Experimental

Control

Mean Difference

Mean Difference

Study or Subgrou Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% ClI
2.3.1 SSRIS

FENCEG 1882 -1.8 43 127 043 25 127 142%  -1.93}12.80,-1.06] -

Fichter 1381 -1.5 114 19 0.3 108 20 8.6% -1.80[-8.62, 5.02] - 1
Kanersa 1994 -1 143 22 27 1686 24 6.7%  -370[1263, 5.23]

Marcus 1990 -139 127 1" 0.6 g 10 7.3% -1450[2262,-6.38] &

Subtotal (95% CIy 179 181 36.8% -4.69[-9.77,0.39] “—
Heterogeneity, Tau®=16.90; Chi®= 9.24 df=3 (P =0.03); F= 68%

Testfor overall effect £2=1.81 (P =0.07)

232TCA

Alger 1981 -0.84 1 12 15 7.3 11 11.3% -2.34 [6.69, 2.01] .
MeCann 1990 -35 195 m =12 155 13 35% -2.30[17.03,12.43] *

Walsh 1997 -1 15 23 30N 25 7O%  -400[11.49, 349 — 1
Subtotal (95% CI) a5 49 227%  -273[-6.38,092] i
Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.14, df= 2 (P =0493); F=0%

Testfor overall effect Z=1.47 (P=014)

2.3.3 amphetamine-fype appetite suppressant

Fahy 1993 -05 18 0 -45 19 23 141% 4.00(2.89,5.11] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 23 141% 4.00[2.89, 5.11] <>
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=7.08 (F =< 0.00001)

2.3.4 antiepileptic drug

Nickel 2005 -4 56 3| 0.3 61 30 127%  -37016.66,-0.74] I

Safer 2020 -58 34 i 04 22 21 137%  -B.20F7.97,-4.43] .

Subtotal (95% CI) 51 51  265%  -5.24[-7.63,-2.86] -
Heterageneity: Tau®= 1.58; Chi*=2.02, df=1 (P = 0.16); F=50%

Testfor overall effect: 2= 4.32 (P = 0.0001)

Total {(95% CI) 295 304 100.0% -3.16 [-6.31,-0.01] “'
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 18.01; Chi*= 130.84, df= 9 (F < 0.00001); F= 93% R B ! h

Testfor overall effect. £=1.96 (P = 0.08)

Testfor suboroun diferences: Chi®= &1.00. df= 3(F = 0.00007% F=95.1%

Supplementary Fig. S1 Forest plot of wight change.

Favours [experimental]

Favours [controll

Experimental Control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

IV, Random, 95% CI

Stucdhy or Subgrou Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl
2.4.1 SSRIS

Beumont 1997 57 53 23 -5 57 26 55% -0.12 F0.69, 0.44]
Fichter 1951 -5 53 18 -3 72 20 4 6% -0.31 [0.894,0.37)
Goldbloom 1997 3 115 10 -468 13 12 31% -0.21 [1.04,0.62)
Goldstein 1995 -38 F2 290 -37 T2 100 125% -0.01 [0.24,0.21]
Grilo 2008 41 82 7 -7o10 27 58% 019 [0.34,0.73
Jacohi 2002 -3.3 10 12 -A9 4§ 11 31% 0.25 [0.57,1.07)
Kanetva 1994 -5.1 19 22 =22 857 24 51% -0.83 [1.12,0.08)
Romano 2002 -2.6 5 75 -29 B4 71 9.8% 0.05 [0.27, 0.38]
Wyalsh 2000 891 103 13 1.7 104 q 2.8% -0.68 [1.57,0.19]
Subtotal (95% CI) 491 301 522% -0.06 [-0.21, 0.09]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 723, di= 8 (F=051); F=0%

Testfar overall effect: 2= 0.76 (P =045

2.4.2 MAOI

Carruba 2001 1.9 58 3 32 3 3| 7.2% 018 [0.26,0.63]
Kennedy 1993 -7 r8 19 -568 83 17 4.4% -0.17 [F0.82,0.49]
Rothschild 1994 -85 34 8 189 73 1m 21% -1.2212.26,-0.149)
Wialsh 1984 -37 42 g 1.4 &2 11 2.4% -1.02 1.87,-0.07)
WWalsh 19856 -4 54 14 01 432 16 3.6% -0.83 [-1.68,-0.08]
Walsh 1988 -3.6 6.5 23 -0.3 48 T 5.4% -0.59 1.15,-0.02)
Subtotal {95% Cl) 11 120 25.0% -0.50 [-0.95, -0.06]

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.18; Chi®=12.6%, di= 5{P=0.03), F= 60%
Testfor overall effect Z=221 (P=0.03)

24.3TCA

Agras 1987 -85 087 10 -47 12 10 27% -0.33 [-1.22, 0.54]
MecCann 1990 -B 7 10 -44 78 13 31% -0.21 [1.03, 062
Pope 1922 72 B 5 02 g 1o 2.2% -1.2212.22,-0.22)
Rothschild 1994 0.7 42 6 19 73 10 21% 0.38 [0.64,1.41]
Wialsh 1991 23 47 40 08 48 s T2% -0.31 FO.76, 0.14]
Wialsh 1997 65 56 23 -49 89 26 54% -0.21 [0.78, 0.36]
Subtotal (95% CI) 93 106 22.7% -0.30 [-0.58, -.0.01]

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi*= 5.14, df= 5 (P = 0.40); F= 3%
Testfor overall effect Z= 203 (P=0.04)

Total (95% CI) 700 527 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.04; Chi*= 29.84 df= 20 (P=0.07); F=33%

Testfor overall effect: Z= 274 (P = 0.006)
Testfor suboroun differences: Chi*= 4.86.

df=2 (P=0.09). F=589%

-0.22 [-0.38, -0.06]

. oH’H i

-2 1 0 1

Favours [experimenial] Favours [control]

Supplementary Fig. S2 Forest plot of depression scores.



Experimental Control 0Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H. Random, 95% CI

Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

2.5.1 SSRIS

FENCSG 1992 11 129 8 129 11.0% 1.41 [0.55, 3.63]
Fichter 1387 19 ar 5 33 9.6% 6.33[2.01,19.91]
Goldstein 1995 32 296 6 102 11.3% 1.94 [0.79, 4.78]
Grilo 2005 [ 27 4 27 8.0% 1.64 [0.41, B.64]
Kanerva 1334 0 24 1 26 2.5% 0.35[0.01, 8.93]
Romano 2002 2 TH 3 T4 508% 0.64 [0.10, 3.94]
Wood 1993 11 296 8 102 11.0% 0.45[0.18,1.18]
Subtotal (95% CI) 885 495 59.3% 1.37 [0.66, 2.85]
Total events a1 35

Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.81; Chi*=14.23, df= 6 (P=0.03); F= 58%
Testfor overall effect £= 086 (P = 0.39)

2.5.2 MAOI

Carruba 2001 4 38 5 39 8.0% 0.80[0.20, 3.24]
Kennedy 1993 2 19 1 17 3.8% 1.88[0.16, 22.83]
Walsh 1984 2 9 3 11 5.0% 0.76 [0.10, 5.96]
Walsh 1985 10 20 0 18 2.9%  37.00[1.96, 697.39]
Walsh 1988 ] 3 1 31 4.7%  12.27[1.45,104.10]
Subtotal (95% CI) 117 116 24.4% 2.81[0.64, 12.35]
Total events 27 10

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.63;, Chi®= 9.76, df= 4 (P = 0.04), F=53%
Testfor overall effect Z=137 (P=017)

253 TCA

Alger 1531 0 12 1 11 2.4% 0.28[0.01, 7.62]
Pope 1983 2 11 1 11 3.6% 222017, 28.86]
Walsh 1991 5 41 0 39 2.8%  11.90[0.64, 222.90]
Subtotal (95% CI) 64 61 8.9% 2.18[0.30, 16.01]
Total events 7 2

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0,91, Chi®= 2.82, df= 2 (P = 0.24);, F= 28%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.77 (P =0.44)

2.5.4 antiepileptic drug

Hoopes 2003 1 kil 0 33 25% 3.30[0.13, 83.97]
Safer 2020 2 22 2 22 50% 1.00[0.13,7.81]
Subtotal (95% CI) 53 55 7.5% 1.41[0.25, 7.99]
Total events 3 2

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00;, Chi#= 037, df=1 (P=054), F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=039 (P=0.70)

Total (95% CI) 1119 727 100.0% 1.66 [0.95, 2.88]
Total events 118 48

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.449; Chi®= 27 86, df= 16 (F=003);, F= 43%

Testfor overall effect Z=1.79 (P = 0.07)

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*=0.84 df=3 (P =0.84). F=0%

R
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Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Supplementary Fig. S3 Forest plot of dropouts due to adverse events.
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Experimental

Study or Subgrou| Mean
3.1.1 =10 weeks

Agras 1987 -84
Agras 1997 -7
Goldbloom 1997 -27.8
Goldstein 1995 -4.6
Gtilo 2005 -T.6
Jacohi 2002 -20.6
MeCann 1980 -2.4
Safer 2020 -16.9
Sundblad 2005 -1.4
Walsh 1897 -6.4

Subtotal (95% CI)

Conirol

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI
545 0 -56 748 m 31% -0.39 [1.28, 0.49)
5.3 12 -59 BB 23 40% -7 087, 0.63]
15.1 12 -28.2 256 14 356% -0.07 F0.84,0.70]
1656 280 -75 366 100 6.6% 013 [0.10,0.35)
1.7 27 -6 8.3 27 4.8% -0.15F0.68, 0.39]
237 12 126 265 11 3.4% -0.31[1.13,0.52]
2 10 0z 31 13 32% -0.93 [-1.81, -0.06]
15.3 22 34 171 22 44% -082[-1.43,-0.20
5.7 38 -29 6841 29 52% 0.25F0.23,0.74]
42 3 -47 37 28  4b5% -0.42[-1.00,0.18]
456 274 42.9% -0.21[-0.45, 0.04]

Heterogeneity: Taw®= 0.06; Chi®= 16.38, df=3(FP= 0.08), F= 45%
Testfor overall effect Z2=1.62 (P=0.11

3.1.2 = 10 weeks

Beumnant 1997 -1.2
Carruba 2001 -1.4
Fahy 1993 -3.4
Fichter 1981 -263
Hsu 1991 -24
Kehnedy 1993 -5.6
Mickel 2005 -34
Fope 1983 -7.449
Romano 2002 -0.5
Walsh 1984 -8.2
Walsh 1989 -6.5
Wvalsh 1988 -B.5
Wyalsh 1891 -38

Subtotal (95% CI)

345

5-‘1
6.5

a8
341

5.3%
57.1%

Heterogeneity: Taw®=0.21; Chi*= 42,81 di=12 (P =< 0.0001); F=72%
Testfor overall effect 2= 318 (F=0.001)

Total (95% CI)

Testfor overall effect 2= 358 (F=0.0003)
209.df=1P=0.15) F=

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*=

Supplementary Fig. S4 Forest plot of binge-eating episodes (10 weeks as the

801

Experimental

boundary).
Study or Subgrou| Mean
3.2.1 10 weeks
Goldhloom 1997 -IT 6
Goldstein 1994 -1 6
Jacobi 2002 -15.9
Wialsh 1997 -2649

Subtotal (95% CI)

SD Total Mean

277
17.2
275
125

12
240
12
23
337

Control
SD_Total Weight

-328

-1.6
-1341
-1r.8

198
226
335
16.5

615 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.16; Chi®= 6717, df= 22 (P = 0.00001}; F=67%

Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.00; Chi®= 2.39, df= 3 (P = 0.50); F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z2=1.77 (P =0.08)

3.2.2 =10 weeks

Beumaont 1997 -7.6
Carruba 2001 -0.4
Fahy 1993 -3.3
Hsu 1991 -34a
Kennedy 1893 -7h
Romano 2002 -1.2

Walsh 1891 -3
Subtotal (95% CI)

40
241

-3.2
6.4 179
1.8 64
032 75
03 171

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®*= 607, df= 6 (P=041); F=1%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.60 (F=0.11)

Total (95% CI)

Heterogeneity: Tau* = 0.00; Chi*= 851, df=10{P=058), F= 0%

578

Testfor overall effect 2= 238 (P=0.02)
Testfor subaraun diferences: Chi*=

Supplementary Fig. SS Forest plot of vomiting episodes (10 weeks as the boundary).

52.1%

018 [0.74, 0.39]

0.35 F0.23, 0.74]
S02F ]
-0, ua[ner 0.59]

0.42 (0.1 5, 0.98)
-0.27 [0.92, 0.39]
-1.08 [1.62, -0.54]
-1.32 [-2.33, -0.30]
042 E0.44,0.21]
1,24 [-2.22,-0.26)
-0.98 [-1.74,-0.21]
087 [1.51,-0.34]
074 [-1.20,-0.28]
-0.50 [-0.80, -0.19]

-0.38[-0.59, -0.17]

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Ci

\M

e
-

A4 05 0 05 1
Favours [experimental] Favours [contro

1

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

14 3.0%
100 34.3%
11 7%
25 53%
150 45.3%
26 5.5%
39 8.9%
23 5.0%
3 AT%
17 40%
71 16.7%
3@ 9.0%
237  54.7%
387 100.0%
0%

005 df=1 (P =083 F=

017 F0.60, 0.95]
-0.16 [-0.39, 0.07)
-0.09 F0.91,0.73]
-0.54[1.12,0.04]
0.18[-0.38, 0.02]

-0.43[1.00,0.14]
015 [0.30, 0.60]
-0.07 [0.56, 0.53]
019037, 0.75]
-0.58 [1.26, 0.08]
-0.22 [0.54, 0.11]
-0.21 [0.66, 0.23]
-0.15[-0.33, 0.03]

-0.16 [-0.30, -0.03]

>

- 05 0 05 1
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]



