
 

 Supplemental Figure 1. Funnel plots of the effects of berries interventions on a.SBP, b.DBP, c.TAG, d.TC, e. LDL-C, f. HDL-C

Luna Wang
Supplemental Figure 1. Funnel plots of the effects of berries interventions on a.SBP, b.DBP, c.TAG, d.TC, e. LDL-C, f. HDL-C
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e. Funnel plot of investigated effect of berry group on LDL-C 

Luna Wang
f. Funnel plot of investigated effect of berry group on HDL-C 



 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Study

Random effects model
Prediction interval
Heterogeneity: I2 = 0%, τ2 = 0.4166, p = 0.99
Test for overall effect: t2 = 0.36 (p = 0.75)

Constans, et al., 2015 (France)
Morand, et al., 2011 (France)
Hollands, et al., 2018 (UK)

Total

85

24
23
38

Mean

157.40
115.14
115.14

SD

269.4439
43.3900

382.1875

Experimental
Total

85

24
23
38

Mean

144.90
115.14
115.14

SD

269.4439
87.7889

382.1875

Control

−10 −5 0 5 10

Mean Difference MD

0.77

12.50
0.00
−0.00

95%−CI

[  −8.36;   9.90]
[ −27.42;  28.95]

[−139.95; 164.95]
[ −40.02;  40.02]

[−171.85; 171.85]

Weight

100.0%

6.1%
89.0%
4.8%

Supplemental Figure 2. The effect of the berry interventions on TAG

Supplemental Figure 3. The effect of orange juice interventions on TAG



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I2 = 55%, τ2 = 0.0286, p = 0.14
Test for overall effect: t1 = −0.85 (p = 0.55)

Lynn, et al., 2014 (UK)
Desai, T., et al. (2018) UK

Total

36

25
11

Mean

4.22
2.94

SD

0.7700
0.2000

Experimental
Total

32

21
11

Mean

4.12
3.17

SD

0.6700
0.0600

Control

−4 −2 0 2 4

Mean Difference MD

−0.13

0.10
−0.23

95%−CI

[−2.06;  1.80]

[−0.32;  0.52]
[−0.35; −0.11]

Weight

100.0%

30.7%
69.3%

Study

Random effects model
Prediction interval
Heterogeneity: I2 = 0%, τ2 = 36.4443, p = 0.58
Test for overall effect: t2 = 0.50 (p = 0.67)

Constans, et al., 2015 (France)
Morand, et al., 2011 (France)
Hollands, et al., 2018 (UK)

Total

85

24
23
38

Mean

249.80
220.42
197.22

SD

102.8786
37.0910
38.6700

Experimental
Total

85

24
23
38

Mean

228.40
212.69
201.08

SD

102.8786
37.0910
42.5370

Control

−100 −50 0 50 100

Mean Difference MD

2.66

21.40
7.73
−3.87

95%−CI

[−20.35;  25.68]
[−99.82; 105.14]

[−36.81;  79.61]
[−13.70;  29.17]
[−22.14;  14.41]

Weight

100.0%

7.0%
41.1%
51.9%

Supplemental Figure 4. The effect of the berry interventions on TAG

Supplemental Figure 5. The effects of a. cherry juice and b. orange juice interventions on TC

a. The effect of cherry juice interventions on TC

b. The effect of orange juice interventions on TC

Luna Wang
Supplemental Figure 5. The effect of cherry and orange juice interventions on TC 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I2 = 0%, τ2 = 0.0414, p = 0.34
Test for overall effect: t1 = 0.46 (p = 0.73)

Chai, S. C., et al. (2019) US/oxLDL(pg/ml)
Desai, T., et al. (2018) UK/LDL(mmol/l)

Total

31

20
11

Mean

0.34
1.28

SD

0.0800
0.1400

Experimental
Total

28

17
11

Mean

0.32
1.31

SD

0.0200
0.1600

Control

−10 −5 0 5 10

Standardised Mean
Difference SMD

0.12

0.32
−0.19

95%−CI

[−3.10; 3.33]

[−0.33; 0.97]
[−1.03; 0.65]

Weight

100.0%

59.6%
40.4%

Supplemental Figure 6. The effect of the berry interventions on LDL-C

Supplemental Figure 7. The effect of cherry juice interventions on LDL-C



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Study

Random effects model
Prediction interval
Heterogeneity: I2 = 0%, τ2 = 0.0452, p = 0.97
Test for overall effect: t2 = 0.33 (p = 0.77)

Constans, et al., 2015 (France)
Morand, et al., 2011 (France)
Hollands, et al., 2018 (UK)

Total

85

24
23
38

Mean

50.04
54.14
50.27

SD

40.1716
18.9440
11.6010

Experimental
Total

85

24
23
38

Mean

47.27
54.14
50.27

SD

40.1716
18.9440
15.4680

Control

−20 −10 0 10 20

Mean Difference MD

0.15

2.77
0.00
0.00

95%−CI

[ −1.74;  2.03]
[ −6.04;  6.34]

[−19.96; 25.50]
[−10.95; 10.95]
[ −6.15;  6.15]

Weight

100.0%

5.3%
22.8%
72.0%

Supplemental Figure 8. The effect of the berry interventions on HDL-C

Supplemental Figure 9. The effect of orange juice interventions on HDL-C



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I2 = 0%, τ2 = 1.1288, p = 0.80
Test for overall effect: t1 = 4.30 (p = 0.15)

Constans, et al., 2015 (France)
Morand, et al., 2011 (France)

Total

47

24
23

Mean

172.10
350.10

SD

11.7000
143.5401

Experimental
Total

47

24
23

Mean

168.34
355.00

SD

11.0300
83.2827

Control

−60 −40 −20 0 20 40 60

Mean Difference MD

3.67

3.76
−4.90

95%−CI

[ −7.18; 14.53]

[ −2.67; 10.19]
[−72.72; 62.92]

Weight

100.0%

99.0%
1.0%

Supplemental Figure 10. The effect of the berry interventions on ICAM

Supplemental Figure 11. The effect of orange juice interventions on ICAM



 

 

Study

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I2 = 0%, τ2 = 7556.5157, p = 0.34
Test for overall effect: t1 = -0.66 (p = 0.63)

Constans, et al., 2015 (France)
Morand, et al., 2011 (France)

Total

47

24
23

Mean

558.62
951.00

SD

47.3600
788.7357

Experimental
Total

47

24
23

Mean

579.79
1193.00

SD

50.2300
788.7357

Control

-600-400-200 0 200 400 600

Mean Difference MD

-45.84

-21.17
-242.00

95%-CI

[-929.81; 838.12]

[ -48.79;   6.45]
[-697.86; 213.86]

Weight

100.0%

88.8%
11.2%

Supplemental Figure 12. The effect of the berry interventions on VCAM

Supplemental Figure 14. The effect of the berry interventions on NO

Supplemental Figure 13. The effect of orange juice interventions on VCAM



 
 
 
 
 

Study

Random effects model
Prediction interval
Heterogeneity: I2 = 0%, τ2 = 0.0184, p = 0.60
Test for overall effect: t3 = −0.76 (p = 0.50)

Buscemi, et al., 2012 (Italy)/mg/l
Constans, et al., 2015 (France)/mg/l
Morand, et al., 2011 (France)/mg/l
Hollands, et al., 2018 (UK)/mmol/l

Total

104

 19
 24
 23
 38

Mean

2.00
0.71
1.57
2.80

SD

1.6000
2.2045
0.9112
2.9000

Experimental
Total

104

 19
 24
 23
 38

Mean

2.90
0.71
1.64
2.60

SD

2.1000
2.2045
1.1030
3.5000

Control

−4 −2 0 2 4

Standardised Mean
Difference SMD

−0.08

−0.47
0.00
−0.07

0.06

95%−CI

[−0.44; 0.27]
[−0.84; 0.67]

[−1.12; 0.17]
[−0.57; 0.57]
[−0.65; 0.51]
[−0.39; 0.51]

Weight

100.0%

19.1%
23.8%
23.0%
34.1%

Supplemental Figure 15. The effect of citrus juice interventions on NO

Supplemental Figure 16. The effect of the berry interventions on hsCRP

Supplemental Figure 17. The effect of orange juice interventions on hsCRP


