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(b) Patch closure
Study Events Total Proportion
Cohn, 1995 4 14 = 0.29
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Supplementary Fig. 2. Forest plots of weighted proportions for in-hospital mortality by temporary abdominal closure

technique category. Cl, confidence interval.
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(d) Static therapy
Study Events Total Proportion 959%-CI Weight
Smith, 1992 3 8 —— 0.38 [0.09;0.76] 1.8%
Offner, 2001 8 25 = 0.32 [0.15;0.54] 2.8%
Hu, 2018 5 138E 0.04 [0.01;0.08] 3.7%
Burch, 1992 128 189 - 0.68 [0.61;0.74] 3.5%
Cohn, 1995 4 14— 0.29 [0.08; 0.58] 2.4%
Yeh, 1996 10 36 = 0.28 [0.14; 0.45] 3.1%
Vertrees, 2006 0 29— 0.00 [0.00;0.12] 3.6%
Vertrees, 2008 2 83 0.02 [0.00; 0.08] 3.7%
Mayberry, 2004 24 140 = 0.17 [0.11;0.24] 3.6%
Nagy, 1996 8 25 S 0.32 [0.15; 0.54] 2.8%
Burch, 1992 5 10 . 0.50 [0.19;0.81] 1.9%
Fernandez, 1996 9 15 P 0.60 [0.32; 0.84] 2.3%
Offner, 2001 4 17— 0.24 [0.07;0.50] 2.6%
Sanchez-Lozada, 2004 3012 i 0.25 [0.05; 0.57] 2.3%
Hsu, 2018 17 64 R 0.27 [0.16;0.39] 3.3%
Hu, 2018 9 60 i 0.15 [0.07;0.27] 3.4%
Barker, 2000 29 112 e 0.26 [0.18; 0.35] 3.5%
Johnson, 2001 2 21— 0.10 [0.01; 0.30] 3.2%
Chavarria-Aguilar, 2004 3 29 —o—-— 0.10 [0.02; 0.27] 3.3%
Diaz, 2004 37 75 R 0.49 [0.38; 0.61] 3.3%
Smith, 2010 2 19 ——— 0.11 [0.01;0.33] 3.1%
Garner, 2001 0 14 .— 0.00 [0.00; 0.23] 3.4%
Suliburk, 2003 0 29+ 0.00 [0.00; 0.12] 3.6%
Miller, 2004 0 45— 0.00 [0.00; 0.08] 3.7%
Stone, 2004 16 48 —o— 0.33 [0.20; 0.48] 3.1%
Labler, 2005 5 18 _._ 0.28 [0.10; 0.53] 2.6%
Ott, 2011 8 79 —o— 0.10 [0.04;0.19] 3.5%
Burlew, 2012 1 22 —.— 0.05 [0.00; 0.23] 3.4%
Navsaria, 2013 4 20 — 0.20 [0.06;0.44] 2.8%
Dubose, 2013 85 572 + 0.15 [0.12; 0.18] 3.7%
Hu, 2018 5 41 —~— 0.12 [0.04; 0.26] 3.4%
Edwards, 2022 12 120 i 0.10 [0.05; 0.17] 3.6%
Random effects model 2129 < 0.20 [0.14; 0.26] 100.0%
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(e) Dynamic therapy
Study Events Total Proportion 950/,-CI Weight
Burlew, 2012 1 29 +—+ 0.03 [0.00; 0.18] 13.7%
Dennis, 2013 0 32— 0.00 [0.00; 0.11] 34.8%
Aprahamian, 1990 4 20 ——— 0.20 [0.06; 0.44] 2.0%
Hadeed, 2007 2 26 .—.— 0.08 [0.01; 0.25] 5.8%
Weinberg, 2008 0 36F—— 0.00 [0.00;0.10] 43.7%
H
1
Common effect model 143 & 0.01 [0.00; 0.04] 100.0%
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Supplementary Fig. 2. Continued.



