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HbA1lc:

Study
Abdi et al, 2021

Ahmed et al, 2019

Alvarez et al, 2016

Cassidy et al, 2014

Cassidy et al, 2016

Cassidy et al, 2018
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019
Karstoft et al, 2013

Li et al, 2022

Mitranum et al, 2014
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 ¢
Sabouri et al, 2021
Sokolovska et al, 2020

Overall
Q=35.56, p=0.00, 12=63%
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WMD



Study
Abdi et al, 2021

Ahmed et al, 2019

Alvarez et al, 2016

Cassidy et al, 2014

Cassidy et al, 2016

Cassidy et al, 2018

Karstoft et al, 2013

Li et al, 2022

Mitranum et al, 2014
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 ¢
Sabouri et al, 2021
Sokolovska et al, 2020

Overall
Q=14.73, p=0.26, 12=19%
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Study

Abdi et al, 2021

Ahmed et al, 2019

Cassidy et al, 2016

Cassidy et al, 2018
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019
Karstoft et al, 2013
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021
Sokolovska et al, 2020

Overall
Q=30.19, p=0.00, 12=77%
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Sensibilidad:

HbAlc LI-HIIT vrs control

Study WMD (95% CI) % Weight
Abdi et al, 2021 —_— -1.12 (-1.73,-0.51) 4.0
Ahmed et al, 2019 —i— -0.80 (-1.04,-0.56) 26.4
Cassidy et al, 2016 -0.50 (-1.15, 0.15) 3.6
Cassidy et al, 2018 —— -0.47 (-0.68,-0.26) 33.9
Karstoft et al, 2013 —i— -0.50 (-0.73,-0.27) 28.8
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 -2.38 (-5.21, 045) 0.2
Sokolovska et al, 2020 -0.50 (-1.18, 0.18) 3.2
Overall ’ -0.60 (-0.78,-0.41) 100.0
Q=9.38, p=0.15, 12=36% H
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Study
Avarez et al, 2016

HbAlc MI-HIIT vs control

_.__

Cassidy et al, 2014
Li et al, 2022
Mitranum et al, 2014
Sabouri et al, 2021

Overall

Q=5.77, p=0.22, 12=31%
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Study

Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021

Overall

Q=0.00, p=NAN, [2=0%

HbAlc SI-HIIT vrs control

-1 0
WMD

WMD (95% Cl) % Weight

-0.91 (-2.64, 0.82) 100.0

-0.91 (-2.64, 0.82) 100.0



Glicemia

Study

Abdelbasset et al, 2019
Abdi et al, 2021

Arefirard et al, 2020

Asrami et al, 2019
Banitalebi et al, 2019
Cassidy et al, 2016

Ghaedi et al, 2020
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018
Golshan et al, 2019

Golshan et al, 2019 ¢
Hwang et al, 2019

Karstoft et al, 2013

Li et al, 2022

Glu HIIT vs control.

Mitranum et al, 2014
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 ¢
Sabouri et al, 2021
Sokolovska et al, 2020
Winding et al, 2017

Overall
Q=54.88, p=0.00, 12=65%

WMD (95% Cl)
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Glu L-HIIT vrs control.
Study WMD (95% CI) % Weight
Abdelbasset et al, 2019 L -1.10 (-2.17,-0.03) 95
Abdi et al, 2021 -2.12 (-3.65,-0.59) 4.7
Cassidy et al, 2016 o -0.60 (-1.76, 0.56) 8.2
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019 e — -1.93 (-2.91,-0.95) 11.3
Hwang et al, 2019 —— -0.60 (-1.10,-0.10) 433
Karstoft et al, 2013 — -1.00 (-1.78,-0.22) 17.9
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 -5.90 (-9.21,-259) 1.0
Sokolovska et al, 2020 -0.30 (-1.93, 1.33) 4.1
Overall ’ -0.98 (-1.69,-0.28) 100.0
Q=17.53, p=0.01, 12=60% '
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Sensibilidad:

Study

Abdelbasset et al, 2019
Abdi et al, 2021

Cassidy et al, 2016
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019
Hwang et al, 2019

Karstoft et al, 2013
Sokolovska et al, 2020

Overall
Q=8.98, p=0.17, 12=33%
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Study

Arefirard et al, 2020
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018
Golshan et al, 2019

Li et al, 2022

Mitranum et al, 2014
Sabouri et al, 2021

Winding et al, 2017

Overall
Q=4.45, p=0.62, 12=0%
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Study
Ghaedi et al, 2020

Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 ¢

Overall

Q=0.86, p=0.35, 12=0%

Study

Glu SKHIIT vrs control

Glu SIT-HIIT vrs control

Asrami et al, 2019

Banitalebi et al, 2019

Golshan et al, 2019

Overall

Q=4.07, p=0.13, 12=51%

WMD (95% Cl) % Weight
-3.46 (-5.29,-1.63) 78.1

-5.31 (-8.76,-1.86) 21.9

-3.87 (-5.48,-2.25) 100.0

WMD (95% Cl) % Weight
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Insulinemia:

Study
Arefirard et al, 2020

Asrami et al, 2019

Ins HIIT vs control

WMD (95% Cl) % Weight
-0.92 (-5.09, 3.25) 1.0
—— -2.39 (-3.69,-1.09) 9.7
Banitalebi et al, 2019 —— -2.39 (-3.76,-1.02) 88
Cassidy et al, 2016 -0.94 (-5.65, 3.78) 0.7
Ghaedi et al, 2020 -1.51 (-5.08, 2.06) 1.3
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018 — -2.38 (-3.96,-0.80) 6.7
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019 —— -2.04 (-3.17,-0.91) 131
Golshan et al, 2019 -2.62 (-5.66, 0.42) 1.8
Golshan et al, 2019 ¢ -3.70 (-7.52, 0.12) 11
Hwang et al, 2019 —a -2.00 (-3.21,-0.79) 11.2
Karstoft et al, 2013 —— -7.75 (-9.41,-6.08) 6.0
Kaviani et al, 2017 —— -2.39 (-3.76,-1.02) 838
Li et al, 2022 —— -0.27 (-1.65, 1.10) 8.8
Sabouri et al, 2021 —— -0.85 (-1.74, 0.04) 20.9
Winding et al, 2017 -1.87 (-13.69, 9.95) 0.1
Overall S -2.09 (-3.17,-1.01) 100.0
Q=60.61, p=0.00, 12=77% '
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Sensibilidad

Study

Arefirard et al, 2020

Asrami et al, 2019
Banitalebi et al, 2019
Cassidy et al, 2016

Ghaedi et al, 2020
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019
Golshan et al, 2019
Golshan et al, 2019 ¢
Hwang et al, 2019

Kaviani et al, 2017

Li et al, 2022

Sabouri et al, 2021

Winding et al, 2017

Overall

Q=13.61, p=0.40, 12=4%

Ins HIIT vs control
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Study
Cassidy et al, 2016
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019
Hwang et al, 2019

Karstoft et al, 2013

Overall

Q=37.23, p=0.00, 12=92%

Ins LI-HIIT vs control

WMD (95% Cl) % Weight
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Sensibilidad

Study
Cassidy et al, 2016
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019

Hwang et al, 2019

Overall

Q=0.20, p=0.90, 12=0%
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Ins MI-HIIT vs control
Study WMD (95% Cl) % Weight
Arefirard et al, 2020 092 (-5.09, 3.25) 25
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018 —a— -2.38 (-3.96,-0.80) 17.3
Golshan et al, 2019 -3.70 (-7.52, 0.12) 2.9
Li et al, 2022 —— -0.27 (-1.65, 1.10) 22.7
Sabouri et al, 2021 —f -0.85 (-1.74, 0.04) 54.3
Winding et al, 2017 -1.87 (-13.69, 9.95) 0.3
Overall <o -1.07 (-1.91,-0.24) 100.0
Q=6.03, p=0.30, 12=17%
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Ins SI-HIIT vs control
Study

Ghaedi et al, 2020 .

Overall

Q=0.00, p=NAN, 12=0%

WMD (95% Cl) % Weight

-1.51 (-5.08, 2.06) 100.0

-1.51 (-5.08, 2.06) 100.0

Ins SIT-HIIT vs control
Study

Asrami et al, 2019 .

Banitalebi et al, 2019 o

Golshan et al, 2019 L

Kaviani et al, 2017 i

Overall ‘

Q=0.02, p=1.00, 12=0%

WMD (95% Cl) % Weight
-2.39 (-3.69,-1.09) 334
-2.39 (-3.76,-1.02) 302
-2.62 (-5.66, 0.42) 6.1
-2.39 (-3.76,-1.02) 302

-2.40 (-3.16,-1.65) 100.0

Ins SIT-HIIT vs control

LFK index: -2.79 (Major asymmetry)
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indice de HOMA:

Study

Abdelbasset et al, 2019
Abdi et al, 2021
Arefirard et al, 2020
Banitalebi et al, 2019
Cassidy et al, 2016
Ghaedi et al, 2020
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018
Golshan et al, 2019
Golshan et al, 2019 ¢
Hwang et al, 2019
Mitranum et al, 2014
Sabouri et al, 2021
Saghand et al, 2020
Sokolovska et al, 2020
Winding et al, 2017

Q=131.79, p=0.00, 12=89%
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Overall

HOMA IR HIIT vrs control

HOMA IR HIIT vrs control

LFK index: 4.77 (Major asymmetry)
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Abdelbasset et al, 2019

Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019

Sokolovska et al, 2020

Study
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Sensibilidad

Abdelbasset et al, 2019
Abdi et al, 2021
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019
Hwang et al, 2019
Sokolovska et al, 2020

Study

HOMA IR LI-HIIT vrs control

Overall

Q=1.85, p=0.76, 12=0%

WMD (95% CI)
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HOMA IR MI-HIIT vrs control
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Sensibilidad

Study
Arefirard et al, 2020
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018
Mitranum et al, 2014
Sabouri et al, 2021
Saghand et al, 2020
Winding et al, 2017

Overall
Q=8.58, p=0.13, 12=42%

HOMA IR MI-HIIT vrs control
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Study

Ghaedi et al, 2020

Overall

Q=0.00, p=NAN, 12=0%

HOMA IR SI-HIIT vrs control

Study

Banitalebi et al, 2019

Golshan et al, 2019

Overall

Q=11.56, p=0.00, 12=91%

WMD

HOMA IR SIT vs control

"

WMD

WMD (95% Cl) % Weight

-0.51 (-1.05, 0.03) 100.0

-0.51 (-1.05, 0.03) 100.0

WMD (95% Cl) % Weight

212 (-2.27,-1.97) 857
-1.42 (-1.79,-1.04) 143

-2.02 (-2.84,-1.20) 100.0



VoZpico

Study

Abdelbasset et al, 2019

Ahmed et al, 2019
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018
Hwang et al, 2019
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 ¢

VO2pico HIIT vs control
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Sensibilidad

Study
Abdelbasset et al, 2019
Ahmed et al, 2019

Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019

VO2pico LI-HIIT vs control

Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021

Overall
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VO2pico MI-HIIT vs control
Study .
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Study

Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021

Overall

Q=0.00, p=NAN, [2=0%

VO2pico SI-HIIT vs control

10

WMD (95% Cl) % Weight

4.28 (-1.58,10.14) 100.0

4.28 (-1.58,10.14) 100.0



VoZméx

VO2max HIIT vs control

Study . WMD (95% Cl) % Weight
Arefirard et al, 2020 0 -3.72 (-7.95, 051) 3.7
Karstoft et al, 2013 —B— 4.00 ( 230, 5.70) 22.8

Mitranum et al, 2014 —.— 6.60 ( 5.65, 7.55) 735

Overall <> 5.63 ( 0.73,10.53) 100.0

Q=26.36, p=0.00, 12=92%

VO2max HIIT vs control
LFK index: -4.86 (Major asymmetry)

WMD



% grasa

% grasa HIIT vs control

Study WMD (95% CI) % Weight
Abdi et al, 2021 —_— -3.86 (-6.19,-1.53) 85
Alvarez et al, 2016 —_— -3.54 (-6.23,-0.86) 6.4
Asrami et al, 2019 — -0.22 (-2.66, 2.22) 7.8
Banitalebi et al, 2019 I — -9.36 (-11.77,-6.95) 8.0
Cassidy et al, 2016 -0.84 (-10.36, 8.68) 05
Ghaedi et al, 2020 — -0.22 (-2.95, 251) 6.2
Golshan et al, 2019 -4.24 (-8.19,-0.29) 3.0
Golshan et al, 2019 ¢ -3.73 (-7.28,-0.18) 3.7
Hwang et al, 2019 —— -1.10 (-2.54, 0.34) 223
Karstoft et al, 2013 -2.39 (-5.40, 0.63) 5.1
Mitranum et al, 2014 —i— -2.80 (-4.10,-1.50) 27.3
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 -0.29 (-14.18,13.60) 0.2
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 ¢ -0.09 (-13.19,13.01) 0.3
Winding et al, 2017 -0.30 (-8.44, 7.84) 0.7
Overall - -2.74 (-4.51,-0.96) 100.0
Q=44.22, p=0.00, 12=71% ;
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Sensibilidad

Study

Abdi et al, 2021

Alvarez et al, 2016

Asrami et al, 2019

Cassidy et al, 2016

Ghaedi et al, 2020

Golshan et al, 2019

Golshan et al, 2019 ¢

Hwang et al, 2019

Karstoft et al, 2013

Mitranum et al, 2014
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 ¢

Winding et al, 2017

Overall
Q=12.70, p=0.39, 12=5%

% grasa HIIT vs control
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Study
Abdi et al, 2021

% grasa LI-HIIT vs control

WMD (95% Cl) % Weight
-3.86 (-6.19,-153) 232
-0.84 (-10.36, 8.68) 1.4
-1.10 (-2.54, 0.34) 60.8

-2.39 (-5.40, 0.63) 13.9
-0.29 (-14.18,13.60) 0.7
-1.91 (-3.08,-0.75) 100.0
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Study

% grasa MI-HIIT vs control

Alvarez et al, 2016
Golshan et al, 2019

Mitranum et al, 2014

Winding et al, 2017

Overall

Q=0.83, p=0.84, 12=0%
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Study
Ghaedi et al, 2020

Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 ¢

Overall

Q=0.00, p=0.98, 12=0%

Study

Asrami et al, 2019
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% grasa SIT vs control

Banitalebi et al, 2019
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Overall

Q=27.34, p=0.00, 12=93%
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Sensibilidad

Study

Asrami et al, 2019

% grasa SIT vs control

Golshan et al, 2019

Overall

Q=2.88, p=0.09, 12=65%
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Masa libre de grasa:

Study
Cassidy et al, 2016
Hwang et al, 2019

Karstoft et al, 2013

m muscular HIIT vs control

L

Winding et al, 2017

Overall
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Circunferencia de cintura:

Study
Ahmed et al, 2019
Avarez et al, 2016
Ghaedi et al, 2020

Hwang et al, 2019

Overall
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Sensibilidad:

Study
Ahmed et al, 2019
Ghaedi et al, 2020

Hwang et al, 2019

Overall

Q=2.20, p=0.33, 12=9%
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HIIT vs EAC



HbAlc

Study

Aguilera-Eguia et al, 2015
Hollekim-Strand et al, 2014
Karstoft et al, 2013

Li et al, 2022
Macias-Cervantes et al, 2017
Maillard et al, 2016
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Study

Hollekim-Strand et al, 2014
Karstoft et al, 2013

Sabag et al, 2020

HbAlc LI-HIIT vrs EAC

Stoa et al, 2017
Way et al, 2020

Overall

Q=2.23, p=0.69, 12=0%
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WMD (95% Cl) % Weight

HbALc MI-HIIT vs EAC
Study
Aguilera-Eguia et al, 2015 i -0.20 (-0.94, 0.54) 119
Li et al, 2022 — 1T -0.25 (-0.59, 0.09) 54.9
Macias-Cervantes et al, 2017 L -0.78 (-1.57, 0.01) 10.5
Mitranum et al, 2014 -0.30 (-2.02, 1.42) 22
Van Ryckeghem et al, 2022 L 0.10 (-0.46, 0.66) 20.4
Overall - -0.23 (-0.48, 0.03) 100.0
Q=3.22, p=0.52, 12=0%
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WMD
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HbAlc RST vrs EAC
Study . WMD (95% CI) % Weight
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Glicemia

Glu HIIT vs EAC
Study WMD (95% Cl) % Weight
Aguilera-Eguia et al, 2015 0.50 (-0.79, 1.79) 2.1
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Sensibilidad:

Study
Aguilera-Eguia et al, 2015
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Glu RST vs EAC
Study . WMD (95% CI) % Weight
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Insulinemia
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Sensibilidad:

Study

Hwang et al, 2019

Ins LI-HIIT vs EAC

Karstoft et al, 2013

Way et al, 2020

Overall
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Study
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Sensibilidad:

Study
Dunwald et al, 2019

VO2pico LIFHIIT vs EAC

WMD (95% C) % Weight
o 1.00 (-4.75, 6.75) 1.7
Hollekim-Strand et al, 2014 L 290 (-1.69, 7.49) 27
Hwang et al, 2019 ——.— 0.60 (-0.20, 1.40) 90.8
Way et al, 2020 -1.60 (-5.08, 1.88) 4.8
Overall - 057 (-0.19, 1.32) 100.0
Q=2.51, p=0.47, 12=0%
5 1 1 2 3 4 5 6
WMD
VO2pico LIFHIIT vs EAC
LFK index: 1.56 (Minor asymmetry)
0 9
02 4
03
0.4
05
06
0.7
08
0.9
_11
o H
% 12
Bi13
14
16 :
18 o
wl ST R
0 T
21
2.2 o
23
24
1 1 2
WMD




VO2pico MI-HIIT vrs EAC

Study WMD (95% ClI) % Weight
Aguilera-Eguia et al, 2015 L 0.70 (-4.47, 5.87) 141
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3.70 ( 2.28, 5.12)
1.05 (-3.67, 5.77)
2.80 ( 1.86, 3.74)
3.00 (-0.02, 6.02)
550 ( 1.49, 9.51)

2.84 ( 1.43, 4.26)

% Weight
7.4

24.8

2.3

56.9

55

3.1

100.0

WMD



% grasa

% Weight
0.6
4.2
2.1
277
7.1
11
26.0
22.4
15
2.3
3.6
1.4

% grasa HIIT vrs EAC
Study . WMD (95% CI)
Aguilera-Eguia et al, 2015 -0.40 (-9.61, 8.81)
Baasch-Skytte et al, 2019 -0.20 (-3.76, 3.36)
Hollekim-Strand et al, 2014 0.00 (-5.09, 5.09)
Hwang et al, 2019 L] 0.90 (-0.49, 2.29)
Karstoft et al, 2013 L -2.22 (-4.96, 0.53)
Macias-Cervantes et al, 2017 -1.60 (-8.50, 5.30)
Maillard et al, 2016 —a— 0.20 (-1.23, 1.63)
Mitranum et al, 2014 i 0.40 (-1.14, 1.94)
Mortensen et al, 2019 0.00 (-6.01, 6.01)
Stoa et al, 2017 -0.90 (-5.69, 3.89)
Van Ryckeghem et al, 2022 0.70 (-3.15, 4.55)
Winding et al, 2017 1.00 (-5.24, 7.24)
Overall D 0.22 (-0.51, 0.95) 100.0
Q=4.69, p=0.95, 12=0% !
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Study

Hollekim-Strand et al, 2014
Hwang et al, 2019

Karstoft et al, 2013

Stoa et al, 2017

Overall

Q=4.17, p=0.24, 12=28%
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1.05

11

115
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1.25

13
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% grasa LI-HIIT vs EAC

L WMD (95% Cl) % Weight

0.00 (-5.09, 5.09) 53

[] 0.90 (-049, 2.29) 707

L -2.22 (-4.96, 0.53) 18.1

0O -0.90 (-5.69, 3.89) 5.9

0.18 (-1.61, 1.98) 100.0

% grasa LI-HIIT vs EAC
LFK index: -3.50 (Major asymmetry)

WMD



% grasa MI-HIIT vrs EAC
Study

Aguilera-Eguia et al, 2015

Macias-Cervantes et al, 2017

Mitranum et al, 2014
Mortensen et al, 2019 -

Van Ryckeghem et al, 2022 L

Winding et al, 2017 &

Overall
Q=0.42, p=0.99, 12=0%

% grasa MI-HIIT vrs EAC

LFK index: -2.34 (Major asymmetry)
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0.35 (-0.97,
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1.94)
6.01)
4.55)
7.24)

1.67)

% Weight
21
37
73.3
4.8
11.7
45

100.0
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Study

Baasch-Skytte et al, 2019

Overall

Q=0.00, p=NAN, 12=0%

Study

Maillard et al, 2016

Overall

Q=0.00, p=NAN, 12=0%

% grasa SIT vrs EAC

% grasa RST vrs EAC

WMD

WMD (95% ClI) % Weight

-0.20 (-3.76, 3.36) 100.0

-0.20 (-3.76, 3.36) 100.0

WMD (95% Cl) % Weight

0.20 (-1.23, 1.63) 100.0

0.20 (-1.23, 1.63) 100.0



Masa libre de grasa

Macias-Cervantes et al, 2017

Van Ryckeghem et al, 2022
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Study
Baasch-Skytte et al, 2019
Dunwald et al, 2019
Hwang et al, 2019
Karstoft et al, 2013

Maillard et al, 2016
Winding et al, 2017

Overall
Q=8.92, p=0.26, 12=22%

m muscular HIIT vrs EAC

WMD (95% CI) % Weight
0.50 (-4.38, 5.38) 55
-0.60 (-11.60,10.40) 1.1
L -0.80 (-2.85, 1.25) 31.2
) -0.40 (-3.09, 2.29) 182
= 0.18 (-2.66, 3.02) 16.3
—_— -4.30 (-6.63,-1.97) 24.2
0.70 (-8.72,10.12) 1.5
0.10 (-7.85, 8.05) 2.1
’- -1.30 (-2.72, 0.12) 100.0
12 11 10 9 8 7 -6

5 4 -3 2 -1 0

WMD

m muscular HIIT vrs EAC

LFK index: 1.61 (Minor asymmetry)

6 7 8 9 10 11

o

WMD



Circunferencia de cintura

¢ cintura HIIT vs EAC
Study

Aguilera-Eguia et al, 2015

Hollekim-Strand et al, 2014

=

Hwang et al, 2019 —_—
Macias-Cervantes et al, 2017

Maillard et al, 2016 L

Sabag et al, 2020 L

Stoa et al, 2017

Way et al, 2020

Overall
Q=0.88, p=1.00, 12=0%

-14 -13 -12 -11 -10 9 8 -7 6 5 -4 -3 -2 -1 O
WMD

¢ cintura HIIT vs EAC
LFK index: -1.33 (Minor asymmetry)
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0.80 (-8.86, 10.46)
-0.60 (-5.57, 4.37)
-0.10 (-2.54, 2.34)
-2.70 (-13.65, 8.25)
0.40 (-3.04, 3.84)
-1.20 (-3.84, 1.44)
0.00 (-7.01, 7.01)
-0.90 (-10.05, 8.25)

% Weight
2.2
8.3
344
1.7
17.3
29.5
4.2
2.4

-0.42 (-1.85, 1.01) 100.0

-1
WMD



Analisis de subgrupos:

HbA1c HIIT vs control

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.1.1 LI-HIT
Abdietal, 201 -0.94 086 15 018 D85 15 58% -112[F1.73,-0481]
Ahmed et al, 20149 -06 041 20 0.2 035 20 17.1%  -0.80[-1.04,-0.56] -
Cassidy etal, 2016 -0.3 085 12 0.2 061 11 8.0%  -0.80[1.15,0148] —
Cassidy etal 2018 -026 0 0.3 11 021 019 11 18.8% -0.47 [-0.68,-0.26] -
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019 113 077 a0 042 0493 29 Mot estimahble
Karstoft et al, 2013 -01 D025 12 0.4 025 8 17.7% -0.50[-0.72,-0.28] =
Rasmussen-Faria etal, 2021 -2.92 288 5 -0.54 1.46 ] 0.3%  -2.38[5.21,045 +
Sokolovska et al, 2020 -0.3 082 14 0.2 1.26 26 4.6%  -0.80[1.18,0.18] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 89 96 68.7% -0.62[-0.80, -0.44] L 3
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.02; ChiF= 846, df= 6 (P=018); F=37%
Testfor overall effect: £=6.80 (P = 0.00001)
1.1.2 MI-HIT
Alvarez et al, 2018 -09 041 13 01 045 10 11.6% -1.00[1.36,-0.64] —_—
Cassidy etal, 2014 -0.4 315 12 02 28 11 0.4%  -060[3.03,1.83
Lietal 2022 -0.39 046 13 -0.14 042 12 12.0%  -0.25[-0.59, 0.09] T
Mitranum et al, 2014 -0 23 14 03 23 15 0.9%  -0.80[-2.48, 0.88]
Sabouri et al, 2021 -0.81 083 16 -0.1 075 13 5.65% -0.81[1.42 -0.20] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 68 61 304% -0.68[-1.11,-0.25] A
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.11; Chi*=8.15, df= 4 (P = 0.06); F= 56%
Testfor overall effect, £=3.08 (F=0.002)
1.1.3 SI-HIT
Rasmussen-Faria etal, 2021 ¢ -1.45 132 5 -054 148 5 0.8%  -0.891 264,087
Subtotal {95% CI) 5 5 0.8%  -0.91[-2.64, 0.82] ——ee i ——
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: £=1.03 (F = 0.30)
Total (95% CI) 162 162 100.0% -0.64 [-0.80, -0.48] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*= 18.85, df=12 (P = 0.09); F= 36% 52 51 3 15 é
Testfor overall effect 2= 7.77 (P = 0.00001) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 016, df= 2 (P= 092, F=0%



Glicemia HIIT vs control

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SO Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 LI-HIT
Abdelbasset etal, 2019 -08 153 16 0 156 16 6.8% -1.10[2.17,-0.03] -]
Abdietal, 2021 -249 208 18 -0.37 2.2 15 a1%  -2.12[3.65 -0.89] I
Cassidy et al, 2016 a 1.6 12 06 1.22 11 6.5% -0.60 [-1.76, 0.56] -T
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019 -219 196 30 -0.26  1.89 29 T2%  -1.93[2.91,-0.95] -
Hwang etal, 2018 -0.33 0.4 18 027 09 16 92% -0.60[1.10,-010] -1
Karstoft et al, 2013 -01  0.91 12 08 0as ] 81% -1.00[1.75,-0.22] -
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 =214 183 5 376 325 5 1.8% -5.90[9.21,-2.58]
Sokolovska et al, 2020 -0z 2.28 14 o1 287 26 4.8% -0.30[-1.93,1.33] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 122 126 49.4%  -1.21 [-1.81, -0.60] L J
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.40; Chi*=17.583, df= 7 (P=0.01), F= 60%
Testfor overall effect; £= 3,90 (P = 0.0001}
1.2.2 MI-HIIT
Arefirard et al, 2020 035 244 15 -017 426 15 2.8% 0.52 [-1.496, 3.00] -
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018 -2.38 187 18 -0.37 188 17 59%  -2.01 [3.32,-0.70] —
Golshan etal, 2019 ¢ -0.3 282 10 005 289 10 26% -0.35[-2.94, 2.24] T
Lietal 2022 -0.87  0.42 13 -0.05 ] 12 948%  -0.82[1.23,-0.41] -
Mitranum et al, 2014 -1.08 22451 14 -0.11 21.02 15 01% -0.94 16,82, 14.94]
Sahouri et al, 2021 -1.43  1.38 16 -0.45 117 13 TA4%  -0.98 [1.91,-0.08] -
Winding et al, 2017 07 1T 13 ns 225 7 4.0% -1.20[-3.11,0.71] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 99 89 32.3% -0.90 [1.25, -0.56] 4
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=4 44, di =6 {F=062); F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=510 (P = 0.00001)
1.2.3 SI-HIT
Ghaedietal, 2020 -4.04 182 14 -0.58 298 14 4.2%  -3.46[5.29 -1.63] —
Rasmussen-Fariaetal, 2021 ¢ -1.85 221 5 376 325 5 1.7%  -5.31 [8.75,-1.87]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 19 5.8% -3.87 [-5.48, -2.25] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 086, df=1 {(F=0.35); F= 0%
Testfor averall effect Z= 4 69 (P = 0.00001)
1.2.4 8IT
Asramietal, 2019 -3.45 206 17 033 3 18 4.45%  -3.78[9.48 -2.08] I
Banitalebi et al, 2019 -3.45 206 17 033 3M 18 45%  -3.TB[5.48 -2.08] I
Galshan et al, 2019 =117 1.83 10 005 299 10 3.4% -1.22[-3.39, 0.55] 71
Subtotal (95% CI) 44 46 124%  -3.06 [4.58, -1.54] £
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.92; Chi*=408, df=2{P=013;F=51%
Testfor averall effect Z2=3.95 (P = 0.0001)
Total {95% CI) 284 280 100.0%  -1.54 [-2.03, -1.08] 4
Heterogeneity; Tau®= 0.60; Chi®= 54,91, df= 19 {F = 0.0001), F= 65% _150 % b :lj 150

Testfor overall effect 2= 6.24 (P = 0.00001)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=18.91, df= 3 (P=0.0003), F=84.1%

LI-HIT vs MI-HIIT Chi2 = 0.72, p=0.40

LI-HIT vs SI-HIIT Chi2 = 9.14, p=0.003*

LI-HIT vs SIT Chi2 = 4.94, p=0.03*

MI-HIIT vs SI-HIIT Chi2 = 12.35, p=0.0004*

MI-HIIT vs SIT Chi2=7.36, p=0.007*

SI-HIIT vs SIT Chi2=0.5, p=0.48

Favours [experimental]

Favours [control]



Insulinemia HIIT vs control

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.3.1 LI-HIT

Cassidyetal, 2016 o 523 12 094 6.2 11 3.0% -0.94 [5.658, 3.77]

Ghardashi-Afousi etal, 2019 -217 0 233 30 -013 208 29 9.3%  -204[F3.17,-091] I
Hwang etal, 2019 -1.49 2 18 0.1 1.6 16 91% -2.00[3.21,-0.79] —
Karstoft et al, 2013 -2.58 1.74 12 517 143 g 8.0% -7 75541, -6.09] —

Subtotal {95% CI) 72 64 29.4% -3.39 [-6.27, -0.50] -~
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 7.30; Chi*= 37.37, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F=92%

Testfor overall effect £= 2,30 (P = 0.02)

1.3.2 MI-HIT

Arefirard et al, 2020 -1.36 564 15 -0.44 B 15 3.8% -0.92 [5.04, 3.25]

Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018 -2.582 241 18 -014 235 17 8.3% -238[3.96,-0.80] —
Golshan etal, 20149 ¢ -2.01 444 10 1.69 427 10 4.0% -3 70752, 012]

Lietal 2022 -0.34 241 13 -007 028 12 8.7% -0.27 [1.64,1.10]

Sabouri etal, 2021 -1.14 1.4 16 -0.3 0492 13 9.7% -0.85 [1.74,0.04] —
Winding et al, 2017 -2.3 16.81 13 -043 1004 7 0.6% -1.87[13.69,9.95 ¢+

Subtotal {95% CI) 85 74 34.8% -1.15[-1.97,-0.33] <
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.19; Chi*=6.03, df=48(FP=030); F=17%

Testfor overall effect 2= 2.76 (F = 0.006)

1.3.3 SI-HIT

Ghaedi et al, 2020 -1.9 5549 14 -0.39 3.9 14 4.3% -1.51 [-5.08, 2.06]

Subtotal {95% CI) 14 14 4.3%  -1.51[-5.08, 2.06] ——anl——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=0.83 (P =041}

1.3.4 8IT

Asrami et al, 20149 -2.76 207 17 -037 185 18 8.9% -239[3.69,-1.04] —
Banitalebi et al, 2019 -2.75 207 17 -036 208 18 8.7%  -239[3.76,-1.02] e
Golshan et al, 2019 -0.93 241 10 1.69 427 10 5.2% -2.62 [5.66, 0.42]

Kaviani et al, 2017 -2.75 207 17 -036 208 18 8.7%  -239[3.76,-1.02] —_—
Subtotal {95% CI) 61 64 31.5% -2.40[-3.16, -1.65] &
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 002, df=3 (P =1.00); F= 0%

Test for overall effect: 2= 65.26 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 232 216 100.0% -2.35[-3.31,-1.38] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 2.28; Chi*=60.83, df= 14 (P < 0.00001); F=77% t 110

Testfor overall effect: £=4.78 (P = 0.00001)

Testfor subgroup diferences: ChfF=587, df=3(F=0113, F=493%

-10

Favours [experimental]

]

Favours [control]



HOMA IR HIIT vs control

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.4.1 LI-HIT vs control
Abdelbasset et al, 2018 -0.8 1.27 16 018 1.66 16 54%  -0.98 200, 0.04]
Abdietal, 2021 -1.77 1.38 18 -014 1.6 15 8.2% -1.63[2.65 -0.57]
Cassidy et al, 2016 01 07 12 0.2 0.85 11 G6.8% -010[-0.74, 0.54] I —
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019 -161 1.3 30 -016 1.42 24 6.6% -1.45[215,-0.75] e
Hwang et al, 2019 -0.89 071 18 041 0.59 16 TA%  -1.31[F1.75,-0.87] —_—
Sokolovska et al, 2020 -0.6 22 14 o 2.2 26 40%  -060[-2.03, 0.83]
Subtotal (95% CI) 105 113 354% -1.02 [-1.53, -0.51] B
Heterogeneity: Tauf=0.22; ChiF=12.848 df= 4 ({F=0.03; F= 60%
Testfor overall effect; £=3.84 (P = 0.0001)
1.4.2 MI-HIIT vs control
Arefirard et al, 2020 -0.4 061 18 -0.25 1.14 15 6.7%  -0.145[-0.80, 0.50] 1T
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018 -1.82 114 18 -0.21 1.65 17 56% -1.61[2.56,-0.6E] -
Golshan etal, 2019 ¢ -0.89 062 10 0.75 0.57 10 T2% 164 [F216,-1.132] —
Mitranurm et al, 2014 -0.6 1.26 14 03 1.3 15 A7%  -090[-1.83, 0.03] EE—
Sabouri et al, 2021 -0.898 074 16 -0.3 0486 13 TA%  -0BE[F1.12,-0.24] -
Saghand etal, 2020 -1.76 1.61 18 -017 1.69 15 4.8% -1.89[F2.77,-0.41] —_—
Winding et al, 2017 -059 1.849 13 0 1.24 7 42%  -0589[1.97, 0.79]
Subtotal (95% CI) 101 92 41.7% -1.00[-1.49,-0.51] i
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 026, ChifF=17 12, df= 6 {F =0.009); F=65%
Testfor overall effect, £=4.02 (P = 0.0001)
1.4.3 SI-HIT vs control
Ghaedietal, 2020 -0.48 0.79 14 0.03 0.67 14 1%  -0481[1.058 0.03] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 14 7.1%  -0.51[1.05,0.03] .
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=1.84 (P =0.07}
1.4.4 SIT vs control
Banitalehi et al, 2019 =219 018 17 -0.07 0.28 18 1%  -212[F2.28,-1.496] -
Golshan et al, 2019 -067 019 10 075 0.A7 10 TE%  -1.42[F1.78,-1.05] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 28 157% -1.79[-2.48, 1.11] et
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.22; Chi®= 1157, df=1 (P = 0.00073; F= 91%
Testfor overall effect £=513 (P = 0.00001}
Total (95% CI) 247 247 100.0% -1.10 [-1.50, -0.70] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.52; Chi*=12518, df= 145 (F = 0.00001); F= 88% f

3 -1 0 1 2

Testior overall effect 2= 5.33 (7 = 0.00001) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®=8.27, df= 3(P=0.04), F= 63.7%

LI-HIT vs MI-HIIT Chi2=0.00, p=0.95
LI-HIT vs SI-HIIT Chi2=1.83, p=0.18
LI-HIT vs SIT Chi2=3.11, p=0.08
MI-HIIT vs SI-HIT Chi2=1.75, p=0.19
MI-HIIT vs SIT Chi2 = 3.37, p=0.07

SI-HIT vs SIT Chi2=8.54, p=0.01*



VO2pico HIIT vs control

Experimental Control

Mean Difference

Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl

1.5.1 LI-HIT

Abdelbasset et al, 20149 52 255 16 09 235 16 13.1% 4.30 [2.60, 6.00] -
Ahmed etal, 2019 74031 20 07 21 20 13.2% 6.70[5.06, 8.34] -
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2019 6,38 386 30 -1.32 431 28 121% Tr0[5.61,9.79 I
Hwang et al, 2019 23 118 18 -0.5 1.25 16 14.9% 2.80[1.99, 3.61] -
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 T49 827 5 -1.36 1.59 5 3.4% 8.85[1.47,16.23]

Subtotal {(95% CI) 89 86 56.7T% 5.53 [3.24, 7.81] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 5.19; Chi*= 32.49, df=4 (P < 0.00001}); = 88%

Testfor overall effect: £=4 73 {F = 0.00001)

1.5.2 MI-HIIT

Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018 .59 423 18 -1.24 362 17 10.8% 6.83[4.23,9.43] —_—
Sabouri et al, 2021 233 308 16 081 2.66 13 121% 1.62 [0.57, 3.61] T

Wilson et al, 20149 34 2 11 -0.4 208 5 11.9% 3.90[1.74, 6.06] e
Winding et al, 2017 58 G2 13 -0.9 8.03 7 3.8% B.T0[014, 1354 | —
Subtotal {(95% CI) 58 42 3B.6% 4.28 [1.65, 6.91] B
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 4,68, Chif=1047, df=3 (P =001}, F=71%

Testfor overall effect: £= 319 {F = 0.001)

1.5.3 SI-HIT

Rasmussen-Faria etal, 2021 ¢ 292 6449 5 -1.36 1.59 ] 4.8% 428158 10.14] I —
Subtotal {95% CI) 5 5 4.8% 4.28[-1.58,10.14] ——ongliiee—
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect £=143 (F=0.158)

Total (95% CI) 152 133 100.0% 4,94 [3.40, 6.47] i
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 3.95; Chif= 4311, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F= 79% _150 55 5 % 1:0

Testfor overall effect: £=6.30 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chif=0.54, df=2 (P=0.76), F= 0%

Favours [control]

Favours [experimental]



% grasa HIIT vs control

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SO Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.6.1 LI-HIT
Abdietal, 2021 -358 282 15 027 365 15 98% -3.86[6.18,-1.53] I
Cassidy et al, 2016 -0.84 109 12 0 1227 11 21% -0.84 [10.36, 8.68]
Hwang etal, 2019 -0.2 1.85 18 0.9 2.3 16 11.5% -1.10[-2.54,0.34] T
Karstoft et al, 2013 -2.08 326 12 031 344 g 8.4% -2.39 [-5.40,0.62] ——
Rasmussen-Faria et al, 2021 -1.82 1261 5 -153 8549 5 11% -0.29[-14.18, 13.60]
Subtotal (95% CI) 62 55 32.9% -1.94[-3.10,-0.78] o
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*=4.09, df=4 {F = 0.39); F= 2%
Testfor averall effect 2= 327 (P = 0.001)
1.6.2 MI-HIIT
Alvarez et al, 2016 -3.23 3.8 13 032 268 10 91%  -3.585[6.23,-0.87] E—
Galshanetal, 20149 ¢ -2.38 265 10 1.35 507 10 TA%  -3TI[FT.2E,-0.18] E—
Mitranum et al, 2014 -2.2 2.2 14 0.6 1.2 15 11.7% -2.80[4.10,-1.50] —
Winding et al, 2017 -019 BG6 13 011 896 7 27% -0.30[-B.44, 7.84]
Subtotal (95% CI) 50 42 31.0% -2.97 [4.07, -1.87] <
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 083, df=3{F=084); F=0%
Testfor averall effect: 2= 528 (P < 0.00001)
1.6.3 SI-HIT
Ghaedietal, 2020 -1.8 344 14 -1.28 3892 14 9.0% -0.22 [-2.96, 2.52] I —
Rasmussen-Fariaetal, 2021 ¢ -1.82 11.46 5 -1.53 859 5 1.2% -0089[13.19, 13.01]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 19 10.2% -0.21 [-2.89, 2.46] <agifii--
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.00, df=1 {F=0.98); F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=0.16 (P = 0.88)
1.6.4 8IT
Asramietal, 2019 -1.8 345 17 -1.28 392 18 49.6% -0.22 [-2.66, 2.22] I —
Banitalebi et al, 2019 -78 345 17 186 382 18 97% -5.36[11.77, -6.95] —_—
Galshan et al, 2019 -2.89 386 10 135 507 10 G.8% -4.24 [8.15 -0.28] S —
Subtotal (95% CI) 44 46 26.0% -4.62[-10.67,1.43] ——e—
Heterageneity: Tau®= 26.30; Chi®= 27 .34, df= 2 (P = 0.00001%; F= 93%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.850{F =013
Total {95% CI) 175 162 100.0%  -2.90 [-4.39, -1.41] L 2
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 4,47, Chi®=44.24 df=13{P =0.0001), F=71% _150 % b % 1ID

Testfor overall effect £=23.81 (P = 0.0001)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 4.67, df=3(P =020, F= 35.8%

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]



HbAlc HIIT vs EAC

HIT EAC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.1.1 LI-HIT
Haollekim-Strand et al, 2014 -0.4 1.06 20 -0.2 0.65 16 45%  -0.20[-0.76, 0.36] —
Karstoft etal, 2013 -01 0.25 12 0 0.25 12 354%  -010[-0.30,010] —-
Sahag et al, 2020 -0.3 0.35 12 -0.3 0.35 12 181% 0.00[-0.28, 0.28] i
Stoaetal, 2017 -0.A9 1.24 16 -0.01 0.86 16 26%  -0.88[1.32 016] —
Wiay etal, 2020 -0.3 1.24 12 -0.3 1.32 12 1.3% 0.00[-1.02 1.02]
Subtotal {95% Cl) 72 68 61.8%  -0.10[-0.25, 0.06] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 2,25, df=4 (P= 069, F=0%
Testfor overall effect £=1.24 (P=022%)
2.1.2 MI-HIIT
Aguilera-Eguia et al, 2014 -0.1 0.55 a 0.1 0.85 T 2.6%  -0.20[-0.94 0.54] —
Lietal, 2022 -0.39 046 13 -014 042 12 11.9%  -0.25[-0.59 0.049] T
Macias-Cerantes etal, 2017 -0A7 084 12 0 141 12 23%  -0.78[-1.56, 0.00]
Mitranum et al, 2014 -0A 23 14 -0.2 235 14 0.58% -0.30[-2.02 143
Yan Ryckeghem et al, 2022 -01 07 10 -0.2 0.545 4q 4.5% 0.10[-0.46, 0.6E] T
Subtotal {95% Cl) 57 54 21.8%  -0.23[-0.48,0.03] e
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.00; ChiF= 324, di=4 (FP=0482; F=0%
Testfor overall effect. £=1.76 (P =008}
213 RST
Maillard et al, 2016 -01 0.3 8 -0 03 2 16.4% 010[-0.19, 0.39)] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 8 8 164% 0.10[-0.19, 0.39] -
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable
Test for overall effect 2= 067 (P =0.50)
Total {95% CI) 137 130 100.0%  -0.08 [-0.21, 0.03]

Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.00; ChiF=8.24, df =10 (F =061} F=0%

Testfor overall effect £ =193 {FP=013

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 2.76, df= 2 (P =028, F= 27.5%

*
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-1 0
Favours [experimental]

1
Fawvours [EAC]



Glicemia HIIT vs EAC

HIIT EAC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.2.1 LI-HIT
Dunwald et al, 2019 0.43 348 a -1.8 308 G 0.4% 2.23[1.23, 5.69] 4
Hwang et al, 2018 -0.33 0.4 18 -006 047 16 27.7% -0.27 [F0.60, 0.06] — =
Karstoft et al, 2013 -01 0 0.9 12 0.3 0487 12 11.4% -0.40F1.01, 0.21]
Sahag et al, 2020 -0.3 067 12 -01 D65 12 143% -0.20 F0.73,0.33] B
Way et al, 2020 -0 228 12 -0.2 2 12 1.5% 0.00[-1.80,1.800 + +
Subtotal (95% ClI) 62 58 553%  -0.26 [-0.51, -0.01] -l
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chif= 2.33, df= 4 (F=0.68);, F= 0%
Test far averall effect, £=2.03 (P=0.04)
2.2.2 MI-HIIT
Aguilera-Eguia etal, 2014 -01 nas g8 -06 147 T 2.9% 080 [F0.78,1.749] +
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018 -2.38  1.87 18 -1.486 208 17 2.7% -0.82 216,052 ¢
Lietal 2022 -0.87 042 13 -077 0.44 12 266% -0.10[F0.44, 0.24] — T
Macias-Cervantes etal, 2017 -2.47 271 12 018 2 12 1.4% -2BA[4.56,-074 —
Mitranum et al, 2014 -1.06 2251 14 -089 2433 14 00% -006[17.42,17.30) 4 +
Wan Ryckeghem et al, 2022 -0.33  D0.BB 10 -084  1.483 q 2 6% 0.61 [F0.76, 1.98] +
Winding et al, 2017 07 1T 13 04 24 12 1.8% -1.10[-2.75,0.55) *
Subtotal (95% Cl) 88 83 3B.0% -0.36 [-1.04, 0.31] ——e———
Heterageneity: Tau®= 032, Chif=11.07, df=6 (P = 0.09); 7= 46%
Test far averall effect, £=1.05 (P = 029}
2.2.3RST
Maillard et al, 2016 03 0.7a 8 0.4 0492 g 6.7 % -0.10[F0.92,0.72]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 8 8 6.7% -0.10 [-0.92, 0.72] e
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect =024 (P= 081}
Total (95% CI) 158 149 100.0% -0.22 [-0.45, 0.00] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; ChiF= 1370, df =12 (P= 032, F=12% 51 —D= 5 3 055

Test far averall effect, £=1.92 (P = 0.06}

Testfor subaroup differences: Chif=0.24, df=2 (P =089, F=0%

Insulinemia HIIT vs EAC

Favours [experimental] Favours [EAC]

HIT EAC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
2.3.1 LI-HIT
Hwang et al, 2018 -1.49 2 18 -0.4 1495 16 247% -1.80 [-2.83,-0.17] ]
Karstoft et al, 2013 -2488  1.75 12 0.39 912 12 4.6% -2.97 [8.22, 2.28] — 1
Sahagetal 2020 3.8 118 12 1.9 277 12 20.8% 1.90[0.20, 3.60] =
Way et al, 2020 138 554 12 0.42 865 12 0.1% 13.38 1840 45.16] g
Subtotal (95% CI) 54 52 50.2% -0.30 [-3.11, 2.51] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 4.44; Chi*=11.24, df =2 (P= 0013, F=73%
Testfor overall effect Z=0321 (P =083
2.3.2 MI-HIIT
Ghardashi-Afousietal, 2018 -2482 241 18 -1.93 243 17 21.8% -0.83 [F2.13,1.07] -
Lietal 2022 -0.34 0 251 13 -014 0.1 12 243% -0.20 F1.87,1.17] -+
Wan Ryckeghem et al, 2022 -6.62 11.45 10 -216 544 ] 2.2%  -446[12.45 3453 —
Winding et al, 2017 -2.3 168 13 202 438 12 1.6% -432[13.84, 520 —
Subtotal (95% CI) 54 50 49.8% -0.45 [-1.48, 0.57] *
Heterogeneity: Taw*=0.00; Chif=1.74, df= 3 (P=063), F= 0%
Testfor averall effect £= 087 (P =0.38)
Total (95% CI) 108 102 100.0% -0.42 [1.64, 0.79]

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.09; Chi#=13.02, df= 7 (P = 0.07), F = 46%

Testfor averall effect £= 068 (P =0.90)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=0.01, df= 1 (F=0492), F= 0%

*
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Favours [EAC]
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Favours [experimental]
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HOMA IR HIIT vs EAC

HIT EAC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
241 LI-HIT
Hollekim-Strand et al, 2014 0 086 20 -01 045 15 11.5% 010 F0.51, 0.71] e —
Hwang etal, 2019 -09 071 18 -008 081 16 129% -0.85[-1.36,-0.34] e —
Sahagetal, 2020 06 016 12 0.3 035 12 17.4% 0.30[0.08, 0.52) —
Stoa etal, 2017 016 087 14 -004 075 16 11.2% 0.20 F0.43, 0.83] I I —
Subtotal {95% CI) 64 59 531%  -0.05[-0.59, 0.49] —~aalii-—
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.24; ChF=16.32, df=3 (P =00010); F= 82%
Test for overall effect Z=019 (P =0.85)
2.4.2 MI-HIT
Elsisietal, 2016 -0493 118 an -055 1.44 an 10F%  -038[1.05 0.29) I
Ghardashi-Afousi et al, 2018 -1.82 1145 18 -1.45 1.42 17 8.3%  -037 [1.23, 049 e R
Mitranum et al, 2014 -06 1.26 14  -05 14 14 T.0%  -010[1.09, 089
Saghand et al, 2020 -1.76 1.61 15 -1.37 091 15 T.A%  -0.38[1.33 0558
Yan Ryckeghem et al, 2022 -1 33 1m  -15 269 q 1.4%  -0.60F3.30, 210 #
Winding et al, 2017 -0.89 1.89 13 0.3 064 12 B.2%  -0.89[1.98, 0.20]
Subtotal (95% CI) 100 97  411% -0.41[-0.79,-0.02] .
Heterogeneity; Tau®=0.00; Chif=116, df =5 (P =0.99); F= 0%
Test for overall effect, 2= 2.06 (P =0.04)
2.4.3 SIT
Baasch-Skytte et al, 2019 -0.2 0.86 12 0.3 1.49 a 5.8%  -080[1.64, 064
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 8 5.8%  -0.50 [-1.64, 0.64] —— i ———
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test far overall effect: 7= 0.86 (P = 0.39)
Total {95% CI) 176 164 100.0%  -0.22 [-0.55,0.11]

Heterageneity: Tau®=0.14; Chi*= 2435, df =10 (F=0.007); F= 59%
Testfor overall effect Z=133 (P=01&)
Test for subagroup differences: Chif=1.21, df=2 (P =055, F=0%

VO2pico HIIT vs EAC

3 K

=

1
Favours [experimental] Favours [EAC]

ra4

HIT EAC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.51 LI-HIT
Durnwald et al, 20149 31 587 a 21 5049 G 313% 1.00[-4.76, 6.76]
Hollekim-Strand et al, 2014 41 B2 20 1.2 7.55 16 4.9% 2.90[-1.69, 7.449]
Hwang etal, 2019 23 116 18 1.7 1.2 16 305% 0.60[-0.20,1.40] T
Sabagetal, 2020 11 0.7 12 23 18 12 281%  -1.20[-2.149,-0.21] ——
Wiay et al, 2020 ng 25 12 24 561 12 T8% -1.60 [-5.08, 1.88] — 1
Subtotal (95% Cl) 70 62 T4.6% -012[-1.50,1.26] -
Heterogeneity: Tau*=1.10; Chi*=10.23, df =4 (P=0.04); F=61%
Test for overall effect: =017 (P =0.8()
2.5.2 MI-HIT
Aguilera-Eguia et al, 2015 145 B.48 a 0g 347 7 40% 0.70[-4.47 587]
Ghardashi-Afousi etal, 2018 A59 423 18 36 4.04 17 11.0% 199077, 474] e —
Maortensen etal, 2019 i 6452 11 3 7ov 10 32% 3.00[-283, 887 *
Van Ryckeghem et al, 2022 23 8.85 10 32 375 q 3.0% -0.90 [F6.91, 5.11]
Winding etal, 2017 8 6.2 13 25 B.A8 12 42% 330172, 837
Subtotal (95% CI) 60 55  25.4% 1.81 [-0.13, 3.75] e~
Heterogeneity: Tauw®=0.00; Chi*=147, df =4 (P=083,F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.83 (P=0.07)
Total (95% Cl) 130 117 100.0% 0.35[-0.74, 1.44] ?

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.86; Chi*=15.08, df= 8 (P = 0.09); F= 40%
Testfor overall effect Z=063 (P=0.53)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 284, df=1 (P=011) F=60.7%

G2 6 1 i
Favours [EAC] Favours [HIIT]



% grasa HIIT vs EAC

HIT EAC Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
2.6.1 LI-HIIT
Hollekim-Strand et al, 2014 -0.30 81 19  -03 7.0 14 21% 0.00[-5.09, 5.08]
Hwang et al, 2019 -0z 1.95 18 11 215 168 27.7% 0.90 [-0.49, 2.29] T
Warstoft et al, 2013 -2.08 326 12 014 359 12 T1% -2.22 [-4.96, 0.52] e —
Stoa etal, 2017 -2.7 7.6 19 1.8 745 14 2.3% -0.90 [-5.69, 3.849]
Subtotal (95% CI) 68 62 39.1%  -0.20 [-1.89, 1.50] e
Heteraogeneity: Tau®=0.80; Chi*=418, df= 3P =024 F=28%
Testfor overall effect: Z=023{F =084
2.6.2 MI-HIIT
Aguilera-Eguia et al, 2015 -1.9 10,65 8 148 744 7 0.6% -0.40 [-9.61, 8.81]
Macias-Cerantes et al, 2017 -1.7 704 12 -01 996 12 1.1% -1.60[-8.50, 5.30]
Mitranum et al, 2014 -2.2 2.2 14 -26 1.495 14 22.4% 0.40[-1.14,1.94] e
mMortensen et al, 2019 -1 a 11 -1 B 10 1.5% 0.00 [-6.01, 6.01]
Wan Ryckeghem et al, 2022 -1 4495 o -1.7 3.87 g 3.6% 0.70[-3.15, 4.59] e e —
Winding et al, 2017 -0.19  B.EB 13 -118 7.23 12 1.4% 1.00[-5.24, 7.24]
Subtotal (95% CI) 68 64  30.6% 0.35 [-0.97, 1.67] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; ChifF=0.42 dfi= 48P =099, F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0453 (P = 0.60)
2.6.3 8IT
Baasch-Skytte et al, 2019 -1.3 6.5 23 -1 827 21 4.2% -0.20[-3.76, 3.36] I I—
Subtotal (95% CI) 23 21 4.2%  -0.20 [-3.76, 3.36] —ee i ———
Heterageneity: ot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=011 (P =0.91)
264 RST
Maillard et al, 2016 -1 1.6 8 12 13 8 261% 0.20[-1.23,1.63] 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 8 8 26.1% 0.20 [-1.23,1.63]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: =027 {(P=07
Total (95% CI) 167 155 100.0% 0.22 [-0.51, 0.95] ?
Heterogeneity; Tau®= 0.00; Chir= 4.70, df=11 (P = 0.94); F= 0% 54 52 3 é ji

Testfor overall effect; £2= 060 (P = 0.59)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 030, df=3 (P = 0.96), F= 0%

Favours [experimental]

Favours [EAC]



