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Supporting Information Text 28 
1. Definitions of resistance development 29 

To measure resistance development in patients with standard clinical routines is 30 
challenging. Without antibiotic pressure a resistant strain might be present within the patient at 31 
low frequency and might not be detected with a culture due to detection limits. With antibiotic 32 
treatment the frequency of this resistant strain might rise and therefore the strain might be 33 
detected in a follow-up culture. In this case resistance did not develop de novo, but it is difficult to 34 
distinguish this case from an event where it did. Furthermore, the genetic relatedness is not 35 
always checked between initial and follow-up cultures, meaning that the resistant bacterium at a 36 
follow-up culture could have been also transmitted from a different body cite or from other 37 
infection sources. To give a more comprehensive overview of how antibiotic treatment strategies 38 
might affect the resistance development, we therefore choose to present the results of two 39 
resistance estimates. A broader estimate, acquisition of resistance, and a stricter estimate de 40 
novo emergence of resistance, where the latter is a subset of the former. A patient is considered 41 
to have acquired resistance, if at the follow-up culture there has been a resistant (as defined by 42 
the study authors) bacterial species detected, that has not been detected in the baseline culture. 43 
A patient is considered to have de novo emergence of resistance, if at follow-up up culture a 44 
resistant bacterium was detected, that has already been detected at the baseline culture, but 45 
sensitive. De novo emergence of resistance is nested in the definition of acquisition of resistance. 46 
In acquisition of resistance we account for bacteria at low abundance that could have been 47 
already present at the beginning of treatment, but not detected at screening. In this definition it is 48 
impossible to distinguish though, whether the bacteria already colonised the patient or whether 49 
the patient was newly infected by an external source during treatment and when the bacterium 50 
developed resistance. We also included the stricter definition de novo emergence of resistance. 51 
For de novo emergence we only consider cases where a sensitive bacterium was cultured at 52 
baseline. In this definition it is less likely to count cases, where resistant bacteria were transmitted 53 
from an external source, as a de novo emergence event. But there are cases, which are counted 54 
as an event of de novo emergence of resistance, where in fact resistance did not develop newly, 55 
but resistance was only selected during treatment. This could be the case when a sensitive 56 
bacterium was cultured at baseline and the same kind of bacterium was also present at a non-57 
detectable frequency as a resistant phenotype. Overall both resistance development definitions 58 
have their limitations and capture slightly different impacts of antibiotic treatment on resistance.  59 

In the main manuscript we showed results for the outcome acquisition of resistance and in 60 
the following section the main pooled estimates for de novo emergence of resistance are 61 
presented. 62 

2. Main estimates for de novo emergence of resistance  63 
As for acquisition of resistance (main text figure 3), we did not identify a difference of using a 64 
higher number of antibiotics in comparison to less if de novo emergence of resistance is 65 
considered. 66 
Counterintuitively, for Mycobacterium tuberculosis (Mtb) – which may be regarded as the flagship 67 
of antibiotic combination therapy – we could only identify two studies matching our inclusion 68 
criteria via our systematic search (main text figure 3, figure S1). Since the 1950s the 69 
administration of antibiotics often changes within the Mtb treatment period (1, 2). With the early 70 
establishment of changing antibiotics within the Mtb treatment period, it would be understandable, 71 
that resistance development measurements of periods with fixed antibiotic treatment, which is an 72 
inclusion criterion for our review, got less frequent over the years. Therefore, the relatively small 73 
proportion of Mtb studies included in our review is not surprising.  74 
 75 
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 76 
Fig. S1. Forest plot of de novo emergence of bacterial resistance stratified by the reason 77 
antibiotics were administered. The coloring indicates the number of antibiotics that were 78 
compared in each study. A) The overall pooled LOR of all included studies. B) The pooled LOR of 79 
studies with at least one antibiotic in common in the treatment arms. MRSA stands for methicillin-80 
resistant Staphylococcus aureus, MAC for Mycobacterium avium complex, and BSI for blood 81 
stream infection. 82 
 83 
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2.1. All studies   84 
For all studies meeting our inclusion criteria and reporting data of de novo emergence of 85 
resistance our estimate did not suggest a difference between using a higher number of antibiotics 86 
in comparison to less. This result was in line with our main outcome acquisition of resistance. 87 
Nevertheless, for de novo emergence of resistance there was a slight trend observable which 88 
suggested a benefit of using a higher number of antibiotics. However, we could not identify a 89 
clear benefit (pooled OR 0.74, 95% CI 0.34 – 1.59, figure S1 A). This trend might be due to the 90 
stricter definition of de novo emergence relative to acquisition of resistance. In the definition of 91 
acquisition of resistance bacterial species that are different from the initial identified infecting 92 
organism are included, whereas for de novo emergence of resistance they are not necessarily 93 
included. For de novo emergence of resistance, the efficacy of antibiotic treatment against the 94 
considered bacteria is therefore expected to be higher as for acquisition of resistance, as 95 
antibiotics typically have a specific bacterial spectrum of activity. The model including all studies 96 
reporting de novo emergence of resistance showed a substantial amount of heterogeneity 97 
(I2=77%, figure S1A).   98 

2.2. Studies with at least one antibiotic common to both treatment arms  99 
To compare more similar antibiotic treatments, we also estimated the effect of de novo 100 
emergence of resistance based on studies, that had at least one antibiotic common to the 101 
comparator arms. With this restriction we also did not identify a difference of using a higher 102 
number of antibiotics in comparison to less, but we observed a stronger tendency of a benefit of 103 
using a higher number of antibiotics (pooled OR 0.45, 95% CI 0.20 – 1.02, figure S1B). The 104 
model for studies reporting de novo emergence of resistance, and with at least one common 105 
antibiotic in the comparator arms showed still a substantial amount of heterogeneity (I2=73%, 106 
figure S1B). 107 

3. Risk of bias assessment  108 
To assess the risk of bias for our two main outcomes we used the RoB 2 tool (3). The results of 109 
the risk of bias assessments for acquisition, and de novo emergence of resistance differed only 110 
marginally, which can be explained by the overlap of those two definitions. We defined de novo 111 
emergence of resistance as a stricter subset of acquisition of resistance (section 1). In both cases 112 
two studies were classified overall with a low risk of bias, and about 50 % percent of the studies 113 
were classified overall with some concerns of bias (67% acquisition of resistance, 72 % 114 
emergence of resistance, figure S2). The highest source of at least some concern was the 115 
selection of the reported results. As development of resistance is not a typical main objective of 116 
RCTs, and since we included a large proportion of rather old studies, the resistance outcome is 117 
often not well (pre-)defined (table S1) and not presented in a systematic way, which can explain 118 
the risk of bias observed in the category “selection of the reported results”. Since the studies were 119 
rather underpowered (main text: figure 2B) to detect the resistance development, missing data 120 
was commonly a high risk of concern in the domain “deviations from intended interventions”. The 121 
detailed output of the risk of bias assessment using the RoB 2 tool can be found at OSF under 122 
the following link “https://osf.io/gwefy/?view_only=f6a4c1f4c79241038b203bd03c8e1845”. 123 
 124 
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 125 

Fig. S2. Risk of bias summary for the two main outcomes: A) Acquisition of resistance, B) de 126 
novo emergence of resistance. 127 
 128 

Table S1. Justification for extraction of resistance development. The definitions of resistance 129 
development are stated as given by study authors. In case no explicit definition was given, we 130 
state a justification for extraction and indicate it with (*). Note that for data extraction for the 131 
publications of Dekker et al. 2015 and Pogue et al. 2021 additional publications of the same 132 
studies were consulted (Paul et al. 2018 (4) and Kaye et al. 2022 (5) respectively). Resistance 133 
breakpoints are stated in case numerical values were given in the respective studies. See table 1 134 
in the main text for which antibiotics the studies tested and reported extractable resistance data.  135 

Study Definition of resistance development given by study authors or justification for 
extraction  

Bender et al. 
(1979)(6) 

Susceptibility testing for gentamicin of the flora was performed at randomisation and twice 
weekly after with Kirby-Bauer disk technique and microtiter minimal inhibitory concentration. (*) 

Black et al. 
(1982)(7)  

Patients were infected with a known strain and all stool cultures and rectal swabs were plated 
and tested for trimethoprim resistance. (*) 

Chaisson et al. 
(1997)(8)  

Testing of isolates for susceptibility for clarithromycin, ethambutol, and clofazimine was 
performed before the entry of study and monthly for 6 months in broth by the method of 
Heifets.(*) 

Cometta et al. 
(1994)(9) 
 

All microorganisms were sensitive to imipenem at randomisation and follow-up cultures were 
performed. (*) 

Dawson et al. 
(2015)(10) 
 

Susceptibility testing at randomisation and for the following cultures by rapid testing. 
Susceptibilities to isoniazid, rifampicin, and fluoroquinolones were determined by line probe 
assay. (*) 

Dekker et al. 
(1987)(11) 

At admission cultures were performed and surveillance culture were done twice a week. Gram 
negative bacilli were tested for antibiotic susceptibility. The minimal inhibitory concentrations 
were assessed by agar dilution technique. An MIC of ≥ 2 µg/mL was considered resistant for 
ciprofloxacin, an MIC of ≥ 4 µg/mL for trimethoprim and an MIC ≥ 75 µg/mL for 
sulfamethoxazole. (*)   

Dickstein et al. 
(2019)(12) 

Development of a new colistin-resistant (ColR) isolate within 28 days from study enrolment. To 
be considered a new ColR isolate, the ColR isolate had to be detected on Day seven or later in 
patients for whom the baseline isolate was colistin-susceptible, and for whom no ColR isolate 
was cultured from the rectal swab taken on Day one. Susceptibility was determined by broth 
microdilution. Colistin resistance was defined as an MIC > 2mg/L. 
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Dubé et al. 
(1997)(13) 

All available isolates were tested for susceptibility to clarithromycin. Patients were evaluated at 
the time of enrolment, two and four weeks later, and then every four weeks. Clarithromycin 
resistance was defined as detectable growth in a concentration of clarithromycin of 8 µg/mL. (*) 

Durante-Mangoni 
et al. (2013)(14) 

The identification of a colistin resistant Acinetobacter baumannii during treatment was defined 
as resistance emergence. Resistance was determined by microdilution method and/or E-test. 

Fournier et al. 
(1999)(15) 

Susceptibility testing was performed at study entry and after 2 months and classification was 
performed according to Heifets. (*) 

Gerecht et al. 
(1989)(16) 

Emergence of resistance was defined as one cause of treatment failure. Emergence of 
resistance was classified as the detection of an infecting microorganism resistant to more than 4 
μg/mL of gentamicin sulfate or more than 128 μg/mL of mezlocillin sodium during treatment 
while the patient shows indications of cholangitis.  

Gibson et al. 
(1989)(17) 

Microbiological assessment of the blood was performed before treatment and 96 hours after 
treatment. (*) 
 

Haase et al. 
(1984)(18) 

Susceptibility was assessed before therapy, during therapy and after therapy. Susceptibility 
testing was performed with disk dilution method, and agar dilution method. Resistance results 
were reported for reinfections defined as the reappearance of infection with a different organism 
after completion of therapy. Resistance against norfloxacin and trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole 
was defined as a larger inhibition zone diameter of 0.17 and 0.16 mm, respectively, or/and a 
MIC larger than 16 µg/mL and 3.4-64 µg/mL, respectively. (*) 
 

Hartbarth et al. 
(2015)(19) 

Susceptibility assessment was performed at baseline and at the end of treatment. Susceptibility 
was performed with a disc diffusion method phenotypically and genotypically. (*) 

Hodson (1987)(20) P. aeruginosa had to be sensitive at inclusion and resistance was measured and reported after 
10 days of treatment. Sensitivity was determined by standard disc methods. (*) 

Hoepelman et al. 
(1988)(21) 

Susceptibility was assessed before, during, and after treatment. Susceptibility testing was 
performed with disc diffusion method and minimum inhibitor concentrations were assessed for 
blood cultures and patients with no response to treatment with agar dilution technique. 
Resistance for the agar dilution technique was defined as an MIC of ≥ 32 µg/mL for ceftriaxone, 
≥ 8 µg/mL for gentamicin and ≥32 µg/mL for cefuroxime. For the disc diffusion method 30 µg 
ceftriaxone, 40 µg gentamicin and 60 µg cefuroxime were used. If the zone of inhibition was ≤18 
mm cultures were classified as ceftriaxone resistant and sensitive if the zone was ≥26 mm and 
intermediate in between. For gentamicin the values were ≤20mm and ≥28mm and for 
cefuroxime ≤20mm and ≥28mm, respectively.(*) 
 

Hultén et al. 
(1997)(22) 

Susceptibility was assessed by E-test at inclusion and 12 weeks after treatment determination. 
(*) 

Iravani et al. 
(1981)(23) 

Susceptibility testing at baseline, during treatment and at follow-up. Testing was performed with 
Bauer’s disc diffusion method using 30 µg nalidixic acid, 1.25 µg trimethoprim and 23.75 µg 
sulfamethoxazole. (*) 

Jacobs et al. 
(1993)(24) 

Emergence of resistance was defined as treatment failure with resistance, i.e., bacteriological 
failure with the reisolation of original pathogen(s) resistant to the study antibiotic(s) after 
treatment.  

Jo et al. (2021)(25) Susceptibility testing before treatment and after treatment by culture. (*) 
Macnab et al. 
(1994)(26) 

Susceptibility testing before treatment and after around 90 doses. (*) 

Markowitz et al. 
(1992)(27) 

Susceptibility was assessed by microdilution method before treatment and for the last 
continuous positive culture during treatment. Furthermore, susceptibility was assessed for 
relapse isolates and isolates phenotypically different from the initial one. (*)  

Mavromanolakis et 
al. (1997)(28) 

Susceptibility was assessed before treatment, after 2 weeks, at the end of treatment, and 2 
weeks after treatment by disk diffusion method. (*) 

May et al. 
(1997)(29) 

Susceptibility was assessed at treatment start, after two months, and in case of relapse by the 
Becton Dickinson method. (*)  

Mc Carty et al. 
(1988)(30) 

Susceptibility was assessed at admission, every four days during treatment, and within 48 hours 
after treatment by broth microdilution method using the American Microscan Gram Negative-
Panel. (*) 

Menon et al. 
(1986)(31) 

Susceptibility was assessed before therapy, and after one and two weeks after therapy.  (*) 

Miehlke et al. 
(1998)(32) 

Susceptibility was assessed before and after treatment by E-test. An MIC of ≤0.125 mg/L was 
considered clarithromycin sensitive and an MIC of ≥ 2mg/L resistant. An MIC of ≤2 mg/L was 
considered amoxicillin susceptible and an MIC of ≥ 4 mg/L resistant. (*) 

Parras et al. 
(1995)(33) 

Susceptibility was assessed at baseline and at end of therapy by agar dilution method or 
automated microdilution methods. (*) 

Parry et al. 
(1977)(34) 

Susceptibility was assessed before, during, after treatment, after two weeks, and after six 
months after treatment by Bauer’s method. (*) 

Parry et al. 
(2007)(35) 

Susceptibility was assessed before therapy and after treatment by E-test, disk diffusion method. 
Ofloxacin was tested by disk diffusion method with a 5 µg and organisms were declared 
susceptible with a breakpoint ≤ 2 µg/mL and resistant with a breakpoint ≥8 µg/mL. Azithromycin 
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was also tested with disk diffusion method (15 µg disk), but no clear breakpoint were defined. 
Instead azithromycin was determined by E-test according to the manufacture’s guideline. (*) 

Paul et al. 
(2015)(36) 

Development of resistance was defined as acquisition of S. aureus resistant to any of the study 
drugs or vancomycin resistant Enterococci. 

Pogue et al. 
(2021)(37) 

Number of patients, who developed colistin resistance during therapy. Resistance was 
assessed with broth microdilution and declared as colistin resistant with an MIC ≥4 mg/L. 

Pujol et al. 
(2021)(38) 

Emergence of resistance to study drugs during treatment according to EUCAST.  

Rubinstein et al. 
(1995)(39)  

Resistance emergence was assessed by measuring MICs before, during and after treatment. 
Disk diffusion testing was performed with disks of 30 µg ceftazidime, 30 µg ceftriaxone and 10 
µg tobramycin. An MIC ≤8 mg/L was considered susceptible for ceftazidime and ceftriaxone and 
a MIC ≥ 32 mg/L was considered resistant for ceftazidime and an MIC ≥ 64 mg/L for 
ceftriaxone. An MIC ≤4 mg/L was classified as susceptible for tobramycin, and an MIC ≥ 8 mg/L 
as resistant.  

Schaeffer et al. 
(1981)(40) 

Susceptibility was assessed before therapy, after 7 days, and after five to nine days after 
therapy by plating. Susceptibility testing was performed by plating 0.1mL of culture on Mac 
Conkey agar containing 100 µg/mL cinoxacin or 1-24 µg/mL trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole. 
Any growing culture was considered resistant and resistance tests were confirmed with 
standard agar sensitivity testing to a maximum concentration of 100 µg cinoxacin or 80-400 µg 
trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole. (*) 

Schaeffer et al. 
(1985)(41) 

Susceptibility testing was performed before therapy, during therapy, and after five to seven days 
after therapy by plating. 0.1 mL of cultures were plated on either Mueller-Hinton agar containing 
10 µg/mL agar of norfloxacin or 1-24 µg/mL agar trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole with 5 % lysed 
red blood cells from the horse. Any growing culture was considered resistant and resistance 
tests were confirmed with tube dilution sensitivity testing to a maximum concentration of 100 
µg/mL norfloxacin or 32-608 µg/mL trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole. (*) 
 

Smith et al. 
(1999)(42) 

Susceptibility was assessed at inclusion, at end of treatment by disk-susceptibility testing. An 
MIC of ≥100 µg/mL was considered resistant for azlocillin and resistant to tobramycin if the MIC 
was ≥8 µg/mL.(*) 

Stack et al. 
(1998)(43) 

Susceptibility was assessed at baseline, and at four or eight weeks after treatment by E-test. 
Resistance was considered with bacterial growth at a drug concentration of >2 µg/mL for 
clarithromycin. (*) 

Walsh et al. 
(1993)(44) 

Susceptibility was assessed at baseline and for organisms culturable after the end of therapy 
and a two-week follow-up period by a microtiter tube dilution technique. Organisms were 
declared resistant if the MIC was greater than 2 µg/mL for rifampicin, greater than 8 µg/mL for 
novobiocin, and greater than 2 µg/mL and 38 µg/mL for trimethoprim and sulfamethoxazole.   

Winston et al. 
(1986)(45) 

Susceptibility of surveillance cultures was assessed at baseline, twice weekly during the study 
period and after study completion. Acquired organisms were defined as new organisms isolated 
during the study period, that were not present at baseline. An MIC ≤ 16 µg/mL was considered 
as sensitive for norfloxacin, polymyxin. For disc sensitivity testing cultures were considered 
sensitive to norfloxacin if a zone of ≥17 mm was present in a 10 µg norfloxacin disk. (*) 

Winston et al. 
(1990)(46) 

New organisms that were isolated during the study period but have not been present before the 
study were defined as acquired organisms. Susceptibility tests were done by agar dilution 
method, or by antibiotic disks. An MIC of ≤ 4, 16, or 4 µg/mL for ofloxacin, polymyxin, or 
vancomycin was considered susceptible to the antibiotics, respectively. For ofloxacin additional 
disk sensitivity testing was performed. Susceptibility was declared if a zone of 16mm or greater 
was present around a 5- µg disk of ofloxacin. (*) 

Wurzer et al. 
(1997)(47) 

Susceptibility was assessed pre-treatment and between 4 and 6 weeks of follow-up by agar 
dilution, and microbroth dilution. An MIC concentration of ≤ 2 µg/mL indicated susceptibility for 
clarithromycin, and an MIC above 2 µg/mL resistance. A MIC lower or equal to 0.125 µg/mL for 
amoxycillin was considered susceptible and classified resistant if above 0.125 µg/mL. (*) 
 

 136 

4. Sensitivity analysis for main estimates 137 
To test the robustness of our main analyses, we performed sensitivity analyses based on the 138 
model choice and the risk of bias.  139 

4.1. Model choice 140 
For our analyses we applied the random effects model 4 described in Jackson et al (48) using the 141 
R package metafor (49). To test the robustness of our estimates to the model choice we reran the 142 
main analyses with the conventional random effects model (model 1 in Jackson et al (48)) and an 143 
corresponding Bayesian version of model 4 in Jackson et al (48). For the sensitivity analyses the 144 
R packages metafor (49), and MetaStan(50) with default settings were used. We observe that our 145 
estimates are typically robust to model choice (figures S3, S4). Only for P. aeruginousa our 146 
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estimate was not robust in our sensitivity anlaysis, where the alternative two approaches showed 147 
no harm or benefit of using a higher number of antibiotics (figure S3). 148 
 149 

 150 

Fig. S3. Sensitivity analysis based on model choice for the two main outcomes: A) acquisition of 151 
resistance, B) de novo emergence of resistance. Shown are the frequentist model estimates of 152 
model 1, and model 4 presented in Jackson et al (48) and a Bayesian estimate of model 4. UTI 153 
stands for urinary tract infection, MRSA for methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus, and MAC 154 
for Mycobacterium avium complex. 155 
 156 
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 157 

Fig. S4. Sensitivity analysis based on model choice for the two main outcomes restricted to 158 
studies with at least one common antibiotic in the comparator arms: A) acquisition of resistance, 159 
B) de novo emergence of resistance. Shown are the frequentist model estimates of model 1, and 160 
model 4 presented in Jackson et al (48) and a Bayesian estimate of model 4. 161 
 162 

4.2. Impact of risk of bias 163 
To assess the impact of risk of bias on our estimates, we reran the main analyses stratifying 164 
according to the overall risk of bias. For studies classified with an overall high risk of bias our 165 
analysis shows that for acquisition of resistance using a lower number of antibiotics shows a 166 
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benefit (pooled OR 4.45, 95% CI 1.67 – 11.81; I2=57, table S2). We did not observe any 167 
difference of using a higher number of antibiotics in comparison to less in resistance development 168 
when grouping the rest of the studies according to their risk assessment (table S2). Nevertheless, 169 
with less risk of bias administering a higher number of antibiotics seemed to perform better in 170 
comparison to less. However, no clear benefit could be determined (table S2). This observation 171 
additionally supports that RCTs with resistance development as a main objective, and therefore 172 
potentially decreasing the risk of bias, are needed to understand the impact of different treatment 173 
strategies on antibiotic resistance outcomes. 174 
 175 

Table S2. Summary of the results of the sub-group analyses stratifying according to the overall 176 
risk of bias for the two main outcomes. Note that the listing of eligible studies also includes 177 
studies reporting zero cases in both treatment arms and were therefore not included in the 178 
statistical analysis. 179 

Overall risk 
of bias 

Outcome OR (95% CI) Study 
heterogeneity 
(I2;t2) 

Eligible studies 

Some 
concerns 

Acquisition of 
resistance 

0.71 (0.38-1.32) 72%; 1.15 (6, 7, 9-13, 15, 16, 19, 20, 22, 
23, 25, 27-35, 39, 41, 43, 44, 
47) 

Some 
concerns 

De novo 
emergence of 
resistance 

0.49 (0.21-1.14) 73%; 1.53 (6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 19, 
20, 22, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30, 32-
34, 39, 43, 44, 47) 

High Acquisition of 
resistance 

4.45 (1.67-11.81) 57%; 1.11 (8, 17, 18, 21, 24, 26, 36, 37, 
40, 42, 45, 46) 

High De novo 
emergence of 
resistance 

2.32 (0.65-8.28) 60%; 1.28 (8, 17, 18, 21, 24, 26, 36, 37, 
42) 

 180 

5. Publication bias 181 
In the study protocol we stated that we will test for publication bias via visual inspection of the 182 
funnel plots and by Egger’s test. As Egger’s test can have problems with false-positive results for 183 
dichotomous outcomes, we used a modified version of the Egger’s test, i.e. the Harbord’s test 184 
(51).   185 
Neither the visual inspection of the funnel plots (figure S5), nor Harbord’s tests gave an indication 186 
for a publication bias for our two main outcomes acquisition, and de novo emergence of 187 
resistance (acquisition of resistance: Harbord’s: p = 0.28; de novo emergence of resistance: 188 
Harbord’s: p = 0.51). 189 
 190 
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 191 

Fig. S5. Funnel plots for the two main outcomes: A) acquisition of resistance, B) de novo 192 
emergence of resistance. 193 
 194 

6. Sub-group analyses  195 
The performance of an antibiotic treatment strategy to minimise resistance spread is not only 196 
dependent on the number of antibiotics administered. In our main estimates we found a 197 
substantial amount of heterogeneity (main text: figure 3; figure S1), which is an indication that 198 
additional factors might be important to consider in a statistical model. In the following we first 199 
present the results of in the study protocol pre-defined subgroup analyses and afterwards 200 
additional post-hoc subgroup analyses. One must consider that the results are mainly based on 201 
underpowered studies (main text: figure 2 B), and that in the subgroup analyses the number of 202 
included studies decreases. Therefore, the results of the subgroup analyses should be 203 
considered with care. 204 

6.1. Predefined in study protocol  205 
The results of our subgroup-analyses for the outcome acquisition of resistance and de novo 206 
emergence of resistance are summarised in table S3 and table S4 respectively. The rationale for 207 
carrying out the predefined sub-group analyses are explained in the following subsections. 208 
 209 

Table S3. Summary of the results of the predefined sub-group analyses for the outcome 210 
acquisition of resistance. Note that the listing of eligible studies also includes studies reporting 211 
zero cases in both treatment arms, which are not included in the statistical analysis. 212 

Sub-group Analysis OR (95% CI) Study 
heterogeneity 
(I2; t2) 

Eligible studies 

Number of antibiotics 
administered: 

   

A B

Odds Ratio (log scale)
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r
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1 vs. 2 1.49 (0.77-2.88) 76%; 1.70 (6, 7, 9, 12, 14, 16-18, 20-25, 27, 28, 30-32, 
34-43, 45-47) 

2 vs. 3 0.38 (0.08-1.78) 74%; 1.63 (8, 13, 15, 29, 44) 
Administration of 
additional non-antibiotic 
drugs: 

   

Non-antibiotic drugs as part 
of treatment 

0.88 (0.21-3.66) 82%; 3.00 (6, 11, 22, 32, 33, 43, 45-47) 

Non-antibiotic drugs 
administered if necessary 

1.07 (0.48-2.40) 1%; 0.01 (12, 14, 23, 24, 38) 

Usage of same dosage of 
antibiotics common to 
both treatment arms 

0.59 (0.30-1.18) 73%; 1.20 (6, 8, 9, 12-15, 22, 24, 29, 30, 34, 37, 38, 42-
44, 47) 

Required comorbidity at 
study inclusion: 

   

Yes 1.23 (0.50-3.01) 72%; 1.59 (6, 8, 11, 13, 15, 17, 20, 24, 27, 29, 30, 34, 
42, 45, 46) 

No 1.25 (0.55-2.86) 80%; 2.02 (7, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 19, 21-23, 25, 26, 
28, 31-33, 35-41, 43, 44, 47) 

Gram-status    
Negative 1.14 (0.56-2.35) 78%; 1.57 (7, 11, 12, 14, 20, 22, 23, 25, 28, 30-32, 34, 

35, 37, 39, 41-43, 45-47) 
Positive  0.44 (0.11-1.76) 66%; 1.54 (8, 13, 15, 19, 27, 29, 33, 36, 38, 44) 
Negative and positive  3.38 (1.08-10.58) 44%; 0.75 (6, 9, 16-18, 21, 24, 40) 
Only resistances of 
antibiotics common to 
treatment arms  

0.39 (0.18-0.81) 75%; 1.49 (6-10, 12-15, 22, 24, 26, 29-31, 34, 35, 37, 
38, 42-44, 47) 

Age of antibiotics since 
conduction of the trial: 

   

Youngest antibiotic is in the 
treatment arm with the lower 
number of antibiotics 

1.63 (0.66-4.03) 76%; 2.17 (7, 10, 11, 13, 16-22, 24, 30, 31, 33, 38, 41-
43, 45, 46) 

Youngest antibiotic is in the 
treatment arm with the 
higher number of antibiotics 

1.08 (0.49-2.42) 66%; 0.91 (8, 12, 14, 15, 23, 25, 27-29, 32, 34-37, 39, 
40, 44) 

No antibiotics common to 
treatment arms 

4.73 (2.14-10.42) 37%; 0.51 (11, 16-21, 23, 25, 27, 28, 32, 33, 36, 39-41, 
45, 46) 

 213 

Table S4. Summary of the results of the predefined sub-group analyses for the outcome de novo 214 
emergence of resistance. Note that the listing of eligible studies also includes studies reporting 215 
zero cases of resistance in both treatment arms, which were therefore not included in the 216 
statistical analysis. 217 

Sub-group analysis OR (95% CI) Study 
heterogeneity 
(I2; t2) 

Eligible studies 

Number of antibiotics 
administered: 

   

1 vs. 2 0.89 (0.38-2.11) 75%; 1.90 (6, 7, 9, 12, 14, 16, 17, 20-25, 27, 30, 32, 34, 
36-39, 42, 43, 47) 

2 vs. 3 0.38 (0.08-1.78) 74%; 1.63 (8, 13, 15, 29, 44) 
Administration of 
additional non-antibiotic 
drugs: 

   

Non-antibiotic drugs as part 
of treatment 

0.22 (0.04-1.10) 82%; 1.10 (6, 22, 32, 33, 43, 47) 

Non-antibiotic drugs 
administered if necessary 

0.97 (0.36-2.58) 1%; 0.01 (12, 14, 23, 24, 38) 

Usage of same dosage of 
antibiotics common to 
both treatment arms 

0.53 (0.24-1.16) 71%; 1.38 (6, 8, 9, 12-15, 22, 24, 29, 30, 34, 37, 38, 42-
44, 47) 

Required comorbidity at 
study inclusion: 

   

Yes 0.71 (0.21-2.41) 67%; 1.57 (6-10, 12-15, 22, 24, 26, 29, 30, 34, 37, 38, 
42-44, 47) 

No 0.75 (0.28-2.01) 80%; 2.02 (16, 17, 19-21, 23, 25, 27, 32, 33, 36, 39) 
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Gram status    
Negative 0.60 (0.23-1.55) 78%; 1.59 (7, 12, 14, 20, 22, 23, 25, 30, 32, 34, 37, 39, 

42, 43, 47) 
Positive  0.44 (0.11-1.76) 66%; 1.54 (8, 13, 15, 19, 27, 29, 33, 36, 38, 44) 
Negative and positive  3.34 (0.59-18.97) 47%; 1.39 (6, 9, 16, 17, 21, 24) 
Only resistances of 
antibiotics common to 
treatment arms 

0.32 (0.16-0.66) 59%; 0.87 (6-10, 12-15, 22, 24, 26, 29, 30, 34, 37, 38, 
42-44, 47) 

Age of antibiotics since 
conduction of the trial: 

   

Youngest antibiotic is in the 
treatment arm with the lower 
number of antibiotics 

0.73 (0.19-2.77) 75%; 2.83 (7, 10, 13, 16, 17, 19-22, 24, 30, 33, 38, 42, 
43) 

Youngest antibiotic is in the 
treatment arm with the 
higher number of antibiotics 

0.86 (0.34-2.17) 70%; 0.98 (8, 12, 14, 15, 23, 25, 27, 29, 32, 34, 36, 37, 
39, 44) 

No antibiotics common to 
treatment arms 

3.54 (0.91-13.75) 38%; 0.68 (16, 17, 19-21, 23, 25, 27, 32, 33, 36, 39) 

 218 
6.1.1. Number of antibiotics administered 219 

In our systematic review we did not predefine a fixed number of antibiotics to compare. We 220 
rather aimed to investigate whether there is a general trend of a treatment strategy with a higher 221 
number of antibiotics performing better than one with less antibiotics with respect to resistance 222 
development. One can imagine though, that the magnitude of this trend might vary depending on 223 
the number of antibiotics compared. For example, if resistance against the used antibiotics is 224 
likely to be encountered in the population, a comparison of one versus two antibiotics might give 225 
different results than two versus three. In the 1960s for Mtb the number of antibiotics was for 226 
instance increased to three antibiotics at the initial treatment phase, due to the finding that 227 
primary resistance can be encountered for one drug but rarely to two or three antibiotics (2, 52, 228 
53). On one hand, if the number of antibiotics used is rather high in both treatment arms, there 229 
might be no difference in resistance development detected as the treatment period might be too 230 
short to observe a relevant effect. On the other hand, if the treatment period is rather long, there 231 
might also not be an efficient effect detectable when a low number of antibiotics is compared and 232 
the timespan between follow-up cultures is long. We considered the effect of treatment length, 233 
and length of follow-up on our estimates later in the meta-regression and multi-model inference 234 
(section 7). 235 

We identified three studies comparing one versus three antibiotics, but two of them had zero 236 
events for both comparator arms. We included two Mtb studies in our review comparing three 237 
versus four antibiotics, but both had zero events in the comparator arms. For the estimates one 238 
versus two antibiotics and two versus three antibiotics we did not identify a difference of using a 239 
higher number of antibiotics in comparison to less, and substantial heterogeneity was observed 240 
(tables S3, S4). Nevertheless, for the estimate two versus three antibiotics there was a beneficial 241 
trend for using a higher number of antibiotics observable. However, no clear benefit could be 242 
determined (tables S3, S4). This might indicate that in general a higher number of antibiotics in 243 
treatments is beneficial.  244 

6.1.2. Administration of additional non-antibiotic drugs 245 
In our inclusion criteria we allowed the administration of additional non-antibiotic drugs, 246 

which potentially could also affect the resistance outcome due to faster cure of patients, or by 247 
specifically supporting the activity of antibiotics, as e.g. beta-lactam-inhibitors. To test the effect of 248 
the administration of additional non-administered antibiotics, we performed a sub-group analysis 249 
based on whether a study administered additional non-antibiotic drugs or not. Notably, in our 250 
studies the additional non-antibiotics were always administered in both treatment arms. 251 
Considering if additional non-antibiotic drugs were administered or not did not show any harm or 252 
benefit on the resistance outcome whether a higher number of antibiotics was used or a lower 253 
number (tables S3, S4). A few studies allowed the administration of additional non-antibiotics, but 254 
they were not a fixed part of the treatment regime. Also, in those studies we did not identify a 255 
harm or benefit (tables S3, S4). 256 

6.1.3. Usage of same dosage of antibiotics common to both treatment arms 257 
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Not only the number of total antibiotics might determine the efficacy of a treatment, but also 258 
the dosage of antibiotics. To compare more similar treatments, we estimated the pooled OR for 259 
studies that administered at least one antibiotic common to both treatment arms, and where 260 
additionally the antibiotics that were common were administered with the same dosage. We 261 
observed that in most cases if at least one common antibiotic was administered, their dosage was 262 
the same (78% acquisition of resistance, 86% emergence of resistance). Therefore, it is not 263 
surprising that we observe, in line with the analysis “at least one antibiotic common to both 264 
treatment arms” (main text: figure 3B, figure S1 B), no difference in using a higher number of 265 
antibiotics in comparison to less to reduce resistances (tables S3, S4). In both cases we 266 
observed a substantial amount of heterogeneity, which indicates that further factors might play a 267 
role for explaining the observed resistance differences.  268 

6.1.4. Required comorbidity at study inclusion 269 
The way the immune-system reacts to an infection might potentially influence the 270 

frequencies of resistances observed (54). Therefore, we tested whether studies that considered 271 
patients with a comorbidity, assuming that the immune system is to some extent compromised, 272 
show a different trend of resistance development in comparison to studies where no comorbidity 273 
was required for study inclusion. For this analysis we considered studies, that had comorbidities 274 
as a requirement for study entry. We could not identify a difference of using a higher number of 275 
antibiotics in comparison to less for both main outcomes, and regardless of comorbidity status at 276 
study entrance (tables S3, S4). 277 

6.1.5. Study was conducted in an ICU  278 
Another way to test the potential role of the immune system is by severity of illness, 279 

approximated whether the study population was treated within an ICU or not. We were not able to 280 
link on a patient level the data of resistance development to the patient’s ICU status. Therefore, 281 
we tried to classify the ICU status per study, i.e. one status for the whole study population. We 282 
only identified two studies (5%) for acquisition of resistance, where the whole study population 283 
was in the ICU. We found 9 studies (21%), where no patient was treated in the ICU. For the rest 284 
of the studies the population could either be mixed (14%), or no information was confidentially 285 
extractable (60%). Since the ICU status on a study level seemed to be an uninformative proxy, 286 
we decided not to perform sub-group analyses for this factor. 287 

6.1.6. Gram-status  288 
The gram status of a bacterium may potentially determine how effective an antibiotic, or an 289 

antibiotic combination is. Differences between gram-negative and gram-positive bacteria such as 290 
distinct bacterial surface organisation can lead to specific intrinsic resistances of gram-negative 291 
and gram-positive bacteria against antibiotics (55). These structural differences can lead to 292 
varying effects of antibiotic combinations between gram-negative and gram-positive bacteria (56). 293 
Additionally, plasmids play a major role in the dissemination of antibiotic resistance genes in both 294 
gram-positive, and negative bacteria (57). The spread of plasmids differs considerably between 295 
gram-positive bacteria and gram-negative bacteria (58). These structural differences could 296 
influence the performance of antibiotic treatment strategies. To test the influence of the gram-297 
status on our estimates we performed sub-group analyses with studies, that focused only on 298 
measurements of gram-negative bacteria, gram-positive, or both. We classified the gram-status 299 
on a study level as we could not link the gram-status and resistance development on a patient 300 
level.  301 

When selecting for studies that either focus on gram-negative, or gram-positive we did not 302 
identify a difference in using a higher number of antibiotics in comparison to less for both main 303 
outcomes (tables S3, S4). For the subgroup analysis including studies with the focus on both 304 
gram-negative and positive bacteria the treatment strategy with a lower number of antibiotics 305 
showed a benefit for the main outcome acquisition of resistance (pooled OR 3.38, 95% CI 1.08 – 306 
10.58; I2=44%, table S3). However, for de novo emergence of resistance we did not identify a 307 
difference (pooled OR 3.35, 95% CI 0.67 – 16.71; I2=47%, table S4) It seems, that acquisition of 308 
resistance is more sensible to the restriction on which gram-status is considered. This might be 309 
due to the broader definition of acquisition of resistance as it is more sensitive to resistance 310 
changes in the microbial community. If a treatment is targeted against a specific pathogen, e.g. a 311 
gram-positive bacterium, other bacteria of the microbiota are exposed to the treatment as well. 312 
Some bacteria of the microbiota might be more intrinsically resistant against the administered 313 
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antibiotics, e.g. a gram-negative bacterium, and are therefore more likely to develop resistance. 314 
With acquisition of resistance, we might detect such effects. 315 

6.1.7. All resistances not only against administered antibiotics 316 
Antibiotic resistances can be acquired by plasmids, which in a clinical context often confer 317 

resistances against multiple antibiotics (59-61). Therefore, we aimed to test, whether a higher 318 
number of antibiotics also leads to resistance against a higher number of antibiotics, considering 319 
both resistances of antibiotics that were administered and ones that were not. For acquisition of 320 
resistance, we only identified seven studies that measured resistances also against non-321 
administered drugs. Only three of those studies have non-zero events. For de novo emergence of 322 
resistance, we identified four studies measuring resistances against non-administered antibiotics, 323 
were two of them have non-zero events in both treatment arms. Due to the small number of 324 
studies identified and even smaller number of studies having non-zero resistance events, we only 325 
present the estimates of the resistances against non-administered antibiotics (sections 9.6 and 326 
9.7). 327 

6.1.8. Only resistances of antibiotics common to treatments arms 328 
To estimate how the same antibiotics performed in the different treatment arms we 329 

performed a subgroup-analysis only considering resistance against antibiotics common to both 330 
treatment arms. For both main outcomes we observed that if we only consider resistances of 331 
common antibiotics the treatment arm with the higher number of antibiotics showed a benefit 332 
(acquisition of resistance: pooled OR 0.39, 95% CI 0.18 – 0.81; I2=76%, table S3; emergence of 333 
resistance: pooled OR 0.32, 95% CI 0.16 – 0.66; I2=59% table S4). Consequently, we can 334 
conclude that for a specific antibiotic less resistances will develop in a treatment arm with a 335 
higher number of antibiotics. 336 

As the studies included in our meta-analysis often did not quantify the resistance outcome 337 
for all antibiotics administered in a treatment arm it is harder to assess the full resistance burden 338 
of the antibiotic treatments systematically. One could argue that due to the higher number of 339 
antibiotics given in one treatment arm, one would also observe in total a higher resistance burden 340 
in that arm. This possible effect could be magnified dependent on the potency of antibiotics. If a 341 
treatment arm is a combination of a low potency antibiotics, one might expect a higher chance of 342 
resistance. The results of this sub-group analysis highlight once more that a systematic 343 
exploration of resistance development in RCTs is important for a better understanding of 344 
resistance development during treatment and that the identity of the administered antibiotics 345 
might play an important role.  346 

6.1.9. Age of antibiotics since conduction of the trial 347 
The prevalence of antibiotic resistance affects the treatment success. If resistance before 348 

treatment is frequent in the population, then this increases the likelihood that the prescribed 349 
antibiotic treatment fails for any patient. We collected data on the year the admission of patients 350 
for the individual studies started and the year antibiotics became available. With the naive 351 
assumption that the longer the antibiotic has been available before the study was conducted, the 352 
higher is its resistance prevalence within the population. This assumption has its weaknesses as 353 
antibiotics are used with different intensities over the years and their local pattern of use might 354 
vary. However, such data are more difficult to retrieve. Hence, the years an antibiotic was 355 
available until the trial started is a simple first approximation to investigate resistance prevalence.  356 

If the studies did not state the year the trial started, we extracted the publication year. For 357 
the availability of antibiotics, we used the older of the two dates available on DrugBank (62) and 358 
DrugCentral (63) (DrugBank: marketing start , DrugCentral: approvals). 359 

In the following we present the subgroup analyses, where we classify in which comparator 360 
arm the youngest antibiotic is administered. We did not detect a harm or benefit of using a higher 361 
or lower number of antibiotics when stratifying, and observed in all subgroup analyses at least a 362 
substantial amount of heterogeneity (table S3, table S4). 363 

Furthermore, we performed subgroup analyses stratifying according to the mean age of 364 
antibiotics in a treatment arm, and the oldest antibiotic of the treatment arm. For those analyses 365 
we also did not identify a difference of using a higher number of antibiotics over fewer. It could be 366 
that our approximation is too simplified to estimate the potential effect. 367 

6.1.10. No antibiotics common to treatment arms 368 
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In the main analyses we presented the estimates for all studies, and studies, which 369 
administered at least one antibiotic common to the treatment arms. Here in the supplement we 370 
present the resistance estimates for less comparable treatments, i.e. for studies, whose treatment 371 
arms had no antibiotics in common. For those studies we observed for both main outcomes a 372 
trend favouring the treatment arm with fewer antibiotics (acquisition of resistance: pooled OR 373 
4.73, 95% CI 2.14 – 10.42; I2=37%, table S3; de novo emergence of resistance: pooled OR 3.54, 374 
95% CI 0.91 – 13.75; I2=38%, table S4). The benefit was for acquisition of resistance clear, and 375 
for de novo emergence of resistance not. The result that if the treatment arms had no antibiotics 376 
in common a lower number of antibiotics performed better than a higher number of antibiotics 377 
could be due to different potencies of antibiotics or resistance prevalences. Further, there could 378 
be a bias to combine less potent antibiotics or antibiotics with higher resistance prevalence to 379 
ensure treatment efficacy, which could lead to higher chances to detect resistances in the 380 
treatment arm with higher number of antibiotics, e.g. by selecting pre-existing resistance (see 381 
also section 6.1.9). This highlights once more that the identity of antibiotics may play an important 382 
role in determining whether combining antibiotics is beneficial or not with respect to resistance 383 
development. 384 

6.1.11. Systematic testing of the whole study population 385 
In our protocol we predefined that we would perform a sub-group analyses based on 386 

whether the resistance data were systematically available for the whole study population or just a 387 
subset of patients. All our included studies attempted to measure resistance data for the whole 388 
study population. In some cases, more information on resistance development was reported than 389 
what we could use. In those cases, it was impossible to distinguish how many patients were 390 
evaluable for the resistance outcomes, and/or how many patients developed resistances. In 391 
summary, we always obtained data for the whole study population, except of the missing data 392 
cases, but nevertheless we could not process all information given due to the way it was 393 
reported. The influence of missing data is assessed in the risk of bias assessment (section 3), 394 
and the corresponding sensitivity analyses (section 4.2). 395 

6.2. Post-hoc subgroup analyses 396 
6.2.1. Additional administration of antibiotics  397 

During our selection process of studies, we realised that some studies allowed the addition 398 
of further antibiotics to the assigned treatments, if necessary, whereas others explicitly stated no 399 
other antibiotics than the assigned ones are given during the treatment phase. For a large 400 
proportion of all included studies, we could not extract whether additional antibiotics were allowed 401 
or not (62%). As we cannot rule out that in those studies no additional antibiotics were 402 
administered, we decided to include studies where additional antibiotics are allowed. To check 403 
the impact of this decision we performed a sub-group analyses for those studies, where 404 
information of administration of additional antibiotics was given. We identified 12 studies, which 405 
allowed the administration of additional antibiotics, but only at most seven studies could be 406 
included in the statistical analyses as the other trials reported zero cases in both treatment arms 407 
(14, 17, 19, 23, 30) (tables S5, S6). We identified three studies explicitly excluding additional 408 
antibiotics, however the statistical analyses is based on two studies as one reported zero cases in 409 
both treatment arms (16) (tables S5, S6). Therefore, the impact of allowing the administration of 410 
additional antibiotics, if necessary, on our overall estimates was difficult to infer. 411 

 412 

Table S5. Summary of the results of the post-hoc sub-group analyses for the outcome acquisition 413 
of resistance. Note that the listing of eligible studies also includes studies reporting zero cases in 414 
both treatment arms and were therefore not included in the statistical analysis. 415 

Sub-group Analysis OR (95% CI) Study 
heterogeneity 
(I2; t2) 

Eligible studies  

Additional administration 
of antibiotics: 

   

Allowed 1.18 (0.70-1.97) 16%; 0.07 (12, 14, 17, 19, 23, 24, 30, 36-39, 46) 
Prohibited 0.19 (0.04-0.98) 57%; 0.79 (16, 22, 47) 
Pre-resistance against 
non-administered 
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antibiotics required at 
study inclusion: 
Required  1.08 (0.57-2.05) 15%; 0.07 (12, 14, 19, 33, 36-38, 44) 
No 1.25 (0.61-2.55) 79%; 2.22 (6-11, 13, 15-18, 20-32, 34, 35, 39-43, 45-47) 
Way of antibiotic 
administration: 

   

Orally 1.18 (0.44-3.15) 78%; 2.70 (6-8, 10, 13, 18, 22, 23, 25, 26, 28, 31, 32, 
35, 40, 41, 43-47) 

Intravenously 1.83 (0.67-5.00) 66%; 0.90 (12, 14, 16, 17, 21, 24, 27, 37, 38, 42) 
Different ways of 
administration in the 
treatment arms 

1.51 (0.67-3.39) 1%; 0.01 (11, 20, 34, 36) 

 416 

Table S6. Summary of the results of the post-hoc sub-group analyses for the outcome de novo 417 
emergence of resistance. Note that the listing of eligible studies also includes studies reporting 418 
zero cases in both treatment arms and were therefore not included in the statistical analysis. 419 

Sub-group Analysis OR (95% CI) Study 
heterogeneity 
(I2; t2) 

Eligible studies 

Additional administration 
of antibiotics: 

   

Allowed 0.95 (0.59-1.51) 3%; 0.01 (12, 14, 17, 19, 23, 24, 30, 36-39) 
Prohibited 0.19 (0.04-0.98) 57%; 0.79 (16, 22, 47) 
Pre-resistance against 
non-administered 
antibiotics required at 
study inclusion: 

   

Required  1.07 (0.53-2.18) 17%; 0.10 (12, 14, 19, 33, 36-38, 44) 
No 0.63 (0.23-1.68) 78%; 2.57 (6-10, 13, 15-17, 20-27, 29, 30, 32, 34, 39, 

42, 43, 47) 
Way of antibiotic 
administration: 

   

Orally 0.37 (0.11-1.23) 69%; 1.96 (6-8, 10, 13, 22, 23, 25, 26, 32, 43, 44, 47) 
Intravenously 1.82 (0.64-5.18) 66%; 0.90 (12, 14, 16, 17, 21, 24, 27, 37, 38, 42) 
Different ways of 
administration in the 
treatment arms 

2.12 (0.35-12.79) 1%; 0.01 (20, 34, 36) 

 420 
 421 

6.2.2. Pre-resistance against non-administered antibiotics 422 
Some of the studies we included were focused on the treatment of resistant pathogens. 423 

Therefore, we tested whether carriage of resistance against non-administered antibiotics might 424 
affect the development of resistance against administered antibiotics. We identified eight studies 425 
requiring pre-resistance, of which five had non-zero events in both treatment arms. For both 426 
studies requiring pre-resistance and no pre-resistance, we could not identify a trend favouring 427 
more or less antibiotics (tables S5, S6). As multi-drug resistance is an increasing concern it is 428 
important to understand if the optimal treatment strategy for pre-resistant pathogens might differ 429 
from the one of sensitive pathogens. However, the data of our meta-analysis are not sufficient to 430 
answer this question. 431 

6.2.3. Way of antibiotic administration 432 
The way how antibiotics are administered, e.g. intravenously (IV) or orally, could also impact 433 

the development of antibiotic resistance due to different pharmacokinetics and potential differing 434 
antibiotic bioavailability (64). Therefore, we stratified our studies according to the way antibiotics 435 
were administered: orally, or IV in both treatment arms, or the way of administration differed in the 436 
treatment arms. We could not identify a harm or benefit in the sub-group analyses of using a 437 
higher or a lower number of antibiotics (tables S5, S6). 438 

7. Meta-regressions and multi-model inference 439 
Additionally, to the subgroup analyses we also performed meta-regressions for the exploration of 440 
the importance of factors potentially affecting our main outcomes. For the meta-regression 441 
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models we used the conventional random effects model (model 1 in Jackson et al (48)) due to 442 
convergence issues with model 4 and since our sensitivity analysis of the main outcomes showed 443 
typically robustness to the model choice (section 4). With performing meta-regressions, we were 444 
able to include continuous covariables such as treatment length, and by multi model inference we 445 
could obtain parameter estimates averaged over a set of models. The set of possible models was 446 
restricted to meta-regression models with up to two covariables and no interaction terms to avoid 447 
overfitting. We performed multi-model inference with the R package MuMIn (version 1.46) (65). 448 
For the multi-model inference all meta regression models of the set of possible models were 449 
simulated. Following a model selection approach using the Akaike information criterion (AIC) 450 
model, the AIC value for each model was calculated. The AIC is a measure of fit, which is based 451 
on the log-likelihood function, and the number of unknown model parameters. Smaller AIC values 452 
are assigned to better model fits. In addition to the AIC value, we calculated the AIC differences 453 
(∆AIC) between each model and the model with the lowest AIC value. With ∆AIC we calculated 454 
the Akaike weights, which can be interpreted as the probability a model is the best of the given 455 
set of models and data. With the full model approach, we then calculated the model averaged 456 
coefficients, which are estimates weighted by the Akaike weights and averaged over the whole 457 
set of possible models (full model average). For the interested reader further, detailed information 458 
can be found in literature about multi-model inference (66-68). 459 
The covariables we considered for the meta-regression included: (i) administration of antibiotics 460 
common to the treatment arms, (ii) required comorbidity status at study inclusion, (iii) the year 461 
difference between the youngest antibiotic in the treatment arm with a lower number of antibiotics 462 
and the youngest in the treatment arm with a higher number of antibiotics, (iv) the treatment 463 
length, (v) the length of study/resistance follow up, (vi) gram status of bacteria with resistance 464 
measurements, and (vii) the number of antibiotics administered. 465 
In some cases, the treatment length of the two treatment arms within a study were of different 466 
length, in those cases we took as the treatment length covariable the average treatment time of 467 
both treatment arms. As the treatment times between treatment arms did not vary a lot, we did 468 
not explore those differences further. Furthermore, we wanted to consider the age of antibiotics 469 
since the conduction of a trial. There are several ways of how to implement this as a covariable. 470 
We decided to take the difference of the youngest antibiotics in both treatment arms, as we 471 
expected that novel antibiotics are more likely to be tested in the treatment arm with lower 472 
antibiotics. 473 
For our multi-model inference, we excluded the variables considering whether a study was 474 
conducted in an ICU, and whether additional drugs were administered as we could not confidently 475 
obtain information regarding those variables for more than half of the studies. Due to a high 476 
correlation between the administration of antibiotics common to the treatment arms and same 477 
dosage (acquisition of resistance: 0.95, de novo emergence of resistance: 0.91) we excluded the 478 
variable same dosage from the meta-regressions. 479 
Our multi model inference showed that for acquisition of resistance the most important covariable 480 
to include in a meta-regression model to explain some of the observed heterogeneity was 481 
whether antibiotics common to the treatments were used or not (table S7). This is in line with our 482 
sub-group analysis performed (main text figure 3B). By including the information whether at least 483 
one antibiotic was common to both treatment arms in a meta-regression, we could find a 484 
decrease in the estimated heterogeneity (I2=59, no-meta-regression: I2=77), but nevertheless the 485 
heterogeneity remains substantial (table S8). Furthermore, we could confirm once more that a 486 
lower number of antibiotics performs better, if in the treatment arms no common antibiotics are 487 
used (tables S7, S8). For de novo emergence of resistance, the multi model inference did not 488 
show any significant covariables (table S9).  489 
Overall, this does not necessarily mean that any of the covariables are not impacting the outcome 490 
of resistance development significantly, but since most studies were underpowered (main text 491 
figure 2 B) there is the possibility that we are missing important signals.  492 
 493 
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Table S7. Overview of the model averaged coefficients obtained by the multi-model inference for 494 
the main outcome acquisition of resistance. Significant model estimates are displayed in a bold 495 
font. 496 

Model-averaged 
coefficients (full-
average) 

Estimated  Standard error z value Pr(>|z|) 

Intercept 0.73  1.69 0.60 0.54 
Length of follow-up 1.00 1.00 0.46 0.65 
Treatment length 0.99 0.01 0.77 0.43 
1 vs. 3 antibiotics 0.78 2.19 0.31 0.75 
2 vs. 3 antibiotics 1.16 2.16 0.19 0.85 
Antibiotics in 
common: no 

5.67 1.89  2.73  0.01 

Comorbidity: yes 1.35 1.77 0.53 0.60  
Gram positive and 
negative bacteria 

1.52  1.91  0.65 0.52 

Gram positive 
bacteria 

1.08  2.07 0.11 0.91 

Year difference of 
youngest 
antibiotics 

1.00  
 

1.01   0.15 0.88 

 497 

Table S8. Model output for a meta-regression for acquisition of resistance including as a 498 
covariable, whether at least one antibiotic was in common in the treatment arms. Significant 499 
model estimates are displayed in a bold font. 500 

 OR (95% CI) z value Pr(>|z|) Study heterogeneity (I2; t2) 
Intercept 0.63 (0.33-1.21) -1.39 0.17 59%; 0.90 
Antibiotics 
common: no 

5.86 (2.05-16.76) 3.30 <0.01 

 501 

Table S9. Overview of the model averaged coefficients obtained by the multi-model inference for 502 
the main outcome de novo emergence of resistance. 503 

Model-averaged 
coefficients (full-
average) 

Estimated  Standard error z value Pr(>|z|) 

Intercept 2.22 2.42 0.90  0.37 
Length of follow-up 0.99 1.01  0.73  0.46 
Treatment length 1.00  1.01  0.41 0.68 
2 vs. 3 antibiotics 1.29  2.51  0.28  0.78 
Antibiotics in 
common: yes 

0.32  2.66  1.16 0.25 

Comorbidity: yes 1.40  2.03  0.47  0.64 
Gram positive and 
negative bacteria 

1.45 
 

2.23 0.47 0.64 

Gram positive 
bacteria 

1.16  1.98  0.21 0.83 

Year difference of 
youngest 
antibiotics 

0.99  1.02 0.30  0.72 

 504 
 505 

8. Statistical power  506 
8.1.  Adequate treatment arm size 507 

Resistance development is a rare event and therefore differences in resistance development are 508 
difficult to detect in small population sizes. To illustrate this, we calculated how much participants 509 
would have needed to be included per treatment harm in order to detect whether a higher number 510 
of antibiotics would half the odds of occurrence of resistance and compared it to the actual 511 
number of participants (figure S6). For the calculations we assumed a power of 80% and used for 512 
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each trial the upper confidence interval for the probability of resistance development in the 513 
treatment arm with the lower number of antibiotics. The confidence interval was determined with 514 
Bayesian inference. 515 
 516 

 517 

Fig. S6. The calculated adequate treatment arm size for each study assuming to detect an odds 518 
ratio of 0.5 with 80% power in comparison to the actual treatment arm sizes. The power 519 
calculations were performed using the upper confidence interval for the binomial probability of the 520 
treatment arm with less antibiotics. 521 
 522 
 523 

8.2. Trial sequential analysis 524 
It is expected that pooling data from several RCTs results in a high level of evidence. 525 
Nevertheless, meta-analysis might lead to inconclusive results or even misleading ones as meta-526 
analyses can also suffer from low statistical power (69). Therefore, we performed for our two 527 
main outcomes a trial sequential analysis (TSA), using the TSA tool version 0.9.5.10 Beta 528 
(Copenhagen: The Copenhagen Trial Unit, Centre for Clinical Intervention Research, 2016) to 529 
assess how strong and sufficient the evidence of our overall analyses is. For both outcomes the 530 
TSA supports that the existing evidence on resistance development is not sufficient and 531 
conclusive, as the trial sequential monitoring boundary is not crossed by the Z-curve in any of the 532 
cases, nor is the required sample size reached (figure S7). For the TSA calculations we used 533 
resistance incidence rate per treatment arm, which we calculated by averaging the incidence 534 
rates of all included studies (per outcome). For interested readers technical details of the TSA 535 
can be found elsewhere (69, 70). The TSA analysis is an additional analysis, which was not 536 
predefined in our study protocol. 537 
 538 
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 539 

Fig. S7. TSA output using 80% power, and 5% significance to detect a relative odds reduction of 540 
50%: A) acquisition of resistance. B) de novo emergence of resistance. No sufficient evidence on 541 
development of resistance is supported, since the Z-curves do not cross the monitoring nor the 542 
futility boundaries, and the required sample size is not reached. 543 
 544 
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9. Secondary Outcomes  545 
In the evaluation of an optimal antibiotic treatment strategy many factors play a role besides the 546 
potential spread of antibiotic resistance and therewith the future potential to treat infections 547 
successfully. One important factor, which is naturally the focus of clinical research, is the 548 
wellbeing of the patient receiving antibiotic treatment. Antibiotic combination therapy is often 549 
associated with a higher medical burden for the treated patient, e.g. through a higher risk of 550 
toxicity (71). To present are more comprehensive evaluation of antibiotic combination therapy, we 551 
systematically summarised the following outcomes as an indication for the wellbeing of the 552 
treated patient: (i) All-cause mortality, (ii) mortality attributable to infection, (iii) treatment failure, 553 
(iv) treatment failure due to a change of resistance against the study drugs, and (v) proportion of 554 
patients with alterations to the treatment due to adverse events. Additionally, we collected data on 555 
acquisition, and de novo emergence of resistance against non-administered antibiotics to further 556 
assess the risk of resistance spread, which might affect future treatment success. Overall, we did 557 
not find any indication of a difference for any of these evaluation metrics of combining a higher 558 
number of antibiotics in comparison to less as presented below. 559 

9.1. All-cause mortality  560 
We extracted the number of patients that died in a study as reported. We did not identify a 561 
mortality difference of using a higher number of antibiotics opposed to less (figure S8). One must 562 
consider that the estimated pooled OR 0.98 (95% CI 0.79 – 1.21) was based on several RCTs 563 
with different sources of potential heterogeneity, which we did not account for in our statistical 564 
analysis of secondary outcomes. Nevertheless, the heterogeneity in our random effects model for 565 
all-cause mortality could be classified as unimportant (I2=11%). In previously conducted meta-566 
analyses evaluating antibiotic combination therapy mortality was often the main outcome, but the 567 
inclusion criteria were less broad, constrained to specific diseases, pathogens, or particular 568 
antibiotic combinations. The results of those meta-analyses do not easily generalize to one 569 
overall trend, but rather highlight that sub-analyses accounting for specific infections and 570 
antibiotic comparisons might be important as we found for our main outcomes of resistance 571 
development (72-74). Nevertheless, we found in line with most previous meta-analyses no clear 572 
harm or benefit of combining a higher number of antibiotics or less with respect to all-cause 573 
mortality. 574 
 575 
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 576 

Fig. S8. Forest plot of all-cause mortality. 577 
 578 

9.2. Mortality attributable to infection 579 
Besides all cause-mortality we also extracted the number of deaths that the respective study 580 
authors attributed to the infection treated. As for all-cause mortality our estimate for mortality 581 
attributable to infection indicated no difference between treating with a higher number of 582 
antibiotics in comparison to less (pooled OR 1.05, 95% CI 0.64 – 1.71; figure S9), and the model 583 
heterogeneity could also be classified as unimportant (I2=12%).  584 
 585 

Total (95% CI)

0 0·02 0·14 1 7·39 54·6 403·43

Mc Carty 198830
Gerecht 198916

Bender 19796

Harbarth 201519

Dekker 198711

Dickstein 202012

Paul 201536

Rubinstein 199539

Fournier 199915

Gibson 198917

Durante−Mangoni 201314

Pujol 202138

Pogue 202137
Dubé 199713

May 199729
Chaisson 19978

Markowitz 199227

Jacobs 199324

0 / 8
0 / 24
0 / 20
2 / 75
2 / 28

86 / 196
13 / 117
31 / 306
11 / 16
5 / 52

45 / 105
22 / 81

92 / 213
44 / 46
19 / 43
34 / 55
1 / 115
1 / 45

0 / 9
3 / 22
1 / 19
4 / 75
3 / 28

94 / 185
19 / 135
33 / 274
13 / 18
5 / 50

45 / 104
18 / 74
77 / 210
46 / 49
15 / 43
20 / 51
0 / 113
0 / 44

8·79 [0·43, 180·63]
3·32 [0·13,  86·75]
2·06 [0·37,  11·58]
1·56 [0·24,  10·14]
1·32 [0·88,   1·98]
1·31 [0·62,   2·78]
1·21 [0·72,   2·04]
1·18 [0·27,   5·18]
1·04 [0·28,   3·85]
1·02 [0·59,   1·76]
0·86 [0·42,   1·78]
0·76 [0·52,   1·12]
0·70 [0·11,   4·37]
0·68 [0·28,   1·61]
0·40 [0·18,   0·87]
0·34 [0·01,   8·34]
0·33 [0·01,   8·41]

0·98 [0·79,   1·21]
Heterogeneity: t2=0·02; I2=11%

Study /
subgroup

Less
(n/N)

More
(n/N)

Antibiotics

OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI)

Favors a higher number of antibiotics Favors fewer antibiotics
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 586 

Fig. S9. Forest plot of mortality attributable to infection. 587 
 588 

9.3. Treatment failure  589 
We extracted the number of treatment failures in each treatment arm if treatment failure was 590 
explicitly defined or classified by the study authors. As the selection of studies for this meta-591 
analysis was not restricted to one specific pathogen, or condition requiring antibiotic treatment, 592 
we expected a variety of different reasons for the employment of antibiotics. Out of practicality 593 
and to account for the different conditions treated, we decided not to pre-define our own criteria 594 
for treatment failure for each condition, but rather use the study’s authors interpretation of 595 
treatment failure (table S10).  596 
Our estimate gave no indication for a difference in treatment failure when treating with a higher 597 
number of antibiotics in comparison with a lower number of antibiotics if treatment failure was 598 
considered (pooled OR 0.98, 95% CI 0.66 – 1.47; figure S10). However, we observed a 599 
substantial amount of heterogeneity in our model (I2=74%), which might indicate that for some 600 
bacterial conditions or some antibiotic combinations there might be a difference.  601 
 602 

Total (95% CI)

0 0·02 0·14 1 7·39 54·6 403·43

Mc Carty 198830

Gibson 198917

Dekker 198711

Rubinstein 199539

Winston 198645

Durante−Mangoni 201314

Cometta 19949

Harbarth 201519

0 / 8

1 / 52

0 / 28

8 / 306

3 / 36

28 / 105

18 / 142

1 / 75

0 / 9

3 / 52

1 / 28

14 / 274

4 / 30

22 / 104

13 / 138

0 / 75

3·12 [0·31, 31·05]

3·11 [0·12, 79·64]

2·01 [0·83,  4·86]

1·69 [0·35,  8·24]

0·74 [0·39,  1·40]

0·72 [0·34,  1·52]

0·33 [0·01,  8·20]

1·05 [0·64,  1·71]
Heterogeneity: t2=0·05; I2=12%

Study /
subgroup

Less
(n/N)

More
(n/N)

Antibiotics

OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI)

Favors a higher number of antibiotics Favors fewer antibiotics
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Table S10. Overview of different treatment failure definitions. 603 
Study Definition of treatment failure given by the study 

authors 
Cometta et al. (1994)(9) 
 

Lack of improvement of primary infection, development of 
a sepsis syndrome or septic shock during treatment, 
superinfection  

Durante-Mangoni et al. (2013)(14) No improvement of clinical conditions by day 21 or 
worsening of the condition at any time, given persistently 
positive Acinetobacter baumannii cultures 

Gerecht et al. (1989)(16) Continued presence of infecting organism(s) in bile 
cultures, with persistent indications of cholangitis, or 
superinfection, or the presence of new infecting 
organism(s) during or at the end of antibiotic treatment, 
with indications of cholangitis, or emergence of an 
infecting organism(s) resistant to gentamicin or mezlocillin 
during treatment, with indications of cholangitis, or 
emergence of an infecting organism(s) resistant to 
gentamicin or mezlocillin during treatment, with 
indications of cholangitis, or relapse, or recurrence of 
indications of cholangitis, with the original infecting 
organism(s) present in cultures of bile or blood within 
eight weeks after treatment, or death due to uncontrolled 
infection. 

Haase et al. (1984)(18) The persisting presence of the pretherapy infecting 
organism, with or without pyuria, during treatment. 

Hartbarth et al. (2015)(19) No improvement or worsening in the clinical condition, or 
a change of the assigned therapy at any time, or death. 

Jacobs et al. (1993)(24) No apparent response to therapy and no definitive 
identification of an alternative etiology that would explain 
this lack of response. 

Markowitz et al. (1992)(27) Persistence of septic pulmonary emboli, persistence of 
positive blood or deep tissue cultures, or relapse after the 
end of presumably adequate treatment.  

May et al. (1997)(29) Treatment failure was defined as all other situations than 
success, whereas the primary determinants of success 
were as follows: patient living, either not fever or a 
reduction of ≥ 1 °C in initial body temperature, and a 
blood culture negative for M. avium 

Parry et al. (2007)(35) Continuing fever with at least one other typhoid-related 
symptom for more than seven days after the start of 
treatment, or a required change in therapy due to the 
development of severe complications during treatment 
(severe gastrointestinal bleeding, intestinal perforation, 
visible jaundice, myocarditis, pneumonia, renal failure, 
shock, or an altered conscious level)  

Paul et al. (2015)(36) Treatment failure at seven days was defined as a 
composition of death, persistence of fever, persistence of 
hypotension, non-improving Sequential Organ Failure 
Assessment score, or persistent bacteraemia on day 
seven. 

Pogue et al. (2021)(37) Clinical failure was defined by meeting any of the 
following criteria: death either during therapy or within 7 
days after; receipt of rescue therapy for the trial pathogen 
within 7 days after treatment, exclusion from the trial due 
to an adverse event considered related to trial treatment; 
bacteremia more than 5 days after the begin of therapy 
for patients with blood stream infections; or failure to 
improve or worsening of oxygenation by the end of trial 
treatment in patients with pneumonia.  

Pujol et al. (2021)(38) No clinical improvement after 3 days of therapy, 
persistent MRSA bacteraemia at day 7 or later, early 
discontinuation of therapy due to adverse events or 
based on clinical judgment, recurrent MRSA bacteraemia 
before or at test of cure, missing blood cultures at test of 
cure, and/or death due to any cause before test of cure. 

Rubinstein et al. (1995)(39) Use of a new antibiotic due to a worsening in clinical 
condition, isolation of resistant organism, or 
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superinfection at the initial site during treatment, no 
clinical response or death attributed to infection. 

 604 

 605 

Fig. S10. Forest plot of treatment failure. 606 
 607 

9.4. Treatment failure due to a change of resistance against the study drugs 608 
We could only extract information for treatment failure due to a change of resistance against the 609 
study drugs from three out of the 42 studies. As one of the studies had zero-events in both 610 
treatment arms our statistical summary estimate was only based on two studies and should 611 
therefore be interpreted with caution. Nevertheless, as for treatment failure we did not identify a 612 
difference of using a higher number of antibiotics in comparison to less when considering 613 
treatment failure due to a change of resistance against the study drugs (pooled LOR 0.61, 95% 614 
CI 0.29 – 1.28; I2=1%; figure S11).  615 
 616 

Total (95% CI)

0·02 0·14 1 7·39 54·6 403·43

Markowitz 199227

Gerecht 198916

Haase 198418

Rubinstein 199539

Walsh 199344

Paul 201536

Harbarth 201519

Pogue 202137

Cometta 19949

Pujol 202138

Durante−Mangoni 201314

May 199729

Parry 200735

Jacobs 199324

1 / 64

4 / 24

0 / 22

34 / 306

15 / 45

32 / 117

19 / 75

119 / 184

29 / 142

47 / 81

29 / 105

34 / 43

23 / 63

13 / 45

6 / 50

13 / 22

1 / 21

51 / 274

23 / 49

51 / 135

16 / 75

110 / 190

19 / 138
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 617 

Fig. S11. Forest plot of treatment failure due to a change of resistance against the study drugs. 618 
 619 

9.5. Alterations of the prescribed treatment due to adverse events 620 
To get an indication how well the treatments were tolerated by the patients we extracted data on 621 
alterations of the prescribed treatment due to adverse events. We did identify benefit of using a 622 
lower number of antibiotics in comparison to a higher one. The heterogeneity in the random 623 
effects model could be classified as unimportant (pooled OR 1.61, 95% CI 1.12 – 2.31; I2=5%; 624 
figure S12). 625 
 626 
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 627 

Fig. S12. Forest plot of alterations of the prescribed treatment due to adverse events. 628 
 629 

9.6. Acquisition of resistance against non-administered antibiotics 630 
There are several ways of how bacteria may get resistant against antibiotics, one of them is 631 
through acquiring antibiotic resistance plasmids. Clinically relevant plasmids often confer 632 
resistance against multiple antibiotics (59-61). Therefore, one might expect if a patient is treated 633 
with a higher number of antibiotics the chances increase to acquire multidrug resistant plasmids 634 
that confer resistances to antibiotics that are not part of the current treatment. In addition, one 635 
could expect, that the chances for cross resistances increase, i.e., the obtained resistance 636 
confers resistances to several antibiotics, if a higher number of antibiotics is administered. To 637 
check this reasoning, we extracted the data for acquisition, and de novo emergence of resistance 638 
against non-administered antibiotics.  639 
For seven studies we extracted the data for acquisition of resistance against non-administered 640 
antibiotics, but we could only use three of them for our statistical analyses as the other studies 641 
had zero events in both treatment arms. As the statistical analysis was only based on three 642 
studies and the model showed moderate to substantial heterogeneity (I2=60%) our estimate might 643 
not be sufficient to confidently give an indication. The pooled LOR of our random effects model 644 

Total (95% CI)

0 0·02 0·14 1 7·39 54·6

Parras 199533
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Fournier 199915
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suggested no difference in using a higher number of antibiotics in comparison to less to reduce 645 
acquisition of resistance against non-administered drugs (OR 0.39, 95% CI 0.02 – 8.48; figure 646 
S13). 647 
 648 

 649 

Fig. S13. Forest plot of acquisition of resistance against non-administered antibiotics. 650 
 651 

9.7. De novo emergence of resistance against non-administered antibiotics 652 
As for the main outcomes we distinguished between acquisition and de novo emergence of 653 
resistance. According to our definition (main text: Methods), de novo emergence of resistance is 654 
a subset of acquisition of resistance. For acquisition of resistance against non-administered 655 
antibiotics we obtained three studies eligible for the statistical analysis, for de novo emergence 656 
only two. Therefore, the estimates need to be taken with consideration. As for acquisition of 657 
resistance against non-administered antibiotics there was no indication for a difference of using a 658 
higher or a lower number of antibiotics (pooled OR 1.91, 95% CI 0.09 – 39.69; I2=33%; figure 659 
S14). 660 
 661 

Total (95% CI)

0 0·02 0·14 1 7·39 54·6 403·43

Walsh 199344

Markowitz 199227

Haase 198418

Gibson 198917

Smith 199942
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Dekker 198711

0 / 45
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 662 

Fig. S14. Forest plot of de novo emergence of resistance against non-administered antibiotics. 663 
 664 

10. List of contacted authors and reasoning for exclusion of studies included in previous 665 
meta-analyses 666 

An overview of authors, that were contacted for clarification of study data, is shown in table S11.  667 
In our meta-analysis we excluded some studies that were included in previous meta-analyses 668 
focusing on resistance development (72, 75). An overview of those studies and an exclusion 669 
reason is given in table S12. 670 
 671 

Table S11. List of studies for which study authors or institutions were contacted. An indication is 672 
given whether clarifying information was obtained. 673 

Study Person/Institution contacted Information sufficient for paper 
inclusion obtained (yes/no) 

Bazolli 1998(76) Franco Bazolli no 
Benson 2000(77) Constance Benson no 

Total (95% CI)

0 0·02 0·14 1 7·39 54·6 403·43

Walsh 199344

Markowitz 199227

Smith 199942

Paul 201536

0 / 45

0 / 58

0 / 30

1 / 117

0 / 49

0 / 43

3 / 40

0 / 135

5·69 [0·28, 114·52]

0·29 [0·01,   7·10]

1·91 [0·09,  39·69]
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Bochenek 2003(78) David Yates Graham; Wieslaw 
Bochenek 

no 

Bosso 1988(79) John Bosso no 
Bow 1987(80) Eric Bow no 
Cruciani 1989(81) Mario Cruciani no 
Dalgic 2013 (82) Nazan Dalgic no 
De Pauw 1985(83) Ben de Pauw no 
De Pauw 1987(84) Ben de Pauw no 
Dinubile 2005(85) Mark Dinubile no 
East African/British medical research 
councils 1972(86) 

Research office of the royal 
Brompton & Harefield hospitals 

no 

Frank 2002(87) Elliot Frank no 
Gold 1985(88) Ronald Gold no 
Grossman 1994(89) Ronald Grossman no 
Grabe 1986(90) Magnus Grabe no 
Guerrant 1981(91) Richard Guerrant no 
Heyland 2008(92) Daren Heyland no 
Hodson 1987(20) Margaret Hodson no 
Hoepelman 1988(21) Andy I.M. Hoepelman no 
Jackson 1986(93) Mary Anne Jackson no 
Liang 1990(94) Raymond Hin Suen Liang no 
McLaughlin 1983(95) John McLaughlin no 
Muder 1994(96) Robert Muder no 
Padoan 1987(97) Rita Padoan no 
Paul 2015(36)  Mical Paul yes 
Parry 2007(35) Christopher Parry yes 
Pujol 2021(38) Miquel Pujol yes 
Schaad 1997(98) Urs Schaad no 
Shawky 2022(99) Sherief Bad-Elsalam no 
Sun 2022(100) Jia Fan no 

 674 

Table S12. Table of studies, which were included in previous meta-analyses, but excluded in our 675 
study. The reason for exclusion is indicated. *In our protocol we stated, that we would include 676 
articles in Russian language. However, since VNK, the only Russian speaking author, did not 677 
screen all the papers from our systematic search for inclusion, we excluded studies in Russian 678 
language. 679 

Study Inclusion in previous 
meta-analyses  

Reason for exclusion Identified with our 
search strategy 

Carbon 1987(101) Paul 2014(72) Not accessible via ETH 
Zurich library services 

no 

Cone 1985(102) Bliziotis 2005(75) No data on resistance 
emergence, due to no clear 
statement how many 
resistances are measured in 
the treatment arm with more 
antibiotics 

no 

Croce 1993(103)  Bliziotis 2005(75) No proper randomisation of 
treatment strategies, i.e., 
the trial was conducted in 
different phases 

yes 

Gribble 1983(104) Bliziotis 2005(75) No fixed treatment, since 
antibiotics could be 
substituted during treatment 

yes 

Iakovlev 1998(105) Paul 2014(72) Russian language* no 
Klatersky 1973(106) Paul 2014(72) Not clearly extractable how 

many patients developed 
resistance 

no 

Mandell 1987(107) Bliziotis 2005(75), Paul 
2014(72) 

Treatment is not fixed due 
to alterations of treatment 
based on the infecting 
organism  

no 

Sculier 1982(108) Paul 2014(72) No proper comparison, 
since the study does not 
compare per se a different 
number of antibiotics but 

no 
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adds an additional way of 
administration of the same 
antibiotic 

German and Austrian 
Imipenem/Cilastatin study 
group 1992(109) 

Bliziotis 2005(75), Paul 
2014(72) 

No fixed treatment, as an 
additional antibiotic was 
allowed to be administered 
only in the treatment arm 
with more antibiotics 

no 

 680 

11. Search strategy 681 
11.1. PubMed 682 

(((((((((((("Bacterial Infections/Drug Therapy"[mesh]) OR "Bacterial Infections/drug effects"[Mesh]) 683 
OR "Bacteria/drug effects"[Mesh]) OR "Bacteria/Drug Therapy"[mesh]) OR (((infection[tiab] OR 684 
infections[tiab]) AND bacteria*)))) AND (((((((((((((((((("beta-Lactams/Administration and 685 
Dosage"[mesh] OR "beta- Lactams/Therapeutic Use"[mesh])) OR 686 
("Aminoglycosides/Administration and Dosage"[mesh] OR "Aminoglycosides/Therapeutic 687 
Use"[mesh])) OR ("Chloramphenicol/Administration and Dosage"[mesh] OR 688 
"Chloramphenicol/Therapeutic Use"[mesh])) OR ("Glycopeptides/Administration and 689 
Dosage"[mesh] OR "Glycopeptides/Therapeutic Use"[mesh])) OR ("Rifamycins/Administration 690 
and Dosage"[mesh] OR "Rifamycins/Therapeutic Use"[mesh])) OR 691 
("Streptogramins/Administration and Dosage"[mesh] OR "Streptogramins/Therapeutic 692 
Use"[mesh])) OR ("Sulfonamides/Administration and Dosage"[mesh] OR 693 
"Sulfonamides/Therapeutic Use"[mesh])) OR ("Tetracyclines/Administration and Dosage"[mesh] 694 
OR "Tetracyclines/Therapeutic Use"[mesh])) OR ("Macrolides/Administration and Dosage"[mesh] 695 
OR "Macrolides/Therapeutic Use"[mesh])) OR ("Oxazolidinones/Administration and 696 
Dosage"[mesh] OR "Oxazolidinones/Therapeutic Use"[mesh])) OR 697 
("QUINOLONES/Administration and Dosage"[mesh] OR "QUINOLONES/Therapeutic 698 
Use"[mesh])) OR ("Lipopeptides/Administration and Dosage"[mesh] OR 699 
"Lipopeptides/Therapeutic Use"[mesh])) OR ("Anti-Bacterial Agents/Administration and 700 
Dosage"[mesh:noexp]))) OR "Anti-Bacterial Agents/Therapeutic Use"[mesh:noexp]) OR "Anti-701 
Bacterial Agents/Therapy"[mesh:noexp]) OR antibiotic*[tiab])) AND (((((((("Drug Therapy, 702 
Combination"[mesh:noexp]) OR "drug combinations"[mesh:noexp]) OR "trimethoprim, 703 
sulfamethoxazole drug combination"[mesh:noexp]) OR "Drug Synergism"[mesh:noexp]))) OR 704 
(combination[tiab] AND (therapy[tiab] OR therapies[tiab]))) OR combinationtherap*[tiab])) AND 705 
((("Drug Resistance, Bacterial"[Mesh]) OR "Drug Resistance, Microbial"[Mesh:noexp]) OR 706 
resistan*[tiab]))) NOT (((("Complementary Therapies"[Mesh]) OR "Plant Extracts"[Mesh]) OR 707 
bismuth[tiab]) OR "Bismuth"[Mesh]))) AND "Controlled Clinical Trial"[Publication Type]  708 

11.2. CENTRAL 709 
#1 MeSH descriptor: [Bacterial Infections] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [drug therapy - 710 
DT]  711 
#2 MeSH descriptor: [Bacteria] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [drug effects -  712 
#3 ((infection):ti,ab,kw OR (infections):ti,ab,kw) AND bacteria*  713 
#4 MeSH descriptor: [beta-Lactams] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [administration & 714 
dosage - AD,  715 
therapeutic use - TU] 716 
#5 MeSH descriptor: [Chloramphenicol] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [administration & 717 
dosage - AD, therapeutic use - TU] 718 
#6 MeSH descriptor: [Aminoglycosides] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [administration & 719 
dosage - AD, therapeutic use - TU] 720 
#7 MeSH descriptor: [Glycopeptides] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [administration & 721 
dosage - AD, therapeutic use - TU] 722 
#8 MeSH descriptor: [Rifamycins] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [administration & dosage 723 
- AD, therapeutic use - TU] 724 
#9 MeSH descriptor: [Streptogramins] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [administration & 725 
dosage - AD, therapeutic use - TU] 726 
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#10 MeSH descriptor: [Sulfonamides] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [administration & 727 
dosage - AD, therapeutic use - TU] 728 
#11 MeSH descriptor: [Macrolides] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [administration & 729 
dosage - AD, therapeutic use - TU] 730 
#12 MeSH descriptor: [Tetracyclines] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [administration & 731 
dosage - AD, therapeutic use - TU] 732 
#13 MeSH descriptor: [Oxazolidinones] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [administration & 733 
dosage - AD, therapeutic use - TU] 734 
#14 MeSH descriptor: [Quinolones] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [administration & 735 
dosage - AD, therapeutic use - TU] 736 
#15 MeSH descriptor: [Lipopeptides] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [administration & 737 
dosage - AD, therapeutic use - TU] 738 
#16 MeSH descriptor: [Anti-Bacterial Agents] this term only and with qualifier(s): [administration & 739 
dosage - AD, therapeutic use - TU] 740 
#17 (antibiotic*):ti,ab,kw 741 
#18 MeSH descriptor: [Drug Therapy, Combination] this term only 742 
#19 MeSH descriptor: [Drug Combinations] this term only 743 
#20 MeSH descriptor: [Trimethoprim, Sulfamethoxazole Drug Combination] this term only 744 
#21 MeSH descriptor: [Drug Synergism] this term only 745 
#22 ((combination):ti,kw,ab) NEAR/3 ((therapy):ti,kw,ab OR (therapies):ti,ab,kw) 746 
#23 (combinationtherap*):ti,ab,kw 747 
#24 MeSH descriptor: [Drug Resistance, Bacterial] explode all trees 748 
#25 MeSH descriptor: [Drug Resistance, Microbial] this term only 749 
#26 (resistan*):ti,ab,kw 750 
#27 MeSH descriptor: [Complementary Therapies] explode all trees 751 
#28 MeSH descriptor: [Plant Extracts] explode all trees 752 
#29 (bismuth):ti,ab,kw 753 
#30 MeSH descriptor: [Bismuth] explode all trees 754 
#31 {OR # 1-# 3} 755 
#32 {OR # 4-#17} 756 
#33 {OR #18-#23} 757 
#34 {OR #24-#26} 758 
#35 {AND #31-#34} 759 
#36 {OR # 27-#30} 760 
#37 #35 NOT #36  761 

11.3. EMBASE 762 
#26. #24 AND #25 763 
#25. 'controlled clinical trial'/exp 764 
#24. #23 NOT #22 765 
#23. #18 AND #19 AND #20 AND #21  766 
#22. #14 OR #15 OR #16 OR #17 767 
#21. #12 OR #13 768 
#20. #7 OR #8 OR #9 OR #10 OR #11 769 
#19. #5 OR #6 770 
#18. #1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4 771 
#17. 'herbal medicine'/exp 772 
#16. 'alternative medicine'/exp 773 
#15. 'bismuth'/exp 774 
#14. bismuth:ti,ab,kw 775 
#13. resistan*:ti,ab,kw 776 
#12. 'antibiotic sensitivity'/exp 777 
#11. (combination NEAR/3 (therapy OR therapies)):ti,ab,kw 778 
#10. combinationtherap*:ti,ab,kw 779 
#9. 'antibiotic agent'/exp/dd_cb 780 
#8. 'drug potentiation'/de 781 
#7. 'combination drug therapy'/de 782 
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#6. 'antibiotic*':ti,ab,kw 783 
#5. 'antibiotic agent'/exp 784 
#4. (infection:ti,ab,kw OR infections:ti,ab,kw) AND bacteria* 785 
#3. 'bacterial infection'/exp 786 
#2. 'bacterium'/exp 787 
#1. 'prokaryotes by outer appearance'/exp  788 
 789 

11.4. Screening of eligible trials and previous meta-analyses 790 
 791 
In addition to the systematic database search, we also screened the references of eligible studies 792 
and the trials included in two previous meta-analyses (72, 75). With the database search we 793 
identified 41 studies. While screening the references of those 41 studies we identified one 794 
additional study (45), which meets our inclusion criteria. This additional study was not identified in 795 
our search strategy as neither the abstract nor database specific identifiers gave any indication 796 
that resistance was measured in this study. The screening of the trials included in two previous 797 
analyses did not result in inclusion of further studies (table S12). 798 
  799 
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