eTable2. Model selection criteria for latent class mixed models with 1–4 classes.
	G
	loglik
	npm
	BIC
	ICL
	prop1
	prop2
	prop3
	prop4
	Cohort

	1
	-946.31
	6
	1938.36
	4.86
	100.00
	NA
	—
	—
	MIMIC‑IV

	2
	-946.31
	9
	1961.23
	4.86
	56.06
	43.94
	—
	—
	

	3
	-874.20
	12
	1839.88
	4.82
	90.32
	9.68
	NA
	—
	

	4
	-874.20
	15
	1862.75
	4.82
	88.27
	11.73
	NA
	NA
	

	1
	539.49
	6
	-1032.01
	4.85
	100.00
	NA
	—
	—
	eICU‑CRD

	2
	539.49
	9
	-1008.53
	4.84
	57.31
	42.69
	—
	—
	

	3
	636.05
	12
	-1178.15
	4.79
	86.98
	13.02
	NA
	—
	

	4
	636.05
	15
	-1154.67
	4.79
	84.47
	15.53
	NA
	NA
	


Note: 
The two‑class model was selected based on the Integrated Classification Likelihood (ICL), which penalises models with high classification uncertainty. In both cohorts, the 2‑class model achieved a lower ICL than the 1‑class model, indicating superior classification quality despite a marginal increase in the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC). Models with any class comprising <5% of the sample (Classes 3 and 4) were excluded due to empty or degenerate classes; these models also failed to converge properly. ICL values are ICL1 (hard‑partition version).
Abbreviations: G, number of latent classes; npm, number of parameters; loglik, log‑likelihood; BIC, Bayesian Information Criterion; ICL, Integrated Completed Likelihood.
