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Results for total cholesterol
The mean difference [95% confidence interval] in effect on cholesterol levels was in favour of the CWL (-0.32mmol/L [-0.01 to - 0.64]) compared to the HNWL programmes at the end of treatment (Figure 1) and (0.06 mmoI/L [-0.37  to 0.25] weeks 40-52 (Figure 3). The reduction in total cholesterol was slightly greater in the HNWL programmes (0.05 mmoI/L [-0.31 to 0.21]), compared to the CWL programmes at weeks 20 to 39 (Figure 2). During the longer follow-up period between weeks 53 to 104 showed that improvements in total cholesterol were slightly greater in the HNWL programmes (- 0.17mmol/L [-0.51 to 0.18]) (Figure 4) compared to CWL programmes.
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Results for high-density lipoprotein (HDL)
HDL reduced in both programmes, but was more favoured in the CWL programmes compared to the HNWL programmes at weeks 20 and 39, (<0.01mmoI/L[-0.07 to 0.08]) (Figure 6) and between weeks 40 to 52 (0.02 mmoI/L [-009 to 0.13]) (Figure 7). Between weeks 8-19 (0.04 mmoI/L [-0.13 to 0.06]) (Figure 5), and weeks 53 to 104 (0.02 mmoI/L [-0.10 to 0.05]) (Figure 8) the change in HDL levels was slighter more favourable in the HNWL programmes than the CWL programmes.
Figure 5. Meta-analysis for HDL at 8–19 weeks				 Figure 6. Meta-analysis for HDL at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 7. Meta-analysis for HDL at 40–52 weeks 				Figure 8. Meta-analysis for HDL at 53–104 weeks
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Results for low-density lipoprotein (LDL)
The mean differences in change in LDL were in favour of the CWL programmes compared to the HNWL programmes post treatment (- 0.22 mmoI/L [-0.48 to 0.04]) (Figure 9), at weeks 20-39, (-0.08 mmoI/L[-0.30 to 0.13]) (Figure 10) and weeks 40 to 52 (-0.09 mmoI/L[-0.35 to 0.18 ]) (Figure 11) Whereas the change in LDL was in favour of the HNWL programmes than the CWL participants during the longer follow-up period (-0.20 mmoI/L[-0.44 to 0.04]) (weeks 53 to 104) (Figure 12).
Figure 9. Meta-analysis for LDL at 8–19 weeks 				Figure 10. Meta-analysis for LDL at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 11. Meta-analysis for LDL at 40–52 weeks 				Figure 12. Meta-analysis for LDL at 53–104 weeks
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Results for triglycerides
The mean difference in change in triglyceride levels was in favour of CWL compared to HNWL programmes between weeks 8 and 19 (-0.12 mmoI/L[-0.39 to 0.16 ]) (Figure 13) and weeks 20 to 39,( -0.17 mmoI/L[-0.42 to 0.08 ]) ( Figure 14). Change in triglyceride level was in favour of the HNWL programmes (-0.04 mmoI/L[-0.35 to 0.26]) at weeks 40 to 52 (Figure 15). The single study (Mensinger 2009) provided data from weeks 53 to 104 showed a greater improvement (-0.16 mmoI/L[-0.64 to 0.32]) in triglyceride levels in the CWL compared to the HNWL programme (Figure 16).
Figure 13. Meta-analysis for Triglycerides at 8–19 weeks 			Figure 14. Meta-analysis for Triglycerides at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 15. Meta-analysis for Triglycerides at 40–52 weeks 			Figure 16. Meta-analysis for Triglycerides at 53–104 weeks
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Results for total Cholesterol-HDL Ratio
Figure 17. Meta-analysis for Total cholesterol-HDL at 8–19 weeks 		Figure 18. Meta-analysis for Total cholesterol-HDL, 20–39 weeks

[bookmark: _Toc431809210][bookmark: _Toc431814593][bookmark: _Toc431809209][bookmark: _Toc431814592][image: ][image: ]

Figure 19. Meta-analysis for Total cholesterol-HDL at 40–52 weeks 		Figure 20. Meta-analysis for Total cholesterol-HDL, 53–104weeks
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Additional meta-analysis for blood Pressure
Figure 21. Meta-analysis for Systolic BP at 8–19 weeks 			Figure 22. Meta-analysis for Systolic BP at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 23. Meta-analysis for Systolic BP at 40–52 weeks
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Figure 24. Meta-analysis for Systolic BP at 53–104 weeks
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Figure 25. Meta-analysis for Diastolic BP at 8–19 weeks
[image: ]



Figure 26. Meta-analysis for Diastolic BP at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 27. Meta-analysis for Diastolic BP at 40–52 weeks
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Figure 28. Meta-analysis for Diastolic BP at 53–104 weeks
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Additional meta-analyses for weight
Figure 29. Meta-analysis for Weight at 8–19 weeks[image: ]

Figure 30. Meta-analysis for  Weight at 8–19 weeks (excluding studies with high bias)
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Figure 31. Meta-analysis for Weight at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 32. Meta-analysis for Weight at 20–39 weeks (excluding studies with high bias)
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Figure 33. Meta-analysis for Weight at 40–52 weeks
[image: ]


Figure 34 Meta-analysis for Weight at 40–52 weeks (excluding studies with high bias)
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Additional meta-analyses for Secondary Outcomes
Figure 35. Meta-analysis for Daily energy expenditure at 8–19 weeks
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Figure 36. Meta-analysis for Daily energy expenditure at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 37. Meta-analysis for Daily energy expenditure at 40–52 weeks
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Figure 38. Meta-analysis for Daily energy expenditure at 53–104 weeks
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Figure 40. Meta-analysis for Self-esteem at 8–19 weeks
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Figure 41. Meta-analysis for Self-esteem at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 42. Meta-analysis for Self-esteem at 40–52 weeks
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Figure 43. Meta-analysis for Self-esteem at 53–104 weeks
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Figure 44. Meta-analysis for Body Image Avoidance at 8–19 weeks
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Figure 45. Meta-analysis for Body Image Avoidance at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 46. Meta-analysis for Body Image Avoidance at 40–52 weeks
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Figure 47. Meta-analysis for Depression at 8–19 weeks
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Figure 48. Meta-analysis for Depression at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 49. Meta-analysis for Depression at 40–52 weeks
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Figure 50. Meta-analysis for Binge eating at 8–19 weeks
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Figure 51. Meta-analysis for Binge eating at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 52. Meta-analysis for Drive for thinness at 8–19 weeks
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Figure 53. Meta-analysis for Drive for thinness at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 54. Meta-analysis of the Results Drive for thinness at 40–52 weeks
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Figure 55. Meta-analysis for Bulimia at 8–19 weeks
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Figure 56. Meta-analysis for Bulimia at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 57. Meta-analysis for Bulimia at 40–52 weeks
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Figure 58. Meta-analysis for Body dissatisfaction at 8–19 weeks
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Figure 59. Meta-analysis for Body dissatisfaction at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 60. Meta-analysis for Body dissatisfaction at 40–52 weeks
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Figure 61. Meta-analysis for Hunger at 8–19 weeks
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Figure 62. Meta-analysis for  Hunger at 20–39 weeks
[bookmark: _Toc431809218][bookmark: _Toc431814613][image: ]
Figure 63. Meta-analysis for Hunger at 40–52 weeks
[bookmark: _Toc431809219][bookmark: _Toc431814614][image: ]





[bookmark: _Toc431814575][bookmark: _Toc433646592]Figure 64. Meta-analysis for  Disinhibition at 8–19 weeks
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Figure 65. Meta-analysis for Disinhibition at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 66. Meta-analysis for Disinhibition at 40–52 weeks
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Figure 67. Meta-analysis for  Restrained eating behaviour at 8–19 weeks
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Figure 68. Meta-analysis for Restrained eating behaviour at 20–39 weeks
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Figure 69. Meta-analysis for Restrained eating behaviour at 40–52 weeks
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Table 1. Characteristics of excluded studies
	Excluded studies
	Reason for exclusion


	Alberts, Thewissen, & Raes, 2012
	Control group was waiting list group, not CWL.

	Anglin, 2012
	Duration of study was 6 weeks. 

	Attux et a.l, 2011
	Not a randomised control trial, no weight loss control group. Participants with a BMI< 25 kg/m2 were not excluded.

	Augustus-Horvath & Tylka, 2011
	Participants with a BMI< 25 kg/m2 were not excluded. No weight loss control group.

	Blevins, 2008
	Intervention was promoting calorie restricted diet, not HNWL philosophy.

	Bolton et al., 2010
	Not a randomised controlled trial.

	Bradshaw, Horwath, Katzer, & Gray, 2009
	No weight loss control group, both groups are HNWL philosophy.

	Burnette & Finkel, 2012
	Intervention was LEARN program that promoted weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Carels et al., 2013
	Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Carrier, Steinhardt, & Bowman, 1994
	Not a randomised controlled study (Pre and post survey study).

	Carroll, Borkoles, & Polman, 2007
	Control group was delayed start, not CWL.

	Carroll, Marshall, Ingle, & Borkoles, 2012
	Intervention was promoting calorie restricted diet, not HNWL philosophy. Control group was delayed start, not CWL.

	Ciliska, 1998
	No weight loss control group, both groups are HNWL philosophy

	Cole, 2006
	Participants with a BMI< 25 kg/m2 were not excluded. Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Cole & Horacek, 2010
	Participants with a BMI< 25 kg/m2 were not excluded. Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy. This study is referenced in other published articles that were excluded from the research because the study was duplicated (Cole and Horacek, 2009).

	Cooper & Fairburn, 2001
	Not a randomised controlled trial.

	Dale et al., 2009
	Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Daumit et a.l, 2013
		Intervention was promoting calorie restricted diet, not HNWL philosophy.




	Dodd et al, 2014
	Control group was an intervention for preventing weight gain in pregnant women i.e. not CWL.

	Forman, Butryn, Hoffman, & Herbert, 2009
	Intervention was LEARN program that promoted weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Fuller, 1994
	Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Glenn, 2003
	No randomised control trial study.

	Gravel et al., 2014
	Participants with a BMI< 25 kg/m2 were not excluded. Control group was waiting list control group, not CWL.

	Green, Elliman, & Kretsch, 2005
	Intervention was promoting calorie restricted diet, not HNWL philosophy.

	Hawley et al., 2008
	No weight loss control group, all 3 groups are HNWL philosophy. This study is referenced in other published articles that were excluded from the research because the study was duplicated (Katzer et al., 2008).

	Heymsfield et al., 2010
	Intervention was not HNWL philosophy.

	Hsu, Buckworth, Focht, & O'Connell, 2013
	Control group was exercising only intervention (EX), not CWL.

	Ikeda et al., 2005
	Not a randomised controlled trial.

	Jefferey et al., 1993
	Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Jefferson, 2005
	Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Reel & Stuart,, 2012
	Not a randomised controlled trial.

	Khazaal et al., 2007
	Participants with a BMI< 25 kg/m2 were not excluded. Intervention was not HNWL philosophy.

	Kim, Lee,  Ahn, & Lee, 2010
	Participants with a BMI< 25 kg/m2 were not excluded. No weight loss control group.

	Leblanc et al,. 2012
	Intervention was promoting HNWL philosophy. Control group was delayed start, not CWL. This study is referenced in other four published articles that were excluded from the research because they were duplicated (Cote et al., 2011; Gagnon-Girouard et al.,  2010; Provencher et al., 2007; Provencher et al., 2009).

	Lillis, Hayes, Bunting, & Masuda, 2009
	Patients had to lose weight before start of study and control group was waiting list group, not CWL.

	Lombard, Deeks, Jolley, Ball, & Teede, 2010
	Participants with a BMI< 25 kg/m2 were not excluded. No weight loss control group, not CWL. Aim of the intervention was to prevent weight gain.

	McReynolds, Lutz, Paulsen, & Kohrs, 1976
	Intervention group was not HNWL philosophy, control group was delayed start not CWL.

	Miller, Kristeller, Headings, & Nagaraja, 2013
	Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Munro, 2002
	Intervention is not HNWL, but a brief therapy to promote weight loss at a time of likely relapse.

	Murawski, 2007
	No weight loss control group.

	Perri et al., 1988
	Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Perri et al., 2001
	Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Beeken et al., 2012
	Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Rickel, 2008
	Intervention was low-calorie diet to promote weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Riebe et al., 2005
	Not a randomised controlled trial.

	Rippe et al., 1998
	Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Robison, Putnam and McKibbin, 2007
	Not a randomised controlled trial.

	Rotatori, Switzky, & Fox, 1981
	No HNWL intervention group, both groups are based on CWL philosophy.

	Shaw, O'Rourke, Del, & Kenardy, (2005)
	Systematic review.

	Smith, 2007
	Control group was waiting list control group, not CWL.

	Steinhardt, Bezner &Adams, 1999
	Not a randomised controlled study (Quasi-experimental study).

	Stuart, 1971
	Intervention was not HNWL philosophy.

	Tapper et al., 2009
	Mindfulness intervention was designed for promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	TerBogt et al., 2011
	Intervention was promoting 5–10% weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.

	Toft et al., 2008
	Participants with a BMI< 25 kg/m2 were not excluded. Intervention was not HNWL philosophy.

	Turner et al., 2008
	Participants with a BMI< 25 kg/m2 were not excluded. No HNWL intervention group, all 3 groups are based on CWL philosophy.

	Vinkers et al., 2014
	Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy

	Von Gruenigen et al., 2012
	Intervention was promoting weight loss, not HNWL philosophy.
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Experimental (HNWL)  Experimental (CWL) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Studyor Subgroup __ Mean _ SD__ Total Mean _ SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
16.1.1 unenhanced program
Bacon 2005 A1 72 28 4 B 22 323% 0.00}0.55,055]
Rapoport 2000 6 1 3 611 31 400% 0.00}-0.50,050]
Tanco 1997 43 75 12 15 BT 8 130%  -0.37}1.25,050)
Subtotal (85% C1) 2 62 853%  -0.06[0.40,028]
Heterageneity. Chi*= 0,60, df= 2 (P = 0.74); = 0%
Testfor overall effect: 7= 0.33 (P = 0.74)
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Experimental (HNWL)  Experimental (CWL) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

StudyorSubgroup _ Mean _ SD  Total Mean _ SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95%Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
16.2.1 unenhanced program

Bacon 2008 5 B2 29 -39 6 23 333%  -018(073,037) —
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Experimental (HNWL)  Experimental (CWL) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Studyor Subgroup __Mean __ SD _Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed,85% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABC
16.3.1 unenhanced program
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Heterageneity: ChF = 1.07, =1 (P= 0.30); F= 6%
Test for overall eflct Z= 0.02 (P = 0.98)
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Experimental (HNWL)  Experimental (CWL) Mean Difference Mean Difference
StudyorSubgrop _ Mean  SD  Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Bacon 2008 33 26 28 28 a7 22 544% -080[261,101]
Rapoport 2000 2 a8 28 4 33 32 456% -1.00(295,0.99
Total (95% CI) 57 54 100.0% 0.89[2.23,045]
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Experimental (HNWL)  Experimental (CWL) Mean Difference Mean Difference
StudyorSubgroup _ Mean  SD  Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95%Cl IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Bacon 2008 34 27 28 21 34 22 §70% -1.30(303,043]
Rapoport 2000 2 38 28 4 33 30 430% -1.00(299,0.99]
Total (95% CI) 58 52 100.0% 1.47[248,043]
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Experimental (HNWL)  Control (CWL)

Mean Difference

Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup _ Mean _SD__Total Mean _SD Total Weight IV, Fixed,95%Cl 1V Fixed, 95% CI
Bacan 2005 008 075 29 033 08 23 549% 0420001085 ——
Rapoport 2000 202 08 31 04 1 32 451% 020(027,087] ——
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Experimental (HNWL)  Experimental (CWL) Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup _ Mean __SD__Total Mean D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95%CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bacon 2005 42 34 29 -39 18 22 614% -030(200,140]
Rapoport 2000 4 45 38 -2 33 32 38B6% 100115315
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Experimental (HNWL)  Experimental (CWL) Mean Difference Mean Difference
StudyorSubgrop _ Mean  SD  Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95%Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bacon 2008 48 33 20 a3 a2 22 67.3% 160(340,020 — W
Rapoport 2000 2 45 28 2 38 30 427% 000208208 —
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Experimental (NWL)  Experimental (CWL) Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup __Mean _ SD _Total Mean  SD Total Weight _IV,Fixed,95% Cl 1V Fixed, 95% CI ABC
19.1.1 unenhanced program
Bacan 2005 48 33 28 38 4 2 407% -570§776,-364 —-—
Rapoport 2000 438 31 4 38 3 469% -5000692.-208] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 60 53 876% 533[673,-392] *
Heterogeneity Ch*=0.24, =1 (P = 063); F= 0%
Testfor overal efect: Z= 7.44 (P < 0.00001)
19.1.2 enhanced program
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Experimental (HNWL)  Experimental (CWL) Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Studyor Subgroup __Mean __SD _ Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABC
19.2.1 unenhanced program
Bacon 2005 48 36 29 48 38 22 420% -BADFBAE-434) -
Rapoport 2000 0 38 28 4 33 32 455% -400}595,-202] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 57 54 875% 515[6.58,3.73] >

Heterageneity: ChF = 2.71, o= 1 (P = 0.10); F= 63%

Testfor oversll effect: 2= 7.08 (P < 0.00001)
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Subtotal (95% CI) 1
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Experimental (NWL)  Experimental (CWL) Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup __Mean _ SD _Total Mean _ SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI 1V Fixed, 95% CI ABC
19.3.1 unenhanced program
Bacan 2005 8 34 28 a1 4 2 47% 500170828 @ ——
Rapoport 2000 0 33 m 39 30 456% -300[499.-101] —=—
Subtotal (95% CI) 58 52 87.3% 3.96[539,-252] -
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