Surgical Innovation Page 36 of 40

<l 1] std. Mean Diffarance Sid. Mean Difforance
Study or Subgroup  Mean 50 Total Mean 50 Total Weight |V, Random, 95% €l ¥ear W, Randam, 5% LI
Gulla 2011 B8 2.1 18 845 2.1 27 4% 0.09 [-0.50, 0.68] 2011 p————
Marrasu 2014 136 13 22 134 3 27 I4.0m 0L -0 56, D56] 2014 ———
Zenger F021 TR 2E 4z B2 35 81 546X -D.I3 [-0.50,0.25] 20271 —&
Total (85% Ci) 82 135 100.0%  -0.05 [-0.33, 0.23] --*-—

Heterogenesy: Tau’ = 0,00; Chi' = 0,42, df = 2 (F = .85 1 = 0%

. 1 a.5 o 0.5 1
Test for overall effect: 2 = 035 {F = 0.72)

Faverurs [GI] Fawours [Li}

Length of Stay - Random effect inverse variance meta-analysis comparing ghost ileostomy and loop
ileostomy
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Supplemental Figure 2. Pooled risk of bias analysis according to the Risk of Bias in Non-randomized Studies
of Interventions (ROBINS-I) for included observational studies.
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