Meta-analysis showing the proportion of caesarean deliveries due to cephalopelvic
disproportions

Indications of caesarean deliveries - cephalopelvic disproportion

%

Study ES (95% ClI) Weight

Njim-1b (2017) —-— 0.280 (0.121, 0.494)  11.37
Tanyi (2016) + 0.322 (0.257,0.391)  15.59
Tebeu (2008) + 0.326 (0.251, 0.409)  15.27
Foumane (2014) ('S 0.096 (0.060, 0.143)  15.66
Doh (1991) = 0.147 (0.122, 0.175)  16.23
Nana-1a (2011) — 0.459 (0.331, 0.592)  13.89

Nana-1b (2011) 0.433 (0.255, 0.626) 11.98

Overall (12 = 93.288%, p = 0.000) 0.275 (0.175, 0.387)  100.00
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Proportion of caesarean deliveries due to cephalopelvic disproportion



Meta-analysis showing the proportion of caesarean deliveries due to a previous caesarean
section

Indications of caesarean deliveries - Previous caesarean section

%
Study ES (95% Cl) Weight
Njim-1b (2017) —— 0.160 (0.045, 0.361)  10.07

Tanyi (2016) - 0.276 (0.215, 0.344)  16.21

Tebeu (2008) - 0.021 (0.004, 0.060)  15.68
Foumane (2014) -:I- 0.151 (0.106, 0.205)  16.35
Doh (1991) .: 0.127 (0.104, 0.153) 17.35
Nana-1a (2011) —*— 0.131 (0.058, 0.242)  13.50
Nana-1b (2011) —:I— 0.133 (0.038, 0.307) 10.84
Overall ("2 = 89.047%, p = 0.000) <> 0.132(0.074, 0.203)  100.00
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Proportion of caesarean deliveries due to previous caesarean sections



Meta-analysis showing the proportion of caesarean deliveries due to foetal distress

Indications of caesarean deliveries - Foetal distress

%

Study ES (95% Cl) Weight

Njim-1b (2017) 0.280 (0.121, 0.494)  11.20
Tanyi (2016) - 0.080 (0.047, 0.127)  15.67
Tebeu (2008) 6 0.014 (0.002, 0.049)  15.33
Foumane (2014) -l:- 0.082 (0.049, 0.127)  15.75
Doh (1991) i = 0.215 (0.186, 0.246)  16.37

Nana-1a (2011) 0.115 (0.047, 0.222)  13.85

Nana-1b (2011) 0.133 (0.038, 0.307)  11.83

Overall ("2 = 92.779%, p = 0.000) 0.112 (0.048, 0.195)  100.00
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Proportion of caesarean deliveries due to foetal distress



Meta-analysis showing the proportion of caesarean deliveries due to malpresentation

Indications of caesarean deliveries - Malpresentation

%

Study ES (95% CI) Weight
Njim-1b (2017) —-— 0.120 (0.025, 0.312) 5.35
Tanyi (2016) . 0.131 (0.087, 0.186) 21.61
Tebeu (2008) | 3 0.049 (0.020, 0.098) 18.47
Foumane (2014) L 0.091 (0.057, 0.138) 2252
Doh (1991) [ | 0.119 (0.096, 0.144) 32.05
Overall ("2 = 56.531%, p = 0.056) @ 0.098 (0.070, 0.129) 100.00
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Proportion of caesarean deliveries due to malpresentation



Meta-analysis showing the proportion of caesarean deliveries due to antepartum haemorrhage

Indications of caesarean deliveries - Antepartum haemorrhage

%

Study ES (95% Cl) Weight

1

Tanyi (2016) - 0.050 (0.024, 0.090) 21.94
1

Tebeu (2008) - 0.104 (0.059, 0.166) 18.12
1

Foumane (2014) - 0.110 (0.071, 0.159) 23.10
i

Doh (1991) ] 0.077 (0.059, 0.099) 36.84
1

Overall (12 = 51.895%, p = 0.101) @ 0.082 (0.059, 0.108) 100.00
1
1
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Proportion of caesarean deliveries due to antepartum haemorrhage



Meta-analysis showing the proportion of caesarean deliveries due to dystocia

Indications of caesarean deliveries - Dystocia

%

Study ES (95% CI) Weight
Njim-1b (2017) (d— 0.040 (0.001, 0.204) 13.74
Tebeu (2008) q'— 0.042 (0.015, 0.088) 26.44
Foumane (2014) |- 0.128 (0.087, 0.179) 28.36
Doh (1991) lI 0.039 (0.026, 0.056) 31.46

Overall ("2 = 84.480%, p = 0.000) <> 0.059 (0.020, 0.113) 100.00
m

1 2 3 4 5 6
Proportion of caesarean deliveries due to dystocia

Meta-analysis showing the proportion of caesarean deliveries due to multiple pregnancies

Indications of caesarean deliveries - multiple pregnancies

%

Study ES (95% CI) Weight
Tanyi (2016) LY 0.010 (0.001, 0.036) 23.13
Tebeu (2008) - 0.069 (0.034, 0.124) 22.05
Foumane (2014) L 5 0.059 (0.032, 0.099) 23.41
Nana-1a (2011) —— 0.148 (0.070, 0.262) 17.93
Nana-1b (2011) —-— 0.067 (0.008, 0.221) 13.48
Overall ("2 = 80.277%, p = 0.000) <> 0.058 (0.020, 0.111) 100.00
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Proportion of caesarean deliveries due to multiple pregnancies



Meta-analysis showing the proportion of caesarean deliveries due to cord prolapse

Indications of caesarean deliveries - Cord prolapse

%

Study ES (95% ClI) Weight

T
H
1
Tebeu (2008) -— 0.069 (0.034, 0.124) 26.44
1
1
i
Foumane (2014) - 0.041 (0.019, 0.077) 31.41
1
Doh (1991) ‘ 0.026 (0.016, 0.040) 4215
H
Overall (I"2 = 68.659%, p = 0.041) 0.040 (0.019, 0.068) 100.00
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Proportion of caesarean deliveries due to cord prolapse

Meta-analysis showing the proportion of caesarean deliveries due to hypertensive disorders in
pregnancy

Indications of caesarean deliveries - hypertensive disorders

%

Study ES (95% Cl) Weight

i
i
i
Tanyi (2016) !‘ 0.030 (0.011, 0.064) 18.38
i
i
i
Tebeu (2008) .I— 0.028 (0.008, 0.070) 13.31
i
i
Doh (1991) [ ] 0.032 (0.021, 0.048) 68.31
i
Overall (1"2 =0.000%, p = 0.992) 0.031 (0.021, 0.042) 100.00
]
i
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Proportion of caesarean deliveries due to hypertensive disorders



Meta-analysis showing the proportion of caesarean deliveries due to macrosomia

Indications of caesarean deliveries - macrosomia

%

Study ES (95% Cl) Weight

7
1
Tanyi (2016) 3 0.075 (0.043, 0.121) 4152
H
:
|
Foumane (2014) [ 3 0.050 (0.025, 0.088) 45.68
\
1
i
Nana-1a (2011) (-— 0.033 (0.004, 0.113) 12.80
i
Overall (12 =0.000%, p = 0.421) © 0.057 (0.037, 0.080) 100.00
.
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Proportion of caesarean deliveries due to macrosomia

Meta-analysis showing the proportion of caesarean deliveries due to uterine rupture

Indications of caesarean deliveries - uterine rupture

%
Study ES (95% CI) Weight
i
|
i
Tebeu (2008) - 0.063 (0.029, 0.115) 28.55
|
|
Foumane (2014) e— 0.018 (0.005, 0.046) 32.27
i
|
Doh (1991) u 0.013 (0.006, 0.025) 39.19
i
Overall (I"2 =78.773%, p = 0.009) @ 0.026 (0.006, 0.055) 100.00
i
|
|
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Proportion of caesarean deliveries due to uterine rupture



