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Supplemental Figures of subtypes of fruit, high vs. low, linear and nonlinear
dose response analyses

Supplemental Figure 1. Apples and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 2. Apples and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 3. Apples and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 4. Apples and pears and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low

Relative Risk
Study (95% ClI)
Lacoppidan, 2015, DCH . 1.00 ( 0.94, 1.06)

Jacques, 2013, FHSO L

Muraki, 2013, HPFS l 0.93(0.78, 1.11)

0.73 (0.35, 1.56)

Muraki, 2013, NHS II l 0.76 ( 0.64, 0.90)

Muraki, 2013, NHS 0.82 (0.73, 0.92)
‘ 0.88 (0.77, 1.00)

Overall

2 .25 5 .75 1 1.5 2
Relative Risk

Supplemental Figure 5. Apples and pears and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 6. Apples and pears and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 7. Bananas and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 8. Bananas and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 9. Bananas and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 10. Berries and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 11. Berries and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 50 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 12. Berries and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 13. Blueberries and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 14. Blueberries and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 50 g/d

Study

Muraki, 2013, HPFS

Muraki, 2013, NHS

Muraki, 2013, NHS I

Overall

Relative Risk

(95% Cl)

__
i 5
=

0.62 ( 0.40, 0.97)

0.65 ( 0.50, 0.85)

0.51 (0.36, 0.73)

0.60 (0.49, 0.73)

.25

T
.75

1 1.5 2

Relative Risk

Halvorsen RE, et al. bmjnph 2021; 4:€000218. doi: 10.1136/bmjnph-2020-000218



BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) disclaims al liability and responsibility arising from any reliance
Supplemental material placed on this supplemental material which has been supplied by the author(s) bmjnph

Supplemental Figure 15. Blueberries and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 16. Cantaloupe and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 17. Cantaloupe and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 18. Cantaloupe and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 19. Citrus fruits and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low

Supplemental Figure 20. Citrus fruits and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 21. Citrus fruits and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 22. Fruit drinks and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 23. Fruit drinks and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 250 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 24. Fruit drinks and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 25. Fruit juice and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 26. Fruit juice and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 250 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 27. Fruit juice and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 28. 100% fruit juice and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 29. 100% fruit juice and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 250 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 30. 100% fruit juice and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 31. Grapefruit and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 32. Grapefruit and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 33. Grapefruit and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 34. Grapes and raisins and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 35. Grapes and raisins and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 50 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 36. Grapes and raisins and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 37. Oranges and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 38. Oranges and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 39. Oranges and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 40. Peaches, plums and apricots and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 41. Peaches, plums and apricots and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100
g/d
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Supplemental Figure 42. Peaches, plums and apricots and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response
analysis
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Supplemental Figure 43. Prunes and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 44. Prunes and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 45. Prunes and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 46. Strawberries and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 47. Strawberries and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 50 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 48. Strawberries and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis

1.4+ /,,—”’

1.2 __,,—”/

{4 ~=zzITC

RR 87

6-

4+
T T T T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Strawberries (g/d)

Best fitting cubic spline
————— 95% confidence interval

Halvorsen RE, et al. bmjnph 2021; 4:€000218. doi: 10.1136/bmjnph-2020-000218



Supplemental material

BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) disclaims all liability and responsibility arising from any reliance
placed on this supplemental material which has been supplied by the author(s)

bmjnph

Supplemental Figure 49. Watermelon and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 50. Watermelon and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 51. Watermelon and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figures of subtypes of vegetables

Supplemental Figure 52. Allium vegetables and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low

Relative Risk
Study (95% ClI)
Bahadoran, 2017, TLGS . 0.86 (0.57, 1.31)
Cooper, 2013, EPIC-InterAct . 0.92 (0.63, 1.33)

Villegas, 2008, SWHS . 0.69 ( 0.59, 0.81)
Song, 2005, WHS ' 1.18 (0.94, 1.48)

Overall — = 0.89 ( 0.66, 1.20)

\ \ \ \ \
.25 5 .75 1 1.5 2
Relative Risk

Supplemental Figure 53. Allium vegetables and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 54. Allium vegetables and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 55. Broccoli and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 56. Broccoli and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 57. Broccoli and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 58. Brussels sprouts and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 59. Brussels sprouts and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 10 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 60. Brussels sprouts and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 61. Cabbage and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 62. Cabbage and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 63. Cabbage and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 64. Cauliflower and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 65. Cauliflower and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 66. Cauliflower and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 67 . Cruciferous vegetables and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low

Supplemental Figure 68. Cruciferous vegetables and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 69. Cruciferous vegetables and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 70. Green leafy vegetables and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 71. Green leafy vegetables and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 72. Green leafy vegetables and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 73. Kale, mustard and chard greens and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 74. Kale, mustard and chard greens and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per
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Supplemental Figure 75. Kale, mustard and chard greens and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response
analysis
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Supplemental Figure 76. Mushrooms and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 77. Mushrooms and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 10 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 78. Mushrooms and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 79. Potatoes, boiled and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 80. Potatoes, boiled and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 81. Potatoes, boiled and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 82. Potatoes, total and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low

Supplemental Figure 83. Potatoes, total and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 84. Potatoes, total and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 85. Tomatoes and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 86. Tomatoes and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 87. Tomatoes and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 88. Yellow vegetables and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 89. Yellow vegetables and type 2 diabetes, dose-response analysis per 100 g/d
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Supplemental Figure 90. Yellow vegetables and type 2 diabetes, nonlinear dose-response analysis
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Supplemental Figure 91. Influence analysis of fruit and vegetables and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low

Meta-analysis random-effects estimates (exponential form)
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Supplemental Figure 92. Influence analysis of fruit and vegetables and type 2 diabetes, dose-response

Meta-analysis random-effects estimates (exponential form)
Study ommited

Mursu, 2014, KIHD

Kurotani, 2013, JPHC |

Cooper, 2012, EPIC-InterAct

Bazzano, 2008, NHS

Liu, 2004, WHS

Ford, 2000, NHANES |

Meyer, 2000, IWHS \

| o

0.93

0.95 0.98 1.01 1.02

[95% Conf. Interval]

0.95193875 1.0154932
0.93873465 1.0121802
0.94305086 1.0230646
0.93324012 1.0158414
0.93453473 1.0120081
0.96240878 1.0130235
0.93973494 1.0047572

Study omitted | e"coef.

Mursu, 2014, KIHD | 0.98320258
Kurotani, 2013, JPHC| 0.97476596
Cooper, 2012, EPIC-InterAct| 0.98224336
Bazzano, 2008, NHS| 0.97366518
Liu, 2004, WHS | 0.97250021
Ford, 2000, NHANES ]| 0.98739189
Meyer, 2000, TWHS | 0.97170234
Combined | 0.97869077

0.94691062 1.0115375

Halvorsen RE, et al. bmjnph 2021; 4:€000218. doi: 10.1136/bmjnph-2020-000218



Supplemental material

BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) disclaims all liability and responsibility arising from any reliance
placed on this supplemental material which has been supplied by the author(s)

bmjnph

Supplemental Figure 93. Influence analysis of fruits and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low
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Supplemental Figure 94. Influence analysis of fruits and type 2 diabetes, dose-response

Meta-analysis random-effects estimates (exponential form)
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Supplemental Figure 95. Influence analysis of vegetables and type 2 diabetes, high vs. low

Meta-analysis random-effects estimates (exponential form)
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Supplemental Figure 96. Influence analysis of vegetables and type 2 diabetes, dose-response

Meta-analysis random-effects estimates (exponential form)
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Supplemental Figure 97. Influence analysis of fruits drinks and type 2 diabetes, dose-response
Meta-analysis random-effects estimates (exponential form)
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Supplemental Figure 98. Influence analysis of cruciferous vegetables and type 2 diabetes, dose-response

Meta-analysis random-effects estimates (exponential form)
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Supplemental Figure 99. Influence analysis of green leafy vegetables and type 2 diabetes, dose-response

Meta-analysis random-effects estimates (exponential form)
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Supplemental Figure 100. Influence analysis of potatoes, total and type 2 diabetes, dose-response

Meta-analysis random-effects estimates (exponential form)
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Funnel plots

Supplemental Figure 101. Funnel plot of fruit and vegetables and type 2 diabetes

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Supplemental Figure 102. Funnel plot of fruits and type 2 diabetes

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Supplemental Figure 103. Funnel plot of vegetables and type 2 diabetes

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Neither Egger's test (changed from p=0.04 to p=0.06) nor the summary estimate (summary RR = 0.97
(0.93-1.01, I*= 45.6%, P = 0.04) changed materially when excluding the study by Hodge et al., which
appeared to be an outlier.

Halvorsen RE, et al. bmjnph 2021; 4:€000218. doi: 10.1136/bmjnph-2020-000218



Supplemental material

BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) disclaims al liability and responsibility arising from any reliance
placed on this supplemental material which has been supplied by the author(s)

bmjnph

Supplemental Figure 104. Funnel plot of cruciferous vegetables and type 2 diabetes

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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There was evidence of publication bias with Egger's test (P = 0.006), which remained significant (P =
0.05) after exclusion of two apparently outlying studies (Mursu et al. and Villegas et al.), and the
association remained non-significant, summary RR=1.06 (95% CI: 0.98-1.15, I = 57%), although the

direction of the association changed.
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Supplemental Figure 105. Funnel plot of green leafy vegetables and type 2 diabetes

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Although Egger's test was not significant (P = 0.46), there was some indication of asymmetry in the funnel
plot. This appeared to be driven by the studies of Cooper et al. and Kurotani et al. However, the results
were not materially altered by exclusion of these two studies, summary RR = 0.96 (95% CI: 0.92-1.01, I*=

78.4%).
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Supplemental Figure 106. Funnel plot of potatoes, total and type 2 diabetes

Although there was indication of publication bias with Egger's test (P = 0.06) and by inspection of the
funnel plot, the asymmetry in the funnel plot indicated missing positive studies. Excluding one outlying
study by Farhadnejad et al. attenuated Egger's test to 0.23, but did not substantially alter the results,
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summary RR = 1.09 (95% CL: 1.04-1.14, ?*=40.2%, P = 0.12.
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