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 Background & Objective:  Perioperative myocardial ischemia remains one of the 

most serious complications of cardiac surgery. This study aimed to evaluate the 

effect of bolus esmolol versus its infusion on hemodynamic responses after 

laryngoscopy and intubation in patients undergoing coronary artery bypass grafting 

(CABG). 

 Materials & Methods:  This double-blind randomized clinical trial was conducted 

on 75 patients that were allocated into three groups. In the infusion group, 10 minutes 

prior to laryngoscopy 0.5 mg/kg esmolol was injected, and then, 200 µg/kg/minute 

esmolol was infused. In the bolus group, 2 minutes prior to the laryngoscopy 1.5 

mg/kg bolus dose of esmolol was injected intravenously. In the control group, a bolus 

dose of normal saline was administered. Heart rate (HR), Systolic (SBP) and diastolic 

(DBP) blood pressures and mean arterial pressure (MAP), were recorded every one 

minute from 10 minutes prior to laryngoscopy to 10 minutes after intubation. Repeated 

measure ANOVA was applied as statistical analysis.  

Results:  SBP was at the lowest rate since laryngoscopy was started until 10 minutes 

after intubation in the esmolol infusion group (P= 0.029). From the initiation of 

laryngoscopy to 6 minutes after the intubation, DBP was at the lowest rate in the 

infusion group. There was a significant difference between the groups regarding DBP 

changes during the measurement. ANOVA model showed that interaction between 

time and groups on SBP, MAP, and HR (P< 0.05). 

Conclusion:  According to our results, the exact doses of esmolol infusion 

significantly reduced the level of SBP during intubation, compared with bolus 

esmolol. 
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Introduction

Patients undergoing coronary artery bypass grafting 

(CABG) are at risk of myocardial ischemia during the 

surgery. Due to the increase in the rate of oxygen 

consumption, tachycardia doubles the ischemic index. 

During CABG, some maneuvers such laryngoscopy and 

intubation may cause tachycardia and hypertension, in 

spite of a suitable level of anesthesia [1]. Hemodynamic 

changes followed by laryngoscopy and intubation are 

usually transient and asymptomatic. In patients with coro -
nary artery disease (CAD), hypertension, or cerebrova -
scular diseases, high blood pressure, and tachycardia may 

increase the risk of myocardial ischemia, arrhythmia, and 

even infarction and cerebral hemorrhage  [2]. Attempts to 

block such responses include topical and systemic appli -

cation of lidocaine, vasodilators, α- and β-blockers, Ang -
iotensin converting enzyme inhibitors (ACE inhibitors), 

calcium channel blockers, and inhaled anesthetics [3]. 

Since tachycardia mostly contributes to myocardial 

ischemia rather than hypertension, using β-adrenergic 

antagonists is an effective method to reduce cardiac 

responses to laryngoscopy and intubation. Although 

reduction in hemodynamic responses to laryngoscopy and 

intubation is desired, direct negative inotropic and 

chronotropic effects of β-blocker receptors may reduce 

coronary perfusion and increase the risk of cardiac failure 

in high-risk patients [4]. Esmolol is a selective and water 

soluble β1-blocker, with no systematic or membrane 

stabilizing activities in therapeutic doses. The distribution 

and excretion half-life of esmolol are 2 and 9 minutes, 
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respectively. Esmolol infusion and bolus esmolol prevent 

hemodynamic changes such as tachycardia and hyper -
tension during laryngoscopy and tracheal intubation [5]. 

In a study, in patients undergoing CABG, 500 

µg/kg/minute of esmolol infusion was compared with 

1.5mg/kg bolus esmolol and the results indicated that 

esmolol infusion was more effective than the bolus 

esmolol in controlling systolic blood pressure (SBP) 

during tracheal intubation [6]. According to the mention -
ed study, the most effective dose of esmolol in intubation 

was a 500 µg/kg/minute loading dose within 4 minutes, 

followed by 200 or 300 µg/kg/minute of infusion dose  [7]. 

In another study, 0.4 mg/kg dose of esmolol prevented 

tachycardia and hypertension during laryngoscopy and 

intubation [8]. In a study, the administration of 2µg/kg 

bolus fentanyl, 2 minutes before laryngoscopy and 

intubation could not prevent HR elevation and blood 

pressure increase; while 2 mg/kg esmolol prevented the 

elevation of systolic and diastolic blood pressures as well 

as MAP following the tracheal intubation [9]. To the best 

of our knowledge, there was only one study on the effect 

of esmolol infusion and bolus esmolol to prevent 

hemodynamic complications following laryngoscopy and 

intubation in patients with CABG; the study administered 

high doses that were not affordable and were potentially 

harmful for the patients. Hence, the current study aimed at 

comparing 1.5 mg/kg bolus esmolol with 0.5 mg/kg 

continuous esmolol infusion in 4 minutes, followed by 

200 µg/kg/minute esmolol infusion on the hemodynamic 

responses to laryngoscopy and intubation in the patients 

considered as candidates for elective CABG surgery.  

 

Materials and Methods 

Patients 

 A total of 112 patients classified as ASA (American 

Society of Anesthesiologists) II to IV with ejection 

fraction (EF) >40% considered as candidates for elective 

CABG at Shahid Beheshti Hospital, Kashan, Iran in 2016, 

were enrolled in the study. All patients with first-degree 

and higher atrioventricular (AV) blocks, asthma, HR <50, 

acute myocardial infarction (MI), Mallampati score >2, 

liver or renal failure, history of allergy or idiosyncratic 

reaction to β-blockers, SBP <100 mmHg and DBP <50 

mmHg were excluded from the study. 

Study groups: Patients were assigned into 3 groups by 

the permuted blocked randomization method (fig 1). 
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 a) A total of 0.5 mg/kg esmolol was administered 

within 4 minutes and, then, the infusion was started with 

200 µg/kg/minute and continued until tracheal intubation. 

A dose of 0.9% NaCl was administered 2 minutes prior to 

tracheal intubation (The infusion group).  

b) Two minutes prior to tracheal intubation, patients 

received 1.5 mg/kg intravenous bolus esmolol; in 

addition, 10 minutes prior to tracheal intubation, 0.9% 

NaCl was administered (The bolus group). 

c) Bolus normal saline, instead of esmolol, in addition 

to 0.9% NaCl was administered (The control group). 

Sample size 

In the current study sample size was calculated based 

on the systolic arterial pressure (SAP) changes during 

induction to sternotomy interval. According to Efe EM 

et.al study, means±SD of "SAP×TIME" in infusion and 

bolus groups were 2843±360 and 3297±548 respectively 

[6]. Given the confidence of 95% and power of 90%, 

minimum sample size was calculated as 22 in each group 

of study. 

Study procedure 

After obtaining ethical approval from our local 

institutional review board (IRB), Ethical code: 

IR.KAUMS.REC.1394.19; date: 24 May, 2015, and 

registering at the Iranian Registry of Clinical Trial 

(IRCT20200822048478N2), the study subjects were 

randomly assigned into 3 groups after signing the written 

informed consent. After entering the operating room, all 

patients were monitored by pulse oximetry, electro-

cardiogram, and non-invasive blood pressure measuring 

device. After establishing an intravenous (IV) line access 

with a 16-gauge catheter, infusion of 0.9% normal saline 

was commenced. In the next step, 0.04 mg/kg midazolam 

was administered. To monitor invasive blood pressure, 

following the local infiltration with lidocaine an intra-

arterial catheter was placed in the radial artery of non- 

dominant hand. Accordingly, 3 minutes after the 

induction of general anesthesia with 0.3 mg/kg etomidate, 

5 µg/kg fentanyl, and 0.2 mg/kg atracurium, the patients 

were intubated by a single anesthesiologist. The anes-

thesia was maintained by the infusion of 5 µg/kg/hour 

fentanyl, 1 µg/kg/minute midazolam, and 8 µg/kg/minute 

atracurium. Patients were ventilated with 50% air/oxygen 

mixture and 0.5 MAC isoflurane.  Esmolol was provided 

by Claris Company (India). Ten minutes prior to 

laryngoscopy, HR, DBP, SBP, and MAP were recorded; 

accordingly, all measures were continuo-usly recorded 

during and after the induction of anesthesia, during 

laryngoscopy, and during and after the tracheal intubation 

every minute for 10 minutes. To blind the study, the 

treatment procedures were performed by a specialist and 

vital signs were recorded by the anesthesia technician who 

was blinded to the study. Primary outcomes in our study 

included Systolic, diastolic, mean arterial pressures and 

heart rate, and secondary outcomes included possible 

complications of each treatment method, which fortune-

ately was not observed in any of the groups. 

Statistical analysis 

After data collection, the normality of data was 

evaluated by the Kolmogorov- Smirnov test. The SBP, 

DBP, MAP and HR of the patients were measured at 

different intervals and then, the groups were compared 

using the Chi-square test and one-way ANOVA; for 

multiple comparisons Tukey's Post Hoc Test was applied. 

Finally, the effect of therapeutic methods during the time 

was analyzed using repeated measures ANOVA [10, 11].  

 

Results  

A total of 75 patients (25 subjects in the infusion, 25 in 

the bolus esmolol, and 25 in the control groups) 

undergoing CABG surgery were evaluated; out of whom 

24 (32%) subjects were male. The mean ± SD of age of 

the patients was 60.6±9.9 years within the age range of 39 

to 84 years. All of the study groups were matched for 

gender and no significant difference was observed among 

the groups regarding patients’ age (P=0.61). No signi-

ficant difference was observed among the groups regard-

ing weight, height, BMI, and EF (P >0.16) (Table 1).  

 

Table 1. Demographic and clinical characteristics of patients who underwent CABG 

variables 

Study groups 

P.value 
Infusion Bolus Control 

Sex(male) 8(32) 8(32) 8(32) N.S3 

Age(year) 

≤59 9(36) 10(40) 11(44) 

0.61 60-69 10(40) 13(52) 10(40) 

≥70 6(24) 2(8) 4(16) 

𝑥̅±SD 62.3±11.2 59.9±9.1 59.6±9.3 0.572 

Weight 74.4±11.9 72.3±9.6 72.01±3.9 0.758 

Height 166.1±8.8 160.1±20.9 167.4±7.7 0.16 

BMI1 27.04±4.3 33.3±4.9 25.5±3.9 0.346 
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variables 

Study groups 

P.value 
Infusion Bolus Control 

EF2 54.8±7.1 54.2±5.7 55.4±6.1 0.801 

Abbreviations: 1 Body Mass Index, 2 Ejection Fraction, 3 not significant 

 

Table 2 illustrates the changes in HR, SBP, DBP, and 

MAP in the study groups, from 10 minutes prior to 

laryngoscopy to 10 minutes after intubation. The HR was 

at lowest in the infusion group from the time of tracheal 

intubation to 6 minutes after the intubation (Figure 1).The 

mean SBP at time 1 was higher in the infusion group, 

compared to the other groups, although no significant 

difference was observed among the groups (P=0.449), the 

difference was significant at time 4 (see caption of the 

Table 3) (P= 0.029).The  levels of SBP in the infusion, 

bolus, and control groups were 103.1, 107.1, and 113.3 

mmHg, respectively at time 4. The primary difference in 

DBP among the groups was significant; however, the 

difference was resolved at the time of intubation, but the 

difference in MAP and HR changes among the study 

groups was not significant (P >0.05). 

The results of the current study indicated that the 

changes in all variables were significant based on time (P 

<0.001), in addition, the interaction between time and 

study groups on SBP, MAP, and HR changes was 

significant (P <0.05) (Table 3).  

 

Table 2. Means and standard deviations of SBP, DBP, MAP and HR in study groups over time 

Study groups 
Infusion Bolus control 

P.value 
𝒙̅±SD x ̅±SD x ̅±SD 

HR 

T0 74.8±13.3 80.7±13.3 77.3±14.6 0.327 

T1 65.2±11.3 67.1±9.5 69.7±14.6 0.414 

T2 64.1±10.3 64.04±9.07 66.6±11.9 0.625 

T3 64.9±13.7 65.8±11.1 68.9±15.9 0.557 

T4 65.9±11.7 70.6±11.1 70.0±11.5 0.29 

T5 62.2±12.5 63.1±9.4 63.1±10.2 0.941 

systolic 

T0 129.8±16.2 127.4±19.1 126.8±22.8 0.449 

T1 107.1±19.5 104.5±18.4 110.5±23.5 0.589 

T2 98.7±22.1 100.3±22.01 104.2±26.8 0.104 

T3 103.1±10.56 107.1±12.9 113.3±18.2 0.029 

T4 119.2±18.5 123.04±22.8 125.6±21.8 0.26 

T5 106.0±14.9 109.4±14.1 110.9±15.5 0.487 

Diastolic 

T0 73.03±6.8 74.1±5.4 71.5±7.5 0.041 

T1 63.01±13.5 63.2±10.4 62.9±14.3 0.995 

T2 57.72±14.3 60.8±12.9 59.96±15.5 0.73 

T3 61.04±14.2 65.5±15.5 66.5±19.7 0.27 

T4 70.8±11.3 74.2±12.7 74.2±12.7 0.533 

T5 62.5±10.3 65.2±6.6 64.4±10.8 0.575 

MAP 

T0 95.8±12.9 95.2±12.8 92.7±15.3 0.701 

T1 80.1±15.5 79.8±12.4 81.7±16.4 0.895 

T2 73.8±17.1 77.4±17.5 78.2±18.8 0.654 

T3 78.8±16.8 84.1±18.7 86.04±22.7 0.409 

T4 89.4±14.3 93.8±16.6 93.3±16.8 0.572 

T5 78.4±10.8 83.2±7.9 82.3±12.7 0.242 
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T0: Mean of hemodynamic parameters 10 to 4 minutes before laryngoscopy  

T1: Mean of hemodynamic parameters 3 minutes to just prior to the laryngoscopy 

T2: Hemodynamic parameters during laryngoscopy 

T3: Hemodynamic parameters during intubation 

T4: Mean of hemodynamic parameters from immediately after intubation to 3 minutes later 

T5 Mean of hemodynamic parameters from 4 to 10 minutes after intubation 

 

The level of SBP was rather high in the infusion group 

3 minutes prior to laryngoscopy, but it decreased in the 

infusion and bolus groups, compared with the controls. It 

is noteworthy that the level of SBP in the experimental 

group was lower than that of the control group at any time 

points (Figure 2) and DBP changes were also similar to 

those of SBP. For better explanation, 3 minutes before 

laryngoscopy the SBP level was higher in the infusion and 

bolus groups, compared with the control group; however, 

it was at the lowest in the infusion group from the 

initiation of laryngoscopy to 6 minutes after tracheal 

intubation (Figure 2). 

 

Table3. Analysis of variation of SBP, DBP, MAP and HR based on the effect of groups and group*time 

Outcome 

a\variables 

Sources of 

variations 
Sum of Square DF 

Mean of 

Square 
F Sig. 

Systolic 
Time 31514.4 2.207 14279.6 52.95 <0.001 

Time*group 2873 4.414 650.9 2.4 0.045 

diastolic 
Time 7461 2.28 3333.8 26.86 <0.001 

Time*group 492.6 4.476 110 0.887 0.482 

MAP 
Time 2205.8 1 2205.8 16.52 <0.001 

Time*group 994 2 497 3.72 0.029 

HR 
Time 1434.4 1 1434.45 22.58 <0.001 

Time*group 450.6 2 225.34 3.54 0.034 
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Figure 2. Means of Systolic and Diastolic blood pressures, MAP and heart rate at different times from 10 minutes before 

laryngoscopy to 10 minutes after intubation   

 

The significant effect of time indicates the changes 

of dependent variable over time. The significant effect 

of (time x groups) interaction indicates the significant 

difference among the groups over time. In other words, 

HR, SBP, and MAP changes were not similar in the 

study groups at different intervals. Tukey's HSD post 

hoc test showed significant differences between the 

infusion and control groups (P <0.05), but the differ-

ence was not significant between the infusion and bolus 

groups (P >0.05); also between bolus and control 

groups (P >0.05). It means that esmolol infusion more 

successfully controlled HR and blood pressure than 

bolus esmolol.  

It also should be noted that no complications were 

observed in any of the treatment groups during the 

study period (data are not shown). 

 

Discussion  

Direct laryngoscopy is usually associated with 

hemodynamic stress responses which in turn increases 

the risk of perioperative myocardial ischemia espe-

cially in CABG [12-15]. According to the results of the 

current study, lower doses of esmolol infusion prevent 

the elevation of SBP, DBP, MAP, and HR in patients 

considered as candidates for elective CABG surgery. 

Besides, the level of hemodynamic changes was lower 

in the esmolol infusion group, compared with the bolus 

esmolol group; however, no significant difference was 

observed between the groups. The difference in hemo-

dynamic changes was significant between the esmolol 

infusion and the control groups. In a study by 

Mercanooglu, 500 µg/kg/minute esmolol infusions was 

compared with 1.5 mg/kg bolus esmolol, the results 

showed that the esmolol infusion was more effective 

than bolus esmolol in the maintenance of SBP during 

tracheal intubation [6]. In a study by Figueredo, the 

loading dose of 500 µg/kg/minute within 4 minutes 

followed by 200 to 300 µg/kg/minute was the most 

effective dose of esmolol [7]. Benskey showed that the 

small doses of esmolol (0.4 mg/kg) may inhibit HR and 

blood pressure elevations following laryngoscopy and 

intubation [8]. According to the results of a study by 

Hussain, the administration of 2 µg/kg bolus fentanyl 2 

minutes prior to laryngoscopy and intubation failed to 

prevent HR and SBP elevation; while, 2 mg/kg esmolol 

controlled HR elevation, but failed to prevent the 

elevation of arterial blood pressure  [9]. Gogus N et al., 

(2013) compared the effects of 1 µg/kg dexmed-

etomidine infusion with 2 µg/kg fentanyl and 2 mg/kg 

esmolol on hemodynamic response to laryngoscopy 

and intubation. They concluded that dexmedetomidine 

was superior in the prevention of tachycardia while 

Esmolol could prevent systolic, diastolic and mean 

arterial pressure increases following intubation [16]. In 

another study, 2 mg/kg bolus esmolol inhibited the 

elevation of HR following laryngoscopy and intubation 

[17]. Results of a study showed that a combination of 

30 µg/kg nicardipine + 1 mg/kg esmolol could 

maintain the level of blood pressure after laryngoscopy 

and intubation, compared with other tested drug. 

Nevertheless, no drug solely or in combination with 

other drugs controlled HR elevation [18]. In a study by 

Tan, a combination of 1 mg/kg esmolol + 30 µg/kg 

nicardipine made no significant changes on the level of 

SBP following the intubation [19]. In a study on the 

comparison of 3µg/kg alfentanil, 1 mg/kg esmolol, and 

3 µg/kg clonidine, results indicated that none of the 

studied drugs could block the elevation of MAP 

following the tracheal intubation, although esmolol had 

better results on hemodynamic maintenance [20]. In a 

study by Ugur, administration of 1.5 mg/kg esmolol 2 

minutes prior to intubation inhibited tachycardia and 

RPP (rate pressure product) elevation [21]. A 

comparison of 2 mg/kg lidocaine, 3 µg/kg fentanyl, and 
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2 mg/kg esmolol showed that only esmolol could 

reliably inhibit the elevation of HR and SBP following 

the intubation; fentanyl prevented the hypertension 

following the intubation, but failed to stop tachycardia, 

and lidocaine was ineffective on hemodynamic respo-

nses following the laryngoscopy and intubation [22].  

In the current study, lower doses of esmolol infusion 

were used; however, the aforementioned studies 

reported similar results using higher doses. There was 

no need to control hypotension, bradycardia, or 

arrhythmia in the current study; in addition, no side 

effect was reported in the studied subjects. Hence, it 

can be concluded that using lower doses of esmolol 

infusion is low-risk and cost-effective, besides, it might 

be effective on hemodynamic complications following 

laryngoscopy and intubation. 

 

Conclusion 

According to the results of the current study, the 

applied doses of esmolol infusion significantly reduced 

SBP during intubation. Hemodynamic changes were 

significant over time; in addition, SBP, MAP, and HR 

changes were not significant in the infusion group, 

compared with the controls, but there was no signi-

ficant difference between the esmolol infusion and 

bolus esmolol groups. In conclusion, to control hemod-

ynamic changes, esmolol infusion in lower doses can 

be applied.   

 

Acknowledgments 

The manuscript was part of a research project 

approved by Kashan University of Medical Sciences 

and the local ethical committee (Code No. 

ir.Kaums.rec.1394.19; date: 24 May, 2015).  

 

Conflict of Interest 

None. 

 

References 

1. Kaplan JA RD, Savino JS. : Kaplans cardiac 

anesthesia. , 6th ed edn: St . Louis: Elsevier; 

2011. 

2. Cork RC, Kramer TH, Dreischmeier B, Behr S, 

DiNardo JA: The effect of esmolol given during 

cardiopulmonary bypass. Anesthesia & 

Analgesia 1995, 80(1):28-40. 

[DOI:10.1213/00000539-199501000-00006] 

3. Newsome LR, Roth JV, Hug Jr CC, Nagle D: 

Esmolol attenuates hemodynamic responses 

during fentanyl-pancuronium anesthesia for 

aortocoronary bypass surgery. Anesthesia & 

Analgesia 1986, 65(5):451-456. 

[DOI:10.1213/00000539-198605000-00004] 

4. Reves J, Croughwell N, Hawkins E, et al.Esmolol 

for treatment of intraoperative tachycardia and/or 

hypertension in patients having cardiac 

operations. Bolus loading technique. J Thoracic 

Cardiovasc Surg. 1990, 100(2):221-27. 

[DOI:10.1016/S0022-5223(19)35561-8] 

5. Kling D, Boldt J, Zickmann B, Dapper F, 

Hempelmann G: The hemodynamic effects of a 

treatment with beta-receptor blockers during 

coronary surgery. A comparison between 

acebutolol and esmolol. Der Anaesthesist. 1990, 

39(5):264-68. 

6. Efe EM, Bilgin BA, Alanoglu Z, Akbaba M, 

Denker C: Comparison of bolus and continuous 

infusion of esmolol on hemodynamic response to 

laryngoscopy, endotracheal intubation and 

sternotomy in coronary artery bypass graft. Brazil 

J Anesthesiology (English Edition) 2014, 

64(4):247-52. 

[DOI:10.1016/j.bjane.2013.07.003] [PMID] 

7. Figueredo E, Garcia‐Fuentes E: Assessment of 

the efficacy of esmolol on the haemodynamic 

changes induced by laryngoscopy and tracheal 

intubation: a meta‐analysis. Acta 

Anaesthesiologica Scandinavica. 2001, 

45(8):1011-22. [DOI:10.1034/j.1399-

6576.2001.450815.x] [PMID] 

8. Bensky KP, Donahue-Spencer L, Hertz GE, 

Anderson M, James R: The dose-related effects 

of bolus esmolol on heart rate and blood pressure 

following laryngoscopy and intubation. AANA 

J.2000, 68(5):437-443. 

9. Hussain AM, Sultan ST: Efficacy of fentanyl and 

esmolol in the prevention haemodynamic 

response to laryngoscopy and endotracheal 

intubation. J College of Physicians and Surgeons-

-Pakistan: JCPSP. 2005, 15(8):454-457. 

10. Panahi Y, Akhavan A, Sahebkar A, et 

al.Investigation of the effectiveness of Syzygium 

aromaticum, Lavandula angustifolia and 

Geranium robertianum essential oils in the 

treatment of acute external otitis: A comparative 

trial with ciprofloxacin. J Microb, Immunol 

Infect.2014; 47( 3): 211-216 

[DOI:10.1016/j.jmii.2012.10.002] [PMID] 

11. Eidy M, Fazel MR, Abdolrahimzadeh H, 

Moravveji AR, Kochaki E,Mohammadzadeh M. 

Effects of pregabalin and gabapentin on 

postoperative pain and opioi consumption after 

laparoscopic cholecystectomy. Korean J 

Anesthesiol. 2017, 70(4):434. 

[DOI:10.4097/kjae.2017.70.4.434] [PMID] 

[PMCID] 

12. Kamal M, Agarwal D, Singariya G, Kumari K, 

Paliwal B, Ujwal S: Effect dexmedetomidine on 

attenuation of hemodynamic response to 

intubation, skin incision, and sternotomy in 

https://doi.org/10.1213/00000539-199501000-00006
https://doi.org/10.1213/00000539-198605000-00004
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5223(19)35561-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bjane.2013.07.003
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24998108
https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1399-6576.2001.450815.x
https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1399-6576.2001.450815.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11576054
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmii.2012.10.002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23274083
https://doi.org/10.4097/kjae.2017.70.4.434
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28794839
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5548946


108   Infusion versus Bolus Esmolol on Hemodynamic Responses 

       Volume 30, March & April 2022       Journal of Advances in Medical and Biomedical Research 

coronary artery bypass graft patients: A double-

blind randomized control trial. J Anaesthesiol 

Clin Pharmacol. 2020, 36(2):255. 

[DOI:10.4103/joacp.JOACP_353_18] [PMID] 

[PMCID] 

13. Kumari K, Gombar S, Kapoor D, Sandhu HS: 

Clinical study to evaluate the role of preoperative 

dexmedetomidine in attenuation of 

hemodynamic response to direct laryngoscopy 

and tracheal intubation. Acta Anaesthesiologica 

Taiwanica. 2015, 53(4):123-130. 

[DOI:10.1016/j.aat.2015.09.003] [PMID] 

14. El-Shmaa NS, El-Baradey GF: The efficacy of 

labetalol vs dexmedetomidine for attenuation of 

hemodynamic stress response to laryngoscopy 

and endotracheal intubation. J Clin Anesthesia. 

2016, 31:267-73. 

[DOI:10.1016/j.jclinane.2016.01.037] [PMID] 

15. Sen B, Chaudhary A, Sen J: Hemodynamic 

changes with intravenou dexmedetomidine and 

intravenous esmolol for attenuation of 

sympathomimetic response to laryngoscopy and 

tracheal intubation in neurosurgical patients: A 

comparative study. J Datta Meghe Institute Med 

Sci Univ. 2019, 14(2):67. 

16. Gogus N, Akan B, Serger N, Baydar M: The 

comparison of the effects of dexmedetomidine, 

fentanyl and esmolol on prevention of 

hemodynamic response to intubation. Brazil J 

Anesthesiol. 2014, 64(5):314-19. 

[DOI:10.1016/j.bjane.2013.10.012] 

17. Gupta S, Tank P: A comparative study of efficacy 

of esmolol and fentanyl for pressure attenuation 

during laryngoscopy and endotracheal 

intubation. Saudi J Anaesthesia. 2011; 5(1):2. 

[DOI:10.4103/1658-354X.76473] [PMID] 

[PMCID] 

18. Atlee JL, Dhamee MS, Olund TL, George V: The 

use of esmolol, nicardipine, or their combination 

to blunt hemodynamic changes after 

laryngoscopy and tracheal intubation. Anesthesia 

& Analgesia .2000, 90(2):280-85. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/00000539-200002000-

00008 [DOI:10.1213/00000539-200002000-

00008] [PMID] 

19. Tan PH, Yang L, Shih H, Lin C, Lan K, Chen C: 

Combined use of esmolol and nicardipine to blunt 

the haemodynamic changes following 

laryngoscopy and tracheal intubation. 

Anaesthesia .2002, 57(12):1207-12. 

[DOI:10.1046/j.1365-2044.2002.02624_4.x] 

[PMID] 

20. Fernandez-Galinski S, Bermejo S, Mansilla R, 

Pol O, Puig M: Comparative assessment of the 

effects of alfentanil, esmolol or clonidine when 

used as adjuvants during induction of general 

anaesthesia. Europ J Anaesthesiol. 2004, 

21(6):476-82. [DOI:10.1097/00003643-

200406000-00010] 

21. Ugur B, Ogurlu M, Gezer E, Aydin ON, Gürsoy 

F: Effects of esmolol, lidocaine and fentanyl on 

haemodynamic responses to endotracheal 

intubation. Clin Drug Invest. 2007, 27(4):269-

277. [DOI:10.2165/00044011-200727040-

00006] [PMID] 

22. Feng C, Chan K, Liu K, Or C, Lee T: A 

comparison of lidocaine, fentanyl, and esmolol 

for attenuation of cardiovascular response to 

laryngoscopy and tracheal intubation. Acta 

Anaesthesiologica Sinica 1996, 34(2):61-67. 

 

 

 

 

 

How to Cite This Article:  

Tashakkor M, Akbari H, Mahdian M, Tobeiha M. Infusion Versus Bolus Esmolol on Hemodynamic Responses 

to Intubation in Patients Undergoing Coronary Artery Bypasses Grafting: a Randomized Clinical Trial . J Adv 

Med Biomed Res. 2022; 30 (139): 101-108.  

Download citation:  

BibTeX | RIS | EndNote | Medlars | ProCite | Reference Manager | RefWorks 

 

Send citation to:  

 Mendeley     Zotero    RefWorks 

https://doi.org/10.4103/joacp.JOACP_353_18
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33013044
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7480302
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aat.2015.09.003
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26510669
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinane.2016.01.037
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27185725
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bjane.2013.10.012
https://doi.org/10.4103/1658-354X.76473
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21655008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3101748
https://doi.org/10.1213/00000539-200002000-00008
https://doi.org/10.1213/00000539-200002000-00008
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10648307
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2044.2002.02624_4.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12479191
https://doi.org/10.1097/00003643-200406000-00010
https://doi.org/10.1097/00003643-200406000-00010
https://doi.org/10.2165/00044011-200727040-00006
https://doi.org/10.2165/00044011-200727040-00006
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17358099
https://zums.ac.ir/journal/web2export.php?a_code=A-10-5680-1&sid=1&slc_lang=en&type=BibTeX
https://zums.ac.ir/journal/web2export.php?a_code=A-10-5680-1&sid=1&slc_lang=en&type=ris
https://zums.ac.ir/journal/web2export.php?a_code=A-10-5680-1&sid=1&slc_lang=en&type=EndNote
https://zums.ac.ir/journal/web2export.php?a_code=A-10-5680-1&sid=1&slc_lang=en&type=Medlars
https://zums.ac.ir/journal/web2export.php?a_code=A-10-5680-1&sid=1&slc_lang=en&type=ProCite
https://zums.ac.ir/journal/web2export.php?a_code=A-10-5680-1&sid=1&slc_lang=en&type=Reference_Manager
https://zums.ac.ir/journal/web2export.php?a_code=A-10-5680-1&sid=1&slc_lang=en&type=RefWorks
http://www.mendeley.com/import/?url=http://zums.ac.ir/journal/article-1-6261-en.html
http://www.mendeley.com/import/?url=http://zums.ac.ir/journal/article-1-6261-en.html
https://zums.ac.ir/journal/web2export.php?a_code=A-10-5680-1&sid=1&slc_lang=en&type=ris
https://zums.ac.ir/journal/web2export.php?a_code=A-10-5680-1&sid=1&slc_lang=en&type=ris
http://www.refworks.com/express/ExpressImport.asp?vendor=J-Adv-Med-Biomed-Res&filter=RefWorks%20Tagged%20Format&encoding=65001&url=http%3A%2F%2Fzums.ac.ir%2Fjournal%2Farticle-1-6261-en.html
http://www.refworks.com/express/ExpressImport.asp?vendor=J-Adv-Med-Biomed-Res&filter=RefWorks%20Tagged%20Format&encoding=65001&url=http%3A%2F%2Fzums.ac.ir%2Fjournal%2Farticle-1-6261-en.html
http://www.refworks.com/express/ExpressImport.asp?vendor=J-Adv-Med-Biomed-Res&filter=RefWorks%20Tagged%20Format&encoding=65001&url=http%3A%2F%2Fzums.ac.ir%2Fjournal%2Farticle-1-6261-en.html
http://www.refworks.com/express/ExpressImport.asp?vendor=J-Adv-Med-Biomed-Res&filter=RefWorks%20Tagged%20Format&encoding=65001&url=http%3A%2F%2Fzums.ac.ir%2Fjournal%2Farticle-1-6261-en.html
http://www.refworks.com/express/ExpressImport.asp?vendor=J-Adv-Med-Biomed-Res&filter=RefWorks%20Tagged%20Format&encoding=65001&url=http%3A%2F%2Fzums.ac.ir%2Fjournal%2Farticle-1-6261-en.html
http://www.refworks.com/express/ExpressImport.asp?vendor=J-Adv-Med-Biomed-Res&filter=RefWorks%20Tagged%20Format&encoding=65001&url=http%3A%2F%2Fzums.ac.ir%2Fjournal%2Farticle-1-4781-en.html
http://www.refworks.com/express/ExpressImport.asp?vendor=J-Adv-Med-Biomed-Res&filter=RefWorks%20Tagged%20Format&encoding=65001&url=http%3A%2F%2Fzums.ac.ir%2Fjournal%2Farticle-1-4781-en.html

	title
	Abstract
	Introduction
	MaterialsandMethods
	fig1
	fig1
	Results
	tab1
	tab2
	tab3
	fig2
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Conflict
	disclosur
	References

