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


Experimental Control

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mean Difference MD 95%-Cl Weight

Kim, 2018 (US) 19 136.65 76.8600 18 170.23 58.5300 — -33.58 [-77.46; 10.30] 3.9%
<>—

Lazavi, et al., 2018 (Iran) 23 194.90 72.2000 23 223.29 106.0700 —*+—— -28.39 [-80.83; 24.05] 3.0%
—_—

Stull, et al., 2015 (US 23 141.71 424767 21 115.14 40.5879 ——-—— 26.57 [ 2.02; 51.12] 7.6%

Basu, et al., 2011 (US) 15 146.00 12.5000 16 139.60  9.5000 —-— 6.40 [-1.45; 14.25] 12.5%

Duthie, 2006 (Scotland) 11 97.43 10.6284 9 9123 11.5141 = 6.20 [-3.60; 16.00] 12.0%

Novotny, et al., 2015 (US) 27 101.86 18.4048 29 110.71 19.0780 j> -8.86 [-18.68; 0.96] 12.0%

Test for overall effect P = 0.80

Basu, et al., 2014 (UK) 30 165.00 15.0000 15 166.00 13.0000 -1.00 [-9.49; 7.49] 12.4%
Dohadwala, et al., 2010(US) 63 104.00 70.0000 63 105.00 66.0000 —'I— -1.00 [-24.76; 22.76] 7.9%
Hollis, 2010 (US) 25 120.46 63.7704 26 124.88 64.6561 —s— -4.43 [-39.68; 30.82] 5.2%

Test for overall effect P = 0.42

Barona, et al., 2012 (Colombia) 24 180.00 93.0000 24 174.00 92.0000 —

e 6.00 [-46.34; 58.34] 3.0%
Bardagjy, A. S., et al. (2018) US 21 120.30 47.5000 21 149.40 136.7000 ————+——— -29.10 [-91.00; 32.80] 2.3%
Millar, 2018 (US) 20 133.00 59.0000 20 146.00 72.6000 —r— -13.00 [-54.00; 28.00] 4.3%
—

Test for overall effect P = 0.35

Boldaji, et al., 2020 (Iran) 41 12532 58.2400 40 171.67 10256900 —%+—— -46.35 [-82.80; -9.90] 5.0%

Cerda, et al., 2006 (Spain) 15 170.68 187.1000 15 137.91 78.2200 32.77 [-69.86; 135.40] 0.9%
Gonzalez-ortiz, et al., 2011 (US) 10 115.14 26.5710 10 106.28 44.2850 —E— 8.86 [-23.15; 40.87] 5.9%
Sumner, et al., 2005 (US) 23 149.00 107.0000 16 155.00 102.0000 —_—— -6.00 [-72.41; 60.41] 2.0%

Test for overall effect P = 0.55 :
Random effects model 390 366 : -2.76 [-12.07; 6.55] 100.0%
Prediction interval —<)‘— [-34.87; 29.35]
Heterogeneity: /2 = 36%, t° = 205.0400, p = 0.08 I T I T I

Residual heterogeneity: /2 = 39%, p = 0.11 -100 -50 0 50 100

Test for overall effect: t15 = -0.63 (p = 0.54)

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

Experimental Control
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mean Difference MD 95%-Cl Weight
Constans, et al., 2015 (France) 24 157.40 269.4439 24 144.90 269.4439 I 3 12.50 [-139.95;164.95] 6.1%
Morand, et al., 2011 (France) 23 115.14 43.3900 23 115.14 87.7889 0.00 [-40.02; 40.02] 89.0%
Hollands, et al., 2018 (UK) 38 115.14 382.1875 38 115.14 382.1875 -0.00 [-171.85; 171.85] 4.8%

Random effects model 85 85 : 0.77 [ -8.36; 9.90] 100.0%
Prediction interval <|> [ -27.42; 28.95]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0%, 1° = 0.4166, p=0.99 f f I I !

Test for overall effect: t, = 0.36 (p = 0.75) -10 -5 0 5 10

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



Experimental Control

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mean Difference MD 95%-Cl Weight
Kim, 2018 (US) 19 195.12 62.1400 18 227.23 51.5500 o -32.11 [-68.82; 4.60] 2.9%
————t
Lazavi, et al., 2018 (Iran) 23 203.10 47.9700 23 249.14 53.6700 —+— -46.04 [-75.46;-16.62] 3.9%
Stull, et al., 2015 (US 23 174.02 7.7340 21 193.35 7.7340 -19.34 [-23.91;-14.76] 9.6%
<

Basu, et al., 2011 (US) 15 196.40 30.3000 16 203.00 35.0000 —'—— -6.60 [-29.61; 16.41] 5.1%
Duthie, 2006 (Scotland) 11 189.34 28.1956 9 172.33 28.9800 e 17.00 [-8.22; 42.22] 4.6%
Novotny, et al., 2015 (US) 27 196.29 12.0480 29 196.68 12.4846 - -0.39 [-6.81; 6.04] 9.3%
Test for overall effect P = 0.81 :

Basu, et al., 2014 (UK) 30 181.00 27.3861 29 204.00 53.8516 —*— -23.00 [-44.91; -1.09] 5.3%
Dohadwala, et al., 2010(US) 63 189.00 32.0000 63 193.00 37.0000 —'—._ -4.00 [-16.08; 8.08] 7.9%
Hollis, 2010 (US) 25 174.40 27.0480 26 171.31 29.7528 _.'_ 3.09 [-12.50; 18.69] 6.9%
Siasos, et al., 2014 (Greece) 26 166.00 23.0000 26 165.00 18.0000 :;— 1.00 [-10.23; 12.23] 8.1%
Test for overall effect P = 0.88

Bardagjy, A. S., et al. (2018) US 21 201.40 32.4000 21 202.20 36.7000 ——'—— -0.80 [-21.74; 20.14] 5.6%
Millar, 2018 (US) 20 191.00 46.9000 20 201.00 46.7000 _;'7> -10.00 [-39.01; 19.01] 4.0%
Test for overall effect P = 0.53

Boldaiji, et al., 2020 (Iran) 41 149.82 36.4600 40 145.85 30.4500 —~— 3.97 [-10.64; 18.58] 7.2%
Cerda, et al., 2006 (Spain) 15 209.68 39.1000 15 201.34 32.6400 ——’—'; 8.34 [-17.44; 3412] 4.5%
Gonzalez-ortiz, et al., 2011 (US) 10 181.61 27.0480 10 185.47 23.1840 — -3.86 [-25.94; 18.22] 5.3%
Sumner, et al., 2005 (US) 21 149.00 6.6000 19 159.90 9.1000 <:L -10.90 [-15.87; -5.93] 9.6%

Test for overall effect P = 0.39

Random effects model 390 385
Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: 12 =71%, 1° = 143.8551, p <0.01 I J I J I !

Residual heterogeneity: I =5%, p =0.39 -60-40-20 0 20 40 60
Test for overall effect: t15 = -1.90 (p = 0.08)

-6.45 [-13.69; 0.80] 100.0%
[-33.19; 20.29]

lo
|

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

Experimental Control
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mean Difference MD 95%—-Cl Weight
Lynn, et al., 2014 (UK) 25 4.22 07700 21 4.12 0.6700 —:~— 0.10 [-0.32; 0.52] 30.7%
Desai, T,, etal. (2018) UK 11 2.94 0.2000 11 3.17 0.0600 -0.23 [-0.35; -0.11] 69.3%

Random effects model 36 32 <J,>— -0.13 [-2.06; 1.80] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: /2 = 55%, 1> = 0.0286, p = 0.14 I I ! f
Test for overall effect: t; = -0.85 (p = 0.55) -4 -2 0 2 4

a. The effect of cherry juice interventions on TC

Experimental Control
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mean Difference MD 95%~-Cl Weight
Constans, et al., 2015 (France) 24 249.80 102.8786 24 228.40 102.8786 21.40 [-36.81; 79.61] 7.0%
Morand, et al., 2011 (France) 23 220.42 37.0910 23 212.69 37.0910 7.73 [-18.70; 29.17] 41.1%
Hollands, et al., 2018 (UK) 38 197.22 38.6700 38 201.08 42.5370 N -3.87 [-22.14; 14.41] 51.9%
Random effects model 85 85 %> 2.66 [-20.35; 25.68] 100.0%
Prediction interval T [-99.82; 105.14]
Heterogeneity: /2 = 0%, t2 = 36.4443, p = 0.58 f T f T !
Test for overall effect: t, = 0.50 (p = 0.67) -100 -50 0 50 100

b. The effect of orange juice interventions on TC

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


Experimental

Study Total Mean SD Total

Lazavi, et al., 2018 (Iran) 23 157.95 44.4000 23

Stull, et al., 2015 (US) 23 100.54 7.7340 21
Basu, et al., 2011 (US) 15 117.00 23.1000 16
Duthie, 2006 (Scotland) 11 108.58 26.9128 9
Novotny, et al., 2015 (US) 27 128.00 10.0000 29
Test for overall effect P = 0.79

Basu, et al., 2014 (UK) 30 103.00 27.3861 29
Dohadwala, et al., 2010(US) 63 114.00 29.0000 63
Hollis, 2010 (US) 25 119.49 30.9120 26
Siasos, et al., 2014 (Greece) 26 100.00 29.0000 26
Test for overall effect P = 0.40

Bardagjy, A. S., et al. (2018) US 21 132.80 28.1000 21
Boldaji, et al., 2020 (Iran) 41 77.77 28.6000 40
Cerda, et al., 2006 (Spain) 15 130.48 32.2900 15
Gonzalez-ortiz, et al., 2011 (US) 10 112.14 97.8282 10
Sumner, et al., 2005 (US) 21 91.00 33.0000 19
Test for overall effect P = 0.13

Random effects model 351 347

Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: I? = 37%, 1° = 43.0556, p =0.08
Residual heterogeneity: 12 = 0%, p=0.87

Test for overall effect: t13 =0.21 (p = 0.83)

Control

Mean SD

172.05 61.2600

92.81 7.7340

124.00 30.0000
96.99 23.1840
126.84 10.4138

122.00 26.9258

117.00 33.0000
117.17 27.4344
103.00 30.0000

134.40 32.1000

75.80 28.6000
116.06 29.1400
112.14 61.1426

80.00 35.0000

Mean Difference MD 95%-Cl Weight
—_— -14.10 [-45.02;16.82] 2.6%
—————

7.73 [ 3.16;12.31] 15.6%
<>
—— -7.00 [-25.78;11.78] 5.6%
— 11.59 [-10.37;33.55] 4.5%
- 116 [-4.19; 6.51] 15.0%
<>
—&— -19.00 [-32.86;-5.14] 8.1%
B
—&5- -3.00 [-13.85; 7.85] 10.3%
—F— 2.32 [-13.74;18.38] 6.9%
—=— -3.00 [-19.04;13.04] 6.9%
<
g -1.60 [-19.85;16.65] 5.8%
—— 1.97 [-10.49;14.43] 9.1%
B S 14.42 [-7.59;36.43] 4.5%
0.00 [-71.50;71.50] 0.6%
B 11.00 [-10.14;32.14] 4.7%
g

0.49 [-4.52; 5.51] 100.0%
[-14.67; 15.66]

—r T 1 1T 1 1
-60-40-20 0 20 40 60

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

Experimental

Study Total Mean SD
Chai, S. C., et al. (2019) US/oxLDL(pg/ml) 20 0.34 0.0800
Desai, T., et al. (2018) UK/LDL(mmol/l) 11 1.28 0.1400
Random effects model 31

Heterogeneity: /2 = 0%, 12 = 0.0414, p = 0.34
Test for overall effect: t; = 0.46 (p = 0.73)

Control Standardised Mean
Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
17 0.32 0.0200 . 0.32 [-0.33;0.97] 59.6%
11 1.31 0.1600 L 3 -0.19 [-1.03;0.65] 40.4%
28 4> 0.12 [-3.10; 3.33] 100.0%
I T T T
-10 -5 0 5 10

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



Experimental Control

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mean Difference MD 95%~-Cl Weight

Hollis, 2010 (US) 25 54.14 11.2056 26 51.04 13.1376 ——-v— 3.09 [-3.60; 9.79] 6.1%

Lazavi, et al., 2018 (Iran) 23 32.31 3.1200 23 32.79 3.6600 : 3 -0.48 [-2.45; 1.49] 11.4%
<>—

Test for overall effect P = 0.92

Stull, et al., 2015 (US 23 4254 3.8670 21 46.40 3.8670 B -3.87 [-6.15;-1.58] 11.1%

Basu, et al., 2011 (US) 15 46.40 8.9000 16 44.70 10.4000 ——'—— 1.70 [-5.10; 8.50] 6.0%

Dohadwala, et al., 2010(US) 63 54.00 15.0000 63 54.00 16.0000 — 0.00 [-5.42; 542] 7.4%

Novotny, et al., 2015 (US) 27 47.56 4.0147 29 49.07 4.1615 i -1.51 [-3.65; 0.63] 11.3%

Test for overall effect P = 0.34

Basu, et al., 2014 (UK) 30 47.00 16.4317 29 48.00 16.1555 —0--— -1.00 [-9.32; 7.32] 4.8%

Cerda, et al., 2006 (Spain) 15 56.67 13.7200 15 56.09 22.5900 0.58 [-12.80; 13.96] 2.4%

Gonzalez-ortiz, et al.,, 2011 (US) 10 42.50 3.8640 10 46.37 7.7281<*‘—‘%>‘ -3.86 [-9.22; 1.49] 7.5%

Test for overall effect P = 0.30

Barona, et al., 2012 (Colombia) 24 42.50 10.8000 24 42.90 10.3000 —~|— -0.40 [-6.37; 5.57] 6.8%

Millar, 2018 (US) 20 45.10 18.2000 20 45.00 17.0000 —<I>— 0.10 [-10.81;11.01] 3.3%

Test for overall effect P = 0.41

Bardagjy, A. S., et al. (2018) US 21 51.30 10.9000 21 49.80 12.8000 ——0— 150 [-5.69; 8.69] 5.7%

Boldaji, et al., 2020 (Iran) 41 52.33 18.4600 40 39.20 11.0100 : —+— 13.183 [ 6.563;19.73] 6.2%

Duthie, 2006 (Scotland) 11 57.18 12.8169 9 50.23 6.9552 B - —— 6.95 [-1.88;15.78] 4.4%

Sumner, et al., 2005 (US) 23 48.00 11.0000 16 46.00 12.0000 — T 2.00 [-5.40; 9.40] 5.5%

Test for overall effect P = 0.12

Random effects model 37 362 : 0.61 [-1.74; 2.95] 100.0%

Prediction interval i [-7.01; 8.22]

Heterogeneity: /2 = 56%, 1 = 11.2379, p < 0.01 ' ' ' ' '

Residual heterogeneity: /2 = 16%, p = 0.30 -20 -10 0 10 20

Test for overall effect: t14 = 0.56 (p = 0.59)

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

Experimental

Control

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mean Difference MD 95%—-Cl Weight
Constans, et al., 2015 (France) 24 50.04 40.1716 24 47.27 40.1716 2.77 [-19.96;25.50] 5.3%
Morand, et al., 2011 (France) 23 54.14 18.9440 23 54.14 18.9440 0.00 [-10.95; 10.95] 22.8%
Hollands, et al., 2018 (UK) 38 50.27 11.6010 38 50.27 15.4680 — e 0.00 [-6.15; 6.15] 72.0%

Random effects model 85
Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: 1% = 0%, 7° = 0.0452, p =0.97
Test for overall effect: t, = 0.33 (p = 0.77)

85

-20

0.15 [-1.74; 2.03] 100.0%
[ -6.04; 6.34]

-10 0 10 20

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



Experimental Control

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD
Novotny, et al., 2015 (US) 29 263.60 40.9273 27 278.90 41.0496
Ruel, et al., 2013 (Canada) 35 212.30 47.0000 35 213.10 50.1000
Test for overall effect P = 0.45

Barona, et al., 2012 (Colombia) 24 142.00 50.0000 24 151.00 51.0000
Bardagjy, A. S., etal. (2018) US 21 225.70 80.0000 21 211.50 66.4000

Jeong, et al., 2014 (Korea) 39 445.00 230.0000 38 460.00 198.0000

Random effects model 148 145
Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: /% = 0%, t° = 35.3810, p = 0.78

Residual heterogeneity: P = 0%, p =0.36

Test for overall effect: t; = -1.42 (p = 0.23)

-200

Mean Difference MD 95%-Cl Weight
= _15.30 [-36.79; 6.19] 34.6%
s -0.80 [-23.56;21.96] 31.6%

—<>—

—_ -9.00 [-37.57;19.57] 21.7%
<

—— 14.20 [-30.27;58.67] 9.8%
D

S S -15.00 [-110.78;80.78]  2.2%

<>—

j_ -6.45 [-19.02; 6.12] 100.0%
[ -30.24; 17.34]
I | | 1
100 0 100 200

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

Experimental Control
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD
Constans, et al., 2015 (France) 24 172.10 11.7000 24 168.34 11.0300

Morand, et al., 2011 (France) 23 350.10 143.5401 23 355.00 83.2827

Random effects model 47 47
Heterogeneity: P?= 0%, = 1.1288, p =0.80
Test for overall effect: t; = 4.30 (p = 0.15)

Mean Difference MD 95%-Cl Weight
- 3.76 [-2.67;10.19] 99.0%
B -4.90 [-72.72;62.92] 1.0%

3.67 [-7.18; 14.53] 100.0%

[ I I I I I
-60-40-20 0 20 40 60

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



Experimental Control
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD
Riso et al., 2013 (ltaly) 16 576.00 364.0000 16 540.00 232.0000
Novotny, et al., 2015 (US) 29 469.20 74.3153 27 451.50 74.3050
Ruel, et al., 2013 (Canada) 35 407.70 107.3000 35 394.50 102.8000
Test for overall effect P = 0.09
Barona, et al., 2012 (Colombia) 24 1020.00 285.0000 24 1020.00 240.0000

Bardagjy, A. S., etal. (2018) US 20 635.00 181.5000 20 617.80 153.1000

Jeong, et al., 2014 (Korea) 39 1021.00 387.0000 38 1055.00 434.0000

Random effects model 163 160
Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: /2 = 0%, ° = 31.8360, p = 1.00

Residual heterogeneity: % = 0%, p=0.89

Test for overall effect: t5 = 3.62 (p = 0.02)

Mean Difference

[ I T 1
-200 -100 O 100 200

MD 95%-Cl Weight
36.00 [-175.50;247.50] 1.9%
17.70 [-21.25; 56.65] 51.2%
13.20 [-36.03; 62.43] 33.0%
0.00 [-149.07;149.07] 3.8%
17.20 [-86.86;121.26] 7.7%
-34.00 [-217.83;149.83] 2.5%
14.57 [ 4.22; 24.93] 100.0%

[ -4.68; 33.82]

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

Control
SD

Experimental

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean

24 558.62 47.3600
23 951.00 788.7357

24 579.79 50.2300
23 1193.00 788.7357

Constans, et al., 2015 (France)
Morand, et al., 2011 (France)
Random effects model 47 47
Heterogeneity: |2 = 0%, ©° = 7556.5157, p = 0.34

Test for overall effect: t; = -0.66 (p = 0.63)

Mean Difference

[ T T | T T 1
-600-400-200 0 200 400 600

MD 95%-Cl Weight

-21.17  [-48.79; 6.45]
-242.00 [-697.86; 213.86]

88.8%
11.2%

45.84 [-929.81; 838.12] 100.0%

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

SMD 95%-Cl Weight
0.27 [-0.43;0.97] 32.6%
-0.02 [-0.49;0.45] 67.4%

0.08 [-1.65; 1.80] 100.0%

Experimental Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference
Riso et al., 2013 (ltaly)/NO 16 49.80 23.6000 16 43.70 20.2000 —-—~—
Ruel, et al., 2013 (Canada)/NOx 35 6.91 3.1500 35 6.97 3.1500 —'—

<>
Random effects model 51 51 <>—
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0%, 12 = 0.0078, p = 0.50 I I ' I !
Residual heterogeneity: 12 = NA%, p = NA -2 -1 0 1 2

Test for overall effect: t; = 0.56 (p = 0.68)

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



Control
SD

Experimental

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean

Habauzit, et al., 2015 (France)/NO 48 96.13 40.0300 48 93.87 43.7500

Buscemi, et al., 2012 (ltaly)/NO
Morand, et al., 2011 (France)/Nox
Hollands, et al., 2018 (UK)/NO

19 20.70 31.3841
23 35.80 28.7750
38 36.50 13.1000

19 20.80 27.0252
23 39.00 26.8567
38 37.40 15.1000

Test for overall effect P = 0.20
Random effects model
Prediction interval
Heterogeneity: /2 = 0%, ©° = 0.0003, p = 0.97
Residual heterogeneity: % = 0%, p=0.97
Test for overall effect: t3 = -0.52 (p = 0.64)

128 128

Standardised Mean

Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
- 0.05 [-0.35;0.45] 37.4%
<>

~0.00 [-0.64;0.63] 14.9%

—— -0.11 [-0.69;0.47] 18.0%

—8— ~0.06 [-0.51;0.39] 29.7%

-0.02 [-0.14; 0.10] 100.0%
[-0.20; 0.16]

-2

|
-1

+

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

Experimental Control
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD
Kim, 2018 (US) 19 222 15900 18 1.60 0.9300
Chew, B., et al. (2019) US 40 2.55 1.8341 38 2.34 0.5100
Bardagjy, A. S., etal. (2018) US 21 6.70 7.7000 21 6.70 6.5000
Jeong, et al., 2014 (Korea) 39 1.10 1.6000 38 1.40 1.9000
Random effects model 119 115

Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0%, v = 0.0567, p =0.47
Residual heterogeneity: 12 = NA%, p = NA
Test for overall effect: t3 = 0.85 (p = 0.46)

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

Experimental

Control

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD
Buscemi, et al., 2012 (Italy)/mg/I 19 2.00 1.6000 19 2.90 2.1000
Constans, et al., 2015 (France)/mg/| 24 0.71 2.2045 24 0.71 2.2045
Morand, et al., 2011 (France)/mg/I 23 1.57 0.9112 23 1.64 1.1030
Hollands, et al., 2018 (UK)/mmol/I 38 2.80 2.9000 38 2.60 3.5000
Random effects model 104 104

Prediction interval
Heterogeneity: /2 = 0%, t° = 0.0184, p = 0.60
Test for overall effect: t3 = —0.76 (p = 0.50)

Mean Difference MD 95%-Cl Weight
tm— 0.62 [-0.21;1.45] 26.6%
.<>
1 0.21 [-0.38;0.81] 42.9%
<>
0.00 [-4.31;4.31] 1.3%
- -0.30 [-1.09;0.49] 29.2%
< 0.17 [-0.47; 0.81] 100.0%
T [-1.17; 1.51]
[ | [ 1
4 2 0 2 4
Standardised Mean
Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
e ~0.47 [-1.12;0.17] 19.1%
— 0.00 [-0.57;0.57] 23.8%
- -0.07 [-0.65;0.51] 23.0%
- 0.06 [-0.39;0.51] 34.1%

-0.08 [-0.44; 0.27] 100.0%
[-0.84; 0.67]

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



