S4 Appendix. Analyses for fibre and HbA1c (mmol/mol)
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S4 Fig A: Mean difference in HbA1c (mmol/mol) between intervention and control groups from trials of increasing fibre intakes.

Pooled mean difference was -2.00 mmol/mol (95%CI -3.30 to -0.71)
Egger’s test for publication bias p 0.252
Results of influence analyses: no one study influenced the pooled result



S4 Table A: Univariate meta regression analyses to test for interaction:
	Continuous variables
	P value 
	Global region
	0.034
	Cochrane tool high bias
	0.191

	Trial size
	0.282
	Exclude by BMI
	0.355
	Wholegrain trial
	0.168

	Trial duration
	0.827
	Dichotomous variables
	P value 
	Fibre incorporated into food
	0.053

	Baseline fibre intake when measured
	0.017
	Weight controlled study
	0.012
	Singular fibre type given
	0.128

	Fibre increase in intervention when measured
	0.013
	Exclude based on HbA1c
	0.349
	Imputed correlation coefficient
	0.328

	Categorical variables
	P value 
	Exclude those aged over 65
	0.189
	Viscosity
	0.785

	Type of diabetes
	0.792
	Exclude CVD/Renal participants
	0.801
	Solubility
	0.134

	Diabetes treatment
	0.689
	Parallel or crossover design
	0.126
	
	



Categorical variable ‘exclude by BMI’ tested for a difference in results between trials that excluded participants with a BMI <25, >35, or did not exclude based on BMI.  Dichotomous variable ‘exclude based on HbA1c’ tested for a difference in results between trials that excluded participants based on their baseline HbA1c value.

These tests were undertaken to consider the robustness of the findings for HbA1c. These analyses indicated that beyond receiving the fibre intervention, other influences of the pooled result were: the baseline fibre intake when measured, the fibre increase in the intervention, the global region the study was conducted in, whether the trial were weight controlled. Results from subgroups for the categorical and dichotomous variables are shown in the HbA1c GRADE table below.

Given the importance of the amount of fibre and the baseline fibre intake in the overall relationship assessed, we have run dose response testing on the amount of fibre relative to baseline value.
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S4 Fig B: Dose response curve for HbA1c (mmol/mol) when increasing fibre intakes accounting for baseline value when the data were available. The 95% confidence intervals are shown as dotted lines.

[bookmark: _GoBack]This curve was generated with data from 16 trials of 758 participants.
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ID ES (95% Cl)
Abutair et al. 2016 ! -11.00 (-11.87, -10.13)
Aliasgharzdeh et al. 2015 - -4.40 (-5.29, -3.51)
Babiker et al. 2017 - | -7.04 (-8.12, -5.96)
Baker et al. 1988 —_—— 0.00 (-2.85, 2.85)
Calvo-Rubio et al. 1989 (diet controlled) ! 7.70 (-1.76, 17.16)
Calvo-Rubio et al. 1989 (insulin treatment) : -11.00 (-20.00, -2.00)
Calvo-Rubio et al. 1989 (oral medications) T 4 1.21 (-4.20, 6.62)
Chuang et al. 1992 ——r -3.30 (-5.04, -1.56)
Cugnet-Anceau et al. 2010 - -1.98 (-3.19, -0.77)
Dall'Alba et al. 2013 - -2.20 (-3.02, -1.38)
Dehghan et al. 2014 (FOS inulin intervention) - : -7.70 (-8.41, -6.99)
Dehghan et al. 2014 (Inulin intervention) - | -8.80 (-9.99, -7.61)
Diaz et al. 1990 —— -2.20 (-3.78, -0.62)
Feinglos et al. 2013 (16.6g dose given) —_—— ! -7.15 (-10.05, -4.25)
Feinglos et al. 2013 (6.8g dose given) b o : -5.83 (-8.72, -2.94)
Feldheim et al. 2003 | =T 1.10 (-1.09, 3.29)
Gargari et al. 2015 -~ -3.30 (-4.20, -2.40)
Giacco et al. 2000 - -3.30 (-4.56, -2.04)
Grunberger et al. 2007 : L 2 2.20 (1.98, 2.42)
Hagander et al. 1988 | T 1.10 (-0.26, 2.46)
Hagander et al. 1989 | —— 4.40 (1.64, 7.16)
Jenkins et al. 2002 . o o 1.10 (-0.36, 2.56)
Karlander et al. 1991 (diet controlled) :0 -1.10 (-21.33, 19.13)
Karlander et al. 1991 (oral medications) T -1.10 (-5.69, 3.49)
Kim et al. 2014 * -4.95 (-5.25, -4.65)
Kobayakawa et al. 2013 | -4 -0.22 (-1.01, 0.57)
Kondo et al. 2017 :-0- -1.10 (-2.04, -0.16)
Li et al. 2016 | -0.55 (-1.20, 0.10)
Moustafa et al. 2007 |J-_ -0.11 (-0.97, 0.75)
Pedersen et al. 2016 1 0.00 (-1.72,1.72)
Peterson et al. 1987 (bread intervention) ¢ k -7.70 (-15.76, 0.36)
Peterson et al. 1987 (powder intervention) ¢ : -5.50 (-13.47, 2.47)
Peterson et al. 2018 | & -1.00 (-1.51, -0.49)
Roshanravan et al. 2017 — -3.66 (-8.00, 0.68)
Sartore et al. 2009 ! - 2.53 (1.82, 3.24)
Schwab et al. 2006 (pectin intervention) : - 1.10 (0.16, 2.04)
Schwab et al. 2006 (polydextrose intervention) | - 2.20 (1.14, 3.26)
Stahl et al. 1990 (bran intervention) ——t— -1.98 (-5.87, 1.91)
Stahl et al. 1990 (guar intervention) ——— -1.32 (-5.28, 2.64)
Uusitupa et al. 1989 — -4.84 (-6.85, -2.83)
Venhaus et al. 1988 —— 5.50 (3.71, 7.29)
Overall (I-squared = 98.7%, p = 0.000) é -2.00 (-3.30, -0.71)
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
I
-21.3 0
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