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2
25 Abstract
26  Background. Dietary energy density is thought to be a contributor to obesity, but the extent
27  towhich different magnitudes and types of reductions to food energy density decreases daily
28  energy intakeisunclear.
29  Objective. To systematically review and meta-analyse experimental studies that have
30  examined the effect that manipulating energy density of food has on total daily energy intake.
31 Design. A systematic review and multi-level meta-analysis of studies on human participants
32 that used an experimental design to manipulate the energy density of foods served and
33 measured energy intake for a minimum of one day.
34  Results. Thirty-one eligible studies contributed 90 effects comparing the effect of higher vs.
35  lower energy density of served food on daily energy intake to the primary meta-analysis.
36 Lower energy density of food was associated with alarge decrease in daily energy intake
37 (SMD =-1.002[95% ClI: -0.745 to -1.266]). Findings were consistent across studies that did
38 vs. did not manipulate macronutrient content to vary energy density. The relation between
39 decreasing energy density and daily energy intake tended to be strong and linear, whereby
40  compensation for decreases to energy density of foods (i.e. by eating more at other meals)
41  wasminimal. Meta-analysis of (n=5) studies indicated that serving lower energy dense food
42  tended to be associated with greater weight loss than serving higher energy dense food, but
43 thisdifference was not significant (-0.7kg, 95% Cls: -1.34, 0.04).
44  Conclusions. Decreasing the energy density of food can substantially reduce daily energy
45  intake and may therefore be an effective public health approach to reducing population level
46  energy intake.
47
48

49  Key Words: energy density; energy intake; obesity; food reformulation; low fat
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3
50 I ntroduction
51  Energy density is the amount of energy contained in a given weight of food (kcal/gram). Fat
52 (9kcal/g), protein (4kcal/g), carbohydrate (4kcal/g) and water (Okcal/g) content explain
53 variations in food energy density (1). Although some foods tend to be higher in energy
54  density (e.g. confectionary) than others (e.g. fruits and vegetables), even among the same
55 type of food product there can be substantial variation in energy density between product
56  brands (2). Increased availability of low-cost energy dense food products is likely a major
57  contributor to higher obesity prevalence (3-5). Epidemiological data indicate that diets which
58 are more energy dense tend to be associated with higher daily energy intake and weight gain
59 (6-9). These findings have led to suggestions that population level approaches to reduce
60 dietary energy density may be effective in reducing obesity (1, 10, 11). However,
61  epidemiological studies examining energy density and risk of obesity have produced some
62 inconsistent findings (12, 13), which may be due to the methodological challenges of
63  accurately measuring dietary energy density and daily energy intake from self-report
64  measures (6, 7, 13) .
65 A number of laboratory studies have examined the causal impact that food energy
66  density has on short-term energy intake, and it is now well established that reducing the
67  energy density of ameal decreases acute energy consumed at that meal (10, 14). The longer-
68 term effects of manipulating food energy density on energy intake are less well understood
69 (14). Studies which have manipulated the energy density of some, or all food served to
70  participants throughout the day indicate that daily energy intake tends to decrease when the
71 energy density of served food is reduced (15-20). However, as energy density may influence
72 the physiological processing and digestion of food (14), consumers may at least in part
73 ‘compensate’ for reductions to food energy density by increasing consumption of other food.

74 Inline with this, there is some evidence that self-reported hunger is higher after consumption
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4
75  of lower energy dense food as opposed to higher energy dense foods (21). When weight of
76 food is held constant lower energy dense foods are also associated with greater later food
77  intake than higher energy dense foods (22). From an applied perspective, it will be important
78  to understand whether the method used to alter energy density of food, such as holding
79  macronutrient composition constant vs. altering macronutrient composition (e.g. reducing %
80  of kcals from fat), has a significant impact on the extent to which consumers compensate for
81 changes in food energy density (19). It is also possible that the impact reducing energy
82  density has on energy intake may be non-linear. In particular, compensatory responses in
83  appetite may be more likely to occur for foods that are lower in energy density (i.e. <
84  1.75kcal/g), as opposed to more highly energy dense foods (23), as it has been suggested that
85  humans evolutionary past leaves them poorly adapted to the recent emergence of very energy
86  dense foods (24). Yet, these questions remain unanswered in relation to the impact that
87  manipulating food energy density has on daily energy intake. In addition, although there is
88  some evidence that dietary advice designed to decrease dietary energy density may benefit
89 weight loss (1, 25), there is currently a lack of consensus on the direct impact of
90 reformulating the energy density of food products has on body weight.

91 The primary aim of the present research was to systematically review and meta-
92  analyse studies that have examined the impact that reducing energy density of served food
93 has on daily energy intake. Secondary aims included understanding moderators of the effect
94 that altering energy density has on daily energy intake and effects on body weight.

95

96 M ethod

97 PRISMA guidelines were followed (26). This review was registered on PROSPERO

98 (CRD42020223973) and the analysis protocol was pre-registered https.//osf.io/dj4yf/ Inthe

99  preregistration we intended to review studies on both energy density and portion sizein the
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5
same report. However, prior to data extraction we updated the protocol to review portion size
and energy density studies separately due to the large number of studies identified. Here we

focus on energy density studies and studies on portion size are reviewed elsewhere (27).

Eligibility criteria.

Participants. Only studies sampling human participants were eligible. Studies were excluded
that sampled participants who were currently undergoing any medical trestment which may
influence appetite (e.g. bariatric surgery).

Intervention. Studies were required to have manipulated the energy density of food products
or meals (i.e. energy content divided by weight of food served; kcal/gram) served to
participants. Studies were included that manipulated the energy density of a minimum of one
food/meal, and studies that manipulated energy density of up to all foods/meals served across
the day were eligible. If a study only manipulated the energy density of a beverage it was
deemed ineligible, as the main focus was on food energy density. However, if a study

mani pulated the energy density of multiple foods/meals and also extended the manipulation
to accompanying drinks, it was eligible. To be eligible, studies were required to manipulate
energy density by serving participants one or more varying energy densities of the same or
very similar type of food/meal (e.g. lower vs. higher energy dense tomato-based pasta dish).
Eligible manipulations of energy density included altering the % of energy derived from fat,
protein and/or carbohydrate (e.g. standard vs. low-fat cheese). Studies that manipul ated
energy density through altering water content (e.g. adding water to a porridge) or substitution
of lower energy dense foods (e.g. vegetables) were eligible.

Comparator. In studies with two energy density conditions the ‘comparator’ condition was
the condition with the highest energy density and the condition with the lowest energy

density was the ‘intervention’ condition (as public health interventions tend to aim to
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6
decrease energy intake). It was common for studies to have multiple energy density
conditions (e.g. higher vs. medium vs. lower) and all contrasts were included for use as
individual contrasts (e.g. higher vs. medium, higher vs. lower, medium vs. lower).
Outcomes. To be eligible, studies had to have measured energy intake for a minimum of one
day (i.e. a least 3 main meals). M easurements of energy intake that were based on an
objective researcher measurement (e.g. weighing of food pre/post eating in the |aboratory),
participant self-reports (e.g. dietary recall) or a combination were eligible. Energy intake
could be assessed under controlled laboratory settings or in real-world settings to be eligible.
Measures of energy intake that were not determined by sampled participants (e.g. an infant
being bottle or spoon fed) were not eligible.
Study Design. Studies using a within-subjects/repeated measures design (i.e. participants
receive all energy density conditions) or a between-subjects design studies (i.e. participants
receive only one energy density condition) were eligible. Some studies required participants
to consume ameal/food in full (e.g. consumption of a set amount of energy density
mani pulated food) and these designs were eligible. Studiesthat ‘ crossed’ energy density
mani pul ations with another experimental factor (e.g. manipulation of both energy density of
food and portion sizes in the same study) were eligible. For studies that did not manipulate
energy density of all meals/foods, studies were required to measure and report energy intake
at that meal(s) that energy density was manipulated for in order to be eligible (to permit
guantification of the effect of the energy density manipulation independent of non-

mani pulated foods/meals).

Search process and article identification. The electronic databases PsycINFO, PubMed and
SCOPUS (from date of inception) were searched during September-October 2020. For

combinations of search terms used please refer to online supplementary material. The
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7
reference lists of all eligible papers were searched and also contacted authors of included
studies to inquire about any further eligible studies. Potential grey literature was addressed (to
minimize publication bias) by searching the OSF preprint archive (includes 30 other preprint
archives, including Nutrixiv). Two authors independently screened and judged eligibility of
all articlesidentified through electronic searches. One author completed the snowballing and
grey literature searching approaches to identify any additional potentially eligible articles,
eligibility was confirmed by a second author. Any discrepancies during eligibility
assessments were discussed with a third author. Searches were re-run in October 2021 to

identify any new eligible studies published between 2020-2021. None were identified.

Data extraction. The following study information was extracted by two authors
independently (any discrepancies were resolved through discussion or by athird author);
sampled participants (e.g. country, participant group sampled, summary information
concerning sample demographics), energy density manipulation (e.g. number of foods/meals
mani pulated, energy density in each condition (kcal/g), nutritional composition (energy from
protein, fat and carbohydrates) of energy density conditions, total number of kcals served in
energy density conditions (if reported), design of study (e.g. within or between-subjects),
energy intake measure (self-report vs. researcher measured, vs. mixed), whether any
foods/meals had to be eaten in full (compulsory eating vs. ad libitum), number of days energy
intake was measured for, energy intake information (e.g. energy intake under different
conditions of energy density), whether body weight was measured before and after the
different energy density conditions, and study factors related to risk of bias (see below).
Authors were contacted and asked to provide details if statistical information required for
analyses examining energy intake was missing (e.g. standard error not reported for energy

intake under different energy density conditions).
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8

Risk of biasratings. A risk of bias checklist was created from existing study quality
assessment tools and best practice recommendations for studying energy intake under
experimental conditions (28-32), as existing bias tools (e.g. Cochrane) were not relevant to
studies examining the effect of experimental manipulations of energy density on energy
intake. The checklist included nine items for extraction and ‘yes' was indicative of higher
risk of bias; Was measured energy intake dependent on participant self-reporting? Did the
study fail to use key participant exclusion criteria (e.g. use of medication affecting appetite)?
Was any key methodological detail missing (e.g. limited information on procedures)? Was a
non-random method of allocation to the different energy density condition used allocation (or
was allocation method not described)? Were participants required to consume any study
foods/meals in their entirety? Were demand characteristics not addressed in the study (e.g. no
attempt to blind participants to study aims or measure whether differences between energy
density foods were detectable)? Did the study have a small sample size (N<12 for within-
subject designs)? Was the study pre-registered? Was there an absence of information on

conflicts of interest or a reported relevant conflict of interest?

Analyses. The pre-registered analysis protocol and data are available online at:

https.//osf.io/dj4yf/. Deviations from planned analyses are reported in the online

supplemental material.

Primary analyses
Effect of energy density condition on daily energy intake. We first examined the effect of
energy density condition on daily energy intake. Because a number of studies contributed

multiple energy density comparisons (e.g. lower, medium, higher), we used multi-level meta-
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9
analysis (33). Studies did not report on the correlation between daily energy intake under the
different energy density conditions and we therefore imputed the size of this correlation
based on similar studies (27) of daily energy intake (r = 0.8)) and we conducted sensitivity
analyses varying magnitude (0.6, 0.4) to examine consistency of results. Outliers were
identified as effect sizes which the upper bound of their 95% confidence interval was lower
than the lower bound of the meta-analysed pooled effect confidence interval of all effects or
for which the lower bound of their 95% confidence interval was higher than the meta-
analysed pooled effect confidence interval of all effects. Influential cases were identified as
any effects with DFBETA values > 1 (indicative of a>1 change in the standard deviation of
the estimated co-efficient after removal) (34) and we also conducted leave one out analyses.
Egger’s test for publication bias (35) and the trim and fill procedure for funnel plot
asymmetry (36) were used. More detailed information is available in the online
supplementary materials. If any outliers were identified, we examined the effect of removing
them from the main primary meta-anaysis. We aso excluded them from our subsequent
primary sub-group and meta-regression analyses on daily energy intake to minimize results
being driven by large effects, but also examined if results were consistent when included.
Dependent on outcome of interest, we either report meta-analyses as standardised mean
difference (SMD), whereby SMDs of 0.2, 0.5 and 0.8 are small, moderate, and large
statistical sized effects retrospectively (37) or report the mean weighted difference in energy

intake (kcals) between energy density conditions to aid interpretation.

Sub-group and meta-regression analyses. To examine whether participant or study features
moderated the effect of energy density condition on daily energy intake, we conducted a
series of sub-group analyses and meta-regressions. For sub-group analyses, a-priori a

minimum of n=5 effects per sub-group were required. We examined the effect of age group
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10
225  (children vs. adult samples), sex (female vs. male vs. mixed), number of meals/foods energy
226 density was manipulated for (all meals served vs. not), whether energy density manipulation
227  atered macronutrient composition (% of kcals from protein vs. fat vs. carbohydrates altered
228  between conditions vs. kept constant) and number of days energy intake was assessed for in
229  thestudy (meta-regression). We also assessed risk of bias indicators for which there was
230  sufficient variability between studies in a series of sub-groups analyses; use of random
231 alocation (yes vs. no/not reported), energy intake measure (objective vs. reliant on self-
232 report), whether demand characteristics were assessed (addressed vs. not addressed), conflicts
233 of interest (statement included and no conflict vs. conflict reported or unclear). Because we
234  found strong evidence that whether a study manipulated all foods/meals (vs did not) had a
235 largeimpact on daily energy intake, we decided (unplanned) it was more appropriate to
236  examine the relationship between absolute difference in energy density between energy
237  density conditions (meta-regression, expressed as kcal/g) and daily energy intake for the two
238 study types separately (see Analyses by study type below).
239
240  Linearity of relationship between manipulating energy density and energy intake. There was
241  sufficient variability across studies to examine whether changes to energy density occurring
242  at lower energy densities (e.g. reducing energy density of arelatively low energy dense food)
243 produced smaller sized effects on daily energy intake as changes to energy density occurring
244  at higher levels of energy density (e.g. reducing energy density of an energy dense food). We
245  assessed this using both meta-regression (expressed as kcal/g of largest energy density
246  condition) and in line with (23), asub-group analysis that compared effects in which both
247  energy density conditions < 1.75kcal/g vs. >1 energy density conditions exceeded 1.75kcal/g.

248
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11
Analyses by study type. As the impact of manipulating energy density on daily energy intake
differed substantially based on whether all meals/foods were manipulated vs. not, we
conducted separate analyses for these two study types. For studies manipulating energy
density of all food/meals, we examined whether absolute difference in energy density
between energy density conditions was associated with daily energy intake (meta-regression),
as well as repeating primary analyses examining number of days energy intake was assessed
for and linearity of relationship between manipulating energy density and energy intake for
sensitivity purposes. Next, we conducted analyses among studies that did not manipulate all
foods/meals and also reported on energy intake during both manipulated meals and non-
mani pulated meals. We repeated the same analyses as above, as well as examining whether
compulsory eating (participants required to consume one or meals eaten in full vs. ad libitum
consumption) moderated results, as it was only common among this study type. We also
examined the relationship between the total difference in kcals served between energy density
conditions and daily energy intake using meta-regression. To further aid interpretation of
‘compensation’ effects after consuming lower vs. higher energy density foods/meals, we
conducted separate meta-analyses on energy intake from manipulated foods and non-
mani pulated foods separately. In some instances, the manipulated meal/food was ‘fixed’ (i.e.
it was compulsory for participants to eat the meal in full) and this equates to a standard error
of 0, entered as 0.1 in meta-analysis. In sensitivity analyses we imputed these values as the
average SE (expressed as a proportion of mean energy intake) taken from energy density

mani pulated meals that were not ‘fixed’, in order to ensure results were consistent.

Body weight. A small number of studies (n=5) reported data on change in body weight before
vs. after lower and higher energy density conditions. Standard deviations were not reported

and therefore we imputed this (based on average SD as a % of M weight change) from (27)
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and used sensitivity analyses to examine consistency when size of SD was larger and smaller.

We used generic variance inverse meta-analysis to pool change in body weight (kg). In

instances where a study had multiple energy density conditions, to maximise statistical

power, a-priori we only included the energy density condition contrast with the largest

difference in energy density served.

Results
Summary of included studies. A total of 31 eligible studies wereincluded in the review and
meta-analysis (see Table 1). Figure 1 outlines the study selection process. Twenty-seven
studies sampled adults and the remaining four studies sampled children. Most included
studies were conducted in the US (n=19) and the remainder where in Europe (n=9) or
Singapore (n=3). All studies used within-subjects designs to examine the effect of
mani pulating energy density. Energy intake was assessed between 1 and 14 days in studies
and the most common study length was 1 day (n=18). Sample sizes of studies ranged from
N=6 to N=95. Twenty-three studies manipulated either a single meal or alimited number of
meals/food items (as opposed to all meals/foods) and the remaining (n=8) studies
mani pulated energy density of all food served to participants. It was most common for studies
to compare the effect of two energy density conditions on daily energy intake (n=22), eight
studies compared three energy density conditions and a single study had five energy density
conditions. For n=9 studies, the macronutrient content (i.e. %okcals from protein, fat,
carbohydrates) of food served in the different energy density conditions was held constant.
For n=14 studies, energy density was manipulated by altering macronutrient content (e.g.
reducing %kcals from fat) and in one study macronutrient content was held constant across
two of the density conditions and differed between two energy density conditions. In n=7

studies, macronutrient information was not reported or unclear. The lowest energy density
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13
condition in a study was 0.11-0.13kcal/g (the higher energy density condition from this study
was 0.49-0.5kcal/g). The highest energy density condition in astudy was 5.47kcal/g (the low
energy density condition in the study was 2.53kcal/g), this study also had the largest absolute

difference (2.94kcal/g). See Table 1 for individual study information.

Risk of bias indicators. Of the thirty-one included studies, a sizeable minority (n=14) used
participant self-report to quantify (in part or full) daily energy intake. Only n=2/31 studies did
not report use of key participant exclusion criteria, n=2/31 studies did not report key
methodological information, n=10/31 used either non-random allocation to energy density
condition order or did not report on allocation method, n=15/31 required participants to eat at
least one meal or test food in full as part of the procedure, in n=10/31 studies demand
characteristics were not addressed (e.g. measurement of participant awareness of different
energy density conditions). A minority of studies (n=5/31) had a small sample size (N<8),
n=25/31 studies were not pre-registered and n=21/31 studies did not have a conflicts of
interest statement or reported a relevant conflict. See supplementary online materials for

individual study risk of bias information.

Primary analyses

Effects on daily energy intake. The multi-level meta-analysis (90 effect sizes from 31 studies)
indicated that there was a large effect of energy density condition on daily energy intake
(SMID = -1.002 [95% Cl: -0.745 t0 -1.266], Z = 7.54, p < .001, 1% = 92.1%), whereby serving
lower energy dense foods was associated with lower daily energy intake. See Figure 1.
Results remained significant in sensitivity analyses varying the size of within-subjects
correlation for daily energy intake (see online supplementary material). Egger’ s test was

significant (Z = -10.82, p <.001), indicating possible publication bias, athough Trim and Fill
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324 onasingle level model identified O studiesto be filled. See online supplementary materials
325  for funnel plot. No DFBETAS were greater than >1, and leave-one-out analysis did not
326  substantially influence the models (ps < .001). There were 28 effect sizes with confidence
327 intervals which did not overlap the pooled analyses (outliers) and removing them from the
328  analyses slightly reduced the pooled effect, but also the heterogeneity (SMD = -0.872 [95%
329 Cl:-1.001t0-0.742], Z = 13.21, p < .001, 2= 60.6%).
330
331  Sub-group and meta-regression analyses on daily energy intake (outliersremoved). Sub-
332 group analyses comparing adult vs. child and male vs. female samples were non-significant
333 (see online supplementary materials). Moderation analysis comparing effects for which
334  energy density was varied by manipulating nutritional composition (28 effect sizes) vs. kept
335  constant (21 effect sizes) was non-significant (X%(1) = 1.00 p = .318), whereby energy
336  density manipulations altering composition (SMD = -0.952 [95% ClI: -0.694 to -1.209])
337  produced very similar effects on daily energy intake as those not altering composition (SMD
338  =-0.859[95% CI: -0.649 to -1.068]). M oderation analysis for number of meals/foods energy
339 density was manipulated was statistically significant (X*(1) = 18.11, p < .001). Effectsin
340  which energy density of all foods served was manipulated (9 effects, SMD = -1.871 [95% CI:
341  -1.313t0-2.430]) were associated with alarger impact on daily energy intake than effectsin
342  which not all food served was manipulated (53 effects, SMD = -0.796 [95% ClI: -0.682 to -
343  0.910]). Meta-regression of the number of days energy intake indicated a negative but non-
344  ggnificant association with daily energy intake (b = -0.039 [95% ClI: -.080 to 0.001], p =
345 .060), whereby smaller effects on daily energy intake were associated with studies measuring
346  energy intake for longer. All analysis results remained consistent with the inclusion of
347  outliers from the primary model, although the meta-regression on length of study became

348  significant (p = .018).
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Linearity of relationship between manipulating energy density and daily energy intake
(outliersremoved). The kcal/g of the highest energy density condition in each energy density
comparison was not a significant predictor of effect on daily energy intake (b = -0.020 [95%
Cl: -0.129 to 0.089]) and effects for which both energy density conditions were < 1.75kcal/g
vs. >1.75kcal/g in at least one condition produced similar sized results on daily energy intake

(p = .160).

Risk of bias indicators (outliers removed). Analyses examining whether effects of energy
density on daily energy intake were dependent on whether studies used self-report vs.
measured energy intake, addressed demand characteristics and conflicts of interest vs. did not
were all non-significant. Studies which either did not use or failed to report on random
allocation to energy density conditions tended to produce larger effects on daily energy intake
than studies which did report use of random allocation (p = .045), but both types of study

were individually significant. See online supplementary materials for resultsin full.

Analyses limited to studies manipulating energy density of all foods/meals. There was alarge
effect of energy density condition on daily energy intake (kcal difference between higher and
lower energy density conditions = -855.85[95% ClI: -616.18 to -1095.52], Z = 7.00, p < .001,
12 = 97.4%). See Figure 3. Removal of outliers (5 effects) slightly reduced the kcal difference
(-709.01 [95% Cl: -602.04 to —815.97], Z = 12.99, p < .001, | = 85.4%). Therewas a
significant association between difference in energy density between meals and differencesin
kcals consumed between conditions/meals (b = -1510.70 [95% CI: -1236.08 to -1785.33], p <
.001) and with outliers removed the association was smaller but remained significant (b = -

309.31 [95% CI: -115.91 to -502.71], Z = 3.13, p = .002). Length of study (number of days)
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374  wasnot significantly related to effects on daily energy intake and analyses examining non-
375  linearity were also non-significant, asin the primary analyses (see online supplementary
376  materials).
377
378  Analyses limited to studies not manipulating energy density of all foods/meals. Therewas a
379 large effect of energy density condition on daily energy intake (kcal diff =-237.84 [95% CI: -
380 148.13t0-327.54], Z = 5.20, p <.001, 12 = 95.9). See Figure 4. Twelve outliers were
381 identified, and removal of these effects slightly reduced the kcal difference, but also the
382  heterogeneity ( -208.17 [95% CI: -160.00 to -256.37], Z = 8.47, p < .001, 12 = 75.5%). There
383  was asignificant association between difference in energy density between conditions and the
384 differencein daily energy intake between conditions (b = -331.86 [95% ClI: -234.62 to -
385  429.13], Z = 6.69, p < .001) and with outliers excluded, the effect remained significant but
386  somewhat smaller (b = -104.50 [95% CI: -12.03 to 196.98], Z = 2.21, p = .027). Length of
387  study was not significantly related to effects on daily energy intake. For analyses examining
388  potential non-linearity, results were largely consistent with the primary analyses. See online
389  supplementary materials.
390
391 Differencein total kcals served and daily energy intake. Among studies that did not
392  manipulate energy density of all foods/meals, there was a significant association between
393 differencesin kcals served between energy density conditions and differencein daily energy
394  intake (b =-0.774[95% Cl: -0.644 to -0.905], Z = 11.64, p < .001), whereby a 100kcal
395 differencein energy served (due to energy density manipulation) was predictive of a 77kcal
396 differencein daily energy intake. Results remained significant with removal of outliers. See
397  online supplementary materials.

398
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Energy intake during manipulated energy density mealsvs. later in the day. For studies that
provided complete data (i.e. Ms and SDs) on both energy intake from energy density
mani pulated foods/meals and energy intake from subsequent non-manipulated foods/meals
(16 effects from 7 studies), the difference in kcals consumed from manipulated meals
between higher and lower energy density conditions was - 330.78kcals ([95% Cl: -224.27 to -
437.29), Z = 6.09, p < .001, 1> = 100%) and similar in sensitivity analyses that varied size of
SD for manipulated meals that required compulsory eating [-326.40 ([95% CI:-222.53 to -
431.31]. There was asmall increase in kcals consumed after consuming lower vs. high
energy dense food, but this increase was not statistically significant (kcals = 35.08 [95% CI: -

28.321098.48], Z = 0.28, p = .278, 12 = 95.15).

Body weight. Pooled across the five studies that provided data on weight change, weight loss
tended to be greater in lower compared to higher energy dense conditions, but this difference
was not statistically significant, kg change = -0.69 [95% CI: -1.43 to 0.04). See Figure 5.

Results were similar in sensitivity anayses. See online supplementary materials.

Discussion
Serving lower energy dense (vs. higher energy density) foods significantly reduced daily
energy intake and this effect was statistically large. Studies with the most pronounced
differencesin energy density produced the largest changes to daily energy intake (i.e. a dose-
dependent response) and studies which manipulated the energy density of all foods served
produced larger effects on daily energy intake than studies that did not manipulate all foods.
The impact energy density had on daily energy intake was similar among males vs. females
and in adults vs. children. Studies tended to manipulate energy density by either altering

macronutrient content (e.g. by reducing %kcals from fat) or by holding macronutrient content
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(e.g. by increasing water content) and both manipulations produced similar sized effects on
daily energy intake. Due to the available data, we were unable to examine whether distinct
macronutrient manipulations (e.g. replacing fat with protein as opposed to carbohydrate)
affected daily energy intake differentially. However, over and above absolute changes to
energy density, any nutrient specific effects may be relatively subtle (14). Due to the satiety-
providing effects of protein, decreasing energy by increasing protein content may have a
more pronounced effect on daily energy intake (38, 39), but evidence is mixed (40, 41).

We found consistent evidence that the relationship between energy density and daily
energy intake was strong and linear. Consistent with this, among studies that manipulated
energy density for some but not all food served, analyses suggested that for every 100 fewer
kcals of food served to participants (due to reduced energy density), daily energy intake was
reduced by approximately 77kcals. Furthermore, in these studies parti cipants consumed
approximately 326kcals fewer during the lower (vs. higher) energy dense meals but increased
their later ad-libitum energy intake (from non-manipulated foods) by a non-significant
35kcals. Therefore, unlike manipulation of food product portion size for which more
substantial compensation appears to occur (37), thereis minimal evidence of energy intake
compensation in response to manipulations of food energy density. An implication of the
present findingsis that public health policies which reduce energy density of food being sold
(e.g. through voluntary industry reformulation or mandatory action) are likely to be more
effective in reducing daily energy intake than policies which target portion size alone.

A limitation of included studies was their relatively short duration (between 1 and 14
days). We found some inconsistent evidence that the length of time energy intake was
measured for moderated findings, whereby effects of energy density on daily energy intake
were smaller among studies with longer duration in our main analysis. However, the

statistical significance of this effect was dependent on the exclusion of outliers from analyses
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449  and this association was not observed when studies that manipulated all foods (vs. did not)
450  were analysed separately. This finding may indicate that over time consumers learn about the
451  energy density of food served and adapt their food intake, but this adaptation is only partial.
452 A small sub-set of studies examined change in body weight and although after being served
453  lower vs. energy dense foods participants tended to lose more weight (1.4kg difference), this
454  difference was not statistically significant. Although previous studies that have directed
455  participants to reduce energy density through dietary advice provide evidence for significant
456  changesto body weight (1, 25), the effect of reformulating the energy density of foods on
457  body weight therefore remains less clear. Future research will therefore be needed examining
458  the effect that manipulations of energy density have on body weight in order to understood
459  whether mass reformulation of the energy density of food productsis likely to benefit
460  population level obesity.
461 Contrary to suggestions that humans may be more sensitive to changes in energy
462  density to less energy dense foods (23, 24), we found no evidence that the impact of reducing
463  energy density of food served was non-linear in nature; studies comparing two low energy
464  density conditions (e.g. 1.1kcal/g vs. 0.8kcal/g) produced similar sized effects to studies
465  comparing more energy dense foods (e.g. 2.6kcal/g vs. 2.3kcal/g). However, the majority of
466  studies examined lower food energy densities, as opposed to ‘highly’ energy dense foods (i.e.
467  >4kcal/g) and it may be the case that differences would be observed for the latter. Further
468  research directly addressing this question will now be important because public health
469  approaches would presumably target reformulation of highly energy dense foods, as opposed
470  tofood products that are aready relatively low in energy density.
471 There are strengths and limitations to the present research. We followed best practice
472  guidelines for systematic review methodology and attempted to identify eligible published

473 and unpublished articles using a combination of supplementary methods including grey
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474  literature searching and contact authors of eligible articles. M ethodological quality of
475  included studies was variable, but studies tended to be well-reported, few were of very small
476  sample size and most study designs addressed demand characteristics. We assessed whether a
477  range of potential risk of biasindicators affected resultsin sub-group analyses and found little
478  convincing evidence that risk of bias indicators predicted study outcomes. As discussed,
479  study durations were relatively short and the artificial nature of the laboratory settings used in
480  most studies increases confidence in experimental control but at the expense of ecological
481  validity (32, 42). It may be the case that alterations to food energy density would be
482  associated with greater compensation outside of the laboratory when concerns about social
483  desirability are reduced and/or awider selection of food is available (32, 43, 44), which
484  would result in smaller effects on daily energy intake and body weight. It is also important to
485  notethat a number of included studies allowed participants to consume foods and meals
486  outside of the laboratory and later self-report this intake, and in these studies the effect of
487  manipulating energy density of food served in the laboratory on daily energy intake was still
488  sSizeable. Asnoted, the relatively short duration of studiesisalimitation and it may be that
489  over longer time periods, the post-ingestive consegquences of lower energy density foods
490  would result in dietary learning. However, it is not clear how long foods would need to be
491  consumed for, as in one study repeated daily exposures of higher vs. lower energy density
492  versions of the same product for 5 days produced no evidence of dietary learning (45). It
493  should also be noted that we detected evidence of funnel plot asymmetry which may be
494  indicative of publication bias. However, this appears to have been largely caused by there
495  being anumber of studies that had particularly large manipulations to energy density which
496  would be expected to cause large decreases in daily energy intake and therefore contribute to
497  asymmetry. A final limitation was that we were only able to examine a small number of

498  participant characteristics in moderation analyses (sex, age) and it may be the case that there
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are other characteristics (e.g. BMI, socioeconomic status) or participant traits (e.g. satiety

responsiveness) that moderate the effect reducing energy density has on daily energy intake.

Conclusions. Experimental studies indicate that decreasing energy density of food products
has astrong and largely linear effect on daily energy intake, although effects on body weight
are less clear and warrant further study. Reformulation of the energy density of food products

may be an effective public health approach to reducing population level energy intake.

Studiesincluded in review. Refs 15-20, 46-70.
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Figure 5. Body weight meta-analysis forest plot
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Table 1. Summary information on included studies
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Study Country and Sample Child or | Study design Number of | Mealsgfoods ED ED conditions ED manipulation
sample characteristics | adult infor mation participants | manipulated for
sample all meals/foods?
Bell, 1998 us BMI: Adult Within-subjects N =18 No: Lunchentrée, | Lower ED Nutritional composition
(46) M =23 dinner entrée, 0.8 kcallg matched
University Researcher measured evening snack only
students and Gender: El Medium ED
local 18F 1.1kcal/g
community El measured for 2 days
Higher ED
1.3 kcallg
Bell, 2001 Us BMI: Adult Within-subjects N =36 No: Breakfast Lower ED Nutritional composition not
47) M =28 entrée, lunch 1.26-1.31 kcal/g matched
University Researcher measured entrée, evening
students and Gender: El snack only Higher ED
local 36F 1.79-1.81 kcal/g
community El measured for 1 day
Blatt, 2011 us BMI: Adult Within-subjects N =41 No: Breakfast Lower ED Nutritional composition
(48) M =24 entrée, lunch 1.99 kcal/g matched
University Researcher measured entrees, dinner
students and Gender: El entrée only Medium ED
local 20M, 21F 2.25 keal/
community El measured for 1 day
Higher ED
2.64 kcal/g
Blatt, 2012 us BMI: Adult Within-subjects N =68 No: Breakfast Lower ED Nutritional composition
(49) M =24 entrée, lunch 1 kcallg matched
University Researcher measured entrees, dinner
students and Gender: El entrée only Higher ED
local 28M, 40F 1.6 kecal/g
community El measured for 1 day
Buckland, UK BMI: Adult Within-subjects N=77 Yes Lower ED Nutritional composition not
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2018 (50) M=34 0.8 kcal/g matched
Participantsin Self-reported and
weight loss Gender: researcher measured Higher ED
trial T7F El 25kcallg
El measured for 1 day
Caputo, 1992 | US BMI: Adult Within-subjects N=8 No: Lunch only Lower ED Nutritional composition not
(51) M =N/R 0.45 kcal/g matched
Healthy/normal Self-reported and 1.19 kcallg
weight sample | Gender: researcher measured
8M, 8F El Higher ED
1.2 kcallg
El measured for 5 days 3.9 kcal/g
Devitt, 2004 | US BMI: Adult Within-subjects N=20 Yes Lower ED Nutritional composition not
(52) M =25 1.49 kcal/g matched
University Researcher measured
students and Gender: El Higher ED
local 11M, 9F 2.6 kcallg
community El measured for 4 days
Duncan, Us BMI: Adult Within-subjects N=20 Yes Lower ED Nutritional composition N/R
1983 (53) M =N/R 0.7 keal/g
Sample N/R Researcher measured
Gender: El Higher ED
10M, 10F 1.5kcal/g
El measured for 5 days
Foltin,1983 UsS BMI: Adult Within-subjects N=6 No: Lunch only Lower ED Nutritional composition not
(54) M =N/R 0.4 keal/g matched
Sample N/R Self-reported and
Gender: researcher measured Higher ED
6M El 0.8-0.9 kcal/g
El measured for 3 days
Gray, 2002 England BMI: Adult Within-subjects N=20 No: Starter Lower ED Nutritional composition N/R
(55) M =23 (preload) at lunch 0.33 keal/g
University Self-reported and only
students and Gender: researcher measured Higher ED
staff 20M El 1 keallg
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El measured for 1 day

Kral, 2002 us BMI: Adult Within-subjects N =40 No: Breakfast Lower ED Nutritional composition
(56) M =22 entrée, lunch entrée | 1.25 kcal/g matched
University Researcher measured and dinner entree
students and Gender: El only Medium ED
local 40F 1.5kcallg
community El measured for 1 day
Higher ED
1.75 kcallg
Kral, 2004 us BMI: Adult Within-subjects N =39 No: Lunch entrée Lower ED Nutritional composition
(57) M =24 only 1.25 kcal/g matched
University Researcher measured
students and Gender: El Higher ED
local 39F 1.75 kcal/g
community El measured for 1 day
Kral, 2020 us BMI Children | Within-subjects N=75 No: Breakfast only | Lower ED Nutritional composition
(58) percentiles 1 kcallg matched
Loca ranging from Self-reported and
community 43-95 researcher measured Higher ED
El 1.6 keal/g
Gender:
29M, 46F El measured for 1 day
Leahy, 2008 | US BMI Children | Within-subjects N =26 No: Breakfast, Lower ED Nutritional composition N/R
(20) percentile: lunch, afternoon 0.91 kcal/g
Pre-school Researcher measured snack only
children at M=71 El Higher ED
university day 1.23 kcal/g
care centre Gender: El measured for 2 day
10M, 16F
Mazlan, 2006 | Scotland BMI: Adult Within-subjects N =16 No: Breakfast, Lower ED Nutritional composition
(59) M =23 dessert snack only | 0.96 kcal/g matched
Loca Self-reported and
community Gender: researcher measured Higher ED
16M El 1.94 kcallg
El measured for 1 day
McCrickerd, | Singapore BMI: Adult Within-subjects N =62 No: Breakfast, only | Lower ED Nutritional composition not
2017 (60) M =22 0.57 kcal/g matched
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University Self-reported and
students and Gender: researcher measured Higher ED
staff 30M, 31F El 1.01 kcal/g
El measured for 1 day
Miller, 1998 | US BMI: Adult Within-subjects N =95 No: Snack food Lower ED Nutritional composition N/R
(61) M =20-26 only 2.53 keal/g
Universty Self-reported and
students, staff | Gender: researcher measured Higher ED
and local 51M, 44F El 5.47 kcallg
community
El measured for 10
days
Pritchard, UK BMI: Adult Within-subjects N =33 No: Lunch only Lower ED Nutritional composition not
2014 (62) M =24 1 kcallg matched
University Self-reported and
students, staff | Gender: researcher measured Higher ED
and local 10M, 23F El 1.4 kcallg
community
El measured for 1 day
Rolls, 2006 Us BMI: Adult Within-subjects N=24 Yes Lower ED Nutritional composition not
(63) M =22 1.61 kcal/g matched
Loca Researcher measured
community Gender: El Higher ED
24F 2.11 keal/g
El measured for 2 days
Shide, 1995 | US BMI: Adult Within-subjects N =48 No: Lunch food Lower ED Nutritional composition not
(64) M =24 only 0.46 kcal/g matched
Loca Self-reported and
community Gender: researcher measured Higher ED
48F El 1.02 kcal/g
El measured for 1 day
Silver, 2008 | US BMI: Adult Within-subjects N =45 No: Lunch only Lower ED Nutritional composition N/R
(65) M =24 1.1 keal/g
Adults aged Self-reported and
over 60in care | Gender: researcher measured Higher ED
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setting 14M, 31F El 2.2 kcallg
El measured for 1 day
Smethers, us BMI Children | Within-subjects N =49 No: Breakfast, Lower ED Nutritional composition N/R
2019 (66) percentile: lunch entrée, 1.47 kcal/g
Childrenin M =60 Self-reported and dinner entrée and
childcare researcher measured afternoon snack Medium ED
centre Gender: El only 1.82 kcal/
26M, 23F
El measured for 5 days Higher ED
2.19 keal/g
Spill, 2011 us BMI Children | Within-subjects N=41 No: Breakfast Lower ED Nutritional composition N/R
(67) percentile: entrée, lunch 1.46 kcal/g
Childreninday | M =57 Researcher measured entrees, dinner
care centre El entrée, evening Medium ED
Gender: snack only only 1.56 kcal/
18M, 21F El measured for 1 day
Higher ED
1.95 kcal/g
Stubbs, UK BMI: Adults Within-subjects N=6 Yes Lower ED Nutritional composition not
1995a (18) M =N/R 1.15 kcal/g matched
Loca Researcher measured
community Gender: El Medium ED
6M 1.34 kcal/
El measured for 7 days
Higher ED
1.68 kcal/g
Stubbs, UK BMI: Adults Within-subjects N=7 Yes Lower ED Nutritional composition not
1995b (17) M =N/R 1.15 kcal/g matched
Loca Researcher measured
community Gender: El Medium ED
™ 1.34 keal/
El measured for 14
days Higher ED
1.68 kcal/g
Stubbs, UK BMI: Adults Within-subjects N=6 Yes Lower ED Nutritional composition
1998a (15) M =22 0.89 kcal/g matched
Loca Researcher measured
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community Gender: El Medium ED
6M 1.31 keal/
El measured for 14
days Higher ED
1.76 kcal/g
Stubbs, UK (Scotland) | BMI: Adults Within-subjects N=6 Yes Lower ED Nutritional composition
1998b (16) M =22 0.85 keal/g matched
Local Participant self-
community Gender: reported and Higher ED
6M researcher measured 1.50 kcallg
El
El measured for 14
days
Tey, 2016 Singapore BMI: Adults Within-subjects N =27 No: Lunch only Very low ED Nutritional composition not
(68) M =22 0.27 kecallg matched
University Participant self-
campus Gender: reported and Low ED
2TM researcher measured 0.48 kcal/g
El
Medium ED
El measured for 1 day 0.95 kcal/g
High ED
1.37 kcallg
Very high ED
1.81 kcal/g
Tey, 2018 Singapore BMI: Adults Within-subjects N=32 No: Lunch food Lower ED Nutritional composition not
(69) M =22 only 0.11-0.13 kcal/g matched
University Participant self-
campus Gender: reported and Higher ED
32M researcher measured 0.49-0.5 kcal/g
El
El measured for 1 day
Westerstep, Netherlands BMI: Adults Within-subjects N =36 No: Breakfast food | Lower ED Nutritional composition not
1997(70) M =22 & 27 and lunch only 1.21 kcal/g matched
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32
University Participant self-
campus and Gender: reported and Higher ED
local 36F researcher measured 1.78 kcal/g
community El
El measured for 1 day
Williams, UsS BMI: Adults Within-subjects N =59 No: Breakfast Lower ED Nutritional composition
2013 (19) M =26 entrée, lunch 1.44 kcallg matched for one comparison
Universty Researcher measured entrée, dinner (water content manipulation),
campus and Gender: El entrée only Higher ED not matched for other
local 30M, 29F 1.8 kcal/g comparisons (e.g. fat content
community El measured for 1 day manipulation)
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Bell (1998): LED v HED

Bell (1998): MED v HED

Bell (1998): LED v MED

Bell (2001): LF

Bell (2001): MF

Bell (2001): HF

Devitt (2004): Small Food Unit (SFU)
Devitt (2004): Typical Food Unit (CFU)
Blatt (2012): Men- Standard Energy
Blatt (2012):Men— Reduced Energy
Blatt (2012):Women- Standard Energy
Blatt (2012): Women- Reduced Energy
Blatt (2011): 75% V 100% ED

Blatt (2011); 85% V 100% ED
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Buckland (20
Caputo (1992): Low vs High Fat

Caputo (1992): Low vs High Carb
Duncan (1983)

Foltin (1990): Low vs High Fat

Foltin (1990): Low vs High Carb

Gray (2002): 150ml

Gray (2002): 450ml

Kral (2002): No Info, Low vs High ED
Kral (2002): No Info, Medium vs High ED
Kral (2002): No Info, Low vs Medium ED
Kral (2002): Info, Low vs High ED

Kral (2002): Info, Medium vs High ED
Kral (2002): Info, Low vs Medium ED
Kral (2004): 5009

Kral (2004): 700g

Kral (2004): 900g

Kral (2020): Low Risk, Normal Weight
Kral (2020): High Risk, Normal Weight
Kral (2020): Obesity

Leahy (2008)

Mazlan (2006)

McCrickerd (2017): Thin Texture
McCrickerd (2017): Thick Texture

Miller (1998): No Info, Unrestrained Males
Miller (1998): No Info, Restrained Males
Miller (1998): No Info, Unrestrained Females
Miller (1998): No Info, Restrained Females
Miller (1998): Info, Unrestrained Males
Miller (1998): Info, Restrained Males
Miller (1998): Info, Unrestrained Females
Miller (1998): Info, Restrained Females
Pritchard (2014): Standard Texture
Pritchard (2014): Modified Texture

Rolls (2006): 75% Portion Size

Rolls (2006): 100% Portion Size

Shide (1995): Info, Low Fat, Carb vs Low Fat, High Carb
Shide (1995): Info, Low Fat, Carb vs High Fat, Carb
Shide (1995): No Info, Low Fat, Carb vs Low Fat, High Carb
Shide (1995): No Info, Low Fat, Carb vs High Fat, Carb
Silver (2008)

Smethers (2019): Low vs High ED

Smethers (2019): Medium vs High ED

Smethers (2019): Low vs Medium ED

Spill (2011): 75% vs 100% ED

Spill (2011): 85% ED vs 100% ED

Spill (2011): 75% ED vs 85% ED

Stubbs (1995a): Low vs High Fat

Stubbs (1995a): Medium vs High Fat

Stubbs (1995a): Low vs. Medium Fat

Stubbs (1995b): Low vs High Fat

Stubbs (1995b): Medium vs High Fat

Stubbs (1995b): Low vs Medium Fat

Stubbs (1998a): Low vs High ED

Stubbs (1998a): Medium vs High ED

Stubbs (1998a): Low vs Medium ED
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Stubbs (1998b) }
Tey (2016): Very Low vs Low ED

Tey (2016): Very Low vs Control ED

Tey (2016): Very Low vs High ED

Tey (2016): Very Low vs Very High ED

Tey (2016): Low vs Control ED

Tey (2016): Low vs High ED

Tey (2016): Low vs Very High ED

Tey (2016): Control vs. High ED

Tey (2016): Control vs Very High ED

Tey (2016): High vs Very High ED

Tey (2018): Sweet Condition

Tey (2018): Savoury Condition

Westerstep (1996): Normal-Weight, Restrained
Westerstep (1996): Normal-Weight. Unrestrained
Westerstep (1996): Postobese, Restrained
Williams (2013): Decreased Fat

Williams (2013): Added Vegetables

Williams (2013): Added Water
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-1.629 [ -2.334, -0.924]
-1.213 [ -1.822, -0.605]
-0.771 [ -1.297, -0.245]
-1.027 [ -1.431, -0.623]
-1.296 [ -1.739, -0.853]
-1.671[-2.176, -1.165]
-1.786 [ -2.493, -1.080]
-1.308 [ -1.905, -0.711]
-0.549 [ -0.946, -0.152]
~0.366 [ -0.749, 0.016]
-0.690 [ -1.035, -0.346]
-0.212 [ -0.526, 0.101]
-0.690 [ -1.030, -0.349]
-0.703, -0.069]
% PEESAHL—0.013]
2043, -1.346]
-1.078 [ -1.694, -0.462]
-1.142 [ -1.771, -0.512]
-4.786 [ -6.333, -3.239]
-0.467 [ -1.309, 0.376]
-0.226 [ -1.037, 0.584]
-0.475[ —0.937, -0.013]
-0.013 [ -0.451, 0.425]
-0.956 [ -1.485, -0.427]
-0.092 -0.531, 0.347]
-0.950 [ -1.478, -0.422]
-1.198 [ -1.772, -0.624]
-0.553 [ -1.024, —0.083]
-0.570 [ -1.043, -0.098]
-0.595 [ -0.935, -0.254]
-0.460 [ -0.790, —0.130]
-0.843 [ -1.209, -0.478]
-0.286 [ -0.545, -0.028]
-0.256 [ -0.483, -0.029]
0.149[ -0.079, 0.376]
-1.073 [ -1.555, -0.590]
-0.889 [ -1.467, -0.310]
-0.335 [ -0.599, -0.070]
-0.375 [ -0.642, -0.109]
-0.624 [ -1.196, -0.051]
-0.418 [ -1.065, 0.228]
-0.714 [ -1.375, -0.052]
0.000 [ -0.653, 0.653]
-1.073 [ -1.730, -0.415]
0.108 [ -0.437, 0.653]
0.000 [ -0.524, 0.524]
-0.337 [ -0.974, 0.300]
-0.747 [ -1.133, -0.361]
-0.652 [ -1.027, -0.276]
-2.481 [ -3.289, -1.673]
-2.470 [ -3.276, -1.665]
-0.594 [ -1.028, —0.160]
-0.141 [ -0.544, 0.261]
-0.469 [ -0.890, -0.047]
-0.537 [ -0.965, ~0.109]
-1.372 [ -1.779, -0.965]
-0.930 [ -1.265, -0.595]
-0.511 [ -0.808, —0.213]
-0.427 [ -0.719, -0.134]
-0.635 [ -0.979, -0.291]
-0.036 [ -0.350, 0.278]
-0.591 [ -0.931, -0.251]
-4.429 [ -7.059, -1.798]
-2.951 [ -4.802, ~1.099]
-2.335 [ -3.879, -0.790]
-2.736 [ -4.350, -1.123]
-1.711 [ -2.874, -0.548]
-0.969 [ -1.867, -0.071]
-5.597 [ -8.863, —-2.331]
-3.073[ -4.987, -1.159]
-2.493 [ -4.114, -0.871]
-8.687 [~10.000, -3.707]
-0.695 [ -1.115, -0.275]
-1.774 [ -2.379, -1.169]
-3.121 [ -4.035, -2.207]
-4.509 [ -5.770, —3.249]
-1.197 [ -1.691, -0.703]
-2.464 [ -3.221, ~1.706]
-3.866 [ -4.964, —2.768]
-0.840 [ -1.278, -0.401]
-1.877 [ -2.504, -1.250]
-1.293 [ -1.804, -0.782]
-0.463 [ -0.828, -0.099]
-0.062 [ -0.409, 0.285]
-1.026 [ -1.757, -0.296]
-0.539 [ -1.121, 0.043]
-0.707 [ -1.340, -0.075]
-1.096 [ -1.419, -0.774]
-0.853 [ -1.151, -0.555]
-0.620 [ -0.899, -0.342]

RE Model

‘Iﬂiﬁiﬁ%

-1.002 [ -1.263, -0.741]

-10.000

—6.000 -4.000 -2.000 0.000
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Devitt (2004): Small Food Unit (SFU) — -859.00 [-1061.29, -656.71]
Devitt (2004): Typical Food Unit (CFU) —a— —653.00 [ -863.05, —-442.95]
Buckland (2018) —— -1057.00 [-1194.97, —919.03]
Duncan (1983) ——r| -1430.00 [-1555.70, —1304.30]
Rolls (2006): 75% Portion Size . | -547.00 [ -632.28, —-461.72]
Rolls (2006): 100% Portion Size - -541.00 [ -625.72, —-456.28]
Stubbs (1995b): Low vs High Fat . -877.13[-1044.12, -710.14]
Stubbs (1995b): Medium vs High Fat —m— -587.94 [ -757.84, —-418.04]
Stubbs (1995b): Low vs Medium Fat - -289.19 [ -431.16, -147.22]
Stubbs (1998a); Low vs HighED  —m—| -1429.22 [-1601.01, —1257.43]
Stubbs (1998a): Medium vs High ED —a— -805.43 [ -981.76, —629.10]
Stubbs (1998a): Low vs Medium ED . —623.79 [ -792.14, —-455.44]
Stubbs (1998b) —— -1469.85 [-1583.67, —1356.03]
Stubbs (1995a): Low vs High Fat B —-795.87 [ -916.76, —674.98]
Stubbs (1995a): Medium vs High Fat - -511.46 [ -628.06, —394.86]
Stubbs (1995a): Low vs. Medium Fat HEH —284.41 [ -366.35, —202.47]
RE Model ‘ —-855.85 [-1095.53, -616.18]

| | | | |

-2000 -1500 -1000 -500 0
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Blatt (2012): Men- Standard Energy
Blatt (2012):Men- Reduced Energy
Blatt (2012):Women- Standard Energy
Blatt (2012): Women- Reduced Energy
Caputo (1992): Low vs High Fat
Caputo (1992): Low vs High Carb
Foltin (1990): Low vs High Fat

Foltin (1990): Low vs High Carb

Kral (2004): 5009

Kral (2004): 700g

Kral (2004): 900g

Leahy (2008)

Mazlan (2006)

Pritchard (2014): Standard Texture
Pritchard (2014): Modified Texture
Silver (2008)

Smethers (2019): Low vs High ED
Smethers (2019): Medium vs High ED
Smethers (2019): Low vs Medium ED
Spill (2011): 75% vs 100% ED

Spill (2011): 85% ED vs 100% ED
Spill (2011): 75% ED vs 85% ED

Tey (2016): Very Low vs Low ED

Tey (2016): Very Low vs Control ED
Tey (2016): Very Low vs High ED

Tey (2016): Very Low vs Very High ED
Tey (2016): Low vs Control ED

Tey (2016): Low vs High ED

Tey (2016): Low vs Very High ED

Tey (2016): Control vs. High ED

Tey (2016): Control vs Very High ED
Tey (2016): High vs Very High ED

Tey (2018): Sweet Condition

Tey (2018): Savoury Condition
Williams (2013): Decreased Fat
Williams (2013): Added Vegetables

Williams (2013): Added Water

~173.00 [ -286.44, -59.56]
-126.00 [ -249.87, -2.13]
-162.00 [ -233.30, -90.70]

-50.00 [ -121.53, 21.53]

-450.17 [ -644.31, —256.03)]

-366.98 [ -516.46, —217.50]
-124.00 [ -302.69, 54.69]

-98.00 [ -389.21, 193.21]
-148.11 [ -224.73, ~71.49)]
-94.60 [ -157.81, -31.39)]

-184.30 [ -251.54, ~117.06]
-194.50 [ -262.08, —126.92]
-454.10 [ -691.70, —216.50]
-260.00 [ -375.97, —144.03]
-225.00 [ -339.99, -110.01]
-453.00 [ -547.83, -358.17]
-157.00 [ -203.52, —110.48]

-85.00 [ -130.86, —39.14]
-72.00 [ -118.52, —25.48]
-133.50 [ -198.21, —68.79)]
-7.70[ -73.37, 57.97]
-125.80 [ -191.25, —60.35)
~146.00 [ -222.91, —69.09)]

-450.00 [ -542.91, —357.09]
-663.00 [ ~740.78, -585.22)

-929.00 [-1004.44, —853.56]
-304.00 [ -396.98, —211.02]
-517.00 [ -593.84, —440.16]
~783.00 [ -857.17, —708.83]
-213.00 [ -305.91, —120.09]
-479.00 [ -572.44, -385.56)
-266.00 [ -341.36, —190.64]
~142.00 [ -245.63, -38.37]

-21.00 [ -135.07, 93.07]

-396.00 [ -486.96, —305.04]

-308.00 [ -398.96, —217.04]

—-228.53[-321.32, -135.74]

RE Model

-1500 -1000 -500 0 500

Kcal Difference

—237.84 [ -327.54, -148.13]
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Foltin (1990)

——— 0.50 [-0.35, 1.35]

Stubbs (1995a) — ~0.52 [-1.38, 0.33]
Stubbs (1995b) —— -0.72 [-1.55, 0.11]
Stubbs (1998a) -1.67 [-2.91, —0.43]
Stubbs (1998b) — -1.42 [-2.55, —0.28]
RE Model — ~0.69 [-1.43, 0.04]
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3 -2 -1 0 1 2

Standardised Mean Difference


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.11.04.21265933

