Multimedia Appendix 11. Statistical comparison of overall sensitivity between proposed method and baseline methods on the eICU-CRD.

	Classifier
	95% CIj
	P value

	
	Lower limit
	Upper limit
	

	The Proposed Method with FSa vs. NEWSb
	.14
	.48
	<.001

	The Proposed Method with FS vs. SAPS-IIc
	.12
	.46
	<.001

	The Proposed Method with FS vs. LRd
	-.03
	.30
	.27

	The Proposed Method with FS vs. KNNe
	.80
	1.14
	<.001

	The Proposed Method with FS vs. MLPf
	.75
	1.08
	<.001

	The Proposed Method with FS vs. LGBMg
	.16
	.49
	<.001

	The Proposed Method with FS vs. DEWSh≥2.9
	.20
	.53
	<.001

	The Proposed Method with FS vs. DEWS≥3
	.20
	.53
	<.001

	The Proposed Method with FS vs. DEWS≥7.1
	.28
	.61
	<.001

	The Proposed Method with FS vs. DEWS≥8
	.29
	.62
	<.001

	The Proposed Method with FS vs. DEWS≥18.2
	.38
	.71
	<.001

	The Proposed Method with FS vs. DEWS≥52.8
	.53
	.87
	<.001

	The Proposed Method with FS vs. RETAINi
	-.17
	.17
	.90

	The Proposed Method with FS 
vs. The Proposed Method
	-.14
	.20
	.90


[bookmark: _Hlk168234184]aFS: feature screening
bNEWS: national early warning score
cSAPS-II: simplified acute physiology score
dLR: logistic regression
[bookmark: _GoBack]eKNN: k-nearest neighbors
fMLP: multilayer perceptron
gLGBM: light gradient boosting method
hDEWS: deep learning-based early warning score
iRETAIN: reverse time attention
jCI: confidence interval

