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Supplementary figure legends:

Supplementary figure 1. Forest plot for the effect of probiotics on total cholesterol (T-chol) compared to controls in pooled analysis. The shaded diamonds indicate the effect of probiotics in a particular study (weighted difference in mean). The horizontal lines represent 95% confidence intervals (CIs). The big diamond data marker indicates the pooled effect. The figure shows the summary of studies overall and subdivided by the number of bacterial species used. “multiple”: combination of bacteria, “single”:  one bacterial species used 

Supplementary figure 2. Forest plot for the effect of probiotics on low density lipoprotein (LDL) compared to controls in pooled analysis. The shaded diamonds indicate the effect of probiotics in a particular study (weighted difference in mean). The horizontal lines represent 95% confidence intervals (CIs). The big diamond data marker indicates the pooled effect. The figure shows the summary of studies overall and subdivided by length of intervention. “long”: 12 weeks or longer, “short”:  8 weeks or shorter.

Supplementary figure 3. Forest plot for the effect of probiotics on low density lipoprotein (LDL) compared to controls in pooled analysis. The shaded diamonds indicate the effect of probiotics in a particular study (weighted difference in mean). The horizontal lines represent 95% confidence intervals (CIs). The big diamond data marker indicates the pooled effect. The figure shows the summary of studies overall and subdivided by the number of bacterial species used. “multiple”: combination of bacteria, “single”:  one bacterial species used
Supplementary figure 4. Forest plot for the effect of probiotics on low density lipoprotein (LDL) compared to controls in pooled analysis. The shaded diamonds indicate the effect of probiotics in a particular study (weighted difference in mean). The horizontal lines represent 95% confidence intervals (CIs). The big diamond data marker indicates the pooled effect. The figure shows the summary of studies overall and subdivided by the number of bacterial species used. “multiple”: combination of bacteria, “single”:  one bacterial species used
Supplementary figure 5. Trial sequential analysis of data on low density lipoprotein (LDL). Trial sequential analysis is a random effect-based meta-analytical model to estimate the “required information size” i.e. the sample size allowing us to draw a confident conclusion. Each dot on the Z-curve represents a new piece of information, the results of a new randomised study. In our case, the analysis shows that our sample size is insufficient to draw a confident conclusion. 
Supplementary figure 6. Forest plot for the effect of probiotics on fasting plasma glucose (FPG) compared to controls in pooled analysis. The shaded diamonds indicate the effect of probiotics in a particular study (weighted difference in mean). The horizontal lines represent 95% confidence intervals (CIs). The big diamond data marker indicates the pooled effect. The figure shows the summary of studies overall and subdivided by the number of bacterial species used. “multiple”: combination of bacteria, “single”:  one bacterial species used
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SabicoB (2018) —_— ! 22,17 (27.42,-16.92) 31, -33.8(114) 30, -116(9.48) 5.68
Mafi (2018) —_— -9.90 (21.76,1.96)  30,-15(288) 30, -5.1(164) 440
Sharma (2011) —_— 950 (13,55, 6.45) 20, -19.6(2.03) 20, -10.1(9.02) 5.85
SabicoA (2017) - -1.54(5.48,2.40)  39,-15.8(9.78) 39, -143(787) 5.86
RayganC (2018) —_—— 012(9.19,895) 30, -68(557) 30, -6.68(247) 498
Raygan (2018) —_— 0.89(12.69,14.47) 27,-78(581) 27, 869(355) 405
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RayganB (2018) — 460 (-4.82,14.02)  30,54(206) 30, 8(164) 491
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Bayat (2016) —_— -12.89 (19.97,-5.81) 20,17 (11.5) 20, -4.11(11.4) 5.37
AbbasiB (2018) —_— 7.00(1210,-1.90) 20,-92(104) 20,22(52) 570
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Subtotal (Fsquared = 88 9%, p = 0.000) <:';> 527 (12.74,220) 234 237 4823
Ovrall (isquared = 88.6%, p = 0.000) < AT77(847,093) 546 544 100,00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis N
T T T T
-40 -20 0 20 40

favours LDL decrease. favours LDL increase



