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Online Resource 2 Forest plots for CRP concentrations: (a) frailty vs. non-frailty groups; (b) pre-
frailty vs. non-frailty groups; (c) frailty vs. pre-frailty groups. In order to respect original data
provided by Walston et al. (2002), two populations from this study were included in these meta-
analyses, which differ in the inclusion (a) or exclusion (b) of participants with cardiovascular
diseases history and diabetes

(@)
Frailty vs. Non-frailty
Author(s) and Year Weight SMD [95% CI]
Zhu et al 2016 675% 018[0.01,035]
Leng et al. 2009 ] 6.68% 0.48[0.20,0.75]
Marcos-Pérez et al. 2018 Ll 640% 294[241, 347]
Barzilay et al 2007 6.76% 024[0.10,039)]
Collerton et al. 2012 6.69% 0.14[-0.13,0.41]
Tsai etal 2013 6.51% 0.03[-042, 048]
Linetal. 2014 6.73% 0.08[-0.12,0.28]
Sanchis et al. 2015 6.72% 0.20[-0.02,0.43]
Gale etal . 2013 6.76% 0.13[0.00,0.27]
Saum et al. 2015 6.76% 0.44[0.29,0.59]
Carcaillon et al. 2012 6.68% 0.39[0.11, 0.66]
Walston et al. 2002(a) | ] 6.77% 0.56[0.44,068]
Hwang et al. 2015 - 6.59% 7.91[7.53,6829]
Hubbard et al. 2008 by 6.46% 0.83[0.34,1.33]
Wallston et al. 2002(b) ] 6.74% 055[0.37,0.74]
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(b)

Pre-frailty vs. Non-frailty

Author(s) and Year Weight SMD [95% CI]
Zhuetal 2016 - 11.27% 0.12[0.01,0.23]
Leng et al. 2009 —— 3.60% 0.44[0.19,0.70]
Marcos-Pérez et al. 2018 — 1.84% 0.38[0.01,0.75]
Barzilay et al. 2007 HIH 13.85% 0.14[0.06, 0.23]
Collerton etal. 2012 H—— 4.38% 0.17 [-0.06, 0.39]
Tsai etal. 2013 = — 1.88% 0.00 [-0.36, 0.36]
Saumetal 2015 - 13.94% 0.11[0.02,0.19]
Carcaillon et al. 2012 [ 2.88% 0.19[-0.10, 0.48]
Walston et al. 2002(a) » 17.16% 0.19[0.13,0.25]
Hwang etal 2015 HEH 12.68% 0.00([-0.10,0.10]
Hubbard et al. 2008 P 1.31% 0.45[0.01, 0.90]
Walston et al. 2002(b) - 15.22% 0.12[0.05, 0.20]
REM Favours Non-frailty Favours Pre-frall(?a .

odel y +* 00.00% 0.14[0.09,0.19]
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Frailty vs. Pre-frailty

Author(s) and Year Weight SMD [95% CI]

Zhuetal 2016

Leng et al. 2009
Marcos-Pérez et al. 2018
Barzilay et al. 2007
Collerton et al. 2012
Tsaietal 2013

Saum et al. 2015
Carcaillon et al. 2012
Walston et al. 2002(a)

8.42% 0.02[0.14,0.19]
8.41% 0.08[0.11,0.27]
b 8.09% 4.25[3.76,4.74]
8.44% 0.07 [0.07,0.20]
8.40% -0.08[.0.29,0.13]
8.22% 0.03[0.36,0.42]
8.43% 0.28[0.13,0.42]
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8.42% 0.25[0.07,0.42]
8.45% 0.26[0.14,0.38]

s

Hwang et al. 2015 - 821% 7.55[7.15,795]
Hubbard et al. 2008 = §10% 060[0.11,1.08]
Walston et al 2002(b) m 841% 038[020,057]
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RE Model - 10000% 112[046,178]
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