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Figure 2

Not overweight (UVUINWY)

Overweight/Obese (OVW/Ob)

Mean Difference Mean Difference

(a)

systolic blood pressure (in mmHg)

Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Male participants
Burke 2004 b 115 10 607 115 11 T3 T3% 0.00 [-2.65, 2.65] -
Chialera 2006 M 104 13 3290 118 14 a04  82% -9.00[10.30,-7.70) -
Cobayashi 2010 M 1048 9 66 118 11 75 B.8% -1300[16.30-970] @ ——
Duncan 2011 M 116 17 284 126 12 113 7.0% -10.00[13.04, -6.96] —
Kollias 2009 M 122 10 164 127 12 115 T.3% -5.00 F7.67,-2.33] -
Musso 2011 M 109 14 400 118 16 126 7.0% -10.00F13.11,-6.89] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 4781 1006 43.6% -7.78[11.13, 4.427] e
Heterogeneity. Tau® = 15.64; Chi*= 54.24, df= 5 (P < 0.00001}; F=91%
Testfor overall effect Z2=4.54 (F < 0.00001)
Female participants
Burke 2004 F 15 10 522 114 10 T8 T.5% 1.00 [1.38, 3.38] T
Chinlera 2006 F 106 10 3198 114 11 812 -8.00[8.83,-717] -
Cobayashi 2010 F 101 12 80 113 13 45 -12.00[15.70,-8.30] —
Duncan 2011 F 114 14 193 121 14 a7 SFO0[11.19,-2.81] —
Kallias 2009 F "7 10 07 120 11 72 -3.00[5.88-012] —
Musso 2011 F 106 13 360 116 12 78 -10.00 [-12.98, -7.02] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 4565 1193 -6.41 [-10.01, -2.81] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 18.01; Chi*= §7.16, df= 5 (P < 0.00001}; F= 93%
Testfor averall effect 2= 3.49 (P = 0.00045)
Male and female combined
Klein-Platat 2005 110 12 &0 114 12 60 B.0% -4.00[-8.29,0.29] E—
Lurbe 2006 1 10 180 1ar 10 165 -6.00[8.11,-3.89] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 240 225 -5.61 [-7.51, -3.71] <
Heterogeneity: Taw®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.67, df=1 {F=0.41); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £=45.80 (P =< 0.00001)
Total (95% Cl) 9586 2424 -6.81[-8.71, 4.90] <>
Heterogeneity, Tau®=11.10; Chi#= 127.10, df= 13 (F = 0.00001}); F= 90% ;“D w W A“D
Testfor averall effect 2= 6.99 (P < 0.00001}) Lower in UWINW group Lower in OW/Ob group

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*=1.23, df=2 (P = 0.54), F=0%

Hot overweight (UVWINW)

Overweight/Obese (OW/0b)

Mean Difference Mean Difference

diastolic blood pressure (in mmHg)

Study or Subgroup Mean SO Total Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Male participants
Burke 2004 M 67 7 607 65 & 73 T7% 2.00([0.52, 3.48] ——
Chinlera 2006 M i3} 9 3290 72 ] a04 79% -6.00-6.84,-5.16] -
Cobayashi 2010 M 67 2 BE il 9 Ta 6.8% -4.00[6.81,-1.19] —_—
Duncan 2011 M 71 14 254 7 13 113 6.7% -6.00 [-8.95,-3.09] e —
Kollias 2008 M 74 g 164 7a 7 115 TA%  -1.00F277, 077 —
Musso 2011 W 64 10 400 7o 10 125 TA4%  -6.00[8.01,-3.99] —_—
Subtotal {(95% CI) 4781 1005 43.9% -3.45[-6.57,-0.34] *
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 14.04; Chi®*=100.88, df= 5 {P =< 0.00001}; F= 95%
Testfor overall effect 2= 217 (F=0.03)
Female participants
Burke 2004 F 67 4] 522 G4 7 78 T.6% 3.00[1.36, 4.64] I—
Chiolero 2008 F 67 2 3198 73 9 812 8.0% -6.00[6.68,-532] -
Cobayashi 2010 F 63 g g0 71 10 el 6.9% -8.00[1066,-534 ———
Duncan 2011 F 74 14 198 76 16 a7 53%  -2.00[6.59, 2.59 ]
kollias 2009 F 73 3] 207 7a 7 T2 TA5% -2.00[3.81,-019 -
Mugso 2011 F 63 e 360 69 ] T8 7.2% -6.00[8.20,-3.80] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 4565 1193  42.5% -3.51[-6.96, -0.06] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®=17.03; Chi*=116.18, df= 4 (P = 0.00001); F= 96%
Testfor overall effect £=1.99 (P = 0.04)
Male and female combined
Klein-Platat 2005 65 11 B0 67 10 ) 6.0% -200[5.76,1.76] R
Lurhe 2006 a8 g 180 &1 g 165 TE% -3.00[4.69,-1.31] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 240 225 136% -2.83[4.37,-1.29] -
Heterogeneity Tau== 0.00; Chi*= 023, df=1 (P = 063} F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z= 3.60 (P = 0.0003)
Total (95% CI) 9586 2423 100.0% -3.35[-517,-1.53] e
Heterageneity: Tau®= 10.63; Chi®= 223,18, df=13 (P < 0.00001); F= 94% .A”a “m W A“a

Testfor overall effect Z= 3.61 {P=0.0003)
Testfor subaroup diferences: Chi*= 021, df= 2 (P = 0.90), F=0%

Hot overweight (UWNW)  Overweight/Obese {OW/Ob)

Lower in UW/NW group  Lower in OW/Ob group

Mean Difference Mean Difference

total cholesterol (in mmol)

Study or Subgroup IMean 5D Tofal Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Wale participants
Cobayashi 2010 M 402 (86 &7 418 0.8z 75 133%  -014[0.38,0.10] I — —
Jung 2010 M am 08 42 408 078 3/ B7%  -007[042,028)
Mussa 2011 M 379 082 399 382 0.78 126 7% -003[0.78,012 —
Subtotal (95% CI) 508 236 547% -0.06[-0.18,0.06] -l
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.58, df= 2 (F = 0.75); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.00(P=0.32)
Female participants
Cobayashi 2010 F 41/ 07 k] 414 0.78 96 155%  011[0.11,033 I B e—
Mussa 2011 F 199 08 360 188 0.61 T8 208%  011[0.05,027] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 443 0.11[0.02,0.24] el
Heterapeneity. Taw* = 0.00; Chi*= 0.0, df=1 (F = 1.00); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.66 (P=0.10)

Total (95% CI) 951

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 4.21 df= 4 (P = 0.38); F= 4%
Testfor overall effect Z=035(P=072)

Testfor subaroun diferences: Chi*= 383, df=1 (P = 0L.06), F=72.5%

0.02[-0.07,011]
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triglyceride concentation (in mmol)

HDL concentration (in mmol)
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HDL concentration (in mmol)
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Hot overweight (UVVINW)

Overweight/Obese (OW/Ob)

Me

an Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Male participants
Cobayashi 2010 M 0.86 0.33 67 114 059 75 B7% -028[044-012)
Jung 2010 M 0.98 0.56 42 112 073 35 28%  -014[0.44, 016 E—
Manios 2005 M 0.93 0.44 179 143 1.03 29 18% -0&0f088-013) ————
Musso 2011 M 0.8 0.34 398 1.03 052 126 167% -023[F0.33-013 —
Sur 2005 M 0.493 0.43 359 1.3 0.76 75 7.0% -0.38[056-0.20] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 1045 339 37 0.27 [-0.35,-0.20] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=4.28, di=4 (P=037); F=7%
Testfor overall effect £= 696 (P = 0.00001)
Female participants
Alvarez 2006 F n.er 0.51 305 1.04 045 47 B8% -017[032-002) —
Cobayashi 2010F 0.91 0.37 83 1 047 96 123%  -0.09[0.21,003) T
Manios 2005 F 1.08 0.57 181 124 058 33 51%  -018[0.39,003) T
Musso 2011 F 0.8r 0.32 358 0.96 0.61 T O102%  -0.09[0.23,008) T
Sur 2005 F 1.07 052 407 124 056 69 10.0% -017[0.31,-003) —_—
Subtotal (95% ClI) 1344 332 0.13[-0.20, -0.06] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.49, di= 4 (F =083}, F=0%
Testfor overall effect £=23.89 (P =0.0001)
Male and female combined
Klein-Platat 2005 0.8 0.2 1] 0498 0.4 G0 13.8% -018[029-007) -
Martinez-Gomez 2010b 0.7 1.91 326 0.81 1.1 93 27%  -0.10[-0.40,020] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 386 159 -0.17 [-0.28, -0.06] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.24, df=1 (P = 0.63), F=0%
Test for overall effect Z2=3.15 (P = 0.002)
Total (95% CI) 2775 830 0.19[-0.24,-0.14] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=14.01, df =11 (P=0.23), F= 1% .D_.m .D._wm D._Mm Dw

Test for overall effect Z=7.25 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 7.66, df= 2 (P = 0.02), F=73.9%

Hot ovenweight (UVVINVV)

Overweight/Obese (OW/0b)

Me

Lower in UWMW group  Lower in OW/Ob group

an Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD___ Total Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 85% CI

Male participants
Cobayashi 2010 M 123 0.21 67 1.14 0.24 EO111% 0.09[0.02, 0.16] —_—
Jung 2010 M 1,29 022 42 1.09 022 35 BE% 0.20[0.10,0.30] E—
Manios 2005 M 1.48 034 179 153 031 28 BE%  -0.05[017,007] A
Musso 2011 M 1.06 023 308 0.99 022 125 145% 0.07 [0.03, 0.11] —
Sur 2005 M 142 065 359 1.36 0.31 75 0.06 [-0.04, 0.15] o
Subtotal (95% CI) 1045 339 0.08 [0.02, 0.14] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 10.36, df= 4 (P = 0.03), F=61%
Test for overall effect: £= 2 63 (P = 0.009)

Female participants
Alvarez 2006 F 1.21 069 305 123 054 57 AT%  -002[-018,014) E—
Cobayashi 2010 F 1.47 032 23 125 028 95 95% 0.22[0.13,0.31] —_—
Manios 2005 F 152 033 191 1.38 0.29 3T 0.14[0.03, 0.25] E—
Musso 2011 F 113 025 358 1.07 0.25 77 125%  0.06[-0.00,012) —
Sur 2005 F 1.4 0,36 407 1.2 028 L] 0.10([0.03,0.17) —
Subtotal (95% CI) 1344 332 0.11 [0.04, 0.18] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi#= 11.25, df= 4 (P = 0.02); F= 64%
Testfor overall effect: £= 310 (P = 0.002)

Male and female combined
Klein-Platat 2005 1.3 039 &0 1.09 077 &0 0.21 [-0.01,0.43] —
Martinez-Gomez 2010k 159 154 326 1.44 092 L] 0.15[-0.10, 0.40] —_—T—
Subtotal (95% CI) 386 159 0.18 [0.02, 0.35] — e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 013, df=1 (P=0.72); F=0%
Testfor ovarall effect: Z= 2.20 (P = 0.03)
Total (95% CI) 2775 230 0.10 [0.06, 0.14] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Ghi#= 24.07, df=11 (P = 0.01); F= 54% 2 .a"_ o a"m
Testfor overall effect Z= 4.77 (P = 0.00001) Lower in UWINW group  Lawer in OW/ODb group
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=1.54, df= 2 (P = 0.4B), F= 0%

Normal weight (NW)  Overweight/obese (OWIODb) Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SO Total Mean S0 Total Weight [V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI

Male participants
Jung 2010 M 13 023 34 113 0.22 43 137% 0.17[0.07,0.27] e
Musso 2011 M 106 024 381 0.99 0.1 159 46.6% 0.07[0.03,0.11] ——
Subtotal {95% CI) 395 202 60.3%  0.11[0.01,0.20] ~—
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi#=3.21, df=1 (P = 0.07); F= 69%
Testfar overall effect 2= 2.23 (P =0.03)

Female participants
Musso 2011 F 115 026 283 1.07 0.23 147 397% 0.08[0.03,0.13] ——
Subtotal {95% CI) 283 147 0.08 [0.03,013] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test far overall effect 2= 2.27 (P = 0.001)
Total {95% Cl) 678 349 0.09 [0.05,0.13] <o

T B T M1 (R = e e , , | ,

Heterageneity: Tauf= 0.00; Chi*= 322 df=2 (P = 0.20); P= 38% 7 PR

Test for overall effect: 2= 4.20 (P = 0.0001)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chif= 0.28, df=1 (P = 0.60), F= 0%

Lowerin NW group Lower in OW/0b aroup
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LDL concentration (in mmol)

Insulin concentration (in pmol)

<0.5 (NW) =0.5 (0WIOh) Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Tofal Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl [V, Random, 95% CI

Male participants
Jung 2010 M 13 022 47 104 017 30 392% 026017, 0.34] —i—
Musso 2011 M 105 023 438 085 018 35 425% 010[0.04, 0.16] ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 535 65 B1.7% 0.18 [0.02,0.33] i
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.01; Chi*= .46, df=1 (P =0.004); F=88%
Testfor overall effect £=2.21 (P=0.03

Female participants
Musso 2011 F 112 025 423 112 044 12 183%  0.00[-0250.25)
Subtotal (95% Cl) 423 12 183%  0.00[-0.25,0.25] llill
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=0.00(F=1.00)
Total (95% Cl) 958 77 100.0% 0.14 [0.01,0.28] ..i-.
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*= 9.87, df= 2 (F=0.007) F= 80% _

Test for overall effect £=2.07 (F=0.04)

Testfor subogroup differences; Chi*=1.38, df=1 (P=0.24), F= 27 6%

Not overweight (UVVINWY)
Studyor Subgroup  Mean S0 Total  Mean 5o

Overweight/Obese (OWIOh)

Mean Difference
Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

0201 0 01 02
Lower in NW group  Lower in OW/Ob group

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 85% Cl

Male participants
Cohayashi 2010 M 4 059 &7 251 0.7

Jung 2010 M 408 42 256 0.7
Musso 2011 M 23708 1 23 0.64
Subtotal (35% CI) 507

Heterogeneity Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.40, df= 2 (P= 0,503 F= 0%
Tastfor overall effect 7=0.44 (F = 0.6f)

Female participants
Cohayashi 2010F 241 068 83 243 0.62
Mussa 2011 F 246 07 348 136 0.43
Subtotal {35% CI) 441

Heterogeneity Tau®=0.00; ChE= 101, df=1(F= 032 F= 1%
Tastfor overall effect 2=1.01 (F=0.31)

Total (95% Cl) 948

Heterogeneity Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 349, df= 4 (P= 0.48) F= 1%
Tastfor overall effect 2=0.37 (F=0.71)

Testfor subgroup differences: ChF=1.07,df=1 (P =0.30), F=6.7%

ot overweight {UVWINW)

Overweight/Obese (OWIOh)

75 125% -0 F0.32, 010
W40 -0121046,022

8 16.2%
77 200%

408 100.0%

0.02}0.01,0.45)
0021043,008]

0024021,047)

0101004, 0.24]
0.06 [-0.06, 0.47]

0.011-0.06, 0.09]

Mean Difference

Lowerin UWMNW group  Lower in OW/0b group

Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% Cl IV, Random, 85% Cl
Male participants
Cobayashi 2010 M 46.68 2042 5 99,53 67.23 74 153% -5285[-68.95 -36.79) I
WMusso 2011 M 407 2688 218 313 416 74 180% -2243[-32.56,-12.30] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 283 148 -36.97 [-66.75, -7.19] i
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 41558 Chi*=9.82, df=1 (P =0.002), F=90%
Testfor overall effect 2= 243 (P =0.01)
Female participants
Alvarez 2006 F 885 1048 289 45 86 f1.67 53 133% 701 [2754,13587) I —
Cobayashi 2010F a216 T3 82 95.09 44,59 96 17.8% -4293[53.64,-32.27) —
Musso 2011 F 49094 3907 i f3.55 389 G4 182% -1361[23.23,-3.89) —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 682 213 -22.02 [-44.58, 0.55] -
Heterageneity: Tau?= 346 56; Chi*=19.08, df= 2 (P = 0.0001}; F=90%
Testfor averall effect 2=1.91 {F = 0.06)
Male and female combined
Klgin-Platat 2005 46.5 294 B0 822 36.4 G0 17.3% -3570[-47.54,-23.86] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 60 60 17.3% -35.70 [47.54, -23.86] <
Heterageneity. Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect 7= 591 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% Cl) 1025 421 100.0% -29.38 [42.06, -16.71] 4
Heterageneity, Tau?= 206.22; Chi*= 31.57, df= 5 (F = 0.00001); F=84% y f

Testfor averall effect 7=4.54 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor suboroup diffierences: Chf=1.18, df= 2 (P = 096}, F=0%

Lower in UWNW group L

ier in OWIOb group



