Table S1. Search strategy and results

	Database
	Query
	Results (No.)

	


PubMed
	
(arterial stiffness [tiab] OR "Vascular endothelium"[tiab] OR “Endothelium Dependent Relaxing Factors"[tiab] OR “endothelium”[tiab] OR “vasodilatation”[tiab] OR “vasorelaxation”[tiab] OR “Vascular Stiffness”[tiab] OR “Aortic Stiffnesses”[tiab]) AND (magnesium[tiab])

	

316


	

Web of Science
	
Query #1: ‘arterial stiffness’(Topic) or ‘Vascular endothelium’(Topic) or ‘Endothelium Dependent Relaxing Factors’(Topic) or ‘endothelium’(Topic) or ‘vasodilatation’(Topic) or ‘vasorelaxation’(Topic) or ‘Vascular Stiffness’(Topic) or ‘Aortic Stiffnesses’(Topic) 
Query #2: magnesium(Topic)
Query#3: #1 AND #2
	


471





	

SCOPUS
	
( ( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( arterial stiffness ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( Vascular endothelium ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( Endothelium Dependent Relaxing Factors ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( endothelium ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( vasodilatation ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( vasorelaxation ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( Vascular Stiffness ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( Aortic Stiffnesses ) ) ) AND ( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( magnesium ) )

	


1843




	[bookmark: _Hlk229743112]


CENTRAL
	
Query#1: (Vasodilation):ti,ab,kw OR (Vascular endothelium):ti,ab,kw OR (arterial stiffness):ti,ab,kw OR (Vasorelaxation):ti,ab,kw OR (endothelium):ti,ab,kw
Query#2: (Magnesium):ti,ab,kw
Query#3: #1 AND #2

	

163

	

Clinicaltrial.gov
	
(arterial stiffness OR Vascular endothelium OR Endothelium Dependent Relaxing Factors OR endothelium OR vasodilatation OR vasorelaxation OR Vascular Stiffness OR Aortic Stiffnesses) AND (magnesium)
	

74









Quality Assessment
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Table S2. Risk of bias assessment of included randomized controlled trials according to the Cochrane RoB2 tool

Colors indicate the risk level for each domain and study (green = low risk, yellow = some concerns, red = high risk).
	Study ID
	Randomization
Process
	Deviations from the intended interventions
	Missing Outcome Data
	Outcome Measurement
	Selection of reported results
	Overall

	Shechter, 2000 
	Some Concerns
	Some Concerns
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns

	Mortazavi, 2013 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 

	Rahnama, 2022 
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns
	Some Concerns

	Cunha, 2017 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns

	Talari, 2019 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns
	Some Concerns
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns

	Joris, 2017 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 

	Cosaro, 2014 
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns

	Ferrara, 1992 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns
	Some Concerns
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns

	Meer, 2026  
	Some Concerns
	Some Concerns
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns

	Rashvand, 2019 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns
	Some Concerns
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns

	Schutten, 2022 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 
	Low risk 

	Barbagallo, 2010 
	Some Concerns
	Low risk 
	Some Concerns
	Some Concerns
	Some Concerns
	Some Concerns


	




Table S3. Meta-regression analysis
	Variable
	moderator
	Β Coefficient
	Std. Error
	95% CI
	p-value

	Primary Outcomes

	





FMD
	Age
	0.37
	0.35
	-0.31, 1.06
	0.28

	
	BMI
	-2.39
	0.35
	-3.08, -1.70
	p<0.001

	
	Duration of follow-up
	0.14
	0.27
	-0.38, 0.67
	0.58

	
	Dose
	0.02
	0.008
	0.006, 0.038
	0.006

	
	Baseline serum Mg level
	-9.12
	10.84
	-0.76, -0.09
	0.40

	
	Baseline SBP
	0.36
	0.11
	0.14, 0.58
	0.001

	
	Baseline DBP
	0.06
	0.37
	-0.67, 0.81
	0.85

	
	Baseline FMD
	-9.64
	2.25
	-1.66, 3.16
	0.54

	
	Baseline PWV
	-0.20
	0.36
	-4.06, -5.22
	p<0.001

	
	Baseline CIMT
	-138.80
	26.27
	-190.30, -87.29
	p<0.001

	


PWV
	Age
	0.05
	0.04
	-0.03, 0.15
	0.21

	
	BMI
	-0.18
	0.10
	-0.38, 0.02
	0.83

	
	Dose
	0.0007
	0.002
	-0.004, 0.006
	0.78

	
	Baseline serum Mg level
	-5.43
	3.71
	-12.71, 1.84
	0.14

	
	Baseline SBP
	0.02
	0.02
	-0.02. 0.08
	0.29

	
	Baseline DBP
	0.02
	0.005
	-0.08,0.13
	0.64

	
	Baseline PWV
	0.11
	0.07
	-0.03,0.26
	0.13

	


CIMT
	Age
	0.06
	0.08
	-0.10,0.24
	0.42

	
	BMI
	0.17
	0.09
	-0.01, 0.36
	0.07

	
	Dose
	0.0001
	0.006
	-0.001, 0.001
	0.81

	
	Baseline serum Mg level
	0.31
	6.82
	-13.06,13.96
	0.96

	
	Baseline SBP
	0.017
	0.013
	-0.009,0.043
	0.20

	
	Baseline DBP
	0.02
	0.02
	-0.016, 0.073
	0.20

	
	Baseline FMD
	0.05
	0.04
	-0.02,0.13
	0.20

	
	Baseline CIMT
	-0.65
	0.63
	-1.89,0.58
	0.30

	Secondary Outcomes

	




SBP
	Age
	-0.01
	0.12
	-0.25, 0.22
	0.90

	
	BMI
	0.22
	0.09
	0.04, 0.4
	0.01

	
	Duration of follow-up
	0.04
	0.07
	-0.10, 0.19
	0.53

	
	Dose
	0.0009
	0.005
	-0.009, 0.011
	0.85

	
	Baseline serum Mg level
	-1.37
	3.47
	-8.18, 5.42
	0.69

	
	Baseline SBP
	0.01
	0.06
	-0.10, 0.14
	0.76

	
	Baseline DBP
	-0.003
	0.14
	-0.28, 0.27
	0.98

	
	Baseline PWV
	4.17
	5.60
	-6.81, 15.17
	0.45

	
	Baseline FMD
	-1.02
	0.71
	-2.41, 0.36
	0.15

	
	Baseline CIMT
	100.40
	98.11
	-91.90, 292.70
	0.30

	




DBP
	Age
	0.11
	0.11
	-0.11, 0.33
	0.33

	
	BMI
	-0.05
	0.05
	-0.16, 0.5
	0.29

	
	Duration of follow-up
	-0.08
	0.09
	-0.26, 0.09
	0.37

	
	Dose
	-0.005
	0.005
	-0.016, 0.006
	0.38

	
	Baseline serum Mg level
	0.22
	2.34
	-4.37, 4.82
	0.92

	
	Baseline SBP
	-0.13
	0.05
	-0.23, -0.03
	0.008

	
	Baseline DBP
	-0.23
	0.08
	-0.39, -0.07
	0.004

	
	Baseline PWV
	5.29
	3.68
	-1.93, 12.51
	0.15

	
	Baseline FMD
	-1.01
	0.64
	-2.28, 0.25
	0.11

	
	Baseline CIMT
	110.80
	50.21
	12.37, 209.22
	0.027

	



Serum magnesium level
	Age
	-0.002
	0.002
	-0.007,0.002
	0.36

	
	BMI
	0.002
	0.002
	-0.002,0.008
	0.27

	
	Duration of follow-up
	-0.002
	0.002
	-0.006,0.001
	0.31

	
	Dose
	0.0002
	0.0001
	0.0002, 0.004
	0.03

	
	Baseline serum Mg level
	0.08
	0.03
	0.01,0.14
	0.01

	
	Baseline SBP
	0.004
	0.001
	0.001, 0.007
	0.005

	
	Baseline DBP
	0.006
	0.001
	0.003, 0.009
	p<0.001

	
	Baseline PWV
	0.005
	0.003
	-0.0005, 0.011
	0.07

	
	Baseline FMD
	0.01
	0.004
	0.002, 0.020
	0.009

	
	Baseline CIMT
	0.11
	0.38
	-0.63, 0.86
	0.75



























Table S4. GRADE Summary of Findings for the Effects of Oral Magnesium Supplementation on Primary Vascular Outcomes

	Outcome
	No. of studies / effect sizes
	Effect (MD, 95% CI, p-value)
	Risk of bias
	Inconsistency
	Indirectness
	Imprecision
	Publication bias
	Overall certainty

	Flow-mediated dilation (FMD)
	6 effect sizes
	MD = 2.86; 95% CI: -1.31 to 7.03; p = 0.18
	Serious – most trials had “some concerns” in RoB 2, only three at low risk.
	Very serious – I² = 97.5%; heterogeneity largely unexplained despite subgroup and meta-regression analyses.
	Not serious – populations, interventions, comparators, and outcome were consistent with the review question.
	Serious – wide CI crossing no effect and limited number of studies.
	Serious – funnel plot asymmetry; Egger’s test significant (p = 0.009); trim-and-fill did not impute studies and did not change the pooled effect.
	Very low

	Pulse wave velocity (PWV)
	6 effect sizes
	MD = -0.17; 95% CI: -0.60 to 0.25; p = 0.43
	Serious – most included RCTs were rated as having “some concerns” in RoB 2.
	Not serious to serious – heterogeneity and subgroup trends do not clearly justify very severe downgrade, but some inconsistency cannot be excluded.
	Not serious – direct comparison of oral magnesium supplementation versus placebo on arterial stiffness.
	Serious – CI compatible with both a small benefit and no effect; six effect sizes only.
	Serious – Egger’s test significant (p = 0.01); trim-and-fill did not impute studies and did not change the pooled effect.
	Low

	Carotid intima-media thickness (CIMT)
	3 effect sizes
	MD = -0.08 mm; 95% CI: -0.15 to -0.01; p = 0.03
	Serious – most trials were not unequivocally low risk; study limitations present.
	Not serious – no substantial unresolved heterogeneity reported, although the evidence base is small.
	Not serious – studies directly evaluated oral magnesium supplementation and CIMT.
	Serious – only three studies; pooled estimate was fragile in leave-one-out sensitivity analyses.
	Serious – Egger’s test significant (p = 0.04); trim-and-fill did not impute studies and did not change the pooled effect.
	Very low











Figure S1. Subgroup analysis of serum magnesium level changes based on intervention follow-up duration
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Figure S2. Subgroup analysis of serum magnesium level changes based on magnesium dosage
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Figure S3. Subgroup analysis of serum magnesium level changes based on type of magnesium formula
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Figure S4. Subgroup analysis of systolic blood pressure based on intervention follow-up duration
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Figure S5. Subgroup analysis of systolic blood pressure  changes based on magnesium dosages
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Figure S6. Subgroup analysis of systolic blood pressure changes based on type of magnesium formula
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Figure S7. Subgroup analysis of diastolic blood pressure changes based on intervention follow-up duration
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Figure S8. Subgroup analysis of diastolic blood pressure changes based on magnesium dosages
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Figure S9. Subgroup analysis of serum magnesium level changes based on type of magnesium formula
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Figure S10. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of pulse wave velocity
[image: ]


Figure S11. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of systolic blood pressure
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Figure S12. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of diastolic blood pressure
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Figure S13. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of serum magnesium level 
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Figure S14. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of flow-mediated dilation
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Figure S15. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of carotid intima-media thickness
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Figure S16. Funnel plot of publication bias for seum magnesium level (Egger’s test p-value=0.18)
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Figure S17. Funnel plot of publication bias for systolic blood pressure (Egger’s test p-value=0.60)
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Figure S18. Funnel plot of publication bias for diastolic blood pressure (Egger’s test p-value=0.24)
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Figure S19. Funnel plot of publication bias for flow-mediated dialation (Egger’s test p-value=0.009)
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Figure S20. Funnel plot of publication bias for carotid intima-media thickness (Egger’s test p-value=0.046)
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Figure S21. Funnel plot of publication bias for pulse wave velocity (Egger’s test p-value=0.010)
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image1.jpeg
Magnesium  Placebo Mean diff. ~ Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% Cl (%)
<4 Weeks
Ferrara, 1992 7 -1 08 7 -2 26 010[-0.10, 0.30] 0.4
Schutten, 2022, Mg citrate 46 .02 .04 26 -02 .04 | 004[ 0.02, 0.06] 6.44
Schutten, 2022, Mg oxide 46 .02 .03 26 -02 .04 | | 004[ 0.02, 0.06] 6.68
Schutten, 2022, Mg sulfate 46 .01 .05 26 -02 .04 [ | 003[ 0.01, 005 6.15
Barbagallo, 2010 30 07 0630 -01 55 008[-0.12, 028] 0.4
Heterogeneity: 1* = 0.00, I = 0.00%, H” = 1.00 4 0.04[ 0.03, 0.05]

) Q(4)=1.14,p = 0.89
Testof 0= 0: 2= 6.86, p = 0.00
4<x <12 Weeks
Cosaro, 2014 8 0 03 8 -01 04 = 001[-0.02, 0.04] 4.99
Ferrara, 1992 7 0 06 7 -1 26 0.10[-0.10, 0.30] 0.44
Meer, 2026 37 07 03 37 -01 .06 n 008[ 0,06, 0.10] 6.23
Rashvand, 2019 18 12 .09 19 -03 .07 - 015[ 0.10, 020] 3.56
Schutten, 2022, Mg citrate 46 .01 .04 26 -02 .06 [ ] 003[ 0.01, 0.05] 6.09
Schutten, 2022, Mg oxide 46 .02 03 26 -02 .04 | | 004[ 0.02, 0.06] 668
Schutten, 2022, Mg sulfate 46 .01 06 26 -02 .04 o 003[ 0.00, 0.06] 5.83
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I = 89.92%, H” = 9.92 '3 0.05[ 0.02, 0.09]
Testof 6 = 6;: Q(6) = 33.24, p = 0.00
Testof 0= 0:2=3.08,p=0.00
>12 Weeks
Mortazavi, 2013 27 05 07 25 05 07 o 000[-0.04, 0.04] 467
Cunha, 2017 17 0 0518 -08 .05 = 008[ 0.05, 0.11] 5.13
Talari, 2019 27 o 127 0 1 — 0.00[-0.05, 0.05] 3.45
Joris, 2017 26 02 0325 0 .03 | | 002[ 0.00, 0.04] 667
Ferrara, 1992 704 43 7 -1 26 020[-0.02, 042] 0.38
Meer, 2026 37 08 0337 0 05 [ ] 008[ 0.06, 0.10] 6.48
Schutten, 2022, Mg citrate 46 .02 .04 26 -02 .04 | 004[ 0.02, 0.06] 6.44
Schutten, 2022, Mg oxide 46 .02 03 26 -02 .04 [ | 004[ 0.02, 0.06] 6.68
Schutten, 2022, Mg sulfate 46 0 0526 -02 04 [ ] 0.02[-0.00, 0.04] 6.15
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I = 82.19%, H* = 5.61 ¢ 0.04[ 0.02, 0.06]
Testof 8, = 8;: Q(8) = 40.24, p = 0.00
Testof 8=0:2=3.72,p=0.00
Overall ) 0.04[ 0.03, 0.06]

Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I = 80.46%, H” = 5.12
Test of 6, = 6, Q(20) = 76.25, p = 0.00
Testof 8=0:2=6.25,p=0.00

Test of group differences: Qu(2) = 0.82, p = 0.66

Random-effects REML model





image2.jpeg
Magnesium ~ Placebo Mean diff.  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
<400 mg/day
Cosaro, 2014 8 o 03 8 -01 .036 E 3 0.01[-0.02, 0.04] 9.64
Ferrara, 1992 7 1 134 7 -1 262 0.20[-0.02, 0.42] 1.19
Joris, 2017 26 02 0325 0 032 | | 002 0.00, 0.04] 1092
Meer, 2026 37 08 02537 0 054 || 008 0.06, 0.10] 10.78
Mortazavi, 2013 27 05 07325 05 074 - 000[-0.04, 0.04] 890
Talari, 2019 27 0 0% 27 0 .09% - 0.00[-0.05, 0.05] 7.7
Barbagallo, 2010 30 07 05530 -01 .55 008[-0.12, 0.28] 141
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I = 78.58%, H = 4.67 > 0.03 [ -0.00, 0.06]
Test of 6 = 8 Q(6) = 33.44, p = 0.00
Testof 6=0:2=189,p=006
>400 mg/day
Cunha, 2017 7 0 051 18 -08 .051 = 008[ 0.05, 0.11] 951
Rashvand, 2019 18 42 .09 19 -03 073 - 0.15[ 0.10, 020]  7.63
Schutten, 2022, Mg citrate 46 .02 038 26 -02 .038 ] 004 0.02, 0.06] 10.84
Schutten, 2022, Mg oxide ~ 46 .02 .03 26 -02 .038 ] 004 0.02, 0.06] 10.99
Schutten, 2022, Mg sulfate 46 0 .055 26 -02 .038 [ ] 0.02[-0.00, 0.04] 10.42
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I’ = 92.77%, H’ = 13.83 > 0.06[ 0.02, 0.10]
) Q(4) = 24.23, p = 0.00
* 0.05[ 0.02, 0.07]

) Q(11) = 58,51, p = 0.00
Testof 6=0:2=353,p=000

Test of group differences: Qu(1) = 1.50, p = 0.22

Random-effects REML model





image3.jpeg
Magnesium  Placebo Mean diff. ~ Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% Cl (%)
Magnesium chelate

Cunha, 2017 17 0 051 18 -08 .051 - 0081 0.05, 0.1 951
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.0, I* = %, H < 0.08[ 0.05, 0.11]
Testof 8 = 8 Q(0) = -0.00, p =

Testof 8= 0:2=4.64, p = 0.00

Magnesium citrate

Joris, 2017 26 02 0325 032 O 0.02[ 0.00, 0.04] 10.92
Meer, 2026 37 .08 .025 37 054 || 0.08[ 0.06, 0.10] 10.78
Schutten, 2022, Mg citrate 46 .02 038 26 -02 .038 [ ] 0.04[ 0.02, 0.06] 10.84
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = 90.79%, H* = 10.86 <* 0.05[ 0.01, 0.08]

Test of 8 = 6: Q(2) = 21.36, p = 0.00

Testof 8=0:2=264,p=0.01

Magnesium oxide

Mortazavi, 2013 27 05 073 25 .05 074 = 0.00[-0.04, 0.04]  8.90
Rashvand, 2019 18 12 .09 19 -03 073 - 0.15[ 0.10, 020]  7.63
Schutten, 2022, Mg oxide 46 .02 .03 26 -02 .038 [ ] 0.04[ 0.02, 0.06] 10.99
Talari, 2019 27 0 09 27 0 .09 R 0.00[-0.05, 005 7.7
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I = 92.30%, H’ = 12.99 < 0.05[-0.02, 0.11]

Test of 6, = 6;: Q(3) = 22.95, p = 0.00

Testof0=0:z=1.37,p=0.17

Magnesium pidolate

Cosaro, 2014 8 0 03 8 -01 .03 = 001[-0.02, 0.04] 964
Ferrara, 1992 704 434 7 -1 262 020[-0.02, 042] 1.19
Barbagallo, 2010 30 07 055 30 -01 55 0.08[-0.12, 0.28]  1.41
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I = 41.18%, H* = 1.70 i 0.06 [ -0.05, 0.16]
Testof 6 =6 Q(2) = 3.27,p = 0.19

Testof 8=0:2=1.06, p =029

Magnesium sulfate

Schutten, 2022, Mg sulfate 46 0 055 26 -02 .038 [ ] 0.02[-0.00, 0.04] 10.42
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I* = .%, H = 3 0.02[-0.00, 0.04]

Test of 8 = 6: Q(0) = 0.00, p =
Testof0=0:z=1.64,p=0.10

Overall
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I = 88.42%, H’ = 8.64
) Q(11) = 58.51, p = 0.00
=3.53,p =0.00

Test of group differences: Qu(4) = 8.27, p = 0.08

Random-effects REML model

L3 0.05[ 0.02, 0.07]
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Magnesium ~ Placebo Mean diff. Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
<4 Weeks

Ferrara, 1992 7 -1 9 7 -8 896 7.00[ -241, 16.41] 057
Schutten, 2022, Mg citrate 46 -2 922 26 0 922 200 -643, 243] 257
Schutten, 2022, Mg oxide 46 0 949 26 0 922 000[ -452, 452 248
Schutten, 2022, Mg sulfate 46 0 949 26 0 922 000[ -452, 452 248
Barbagallo, 2010 0 2 60830 -1 7.21 00[ 437, 237] 444
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00 -045( -2.45, 1.56]

Test of 8, = 8;: Q(4) = 3.06, p = 0.55

Testof 6=0:2=-043,p=066

4<x 5 12 Weeks

Rahnama, 2022 29 293 144 27 241 198 052[ 142, 0.38] 6207
Cosaro, 2014 8 23 832 8 55 453 320[ -336, 976] 1.7
Ferrara, 1992 76 721 7 1 792 500[ -2.93, 12.93] 080
Rashvand, 2019 18 -6.28 1154 19 -3.21 1262 -3.07[-10.88, 4.74] 0.83
Schutten, 2022, Mg citrate 46 -1 949 26 -3 859 200[ 241, 641] 259
Schutten, 2022, Mg oxide 46 2 922 26 -3 859 100[ -333, 533 270
Schutten, 2022, Mg sulfate 46 -1 906 26 -3 859 200[ -228, 628 276
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 -0.19[ -1.02, 0.65]
Testof 6, = 6 Q(6) = 5.95, p = 0.43

Testof 6=0:z=-044,p=0.66

>12 Weeks

Shechter, 2000 25 4 1325 5174 1.00[ -587, 7.87] 1.07
Mortazavi, 2013 27 778 1121 25 38 1298 -3.98[-10.56, 260] 1.7
Cunha, 2017 17410 1021 18 -1 1092 9.00[-16.01, -1.99]  1.03
Joris, 2017 26 1 692 0 7.9 41.00[ -5.10, 3.10] 301
Ferrara, 1992 77 738 7 7 816 10.00( 1.85, 18.15] 0.76
Schutten, 2022, Mg citrate 46 0 985 26 -1 859 1.00[ -3.53, 553] 246
Schutten, 2022, Mg oxide 46 0 949 26 -1 859 1.00[ -3.41, 541] 259
Schutten, 2022, Mg sulfate 46 1 985 26 -1 859 200[ -253, 653 246
Heterogeneity: 1° = 3.25, I = 30.38%, H* = 1.44. 0.08[ -2.22, 237]
Testof 6 = 8;: Q(7) = 14.94,p = 0.04

Testof 6=0:2=006,p=095

Overall -0.17[ -0.89, 0.54]

Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00
) Q(19) = 24.11,p=0.19
Testof 0= 0:z=-0.48,p =063

Test of group differences: Q,(2) = 0.11, p = 0.94

Random-effects ML model





image5.jpeg
Magnesium  Placebo Mean diff. Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
<400 mg/day
Cosaro, 2014 8 23 8317 8 55 4528 — 320[ -336, 9.76] 142
Ferrara, 1992 7 7 7376 7 17 8161 ———— 1000[ 185, 18.15] 092
Joris, 2017 26 1 6957 25 0 7962 — -1.00[ -5.10, 3.10] 363
Mortazavi, 2013 27 778 11214 25 -38 12.976 R 3.98[-10.56, 260] 141
[
[

Rahnama, 2022 29 293 1445 27 241 1983 u 052[ 142, 038] 7464
Barbagallo, 2010 30 -2 60830 -1 721 — -1.00[ 437, 237 536
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H = 1.00 + 045[ -1.29, 0.38]
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(5) = 8.81,p = 0.12

Testof8=0:z=-1.07,p=029

>400 mg/day

Cunha, 2017 17 10 10208 18 -1 10918 ———— 9.00[-16.01, -199] 124
Rashvand, 2019 18 628 11543 19 -321 12616 _— -307([-10.87, 473] 1.00
Schutten, 2022, Mg citrate 46 0 9849 26 -1 8591 — 100 -353, 553 297
Schutten, 2022, Mg oxide 46 0 9487 26 -1 8591 —_ 100 -341, 541 3.3
Schutten, 2022, Mg sulfate 46 19849 26 -1 8591 — 200[ -253, 653] 297
Shechter, 2000 25 4 1325 -5 11739 _ 100 587, 7.87] 1.29
Heterogeneity: 1 = 3.73, I = 32.17%, H’ = 1.47 > -0.38[ -3.13, 2.37]
Testof 6, = 6; Q(5) = 8.13,p = 0.15

Testof0=0:2=-0.27,p=079

Overall + 041[ 119, 0.38]

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I = 0.00%, H* = 1.(
Testof 6 = 6;: Q(11) = 17.04, p = 0.11
Testof 8 -1.02,p=0.31

Test of group differences: Qu(1) = 0.00, p = 0.96

Random-effects REML model
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Magnesium  Placebo Mean diff. Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Magnesium chelate

Cunha, 2017 17 10 10208 18 -1 10918 ———— -9.00[-16.01, -1.99] 124
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = %, H* = e -9.00[-16.01, -1.99]

Test of 8, = 8;: Q(0) = 0.00, p

Testof 8= 0:2=-2.52, p=0.01

Magnesium citrate

Joris, 2017 26 1 6957 25 0 7962 -100[ 510, 3.10] 363
Schutten, 2022, Mg citrate 46 0 9.849 26 -1 8591 100 -353, 553 297
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 -0.10[ -3.14, 2.94]
Testof 6 = 6;: Q(1) = 0.41,p = 0.52

Testof 8=0:2=-0.06, p =095

Magnesium oxide

Mortazavi, 2013 27 778 11214 25 38 12976 3.98[-10.56, 260] 141
Rashvand, 2019 18 628 11543 19 -321 12616 -3.07[-1087, 473 1.00
Schutten, 2022, Mg oxide ~ 46 0 9487 26 -1 8591 100 -341, 541 313
Shechter, 2000 25 4 1325 -5 11739 100[ 587, 7.87] 1.29
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H” = 1.00 -062[ -361, 2.36]
Testof 8 = 6;: Q(3) = 2.1, p = 0.55

Testof 8=0:2=-041,p=068

Magnesium pidolate

Cosaro, 2014 8 23 8317 55 4528 320[ -336, 976) 142
Ferrara, 1992 7 7 7376 A7 8161 1000 1.85, 18.15] 092
Barbagallo, 2010 30 -2 6.08 30 -1 721 -1.00[ -4.37, 2.37] 536
Heterogeneity: * = 19.93, I’ = 69.26%, H’ = 3.25 319 292, 9.31]

Test of 6, = 8 Q(2) = 6.46, p = 0.04

Testof @=0:z=1.02,p=031

Magnesium sulfate

Rahnama, 2022 29 293 1445 27 241 1983 052 -142, 038] 7464
Schutten, 2022, Mg sulfate 46 1 9849 26 -1 8591 200[ -2.53, 6.53] 297
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.40, I* = 12.55%, H® = 1.14 -0.28[ -1.73, 1.18]
Testof 6= 6;: Q(1) = 1.14,p = 0.28

Testof 0=0:2=-0.37,p= 071

Overall 041 -119, 03g]

Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H” = 1.00
Testof 8,=8;: Q(11) = 17.04,p = 0.11
Testof @=0:z=-1.02,p=031

Test of group differences: Qu(4) = 7.19, p = 0.13

Random-effects REML model





