Supplementary figure 1: Funnel plots including prospective studies of vitamin D and type 2 diabetes


[image: image1.emf]Study acronyms and references are provided in Table 1. The dotted lines show 95% confidence intervals around the overall summary estimate calculated using 

a fixed effect model. P-value for bias calculated using Egger’s test = 0.006
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Supplementary figure 2: Association of vitamin D with metabolic syndrome, according to various study-level characteristics 
[image: image2.emf]Study acronyms and references are provided in Table 1. The summary estimate presented was calculated using a random effects model; Size of data markers are

proportional to the inverse of the variance of the relative ratio. + adjusted for age and sex; ++ adjusted for diabetes risk factors; +++ adjusted for diabetes risk

factors plus seasonality/latitude; MS, metabolic syndrome; N, number of; *, controlled for seasonality or latitude of location

Figure 6. Relative risks for MS in the top vs. bottom third of vitamin D levels according to different study level characteristics
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Supplementary figure 3: Funnel plots including prospective studies of vitamin D and metabolic syndrome
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Study acronyms and references are provided in Table 1. The dotted lines show 95% confidence intervals around the 

overall summary estimate calculated using a fixed effect model. P-value for bias calculated using Egger’s test = 0.18
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Study acronyms and references are provided in Table 1. The dotted lines show 95% confidence intervals around the overall summary estimate calculated using a fixed effect model. P-value for bias calculated using Egger’s test = 0.006
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The dotted lines show 95% confidence intervals around the overall summary estimate calculated using a fixed effect model. P-value for bias calculated using Egger’s test < 0.001
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Study acronyms and references are provided in Table 1. The summary estimate presented was calculated using a random effects model; Size of data markers are proportional to the inverse of the variance of the relative ratio. + adjusted for age and sex; ++ adjusted for diabetes risk factors; +++ adjusted for diabetes risk factors plus seasonality/latitude; MS, metabolic syndrome; N, number of; *, controlled for seasonality or latitude of location

Figure 6. Relative risks for MS in the top vs. bottom third of vitamin D levels according to different study level characteristics
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