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Supplementary Figure 1. Meta-analysis of nut consumption and cardiovascular disease mortality, high vs. low 

consumption. HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community 

Cohort Study; SMHS, Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

*Unpublished data provided by the authors of the primary studies. 
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Supplementary Figure 2. Meta-analysis of nut consumption and coronary heart disease mortality, high vs. low 

consumption. HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community 

Cohort Study; SMHS, Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

*Unpublished data provided by the authors of the primary studies. 
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Supplementary Figure 3 Meta-analysis of nut consumption and stroke mortality, high vs. low consumption.  

HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community Cohort Study; 

SMHS, Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

*Unpublished data provided by the authors of the primary studies. 
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Supplementary Figure 4. Meta-analysis of nut consumption and cancer mortality, high vs. low consumption.  

HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community Cohort Study; 

SMHS, Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

*Unpublished data provided by the authors of the primary studies. 
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Supplementary Figure 5. Meta-analysis of different nut consumption and all-cause mortality, high vs. low 

consumption. HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community 

Cohort Study;SMHS, Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study. 
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Supplementary Figure 6. Meta-analysis of different nut consumption and cardiovascular disease mortality, high vs. 

low consumption. HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community 

Cohort Study;SMHS, Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

*Unpublished data provided by the authors of the primary studies.  
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Supplementary Figure 7. Meta-analysis of different nut consumption and coronary heart disease mortality, high vs. 

low consumption. HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community 

Cohort Study;SMHS, Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study. 

*Unpublished data provided by the authors of the primary studies.  
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Supplementary Figure 8. Meta-analysis of different nut consumption and stroke mortality, high vs. low consumption. 

HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community Cohort Study;SMHS, 

Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

*Unpublished data provided by the authors of the primary studies. 
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Supplementary Figure 9. Meta-analysis of different nut consumption and cancer mortality, high vs. low consumption. 

HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community Cohort Study;SMHS, 

Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

*Unpublished data provided by the authors of the primary studies. 
 
 

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Supplementary Figure 10. Dose-response meta-analysis of nut consumption and cardiovascular disease mortality, per 

1 serving/wk. HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community 

Cohort Study; SMHS, Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

*Unpublished data provided by the authors of the primary studies.  
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Supplementary Figure 11. Dose-response meta-analysis of nut consumption and coronary heart disease mortality, per 

1 serving/wk. HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community 

Cohort Study; SMHS, Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

*Unpublished data provided by the authors of the primary studies.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Overall  (I-squared = 34.3%, p = 0.108)

Hshieh

Luu (SMHS)

Wang

Gopinath

Fraser (White)

Bao (NHS)

Luu (SWHS)

Bao (HPFS)

Luu (SCCS)

Mann

Blomhoff

Van den Brandt

Guasch-Ferré*

study

2015

2015

2016

2015

1997

2013

2015

2013

2015

1997

2006

2015

2013

year

0.94 (0.93, 0.96)

0.95 (0.90, 1.01)

0.76 (0.52, 1.10)

0.85 (0.75, 0.97)

0.99 (0.90, 1.11)

0.93 (0.89, 0.98)

0.95 (0.92, 0.98)

0.49 (0.31, 0.77)

0.95 (0.93, 0.98)

0.92 (0.89, 0.96)

0.97 (0.89, 1.07)

0.95 (0.92, 0.98)

0.96 (0.92, 1.00)

0.77 (0.60, 1.04)

ES (95% CI)

100.00

7.03

0.25

2.04

2.89

10.71

14.83

0.17

19.52

12.28

3.69

14.99

11.14

0.46

Weight

%

0.94 (0.93, 0.96)

0.95 (0.90, 1.01)

0.76 (0.52, 1.10)

0.85 (0.75, 0.97)

0.99 (0.90, 1.11)

0.93 (0.89, 0.98)

0.95 (0.92, 0.98)

0.49 (0.31, 0.77)

0.95 (0.93, 0.98)

0.92 (0.89, 0.96)

0.97 (0.89, 1.07)

0.95 (0.92, 0.98)

0.96 (0.92, 1.00)

0.77 (0.60, 1.04)

ES (95% CI)

100.00

7.03

0.25

2.04

2.89

10.71

14.83

0.17

19.52

12.28

3.69

14.99

11.14

0.46

Weight

%

  
1.5 1.5



 
 

 
Supplementary Figure 12. Dose-response meta-analysis of nut consumption and stroke mortality, per 1 serving/wk.  

HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community Cohort Study; 

SMHS, Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

*Unpublished data provided by the authors of the primary studies.  
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Supplementary Figure 13. Dose-response meta-analysis of nut consumption and cancer mortality, per 1 serving/wk.  

HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SCCS, Southern Community Cohort Study; 

SMHS, Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

*Unpublished data provided by the authors of the primary studies.  
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Supplementary Figure 14. Dose-response meta-analysis of peanut and tree nut consumption and all-cause mortality, 

per 1 serving/wk. HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SMHS, Shanghai Men’s 

Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Supplementary Figure 15. Dose-response meta-analysis of peanut and tree nut consumption and cardiovascular 

mortality, per 1 serving/wk. HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SMHS, Shanghai 

Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

.

.

Peanut

Bao (NHS)

Bao (HPFS)

Luu (SMHS)

Luu (SWHS)

Van den Brandt

Subtotal  (I-squared = 80.0%, p = 0.001)

Tree nut

Van den Brandt

Bao (NHS)

Bao (HPFS)

Subtotal  (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.597)

study

2013

2013

2015

2015

2015

2015

2013

2013

year

0.97 (0.88, 1.06)

0.88 (0.83, 0.93)

0.66 (0.54, 0.81)

0.67 (0.55, 0.82)

0.91 (0.86, 0.98)

0.84 (0.77, 0.93)

0.95 (0.83, 1.05)

0.92 (0.83, 1.02)

0.89 (0.84, 0.95)

0.91 (0.86, 0.95)

ES (95% CI)

22.71

26.05

12.84

13.06

25.34

100.00

16.80

21.86

61.34

100.00

Weight

%

0.97 (0.88, 1.06)

0.88 (0.83, 0.93)

0.66 (0.54, 0.81)

0.67 (0.55, 0.82)

0.91 (0.86, 0.98)

0.84 (0.77, 0.93)

0.95 (0.83, 1.05)

0.92 (0.83, 1.02)

0.89 (0.84, 0.95)

0.91 (0.86, 0.95)

ES (95% CI)

22.71

26.05

12.84

13.06

25.34

100.00

16.80

21.86

61.34

100.00

Weight

%

  
1.5 1.5



 
 

 
Supplementary Figure 16. Dose-response meta-analysis of peanut and tree nut consumption and coronary heart 

disease mortality, per 1 serving/wk. HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SMHS, 

Shanghai Men’s Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Supplementary Figure 17. Dose-response meta-analysis of peanut and tree nut consumption and stroke mortality, per 

1 serving/wk. HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SMHS, Shanghai Men’s Health 

Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Supplementary Figure 18. Dose-response meta-analysis of peanut and tree nut consumption and cancer mortality, 

per 1 serving/wk. HPFS, Health Professionals Follow-up Study; NHS, Nurses’ Health Study; SMHS, Shanghai Men’s 

Health Study; SWHS, Shanghai Women’s Health Study.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Supplementary Figure 19. Nonlinear dose-response meta-analysis of peanut and tree nut consumption and all-cause 

and cause-specific mortality. CHD, coronary heart disease; CVD, cardiovascular disease. 
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Supplementary Figure 20. Nonlinear dose-response meta-analysis of nut consumption and all-cause and 

cause-specific mortality, including studies in which the average intake of nuts in the highest categories was ≥ 3.5 

servings/week (range: 4.0-7.5 servings/week).  CHD, coronary heart disease; CVD, cardiovascular disease. 
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Supplementary Figure 21. Results of publication bias tests by Begg’s rank correlation test, Egger’s linear regression 

test, and funnel plots for the meta-analysis of nut consumption (high vs low) and risk of all-cause and cause-specific 

mortality. CHD, coronary heart disease; CVD, cardiovascular disease.  

A:  All-cause mortality (P-Egger test = 0.006, P-Begg test = 0.015) 

 

B:  CVD mortality (P-Egger test = 0.105, P-Begg test = 0.392) C:  CHD mortality (P-Egger test = 0.516, P-Begg test = 0.669) 

  

D:  Stroke mortality (P-Egger test = 0.385, P-Begg test = 0.631) E:  Cancer mortality (P-Egger test = 0.436, P-Begg test = 0.033) 
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