
Supplementary table 2. Assessment of credible subgroup findings using Instrument to assess the Credibility of Effect Modification Analyses (ICEMAN)


	CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT

	State a single candidate effect modifier: NOS quality score 

	State a single outcome and time-point: in-hospital mortality 

	State a single effect measure: relative risk 

	1: Is the analysis of effect modification based on comparison within rather than between trials?

	Completely between
	Mostly between or unclear
	Mostly within 
	Completely within

	2: For within-trial comparisons, is the effect modification similar from trial to trial? Not applicable

	3: For between-trial comparisons, is the number of trials large? 

	Very small
	Rather small or unclear
	Rather large
	Large

	4: Was the direction of effect modification correctly hypothesized a priori? 

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	5: Does a test for interaction suggest that chance is an unlikely explanation of the apparent effect modification? (consider irrespective of number of effect modifiers)

	Chance a very likely explanation 
	Chance a likely explanation or unclear
	Chance may not explain 
	Chance an unlikely explanation 

	6: Did the authors test only a small number of effect modifiers or consider the number in their statistical analysis? 

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes 

	7: Did the authors use a random effects model?

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	8: If the effect modifier is a continuous variable, were arbitrary cut points avoided? 

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	9 Optional: Are there any additional considerations that may increase or decrease credibility? 

	
	Yes, probably decrease 
	Yes, probably increase 

	Comment: The quality assessment scoring could be prone of subjective interpretation. 
	10: How would you rate the overall credibility of the proposed effect modification? 

	

	
	Very low credibility
	Low credibility
	Moderate credibility
	High credibility
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Minimal to no support for effect modification; 
Use overall effect for each subgroup

	Some but insufficient support for effect modification;
Use overall effect for each subgroup but note remaining uncertainty
	Likely effect modification;
Use separate effects for each subgroup but note remaining uncertainty
	Very likely effect modification;
Use separate effects for each subgroup
	






































	


















































	CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT

	State a single candidate effect modifier: Type of pneumonia

	State a single outcome and time-point: Need for assisted ventilation

	State a single effect measure: relative risk 

	1: Is the analysis of effect modification based on comparison within rather than between trials?

	Completely between
	Mostly between or unclear
	Mostly within 
	Completely within

	2: For within-trial comparisons, is the effect modification similar from trial to trial? Not applicable

	3: For between-trial comparisons, is the number of trials large? 

	Very small
	Rather small or unclear
	Rather large
	Large

	4: Was the direction of effect modification correctly hypothesized a priori? 

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	5: Does a test for interaction suggest that chance is an unlikely explanation of the apparent effect modification? (consider irrespective of number of effect modifiers)

	Chance a very likely explanation 
	Chance a likely explanation or unclear
	Chance may not explain 
	Chance an unlikely explanation 

	6: Did the authors test only a small number of effect modifiers or consider the number in their statistical analysis? 

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes 

	7: Did the authors use a random effects model?

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	8: If the effect modifier is a continuous variable, were arbitrary cut points avoided? Not applicable

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	9 Optional: Are there any additional considerations that may increase or decrease credibility? Not applicable

	. 
	10: How would you rate the overall credibility of the proposed effect modification? 

	

	
	Very low credibility
	Low credibility
	Moderate credibility
	High credibility
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Minimal to no support for effect modification; 
Use overall effect for each subgroup

	Some but insufficient support for effect modification;
Use overall effect for each subgroup but note remaining uncertainty
	Likely effect modification;
Use separate effects for each subgroup but note remaining uncertainty
	Very likely effect modification;
Use separate effects for each subgroup
	























































































































	CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT

	State a single candidate effect modifier: Sample size

	State a single outcome and time-point: Need for assisted ventilation

	State a single effect measure: relative risk 

	1: Is the analysis of effect modification based on comparison within rather than between trials?

	Completely between
	Mostly between or unclear
	Mostly within 
	Completely within

	2: For within-trial comparisons, is the effect modification similar from trial to trial? Not applicable

	3: For between-trial comparisons, is the number of trials large? 

	Very small
	Rather small or unclear
	Rather large
	Large

	4: Was the direction of effect modification correctly hypothesized a priori? 

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	5: Does a test for interaction suggest that chance is an unlikely explanation of the apparent effect modification? (consider irrespective of number of effect modifiers)

	Chance a very likely explanation 
	Chance a likely explanation or unclear
	Chance may not explain 
	Chance an unlikely explanation 

	6: Did the authors test only a small number of effect modifiers or consider the number in their statistical analysis? 

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes 

	7: Did the authors use a random effects model?

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	8: If the effect modifier is a continuous variable, were arbitrary cut points avoided?

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	9 Optional: Are there any additional considerations that may increase or decrease credibility? Yes, probably decrease (there is no sound rationale for dividing the studies based on sample size of <500 and ≥500)

	. 
	10: How would you rate the overall credibility of the proposed effect modification? 

	

	
	Very low credibility
	Low credibility
	Moderate credibility
	High credibility
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Minimal to no support for effect modification; 
Use overall effect for each subgroup

	Some but insufficient support for effect modification;
Use overall effect for each subgroup but note remaining uncertainty
	Likely effect modification;
Use separate effects for each subgroup but note remaining uncertainty
	Very likely effect modification;
Use separate effects for each subgroup
	









































































































































	CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT

	State a single candidate effect modifier: Sample size

	State a single outcome and time-point: Length of overall hospital stay (in days)

	State a single effect measure: Weighted mean difference

	1: Is the analysis of effect modification based on comparison within rather than between trials?

	Completely between
	Mostly between or unclear
	Mostly within 
	Completely within

	2: For within-trial comparisons, is the effect modification similar from trial to trial? Not applicable

	3: For between-trial comparisons, is the number of trials large? 

	Very small
	Rather small or unclear
	Rather large
	Large

	4: Was the direction of effect modification correctly hypothesized a priori? 

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	5: Does a test for interaction suggest that chance is an unlikely explanation of the apparent effect modification? (consider irrespective of number of effect modifiers)

	Chance a very likely explanation 
	Chance a likely explanation or unclear
	Chance may not explain 
	Chance an unlikely explanation 

	6: Did the authors test only a small number of effect modifiers or consider the number in their statistical analysis? 

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes 

	7: Did the authors use a random effects model?

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	8: If the effect modifier is a continuous variable, were arbitrary cut points avoided?

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	9 Optional: Are there any additional considerations that may increase or decrease credibility? Yes, probably decrease (there is no sound rationale for dividing the studies based on sample size of <500 and ≥500)

	. 
	10: How would you rate the overall credibility of the proposed effect modification? 

	

	
	Very low credibility
	Low credibility
	Moderate credibility
	High credibility
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Minimal to no support for effect modification; 
Use overall effect for each subgroup

	Some but insufficient support for effect modification;
Use overall effect for each subgroup but note remaining uncertainty
	Likely effect modification;
Use separate effects for each subgroup but note remaining uncertainty
	Very likely effect modification;
Use separate effects for each subgroup
	

















































































































	CREDIBILITY ASSESSMENT

	State a single candidate effect modifier: Type of pneumonia

	State a single outcome and time-point: Length of overall hospital stay (in days)

	State a single effect measure: Weighted mean difference

	1: Is the analysis of effect modification based on comparison within rather than between trials?

	Completely between
	Mostly between or unclear
	Mostly within 
	Completely within

	2: For within-trial comparisons, is the effect modification similar from trial to trial? Not applicable

	3: For between-trial comparisons, is the number of trials large? 

	Very small
	Rather small or unclear
	Rather large
	Large

	4: Was the direction of effect modification correctly hypothesized a priori? 

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	5: Does a test for interaction suggest that chance is an unlikely explanation of the apparent effect modification? (consider irrespective of number of effect modifiers)

	Chance a very likely explanation 
	Chance a likely explanation or unclear
	Chance may not explain 
	Chance an unlikely explanation 

	6: Did the authors test only a small number of effect modifiers or consider the number in their statistical analysis? 

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes 

	7: Did the authors use a random effects model?

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	8: If the effect modifier is a continuous variable, were arbitrary cut points avoided? Not applicable

	Definitely no
	Probably no or unclear
	Probably yes
	Definitely yes

	9 Optional: Are there any additional considerations that may increase or decrease credibility? Not applicable

	. 
	10: How would you rate the overall credibility of the proposed effect modification? 

	

	
	Very low credibility
	Low credibility
	Moderate credibility
	High credibility
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Minimal to no support for effect modification; 
Use overall effect for each subgroup

	Some but insufficient support for effect modification;
Use overall effect for each subgroup but note remaining uncertainty
	Likely effect modification;
Use separate effects for each subgroup but note remaining uncertainty
	Very likely effect modification;
Use separate effects for each subgroup
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