Figure 3. Pooled effect estimates for regression coefficients with BMI z-scores, by CEBQ subscales (Parts A-H). Part A. Food responsiveness

% Sample

Study ES (95% CI) Weight size
Domoff* (2015) -o-i 0.10 (0.04, 0.16) 9.02 1002
Fuemmeler* (2013) —:0— 0.25 (0.12, 0.38) 7.45 213
Hankey (2016) ' —%— (.49 (0.32, 0.66) 6.46 104
Haycraft* (2011) _..'.. 0.13 (0.01, 0.26) 7.57 241
Jansen (2012) -' 0.17 (0.14, 0.20) 9.41 3157
Loh* (2013) = i -0.03 (-0.11, 0.05) 8.72 646
Sanchez* (2016) i* 0.33 (0.27, 0.39) 9.10 1058
Silva Garcia* (2016) —-— 0.16 (0.02, 0.30) 7.14 186
Soussignan* (2012) —-o-i— 0.10 (-0.21, 0.42) 3.56 40
Viana (2008) i = 0.50 (0.39, 0.61) 7.97 240
Vollmer* (2015) —'.— 0.27 (0.11, 0.43) 6.82 150
Webber (a)* (2009) -- 0.15 (0.03, 0.27) 7.76 270
Boswell (2018) --E 0.10 (0.03, 0.16) 9.01 977
Overall (l-squared = 89.9%, p = 0.000) @ 0.21 (0.13, 0.28) 100.00

i
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis%
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Figure 3. Pooled effect estimates for regression coefficients with BMI z-scores, by CEBQ subscales (continued). Part B. Enjoyment of Food

Study

Domoff* (2015)
Frankell* (2014)
Fuemmeler® (2013)
Hankey (2016)
Haycraft* (2011)
Jansen (2012)

Loh* (2013)
Sanchez* (2016)
Silva Garcia* (2016)
Sleddens (2008)
Soussignan® (2012)
Viana (2008)
Vollmer* (2015)
Webber (a)* (2009)
Boswell (2018)
Overall (l-squared = 90.9%, p = 0.000)

0_!___+___i_____|._.*._*__;__

NOTE: Weights are from random effects an

_’__}____.*.__*__§__

+

}

1
a!ysis

ES (95% ClI)

0.18 (0.12, 0.24)
0.29 (0.18, 0.40)
0.20 (0.07, 0.33)
0.62 (0.47, 0.77)
0.08 (-0.04, 0.21)
0.10 (0.07, 0.13)
-0.02 (-0.10, 0.06)
0.31 (0.25, 0.37)
0.20 (0.06, 0.34)
0.21 (0.04, 0.37)
0.01 (-0.31, 0.32)
0.51 (0.40, 0.62)
0.11 (-0.05, 0.27)
0.05 (-0.07, 0.17)
0.07 (0.01, 0.13)
0.20 (0.12, 0.27)

%
Weight

7.70
6.94
6.51
6.12
6.63
7.97
7.48
7.75
6.33
5.85
3.36
6.94
5.97
6.76
7.68
100.00

Sample
size

1002
296
213
104
241
3157
646
1058
186
135
40
240
150
270
977

1T 1 1
0.25.56.751



Figure 3. Pooled effect estimates for regression coefficients with BMI z-scores, by CEBQ subscales (continued). Part C. Emotional Overeating
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Figure 3. Pooled effect estimates for regression coefficients with BMI z-scores, by CEBQ subscales (continued). Part D. Desire to Drink
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Figure 3. Pooled effect estimates for regression coefficients with BMI z-scores, by CEBQ subscales (continued). Part E. Satiety
Responsiveness

% Sample

Study ES (95% CI) Weight size

i
Domoff* (2015) | - -0.18 (-0.24, -0.12) 7.93 1002
Frankell* (2014) -ol- -0.36 (-0.47, -0.25) 7.31 296
Hankey (2016) -— E -0.78 (-0.90, -0.66) 7.07 104
Haycraft* (2011) i - -0.10 (-0.22, 0.03) 6.99 241
Jansen (2012) E - -0.17 (-0.20, -0.14) 8.15 3157
Quah* (2017) - E -0.56 (-0.64, -0.48) 7.72 432
Sanchez* (2016) - -0.37 (-0.43, -0.31) 7.98 1058
Silva Garcia* (2016) -i-o— -0.22 (-0.36, -0.08) 6.73 186
Sleddens (2008) —E—o— -0.24 (-0.40, -0.08) 6.30 135
Soussignan® (2012) —o-i— -0.40 (-0.69, -0.11) 419 40
Tay* (20186) E"' -0.23 (-0.28, -0.19) 8.07 1782
Viana (2008) —0-5- -0.39 (-0.51, -0.28) 714 240
Vollmer* (2015) —+— -0.31 (-0.46, -0.16) 6.51 150
Boswell (2018) i - -0.10 (-0.17, -0.04) 7.91 977
Overall (lI-squared = 94.0%, p = 0.000) @ -0.31 (-0.40, -0.23) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysisi
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Figure 3. Pooled effect estimates for regression coefficients with BMI z-scores, by CEBQ subscales (continued). Part F. Slowness in Eating
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Study

Domoff* (2015)
Haycraft® (2011)
Hayes (2016)
Jansen (2012)
Jansen (2012)
Quah* (2017)
Sanchez™ (2016)
Silva Garcia* (2016)
Sleddens (2008)
Soussignan* (2012)
Tay* (2016)

Viana (2008)
Vollmer* (2015)
Webber (a)* (2009)
Boswell (2018)

Overall (l-squared = 72.2%, p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analy:rs'

ES (95% CI)

-0.07 (-0.13, -0.01)
-0.08 (-0.20, 0.05)
-0.05 (-0.20, 0.10)
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-0.07 (-0.13, -0.01)
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%
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912
525
4.24
10.83
10.83
6.98
927
4.49
3.65
1.32
10.15
5.28
3.90
5.62
9.07
100.00

Figure 3 Pooled effect estimates for regression coefficients with BMI z-scores, by CEBQ subscales (continued). Part G. Food Fussiness
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Figure 3. Pooled effect estimates for regression coefficients with BMI z-scores, by CEBQ subscales (continued). Part H. Emotional

Undereating
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