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Risk Ratio

M-H, Random, 95% CI Year

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

EN PN

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight
A Score >7

Adams 15 23 17 23 18.2%
Moore 5 29 11 30 7.4%
Kudsk 9 51 18 45 10.8%
Kalfarentzos 5 18 10 20 8.2%
Woodcock 6 16 11 21 9.8%
Casas 1 11 3 11 1.9%
Harvey 194 1197 194 1191 23.8%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 1345 1341 80.1%
Total events 235 264

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.04; Chi>=9.52, df =6 (P = 0.15); > =37%
Test for overall effect: Z=2.02 (P = 0.04)

B Score <7
Young 5 28 4 23 5.0%
Peterson 2 21 8 25 3.7%
Chen 5 49 18 49  7.6%
Justo Meirelles 2 12 4 10 3.5%
Subtotal (95% CI) 110 107  19.9%
Total events 14 34

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.02; Chi? = 3.19, df = 3 (P = 0.36); I?= 6%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.80 (P = 0.005)

Total (95% CI) 1455 1448 100.0%

Total events 249 298

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.09; Chi? = 18.71, df = 10 (P = 0.04); I> = 47%
Test for overall effect: Z =2.91 (P = 0.004)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 3.02, df = 1 (P = 0.08), I> = 66.9%
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Figure A3. Subgroup analysis comparing the effect of enteral vs. parenteral nutrition on infectious complications in
higher vs. lower quality trials (with the median methodological score 7 as cut-off).

Cl, confidence interval; EN, enteral nutrition; M-H, Mantel-Haenszel test; PN, parenteral nutrition.



