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Additional Fig.1. Meta-analysis of body temperature in swaddle bath vs conventional

tub bath.
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Additional Fig.2. Meta-analysis of body temperature in sponge bath vs conventional
tub bath.
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Additional Fig.3. Meta-analysis of respiratory rate in sponge bath vs conventional
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Additional Fig.4. Meta-analysis of respiratory rate in swaddle bath vs conventional

tub bath.
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Additional Fig.5. Meta-analysis of blood oxygen saturation in swaddle bath vs

conventional tub bath.
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Additional Fig.6. Meta-analysis of blood oxygen saturation in sponge bath vs

conventional tub bath.
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Additional Fig.7. Meta-analysis of heart rate in swaddle bath vs conventional tub
bath.
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Additional Fig.8. Meta-analysis of heart rate in sponge bath vs conventional tub bath.
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Additional Fig.9. Meta-analysis of crying duration in

tub bath.
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Additional Fig.10. Meta-analysis of stress score in swaddle bath vs conventional tub

bath.
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Additional Fig.11. Meta-analysis of pain
bath.
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