cTnI) release at 6 hours post-
operatively and in total cTnI release after cardiac surgery in patients who received remote
ischemic preconditioning through limb ischemia versus control group (weighted mean differ-
ence -2.03ug/L, 95% CI -3.25 to -0.82ug/L, p for effect = 0.001; weighted mean difference
-65.74ug/L�h, 95% CI -107.88 to -23.61ug/L�h, p for effect = 0.002, respectively), but with no
differences in mortality.

Our findings suggest that volatile agents in the cardiac surgery setting are associated with a
reduction in mortality and that the combination of volatile agents with remote ischemic pre-
conditioning gives further protection.

Bayesian network meta-analysis is a research method that directly and indirectly compares
different groups, with an established role in clinical research. We have included in our meta-
analysis all randomized trials ever done in adult cardiac setting that compare volatile agents,
TIVA and remote ischemic preconditioning. On the basis of these findings, we strongly
encourage the use of volatile agents alone or associated with remote ischemic preconditioning
in patients undergoing cardiac surgery.

Ischemic preconditioning was described for the first time by Murry et al [72] in 1986: they
demonstrated that several short episodes of coronary occlusion and reperfusion were able to
reduce myocardial infarct size when a sustained coronary occlusion occurred. The study of
ischemia and reperfusion has been extended to human subjects and to other organs. The mech-
anism of preconditioning is still unclear but memory seems to be at the basis of this tissue pro-
tection: the heart remembers a previous insult and reacts to subsequent ischemia [73] by
modifying gene expression and suppress pro-inflammatory response to ischemia-reperfusion
damage. [74] Activation of various molecular pathways protects myocytes through an early
preconditioning (for 1–6 hours), related to the mitochondrial KATP channel, δ -opioid and
bradykinin receptors activation, and through a delayed phase (from 24–72 hours), related to
the induction of nitric oxide synthase, superoxide dismutase and heat-shock proteins. Volatile
agents mimic the early phase of ischemic preconditioning, activating mitochondrial KATP
channels through a multi-pathway signaling. [8]

On the basis of our findings, general anesthesia in adult cardiac surgery should be main-
tained with volatile agents. In fact there is no evidence of any beneficial properties of propofol
when compared to volatile agents on clinically relevant outcomes. Heusch et al recently discov-
ered that protection by remote ischemic preconditioning is associated with the activation of
signal transducer and activator of transcription 5 in left ventricular biopsy samples of patients
undergoing coronary artery bypass grafting during isoflurane anesthesia. [75] In their more
recent randomized trial, they hypothesized that propofol anesthesia interferes with signal
transducer and activator of transcription 5 activation, but they failed to demonstrate it, proba-
bly because propofol interacts with cardioprotective signaling upstream of signal transducer
and activator of transcription 5, that have yet to be identified. [76]

Application of mechanical ischemic preconditioning through a pressure cuff or tourniquet
in patients under general anesthesia undergoing cardiac surgery is an economical and simple
strategy that could change short and long term outcome, especially in high risk patients.

This meta-analysis presents some limitations: most of the included studies are small, single-
center and not double blind. In some of them, authors do not clarify if patients that were taking
drugs such as sulfonylurea, theophylline or allopurinol have been excluded; in studies in which
patients were under these drugs, they do not specify the timing of preoperative withdrawal.
These drugs, in fact, seem to interfere with preconditioning mechanism. Also data on intrao-
perative amount of opioids have not been clarified at all. Opioids reduce cardiovascular stress
and could influence cardio-protective effects of volatile agents. Furthermore, the length of
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follow-up was not identical in the different RCTs included in the meta-analysis; nonetheless a
metaregression suggested that the beneficial effect of volatile agents and remote ischemic pre-
conditioning did not vary over time

Large, multicenter, randomized, double-blinded trials comparing these different strategies
(volatile, remote and TIVA) in cardiac surgery are necessary to confirm our results. It is also
necessary to establish which is the most protective volatile agent and in what manner remote
ischemic preconditioning should be applied. These findings could be of great interest also in
non-cardiac setting, especially in high risk patients, since major non cardiac surgery is often
associated with myocardial damage, leading to prolonged hospital stay and increasing periop-
erative morbidity and mortality.

The limitations of Bayesian network meta-analyses are well known. [77] Traditional limita-
tions of meta-analyses, due to variations in the treatment regimens or in the management of
the trials also apply to Bayesian network meta-analyses. [78] Moreover, Bayesian network
meta-analyses include direct and indirect comparisons among treatments. Indirect evidence is
susceptible to confounding and therefore should be carefully interpreted. Also, even if the main
effect of study precision was not associated with the risk of mortality, we cannot completely
exclude the presence of publication bias.

Conclusions
In patients undergoing cardiac surgery the use of volatile agents and the combination of
volatile agents with remote preconditioning are associated with a reduction in mortality when
compared to TIVA at the longest follow-up available. On the basis of our findings, general
anesthesia in cardiac surgery should be performed with volatile agents because there is no evi-
dence of any beneficial properties of total intravenous anesthesia alone compared with volatile
agents. Furthermore, application of mechanical remote ischemic preconditioning is a simple
strategy that could change short- and long-term outcome. It is necessary to confirm these
results with large, multicenter, randomized, double-blinded trials comparing these different
strategy (volatile, remote and TIVA) in cardiac and also in non-cardiac surgery, and to estab-
lish which volatile agent is more protective than the others and how to applied remote ischemic
precondition.
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